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Abstract

In this paper, we attempt to determine if the psychometric features of the 11-scenario survey designed by Klockars et al. provide
valid results for survey responses concerning police integrity and ethics. To do this, we used the multi-facet Rash statistical model on
two samples from police respondents in two different countries (one in North America and the other in Continental Europe). Our
results demonstrate that the survey, when combined with a specific statistical model, was able to assess the level of integrity of police
officers in these two different samples. We conclude that the 11-scenario survey and the methodology we have developed can be
considered very robust and is therefore useful for managerial purposes, particularly in candidate selection and promotion.

Keywords Police integrity - Police management - Police ethics - Police surveys

Introduction

Police integrity and ethics have been, are, and probably al-
ways will be the subject of a significant debate that raises
important questions: (1) what are police integrity and police
ethics and why should we try to assess and measure these
concepts? (2) If these concepts are measurable, how can they
be assessed and what is the relative value of the available tools
and methods? These questions are the founding blocks of the
sociology of policing pioneered by Egon Bittner (1970).
Questions about integrity and ethics in policing began as the
consideration of philosophical and legal principles surround-
ing police interactions in modern societies (Kleinig 1996;
Kadish 1962) and have gradually changed to concern opera-
tional and measurable elements of police training (Terrill
2001), police supervision, (Engel and Worden 2003; More
and Miller 2014), and police officers’ duties and rights

< Marc Alain
Marc.alain@ugqtr.ca

Department of psychoeducation, Université du Québec a
Trois-Riviéres, 850, avenue de Vimy, porte 10 C.P. 32,
Québec, QC G1S 0B7, Canada

Genova, Italy

@ Springer

(Stoebuck 1980; Torres 1996; Karkkainen 2005). Following
Ivkovi¢ (2015), we propose that police integrity and ethics
should be understood not as abstract elements of police work
but as operational and empirically measurable concepts.

Police Ethics: A Short Historical Perspective

Corruption and abuse of power involving police officers in
both our English-American adaptations of the Peel model
and their Continental European counterparts are probably as
old as these systems themselves (Haller 1971, 1996; Walker
1976). Fogelson (1977) shows how North American police
organizations first attempted to deal with such problems
through reforms and the progressive adoption of standardized
professional norms. However the Serpico affair, which led to
the Knapp commission in 1972, clearly established that these
so-called professional norms were neither strong enough nor
sufficiently integrated among individual members to prevent
the corruption of whole precincts in the NYPD. The publica-
tion of the Knapp commission report introduced the idea of
“rotten apples,” police officers who avoided official control
measures and policies to achieve their own interests. The 1972
report also introduced the first ranking of breaches of police
ethics by referring to low-level corrupt officers as “grass-
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eaters” and more highly corrupt officers as “meat-eaters.” Not
until 22 years later, in 1994, with the publication of the Mollen
Commission report, which also dealt with NYPD police offi-
cers, was the idea of rotten apples abandoned in favor of
looking at the barrel itself as a source of rot. Punch (2003),
reflecting on the Dutroux scandal in Belgium, went even fur-
ther in proposing a “rotten orchard,” suggesting that a system-
ic emphasis on the whole organization is necessary to under-
stand ethical problems in police organizations.

This being said, however, the challenge of changing, su-
perficially or profoundly, the police professional culture re-
mains nowadays not completely addressed. Studying this pro-
fessional culture reveal two important characteristics that
might impede planned changes. Often referred to as “canteen
culture” (Waddington 1999; Kingshott and Prinsloo 2004),
police professional culture contains both negative and
positive aspects. As Van Hulst (2013) shows, if canteen cul-
ture can be quite effective at pushing aside the recruits’ high
sense of morale in favor of what can be understood as negative
behaviors (accepting gifts and privileges because of being a
police officer, for example), it also have important potential
positive effects. Kingshott and Prinsloo (2004) were quite
revealing in showing that canteen culture constitutes a very
important mechanism of forging and maintaining professional
bonds between officers, these bonds constituting essential re-
enforcement of the necessary mutual trust among those who
choose to “serve and protect.” The mere presence of this fun-
damental professional culture, then, must be counted for and
evaluated for any police organization wishing to go through
reforms in favor of higher levels of integrity among its ranks, a
task for which our own researches might eventually
contribute.

Recommendations for how to assess police ethics and in-
tegrity have always been part of such inquiries and reports
(Chappell and Piquero 2004; Skolnick 2002). How to under-
take such assessments remains, however, the subject of a still-
evolving sphere of police sociology. Both the Knapp and the
Mollen commissions (as well as the Christofer Commission
on the events related to the beating of Rodney King in Los
Angeles in 1991) identified the “blue code of silence” (also
referred as the “blue curtain”) as the greatest obstacle to eth-
ical assessment of any police organization (Neyroud and
Beckley 2001). The problem of serious bias that this code
introduces into any attempt to assess the levels of conformity
to ethical rules by asking police officers for their opinions has
been thoroughly addressed by Westmarland (2005) in an arti-
cle that stresses the need for further investigation into police
ethics and integrity. Simply asking officers about the conduct
of their fellow officers generally results in answers that bear
little resemblance to events related in the media:

Investigations into police corruption, lying and brutality
have uncovered the most striking examples of the Code.

Absent the inquiry, the powerful mandate of silence
usually lies dormant, almost like an incubating disease.
In such situations, the Code manifests itself as a refusal
to offer information that might incriminate or embarrass
a fellow officer. ... The Blue Code is not restricted to
law enforcement in the United States; its existence has
been documented in police departments in other west-
ernized countries. — Skolnick 2002: pp. 8-9

Investigating levels of ethical commitment among the offi-
cers of a given police organization by analyzing reports of
breaches, corruption, or unjustified use of force does not nec-
essarily provide better results. As Ivkovic et al. (2012; see also
Ivkovi¢ 2015) note, it is not clear that police misconduct reports
are useful in measuring the general level of ethics within any
given police agency as the number of incidents of misconduct
or their reported seriousness may be deceiving. An increase in
the number of reported incidents could be caused by tougher
policies against police deviance while a decrease in seriousness
might be the result of more efficient cover-up strategies by
either corrupt officers or their administration (Punch 2003).
Neither would necessarily involve any change in the underlying
level of ethics. Ivkovic and Haberfeld (2015b) also discuss how
difficult it is to use inquiry commission reports as a basis for
determining the level of ethics in a police department. These
inquiries are rare and in some countries, such as Region
B (Carrer and Alain 2011, 2012; Carrer 2004), do not take place
even when problems of corruption are clearly apparent. As
well, careful examination of all the incidents that led to the
inquiry is a difficult and time-consuming task for any researcher
(Ivkovic et al. 2012, p. 150). Researchers as well as adminis-
trators have therefore adopted another approach to assessing
levels of ethical commitment in police organizations: surveys.

The Use of Surveys for Assessing Ethical
Commitment among Police Officers

In the USA, using surveys to explore police officers’ attitudes
and integrity began with Milton Rokeach (Rokeach et al.
1971) who, with his team, attempted to determine whether
there were differences in values and attitudes between police
officers (Caldero 1997). In the same period, police managers
began to accept the idea that surveys of officers in their orga-
nizations could be useful in understanding how officers
responded to change, such as the shift from traditional polic-
ing to the community policing model (Walker and Katz 2012;
Klockars et al. 2007; Greene et al. 1994). However, such sur-
veys are usually undertaken for managerial purposes and are
not available to the public or scientists. As well, because they
serve particular managerial purposes, it cannot be assumed
that they represent the values and attitudes of a true random
sample of a given population of police officers.
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There are further problems in trying to assess the ethical
commitment of police officers, challenges well described by
Ivkovic:

Consistent in these studies is the phenomenon that
whenever direct questions about police misconduct are
posed, be it about police corruption, use of excessive
force, or police testifying, the researchers are bound to
experience similar forms of opposition: police adminis-
trators are reluctant to open their doors to researchers
raising questions about police misconduct, possibly
fearing that any misconduct uncovered will be
interpreted negatively for the administration/agency; po-
lice officers fearing ostracism from their colleagues if
they reveal anything about the misconduct of their fel-
low officers or fearing disciplinary and/or criminal con-
sequences if their own misconduct is uncovered. In ad-
dition, typical witnesses and victims of police miscon-
duct, such as prostitutes, drug dealers, and other career
criminals, may not be credible witnesses in court. —
Ivkovi¢ 2015, p. 2)

The problem of the code of silence was addressed by
Weisburd et al. (2001) in their study of the attitudes of US
police officers regarding abuse of authority. Their survey of
925 randomly selected American police officers in 121 depart-
ments confirmed that police officers’ attitudes regarding abuse
of authority are clearly influenced by the code of silence.
Respondents who believe that abuses of authority are related
to a “tough on crime” attitude also think that, in some in-
stances, such abuses are permissible and should not be report-
ed (Weisburd et al. 2001).

Trying to assess ethical commitment by asking police
respondents to react to even hypothetical questions about
police misconduct remains a major challenge, in part be-
cause ethics is never completely black or white. The eth-
ical commitment, however defined, depends largely on
individual philosophy, whether this philosophical position
is derived from Kant’s logical propositions or a more hu-
manistic position of care (Noddings 1984; Gilligan 1982).
These two ethical standpoints separate officers who favor
a “crime-fighter” attitude from those who believe actions
should arise from a more caring and protecting attitude
(Fitzgerald et al. 2002; Neyroud 2003). While it might
be expected that police organizations will include officers
who endorse both of these roles, circumstances in a par-
ticular police action might mean that police officers who
support one role would find themselves working with of-
ficers who support the other, with each group proposing
different responses. The presence of conflicting views on
the role of the police increases the problem of assessing
any given ethical standpoint within a whole police
department.
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These difficulties led to the work of Carl Klockars and his
team, who in 1994 suggested that the idea of police integrity
should be used instead of police ethics. According to these
authors, referring to integrity resolves most of the obstacles
involved in asking police officers to talk about their col-
leagues’ misconduct:

Whereas the respondents were generally eager to re-
spond to most questions, none was willing to provide
any examples of graft or corruption in their police agen-
cies. In 1994, Klockars and Kutnjak Ivkovi¢ developed
an alternative methodology to the study of police mis-
conduct, an approach that does not face such serious
challenges because it measures its opposite—police in-
tegrity. ... Klockars et al. define police integrity as ‘the
normative inclination among police to resist temptations
to abuse the rights and privileges of their occupation.’
— Klockars et al. 2007

Exploring the Psychometric Qualities
of a Widely Used Instrument

Our study used the survey tool developed by Klockars et
al. (Klockars and Ivkovic 1999; Klockars et al. 2003),
which has been used in comparative studies in several
countries (Ivkovic et al. 2016; Ivkovic and Klockars
1995; Klockars et al. 1997; Punch et al. 2000). This sur-
vey asks respondents to assess 11 hypothetical cases of
police misconduct with regard to the seriousness of each
case as well as the degree to which they would be willing
to report such conduct.

The Klockars questionnaire is aimed at investigating
practices (to report or not to report a colleague’s unethical
behavior, to comply or not to comply with the employer’s
integrity policy, and so on) that must be dealt with by
police officers across the world, however different their
cultural environment. With a few notable exceptions (see,
for instance, Hickman et al. 2016; Brown and Reed
Benedict 2002; Hickman et al. 2004), the 11-vignette
questionnaire has been empirically validated as able to
overcome the specificities of national/regional police or-
ganizational cultures (Ivkovic and Haberfeld 2015a) by
being submitted to more or less the same methodological
treatment: the results obtained through national or region-
al samples are presented in ranked order (see, for
example, Westmarland 2005), which makes it possible to
determine if sample responses are similar to responses
from one of the original US samples (as is done in
Klockars et al.’s edited 2004 work, The contours of police
integrity).
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Contributing to Further Enhancing
the Validity of the 11 Vignette Questionnaire

In this article, we establish the psychometric qualities of
Klockars® 11-vignette questionnaire and explore different
ways in which answers can be combined to establish respon-
dent profiles on a unique scale. Establishing the psychometric
qualities of the 11-vignette questionnaire makes possible ad-
ditional analyses, such as more precise assessments of integ-
rity levels in sub-cultures within one police agency (patrolmen
versus detectives, recruits versus experienced officers, women
versus men, and so on). We expect the results of such work to
both further enhance the theoretical value of Klockars® work
and help police managers to tailor use of this questionnaire to
their particular needs. The treatment of the questionnaire’s
answers proposed here is of benefit to both the science of
police integrity assessment and the managerial use of the
questionnaire. In the first instance, we are confident that the
establishment of the psychometric potential and qualities of
the Klockars questionnaire will open new paths for further
explorations of both old data sets—as is done here—and
new data, as well as, more importantly, making possible more
robust treatment of the data being collected. And, since we
should be able to obtain more precise measurements of an-
swers provided by police officers, police managers will be in a
much better position to rely on these measurements in dealing
with levels of integrity in the organizations they manage.

Surveying Police Ethics in Two Regions
from Two Different Countries, Field Work,
and Contexts

In the case of region A—in North America—a large police
organization felt that important reforms involving ethics and
integrity were needed in both the police code of conduct and
the continuous training officers receive. In early 2002, we
were asked to conduct a survey to assess these elements, not
only among a representative sample of officers from this or-
ganization but also among officers from other jurisdictions in
the same region to provide some basis for comparison. A
comparable situation occurred few years later, in June 2006,
when police management in region B—in continental
Europe—asked us to conduct the same kind of assessment
before they began an in-depth management reform. In these
two instances, we were able to provide precise assessments of
base rates of ethics and integrity.

Police organizations in both regions are responsible for
providing services to important cities as well as more rural
communities and villages. The distribution of population in
cities, rural communities, and villages is quite similar in both
regions.

In both regions, organizations leaders had asked for such an
evaluation in order to have a clear picture of existing levels of
staff integrity and ethical commitment before beginning
planned reforms. Our survey was intended as a first step be-
fore reforms were undertaken at all levels of the police orga-
nization, beginning with basic training, hiring standards and
procedures, rank upgrade practices, and career evaluations.

Region A Sample

The total police force in region A is estimated to be nearly
15,000 men and women (both part- and full-time employees).
Once permissions were granted and cooperation attained, 600
questionnaires were distributed to police managers for further
distribution to individuals in their organization. Each ques-
tionnaire was accompanied by a letter, signed by both the
director of the police organization and the director of the po-
lice union that explained the purpose of the survey and guar-
anteed the complete anonymity of responses and respondents’
identities." The questionnaires were distributed by research
assistants to a sample created in a collaboration between re-
searchers and managers to make sure that quotas for rank,
duties, and number of years’ experience for the entire police
population would be reached. In each precinct, respondents
were invited by their supervising officers (who were generally
at the first level of the organizations’ management ladder) to
complete the response sheet at their convenience and then put
it in a sealed cardboard box to be picked up by the research
assistants. Respondents were clearly told in the accompanying
letter that they were absolutely free to respond or not to the
questionnaire. The whole operation was conducted over a 4-
month period; of the 600 questionnaires initially distributed,
455 were returned, a response rate of 75.8%. Chi-square test
computed on the respondents’ distribution on the three strati-
fication criteria (rank, duties, and number of years of experi-
ence) showed non-significant differences (Alain 2003, 2004).

Region B Sample

At the time of the study (June of 2006), authorities in region B
were embarking on a vast project to reorganize the police to
allow them to operate in a more coordinated fashion. This plan
had repercussions for the command structure, basic and con-
tinuous training of police officers, and prevention and

! At the time of this first study, as well as before the second study conducted in
region B, the two police organizations did not ask neither us nor any other
authorities to provide an ethical certificate delivered by a recognized ethical
board. At that time, the principal researcher was head of the research center of
the only police academy from his region, where no procedure whatsoever
regarding these precautions were in place. It must be said, however, that in
Canada all three major research policies specifically mention that ethical cer-
tification is not required when a research is conducted under administrative
request, which was the case for both regions A and B.
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treatment of police misconduct.” We were approached to pro-
vide information and base rates to give the management team
a point of reference before they began the projected reform.
Relying on the procedure tested in region A (a letter signed by
the police and the union directors and emphasis that respon-
dents could answer at their convenience and at will), 2000
questionnaires were distributed by research assistants
throughout the region (which had a total of 13,000 officers),
and 1520 valid and completed questionnaires were returned, a
response rate of 76%; in this case, the operation took place
over a period of 6 months. Relying on the same three stratifi-
cation criteria, data showed a small but significant overrepre-
sentation of ranked officer among the respondents.’

A Short Presentation of the Survey Tool

As noted above, the 11 scenario survey tool developed by
Klockars et al. has been thoroughly used across the world
and has been the subject of at least two edited books
(Klockars et al. 2003; Ivkovic and Haberfeld 2015a) and a
complete issue of Policing: An International Journal of
Police Strategies and Management (May 2016). The survey
presents 11 vignettes, each of which describes a story that is
considered to be, in the majority of the countries where it has
been used, police misconduct; these vignettes are presented in
the table below (Table 1).

According to Klockars et al. (2003), none of stories of
misconduct involves extreme behavior. That is, none is so
benign or so dramatic that all respondents would put it in
roughly the same place on a ranked scale (e.g., totally wrong
or totally benign). Klockars’ team also attempted to produce
culturally neutral scenarios:

Those who study instances of police abuse of authority
for gain encounter their first problem in attempting to
achieve cultural neutrality in the different meaning of
money in different cultures. A bribe of U.S.$50 clearly
has a different meaning for a U.S. police officer who
earns $40,000 per year and a Eastern European police
officer who earns the annual equivalent of U.S.$4,000.
... In the scenarios we created that involved monetary
gain, we attempted to resolve this problem by express-
ing the gain in terms of some local value equivalent. —
Klockars et al. 2003, p. 8.

2 As we write this article, these planned reforms have not yet been implement-
ed, more than 10 years after the survey operation.

3 This question of over/under representation of specific quotas in the two
samples must be understood here as irrelevant, since our purpose is not to
assess how the integrity score might differ from one strata to another, but
merely to verify the psychometric qualities of the tool based on responses of
the whole two samples.
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Scenario 1 can, however, be seen as culturally biased, since
it involves a police practice found in the USA but rarely else-
where, at least officially: “a police officer runs a private busi-
ness in which he sells and installs security devices ...”). For
our study, this specific element did not cause any discrepan-
cies since the laws that govern police activities and duties in
both regions specifically prohibit any police officer from en-
gaging in private business related to private security.

For each of the 11 scenarios, respondent were asked to
reply to the same set of seven questions, which can be divided
into three different but interrelated themes. The first theme
involves the idea of seriousness, the second involves the ques-
tion of disciplinary measures, while the third one explores
willingness to report the depicted behavior. These seven ques-
tions are outlined in the next table (Table 2).

The questionnaire was pretested among small groups of
volunteers in police organizations in both regions A and B
to make sure that all vignettes and assessment questions were
easily understood and unambiguous. Before discussing the
data analysis and methodological assessment we propose,
we should point out again that the importance of revisiting
two sets of older data should be judged in relation to our
contribution to the development of a survey tool in ways that
have, as far as we know, never been previously used. Our
work is important for its methodology and explorative value
in providing a psychometric evaluation of this survey tool.

Data Analysis

The basic assumption in psychometric modeling is that the
concept being measured, in this case police integrity, is dis-
tributed on a continuum that goes from a very small to a very
high level of integrity. The goal of the model is therefore to
provide scores, based on respondent answers to different items
of a survey tool that represent the integrity level of that spe-
cific respondent. Psychometric models are then used to com-
pute the score and are also used to assess the quality of the
survey tool.

Analysis of the survey tool was conducted using the Item
Response Theory (IRT) measurement modeling (Bond and
Fox 2001). More specifically, the Rasch one-parameter logis-
tic (IPL) model was chosen and is set out in the following
equation:

e(0-b1)

PO =1raem =1

The Rasch model specifies that the probability (P;) of a
response to a question (in this case 1 or 0 in a dichotomous
survey tool) is dependent on the level of integrity of the re-
spondent (called ability parameter or §) and the level of integ-
rity needed for a respondent to endorse an item (called
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Table 1 Case Scenario
Case 1. A police officer runs a private business in which he sells and installs security devices, such as alarms,
special locks, etc. He does not work during his off-duty hours.
Case 2. A police officer routinely accepts free meals, cigarettes, and other items of small value from merchant on his beat.
He does not solicit these gifts and is careful not to abuse the generosity of those who give gifts to him.
Case 3. A police officer stops a motorist for speeding. The officer agrees to accept a personal gift of half of the amount of the
fine in exchange for not issuing a citation.
Case 4. A police officer is widely liked in the community, and on holidays local merchants and restaurant and bar owners show
their appreciation for his attention by giving him gifts or food and liquor.
Case 5. A police officer discovers a burglary of a jewelry shop. The display cases are smashed and it is obvious that many items
have been taken. While searching the shop, he takes a watch, worth about two days’ pay for that officer.
He reports that the watch had been stolen during the burglary.
Case 6. A police officer has a private arrangement with a local auto body shop to refer the owners of cars damaged in the accidents
to the shop. In exchange for each referral, he receives a payment of 5% of the repair bill from the shop owner.
Case 7. A police officer, who happens to be a very good auto mechanic, is scheduled to work during coming holidays. A supervisor
offers to give him these days off, if he agrees to tune-up his supervisor’s personal car. Evaluate the supervisor’s behavior.
Case 8. At 2 A. M. a police officer, who is on duty, is driving his patrol car on a deserted road. He sees a vehicle that has been driven
off the road and is stuck in a ditch. He approaches the vehicle and observes that the driver is obviously intoxicated.
He also finds that the driver is a police officer. Instead of reporting this accident, he transports the driver to his home.
Case 9. A police officer finds a bar on his beat which is still serving drinks a half hour past his legal closing time. Instead of reporting
this violation, the police officer agrees to accept a couple of free drinks from the owner.
Case 10. Two police officers on foot patrol surprise a man who is attempting to break into an automobile. The man flees.
They chase him for about two blocks before apprehending him by tacking him and wrestling him to the ground.
After he is under control both officer punch him a couple of times in the stomach as punishment for fleeing and resisting.
Case 11. A police officer finds a wallet in a parking lot. It contains the amount of money to a full day’s pay for that officer.

He reports the wallet as lost property, but keep the money for himself.

difficulty parameter or ;) (Enghelhard 2013). A subject with a
low level of integrity will be less likely to endorse items that
require the respondent to have a high level of integrity. The
respondent’s level of integrity (ability parameter) and level of
integrity needed for an item to be endorsed (difficulty param-
eter) are on the same scale of value and therefore the values of
those two parameters can be directly compared. A subject will
be more likely to endorse items whose difficulty parameters
on the level of integrity scale are lower than the values of their
ability parameters. The scale of values provided by the model
is an equal-interval scale with a mean of zero and a standard
deviation of 1. Those values are determined before the analy-
sis based on either mean or standard deviation of the distribu-
tion of items or respondents. Given this relation, the model
could be restated:

log ["/(1-p,)] = Bs=Di

where,

P,;  the probability that respondent » will give an answer of 1
B, the ability parameter of the respondent
D,  the difficulty parameter of item i.

Ordinal scales, like the Likert scale, can also be analyzed
with this model using the Rating scale model. The Rating
scale model adds contrast to the dichotomous model that rep-
resents the likelihood that the answer of a respondent will be
observed in a category of the Likert scale compared to the

preceding category of answers. The model is then represented
by the following equation:

log [Pmk/P,,,-(kfl)] =B,—Di—F;

where,

P, the probability that respondent n will give an answer
of k for an item i

P, the probability that respondent n will give an answer
(k—1) ofk—1

B, the ability parameter of the respondent

D; the difficulty parameter of item 7

Fy the difficulty of the answer option & compared to
answer option £— 1

In the dichotomous or Rating scale models, endorsement of
an item option depends only on the ability parameter of the
respondent and the difficulty parameter of the item. Typical
psychometric analysis, including factor analysis, Cronbach’s
alpha, and the Rasch model, relies on the assumption of local
independence. This assumption specifies that endorsement of
an item option for a specific item depends only on the ability
parameters of the subject.

The survey tool we analyzed could not meet the local in-
dependence assumption because the same group of items is
repeated across 11 possible situations. An answer to an item
regarding a specific situation could not only be dependent on
that situation but also on answers concerning the same item in
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Table 2  Case scenario assessment options B, the ability parameter of the respondent
1. How serious do YOU consider this behavior to be? D; the d¥fﬁculty parameter of lt.em l :

G the difficulty parameter of situation j, and

Not at all serious Very serious
1 2 3 4 5

2. How serious do MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY
consider this behavior to be?

Not at all serious Very serious
1 2 3 4 5

3. Would this behavior be regarded as a violation of official policy in your
agency?

Definitely not Definitely yes
1 2 3 4 5

4. If an officer in your agency engaged in this behavior and was
discovered doing so, what if any discipline do YOU think SHOULD
follow?

1. NONE 4. PERIOD OF SUSPENSION
2. VERBAL REPRIMAND 5. DEMOTION IN RANK
3. WRITTEN REPRIMAND 6. DISMISSAL

5. If an officer in your agency engaged in this behavior and was
discovered doing so, what if any discipline do YOU think WOULD
follow?

1. NONE 4. PERIOD OF SUSPENSION
2. VERBAL REPRIMAND 5. DEMOTION IN RANK
3. WRITTEN REPRIMAND 6. DISMISSAL

6. Do you think YOU would report a fellow police officer who engaged in
this behavior?

Definitely not Definitely yes
1 2 3 4 5

7. Do you think MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY
would report a fellow police officer who engaged in this behavior?

Definitely not Definitely yes
1 2 3 4 5

other situations. Classic Rasch measurement models could
therefore not be applied to this kind of data. The multi-facet
Rasch model (MFRM) has been developed precisely to deal
with this kind of measurement situation. The model is called
multi-faceted because it can deal with a more complex testing
design. In a more classic situation, there are only respondents
and items—a two-facet design. In the situation discussed here,
there are three coexisting facets: the respondents, the 11 sce-
narios, and the 7 assessment items.

The MFRM model is represented by the following equa-
tion:

tog|"#/p,,,., | = BiDrCFy

where,

the probability that respondent n will give an answer
of k for an item i to a situation j,

P,;  the probability that respondent # will give an answer
1) of k—1 for an item i to a situation j,

Pm'jk
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Fy the difficulty of the answer option & compared to
answer option k— 1.

The MFRM model logistically transforms the respondents’
ordinal answers on the Likert scale to an equal-interval logit
scale of measures. When a multi-faceted analysis is conduct-
ed, the various facets are analyzed simultaneously and inde-
pendently and calibrated onto a single linear scale that repre-
sents the continuum of the level of integrity measured by the
instrument. This approach unites all facets of the measurement
design on a single scale of values, which makes it possible to
look at individual-level effects of the facets (how the respon-
dents, the situations, and the items in the analysis performed
together) and to look at the interaction between the three facets
of'the design (at what level of integrity respondents, situations,
and items were located on the assessment scale). The analyses
were all conducted using Facets software version 3.71.4.

Misfit Evaluation

The Facets software has different fit indices, which provide
information on how well the data fit the Rasch model. The
appearance of large differences between the observed and the
expected answers (expressed as standardized residuals) sug-
gests surprising or unexpected results. Unexpected results are
considered to be detrimental to the measurement process and
for the instrument’s psychometric qualities. The residuals are
transformed into mean-square (MnSq) error statistics called
outfit MnSq and infit MnSq. The outfit MnSq are unweighted
MnSq residual statistics and are less sensitive to outliers. The
expected value of the MnSq is 1 and the range goes from 0 to
infinity. An item with MnSq value of between 0.5 and 1.5 is
usually considered to be adequate for the measurement. An
MnSq with a value less than 0.5 indicates little variation in the
pattern of answers while an MnSq with a value greater than
1.5 shows a set of answers with one or more unexpected or
surprising answers that do not seems to fit with the other
answers. The present article presents results for the final set
of data, once it had been cleared of misfit cases.

Results

Three-facet MFRM analyses were run separately for region A
and B samples. For the region A data, 30,030 potential an-
swers were observed. Missing responses (where respondents
had failed to provide answers to specific items (the seven
questions) for specific situations (the 11 vignettes)) accounted
for 4.9% of total answers (n = 1467). For the region B sample,
there were 100,320 complete answers with 16.1% (n=
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16,207) missing. Since the model can estimate latent traits
without complete data, we decided not to impute missing data
or to remove subjects with incomplete answers. After first
analysis, an examination of MnSq outfit and infit was con-
ducted and item 3 of the instrument (“Would this behaviour be
regarded as a violation of official policy in your agency?” with
answers ranging from 1 “Definitely not” to 5 “Definitely
yes”) was identified as a major source of noise in the model
with a majority of unexpected answers linked to this particular
item. We decided to remove it and the new analysis produced
no MnSq outfit and infit with values higher than 1.5.

Fitting Information and Performance
for the Scenarios Facet

Table 3 presents goodness-of-fit information and the location
of the difficulty parameter for each scenario on the scale of
integrity. The location of the difficulty parameter provides
information on the level of integrity associated with the sce-
narios. A scenario with a negative and rather low value of
difficulty parameter is a scenario for which a respondent does
not need a high level of integrity to think that there is some
problem with the situation presented in the scenario, while a
scenario with a positive and high value needs a higher level of
integrity for a respondent to express that there is a problem
associated with the scenario. For both region A and B sam-
ples, no scenario shows too high or low infit and outfit MnSq
values. For both samples, situation 1 shows the highest level
of disturbance, meaning that more unexpected values were
observed for this situation than for the others. For region A,
there is good variability in the value of the difficulty parame-
ter, the range going from — 2.06 (situation 5: “A police officer
discovers a burglary of a jewelry store ...”) to 1.80 (situation
1: “A police officer runs a private business in which he sells
and installs security devices ...”) with scenarios found at ev-
ery level of the continuum of the integrity scale. Variability of
the value of the difficulty parameter is lower along the contin-
uum for the region B sample. The range goes from —1.09
(situation 5) to 1.28 (situation 4: “A police officer is widely
liked in the community ...”). For this sample, we also ob-
served a good distribution of the values along the scale.
Since the parameters of the MFRM are calibrated separately
for each sample, the location of difficulty parameter values
cannot be compared directly but comparison of the relative
position of each situation is possible. For both samples situa-
tion 5 showed the lowest value on the location parameter. This
means that for both groups respondents with low levels of
integrity, understand that this scenario raises an ethical prob-
lem. Situations 3, 6, and 11% are also associated with a low

* Scenario 3: “A police officer stops a motorist for speeding ...”; scenario 6:
“A police officer has a private arrangement with a local auto body shop ...”;
scenario 11: “A police officer finds a wallet in a parking lot ...”

Table 3 Location parameters and goodness-of-fit indices for the
scenario facet by region A and B samples

Scenario number  Region A Region B
b Infit Outfit b Infit  Outfit

Scenario 1 1.80 143 147 092 128 1.1
Scenario 2 1.25 091 0.92 0.50 098 1.00
Scenario 3 -1.12 1.00 093 -1.03 1.10 095
Scenario 4 1.14 092 094 128 1.12 1.21
Scenario 5 —2.06 1.20  0.89 -1.09 1.09 095
Scenario 6 -0.62 0.88 0.86 -0.72 092 0.86
Scenario 7 0.10 125 131 -0.08 1.07 1.06
Scenario 8 0.59 1.06 1.07 0.57 097 097
Scenario 9 —0.13 0.83 0.83 0.14 0.77 0.77
Scenario 10 0.06 0.89 0.87 0.16 1.06 1.06
Scenario 11 -1.01 -1.01 092 -0.62 095 094

value on the difficulty parameter (e.g., these scenarios are
more clearly associated with ethical problems). On the other
side of the continuum, scenarios 1, 2, 4, and 8 are those which
only respondents with the highest levels of integrity consider
to be ethically problematic. It is worth noting that the relative
positions of each scenario are quite similar for both region A
and B samples. Overall, results suggest that this survey tool is
useful to measure levels of integrity of police officers, espe-
cially considering that the two samples are from very different
types and traditions of police organizational culture.

Fitting Information and Performance for the Items
Facet

Goodness of fit and values of the location parameters are
presented in Table 4. Once item 3 was removed, no further
items show too high or too low values of MnSq infit or outfit.
All items show goodness-of-fit values close to their expected
value of 1. The variability of their difficulty parameter on the
integrity scale is lower for both samples than what was ob-
served for the scenarios facet. For region A respondents, the
range goes from —0.59 (item 1: “How serious do YOU con-
sider this behaviour to be?” with answers ranging from 1 “Not
at all serious” to 5 “Very serious”) to 0.61 (item 7: “Do you
think MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY
would report a fellow officer who engaged in this behaviour?”
with answers ranging from 1 “Definitely not” to 5 “Definitely
yes”) and from — 0.67 (item 1) to 0.60 (item 7) for the region
B respondents. For both regions A and B, the relative position
of the difficulty parameter of each item is almost the same:
item 1 is associated with the lowest level of integrity while
item 7 is associated with the highest. This means that for item
1, it takes only the lowest level of integrity to tell that there is a
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Table 4 Location parameter and goodness-of-fit indices for the items
facet by region A and B samples

Item number ~ Region A Region B
b Infit  Outfit b Infit  Outfit

Item 1 -059 1.08 091 -0.67 1.04 097
Item 2 -025 091 0.86 -045 092 0.8
Item 4 0.15 077 080 001 094 098
Item 5 -0.07 1.00 1.04 0.16 104 1.06
Item 6 0.14 130 1.19 035 112 1.14
Item 7 0.61 1.11 1.20 060 105 1.1

problem related to the specific item, while item 7 picks out the
respondents who show the highest level of integrity.

Fitting Information and Performance of the Likert
Scales

The different ways respondents used the Likert scales to
provide their answer in the 11 vignettes evaluation sheet
was also analyzed and Table 5 presents information regard-
ing these scales. The table indicates that most respondents
favored option 4 or 5-62% in region A and 52% in region
B. If the Likert scales are functioning as intended, the av-
erage measures should increase in their location parameter
as the category of the Likert scale increases. That is the
case here, suggesting that respondents with higher scores
on an item are exhibiting a higher level of integrity than
those with lower scores on that item. Outfit MnSq should
be interpreted like the other goodness-of-fit measures,
where values closer to 1 mean that the answers expected
by the MFRM for the rating category are close to what is
observed. This element also reveals the general quality of
the instrument, as the response scale works as the model
predicts. As illustrated in Table 5, the outfit MnSq are all
very close to 1, suggesting that the Likert scales work very
well for both samples.

Variable Maps for Regions A and B

One of the most interesting features of the MFRM is its ca-
pacity to present every facet on the same scale of values—the
level of integrity—producing a clear representation of the re-
lationships between all the facets being considered by the
model. Figure 1 presents the variable map for the region A
sample, while Fig. 2 presents the same figure for the region B
sample. The first column of the variable map displays the
scale of integrity, which is an equal interval scale ranging from
—3 to 4, on which all facets were positioned. The second
column displays the integrity level of respondents, ordered
from higher levels of integrity at the top to lower levels at
the bottom. As indicated, an asterisk represents 6 respondents
for the region A sample and 20 respondents for the region B
sample. (This difference in magnitude is related to the differ-
ent sizes of the samples; unfortunately Facets software version
3.71.4 does not make it possible to use an asterisk to represent
the same number of respondents in the two variable maps).
For both variable maps, a dot represents fewer respondents
than an asterisk. The third column displays the scenario facets,
ordered from the highest levels of integrity a respondent needs
to consider it as problematic at the top to the lowest levels at
the bottom. Each number represents one of the scenarios, from
vignette 1 to vignette 11. The fourth column shows the items
facet-ordered with the highest level of integrity needed to see
it as problematic at the top and the lowest at the bottom. The
last column displays the 5-point Likert scale that respondents
used for every item on every situation. The horizontal broken
lines in this column represents the scale category threshold.
The threshold is defined by the point at which the likelihood
of one respondent choosing the next higher category on the
rating scale is equal to the likelihood of this respondent choos-
ing the next lower category. For example, in region A, respon-
dents with scores between 0.3 and 1.9 were the most likely to
give an answer of 4, while those with scores higher than 1.9
were the most likely to give an answer of 5. This means that
respondents with levels of integrity higher than 1.9 will more
probably answer 5 than 4 on the items.

Table 5 Percentage of use, measure, and goodness-of-fit indices for the categories of the rating scale for regions A and B
Response labels* Region A Region B
% of use Average measure Outfit % of use Average measure Outfit

1 10 —0.81 1.3 16 -0.72 1.2

2 10 -0.35 1.1 14 -0.27 0.9

3 17 0.16 0.9 18 0.19 0.8

4 26 0.93 0.9 13 0.63 0.8

5 36 1.92 1.0 39 1.26 1.2

*All labels were normalized and, when necessary, inverted to reflect higher levels of integrity as the scale gets higher
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could be explained by the inclusion of scenarios that are too
“easy”—scenarios for which all respondents give the highest
category of response for most of the items. The same is true
for “too hard” situations, where all respondents give the low-
est category of possible responses for most of the items. For
both samples, vignettes 3, 5, 6, and 11 are associated with
discrimination at the lowest level of the scale and are linked
to a very small number of respondents. Those situations seem
less useful for purposes of measurement because they

Fig. 2 Variable map of facets for region B

discriminate at scale levels for which we found almost no
respondents. Items 1 and 2 show the same problem. It is worth
noting that for both regions A and B, there was a percentage of
respondents for whom we found no items associated with their
level of integrity. This means that for this specific group of
respondents, levels of integrity measured by the instrument
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are higher than the item with the highest level of integrity
(item 7). In these instances, social desirability may provide a
possible explanation for such an answering pattern, a feature
that can also be understood as yet one more quality of the
statistical model we propose here. Identifying those respon-
dents who are doing their best to “cheat” the questionnaire
might be considered, in strict managerial terms, a rather inter-
esting opportunity. Perhaps, future researches may involve
controlling for social desirability in order to better assess
how and to what extent this phenomenon might be associated
with the tool’s global scores.

Finally, the separation index of the region A sample is 3.65
with a reliability of 0.93. For region B, the separation index is
3.46 with a reliability of 0.92. The separation index indicates
how many measurement strata could be statistically distin-
guished on the instrument, indicating that it could help to
distinguish different sub-groups based on their level of integ-
rity. For regions A and B, we can distinguish between 3 and 4
different strata. Note that the notion of reliability differs from
the classical approach: in the case of the MFRM, the reliability
of the scale relies on the reliability of the separation index.

Discussion

While the two samples differ considerably, both in terms of
numbers of respondents (n =455 for region A; n=1520 for
region B) and the moments the survey has been administered
(in 2002 for region A and in 2006 for region B), it remains that
the ranking of the 11 scenarios according to the measured
levels of integrity is very similar for both samples. In other
words, while it is likely that police culture in regions B and A
differ significantly (if only, for instance, because one is in
North America and the other in Continental Europe), the sur-
vey tool and the type of response analysis proposed here seem
to be capable of comparing the respondents’ levels of integrity
regardless of national professional police cultures. In other
words, while it remains inevitable that any police organization
will reflect the nationwide culture it polices, our work clearly
reaffirm the existence of a specific police professional culture
that transcend nations and continents. While the majority of
respondents in both samples favored answers 4 and 5—thus
choosing higher integrity levels—this survey tool and the type
of response analysis we propose here still makes it possible to
clearly position these same respondents along the integrity
scale. This attribute is to be understood as yet another trait
of robustness of the survey tool and the analysis model. At
least one item of the survey, however, shows results that
seemed to be far outside the general pattern: item three
(“Would this behaviour be regarded as a violation of official
policy in your agency?” 1 “Definitely not” to 5 “Definitely
yes”). In this case, variance is very small as most respondents

@ Springer

chose 4 and 5; as mentioned earlier, this item was so problem-
atic it had to be removed from the general model.

Two items on the questionnaire also indicate the same ten-
dency for both samples—item 7 (colleagues propensity to
report wrongful behavior) and item 1 (respondents own as-
sessment of the seriousness of behavior).5 In both samples,
item 7 is associated with higher levels of integrity, while item
1 is associated with lower levels on our general integrity scale.
In these cases, it takes a high level of integrity to think that
colleagues might report the behavior depicted in the scenarios.
And it takes a lower degree of integrity to consider the behav-
ior as serious. We are faced here with two dimensions of the
conceptualization of wrongful behavior by police officers:
while a respondent might easily assess such behavior as
wrong, it is quite another matter to express, in the same survey,
a clear willingness to report the behavior, and even less evi-
dent to think that a colleague might also report it.

Conclusion

Getting back to our introductory questions, we were able, first,
to demonstrate that integrity is measurable and, second, that
surveys are a practical way of obtaining such measurements.
And, since the psychometric qualities of the 11-scenario ques-
tionnaire discussed here were used with two different samples
from very different professional cultures, we are confident that
the tool could be used for managerial purposes, provided that
future users are prepared to move beyond looking at simple
individual scores compared to averages or at standard devia-
tion coefficients.

Our analysis revealed the survey tool’s capacity to distin-
guish and discriminate between respondents according to their
level of integrity on the scale proposed by the MFRM model.
The survey performs especially well for respondents reporting
lower levels of integrity. This quality seems, in a managerial
sense, ideal, since police organizations are not only looking
for candidates showing high levels of integrity but also, and
perhaps more importantly, looking to eliminate candidates
who perform poorly on integrity tests.

This being said, work remains to be done and supplemen-
tary analysis might be conducted to identify interpretation
norms (score distribution in a population of police respon-
dents). In addition, supplementary analysis might reveal cutoff
points in the scale, which would make it possible to identify
with greater precision those respondents with a problematic
level of integrity related to police work. Given that we are now
in a position to use a very reliable instrument, as long as its

3 Jtem 7: “Do you think MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY
would report a fellow police officer who engaged in this behaviour?”; answer
scale goes from 1 “Definitely not” to 5 “Definitely yes”. Item 1: “How serious
do YOU consider this behaviour to be?”; answer scale goes from 1 “Not at all
serious” to 5 “Very serious”.
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output is processed through the kind of statistical model we
present in these pages, the next task will be to assess integrity
in our own data base (and perhaps other data bases from else-
where around the world, thus starting yet another true com-
parative effort), this time testing for potential differences be-
tween strata: male versus female police officers, patrol officers
versus investigators and managers, and so on. This should
provide material for future publications. By doing so, we
clearly expect to be in a better position to shed new lights on
the practical utility of the Klockars 11 vignette questionnaire
to reveal the integrity levels of police officers.
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