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Basic academy training begins a critical step in development of police officers.  

To graduate from an academy, recruits must successfully complete approximately 

seven hundred and seventy hours of training under rigorous scrutiny.  Failure to receive 

positive evaluations will lead to delays in employment or even dismissal; at great costs 

of time, finances, and reputation to the academy and individual.  For these reasons, 

determining the potential of new academy recruits is of great importance.   

Factors that predict performance in the academy should also predict graduation 

from the academy.  Unfortunately, too little is known about the relationships between 

background/demographic variables, selection standards, and academy performance 

and graduation.  One variable that stands out as predictive of academy performance is 

cognitive ability.  This study focuses on cognitive ability as measured by a standardized 

cognitive abilities test for potential officers.   

The study contributes to the field in two ways: (1) addressing a neglected 

segment of research on the multidimensionality of performance during academy and; 

(2) examining the important role of the interactions of race, sex, sponsorship and 

education.  Seeking to address deficits in policing literature regarding these matters, 
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data from two samples of recruits were collected and analyzed through multivariate 

regressions.   For the first sample, the study analyzed predictors of in-class curriculum 

performance.  Recruits with higher cognitive abilities, a bachelor’s degree, sponsorship, 

and/or white recruits are more likely to perform better on curriculum exams, and males 

are less likely to perform well.  The second sample assesses predictors of graduation.  

As cognitive abilities increase recruits are more likely to graduate from the academy, 

sponsorship by a law enforcement agency is positively associated with successfully 

graduating from the academy, and a body mass index greater than thirty reduces the 

likelihood of graduation from the academy.  Support was found for the interaction effects 

of sex, bachelor’s degree, and sponsorship.  No interaction effect was found for the 

sample assessing graduation from the academy.  Evidence for two distinct constructs of 

performance and the implication of these findings in regards to selection, training, and 

theoretical perspectives are discussed along with limitations of the study and future 

research potential.  

  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 



11 
 

CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND 

Introduction 

Cognitive ability is one of the most important factors used to screen police 

applicants for admission into the training academy.  More important than its function to 

screen recruits in order to select candidates that stand a better chance of becoming 

competent officers, is its role in facilitating learning during basic training and preparing 

recruits for the various duties of policing.  Cognitive ability can be, and has been used to 

a limited degree, to predict competent performance across the various police 

assessment standards.  Given the important role policing has in society, it is important 

to fully understand the implications of the many dimension of officer performance.  Poor 

performance during relations of any nature (with superiors, suspects, witnesses, etc.) or 

equipment/force utilization can have disastrous consequences.   

Training academies are the gateway into the law enforcement profession; how 

academies recruit and screen applicants, and then train those who are admitted, sets 

the stage for police performance and ultimately the public’s perception of this 

performance.  In this latter regard, for policing to be effective, it must be problem-

oriented and meet the needs of communities.  Achieving this necessitates a police force 

diverse enough to both work and identify with the members of those communities. The 

means for successful adoption of such paradigms must begin its development in 

academy, where the diversity of the served communities should be appropriately 

mirrored.  If, however, the diversity of matriculating academy cohorts is not represented 

in graduating cohorts this ability is restricted. Therefore, exploration of factors that may 
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disadvantage minority groups and possibly bias appraisals of performance within 

cohorts is in order.  

This dissertation seeks to contribute to the understanding of what affects 

academy performance in two ways.  First, the dissertation consciously examines 

different ways to measure academy performance and derives more exacting measures 

of the dimensions of performance.  The impact of cognitive ability measures and other 

factors thought to relate to performance are examined across a broad spectrum of 

performance measures.    

Second, it explores whether or how cognitive ability measures may interact with 

other factors to predict performance.  The facile assumption is that cognitive ability 

relates to performance in a uniform way.  Prior studies have relied on a single global 

measure of performance (Ford & Kraiger, 1993 and Rafilson & Sison, 1996) or have 

used a narrow measure of performance (Gruber, 1986).  This prior research, and 

theories based there within, predict that males and whites may perform better than 

females and non-whites.  Most of this prior research, however, utilizes a narrow set of 

performance indicators. There is great need to explore these standing expectations by 

using indicators of various dimensions, constituting more comprehensive examination.  

For example, some studies have used only overall performance outcomes (average 

academy scores) or a few stand-alone/individual performance outcomes (traffic 

investigation scores, rules of evidence scores and/or report writing scores).  There has 

been little effort to explore what makes up a comprehensive training curricula and how 

each performance measure may relate to each other.   
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Arguably there are some important dimensions that capture or cut across various 

subject areas.  For example, Florida’s standardized academy training material 

separates content into two curricula, high liability training and law enforcement training.  

The assumption being that these two areas capture different but important features of 

policing.  While these are understood to interact with other dimensions of policing the 

extent of such interaction is seldom explored and the concept of interaction is seldom 

applied elsewhere in the field.  There is theory and a policy implications from a limited 

amount of research, however, that suggest cognitive ability interacts with other variables 

in manners that may contribute to the predictability of performance outcomes.  

Furthermore, some critical theories direct attention to the prospect that cognitive ability 

can be a major predictor of academy performance when considering its interaction with 

race and sex; especially in light of concepts such as race hegemony and hegemonic 

masculinity.   

One manner in which race hegemony is perpetuated is if an important predictive 

measures like cognitive abilities operated better for whites than other groups.  Similarly, 

hegemonic masculinity suggests the prospect that male hegemony is sustained if the 

cognitive abilities predictor operates better for males than females.  Both critical race 

theory and hegemonic masculinity emphasize white male dominance in law 

enforcement.  These theories suggest that the predictive utility of cognitive ability may 

be different for women and non-white recruits due to the traditional structure and culture 

in law enforcement. 

Synergy between Critical Race Theory, Intersectionality Perspective, and 

Hegemonic Masculinity suggest that white males in particular will be benefitted.  This 
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raises the prospect that white males’ status allows for greater prediction of performance 

in the academy (i.e., a statistical interaction is worth pursuing).  Moreover, while 

performance on the various dimensions of training may well predict who graduates and 

who does not graduate, there may be a disconnection between academy performance 

and graduation.  Some institutionalized forms of white dominance and hegemony are to 

seemingly open doors and provide opportunities to do well without the process 

indicators relating to such opportunities actually being pursuant of the ultimate goal (i.e. 

perhaps graduation is not predicted by performance in all purported matters).    

Finally, there is also some preliminary research that suggests interaction 

between cognitive ability and other factors.  For example, Morstain (1984) concludes 

that a cognitive ability measure (the CAT) had utility and validity for the assessment of 

minority police officers but not non-minority officers.  This result is unexpected (and not 

consistent with critical race theory’s expectations).  The tensions between Morstain 

(1984) and critical race perspective and hegemonic masculinity underscore the 

importance of further research (such as this dissertation) to understand how cognitive 

ability measures relate to performances.  To this end, this research will use factor 

analysis to explore what dimensions load into identifiable factors by looking at recruit 

exam scores on fifteen subject matter areas.  What follows in this chapter are details 

about the role of law enforcement, requirements for entrance into police academies, a 

description of the training program, and an elaboration on problems to be addressed in 

this study. The culmination will elucidate the purpose of the study.   

The roles of law enforcement  

Police work yields multiple dimensions underlining performance and, as such, 

scholars and practitioners have no standard or exact measure when evaluating officers 
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(Skogan & Hartnett, 1997, Langworthy, 1999; Alpert et al., 2001; Roberg et al., 2005).  

However, a review of the literature demonstrates a reasonable degree of accord 

concerning performance’s ability to be assessed based on an assortment of outcomes, 

such as academy grades; graduating or not graduating from an academy; peer and 

supervisor evaluations; reprimands and commendations from management; being fired 

or leaving the job; and complaints and litigations (Burkhart, 1980; Falkenberg et al., 

1991).    As a result police performance studies have used many different standards of 

measurement and measurement techniques. These measurements produce various 

results, making it difficult to compare across studies and draw conclusions as to the 

state of knowledge on performance (Roberg, et al., 2005). 

Police officers roles as generalists, addressing various on-the-job tasks related to 

criminal and noncriminal activities, further increases the difficulty associated with 

evaluating performance.  For example, assessing the number of arrests made by an 

officer or the impact of policing on crime rates are common measures.  However, 

despite the prevalence of these methods, neither is without faults.  Measuring 

performance based on number of arrests does not account for the fact that police 

officers spend most of their time addressing non-criminal activities, such as nuisance 

calls and traffic violations (Walker & Katz, 2012). Relying on crime rate fluctuations is 

inadvisable (Alpert & Moore, 1993) because of the many crimes that cannot be 

controlled by police officers or that go unreported.   

In addition, certain performance measures are not quantifiable, such as, police 

officers’ use of discretion (e.g., where one officer may choose to arrest another may 

not).  Knowing when to use discretion can be an indicator of good performance but, 
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because of its subjective nature, it is not a behavior that can be captured in an officer’s 

evaluation.  In spite of these difficulties, assessing police performance is an imperative 

and research on the subject continues to move forward.  Ways in addressing the 

performance problems is focuses on recruitment, selection and training.   

Prior to 1985, the majority of police officers in the United States were white, high 

school educated males (Lonsway, et al., 2002). Since that time, the average amount of 

schooling and representation of minority groups and females has increased (Langston, 

2010; Walker & Katz, 2012).  A significant advance in this regard was the enactment of 

Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which made it unlawful for employers to consider 

color, sex, religion, or nationality as factors for denying or terminating an employee1.  

Subsequent to the Title VII Act, the 1972 Equal Employment Opportunity Act2 extended 

its scope by prohibiting state and local government from discriminating against groups.  

Through a series of lawsuits, several discriminatory police selection practices were 

restricted.  For example, a height requirement of at least five feet ten inches for police 

officers, which discriminated against women, was modified (Appier, 1998).  In addition, 

studies were commissioned to evaluate if there are racial biases during the selection 

process (Aamodt, 2004).  In hopes of recompense for past injustices, an affirmative 

                                            
1 Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L. No. 88-352, §§ 701-718, 78 Stat. 253 (current 
version codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e to 2000e-17 (1970 & Supp. V 1975)). 
 
2 Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, Pub. L. No. 92-261, 86 Stat. 103, 
amending 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e to 20O0e-15 (1970). 
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action plan3 was set in motion to recruit minorities and women.  Today, diversity, or 

increased representation in policing is a major goal of law enforcement agencies.   

Across the United States, police departments are committed to diversity through 

the process of recruiting, socializing, retaining, rewarding, and promoting minorities and 

women (Walker, 1985).  Diversity is an important goal because police departments 

should reflect the communities they serve (that is, communities are diverse and 

therefore, police departments should also be diverse).  A statement supported by the 

fact that increased minority representation has been shown to improve police-minority 

relations.  For example, police departments that more accurately represent the 

communities served, receive fewer accusations of disproportionate use of physical and 

deadly force (Sun & Payne, 2004).   

A multicultural department is said to increase perceptions of legitimacy in the 

police for minority communities (Stokes, 1997).  An increase in the number of minorities 

and women police officers will potentially close the social distance gap between the 

police and citizens.  By hiring officers that live in the neighborhoods they patrol, and 

more importantly minority officers, liaisons are created between police culture and 

residents of these neighborhoods.  Such practices promote improved understanding 

and communication between police forces and minority groups (Goldstein, 1977; 

Decker & Smith, 1998).   Furthermore, the hiring of minorities and women increases 

interaction in the department between officers of various backgrounds, which creates an 

                                            
3 3 C.F.R 339 (1965), as amended by Executive Order No. 11,375, 3 C.F.R. 320 (1967), 
42 U.S.C. § 2000e (Supp. V, 1970). 
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environment that contributes to retention and also weakens the police subculture of 

secrecy, solidarity, and violence (Walker, Spohn, & DeLeone, 2000).   

In spite of several decades of legislative and policy efforts, including the 

formation of national and international associations to support the recruitment of 

minorities and women into policing, these groups (more so female police officers) are 

still underrepresented (Lonsway, et al., 2002; Reaves, 2009; Langston, 2010).  

According to the Bureau of Justice (2007), African Americans police officers 

represented 11.7 and 11.9% of the national police forces in 2003 and 2007 respectively, 

while Hispanics represented 9.1 and 10.3%.  Noteworthy however, is the fact that in 

some departments, racial minorities represents the majority composition of the 

department (which is due to the composition of the community): in Miami, Florida, 

Hispanics are 51.7%, African Americans are 19.4%, and Caucasians are 27.9% of the 

department; and in Atlanta, Georgia, the department comprises of 55.6% African 

Americans, 39.9% Caucasians, and 3.5% Hispanics.   

In a report by the National Center for Women in Policing on the overall status of 

sworn law enforcement personnel, women represented 12.7% in 2001 (Lonsway, et al., 

2002).  A later report by the Local Police Departments (2009) indicated a decrease in 

female representation to 11.9% in 2007.  Similar findings on the lack of  representation 

of women in law enforcement show that in the largest police departments, such as 

Detroit, Philadelphia, and District of Columbia, women represent 27%, 25% and 23%, 

respectively (Langston, 2010).  The disproportion is even more severe as women move 

up the ranks in police departments.  Of the women in large police agencies, 13.5% hold 

line operation positions, 9.6% are in supervisory positions, and only 7.3% hold top 
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command positions (Lonsway, et al., 2002).   Therefore, a majority of the women are 

positioned at the lower end of the command structure.  These figures on women in 

policing are far more significant because women should have equal representation to 

men but this is not the case.  Aside from the focus on targeting certain demographics, 

most importantly, police academies and departments are concerned with effective 

training of police officers.   

Requirements for entry into the academy 

The recruitment and selection of police officers involves meeting minimum 

qualifications; going through checks focused on age, education, and background; and 

then going through a series of screening procedures.  Training academies use these 

determinants to assess whether or not the applicant meets fixed requirements.  

Applicants are required to be at least nineteen years of age and a citizen of the United 

States of America.  Police departments also have selection requirements, and basic 

academy training centers take these requirements into consideration before admitting 

any applicant.   In most states, the minimum age requirement for joining a police 

department is twenty-one years of age.  Due to concerns for health-related issues, 

some police departments have historically placed restrictions on the maximum age for 

recruits at thirty-five years (Walker & Katz, 2012).  Additionally, applicants must have no 

convictions for perjury or false statement, never been dishonorably or undesirably 

discharged from the military, and no standing or pending domestic violence charges 

(Klockars et al., 2007).  The next level in the screening process comprises 

psychological, physical, background, driving record, credit history, and drug tests 

(current drug status); applicants should have a history of minimal drug and non-

prescribed medication usage (Klockars et al., 2007).   
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August Vollmer, Chief of Police in Berkeley, California between 1905 and 1932, 

was one of the first police administrators to recommend police officers to have higher 

education.   Vollmer subsequently founded the Berkeley Police School, which was one 

of the first academies created in the United States (Walker & Katz, 2004).   Today, a 

large percentage (81%) of police departments require that a candidate have a high 

school degree or equivalent (Local Police Departments, 2007).   And, even though a 

high school degree or its equivalent is the minimum requirement, police departments 

show a preference for hiring police officers with some college education (Walker & Katz, 

2012).  For example, cadet programs (CP) are police sponsorships or apprenticeships 

for applicants interested in becoming police officers after graduation from college.  

While nationally ubiquitous, there is no overarching relationship between CP.  However, 

the aims and techniques of such programs are often very similar. The main goal of any 

CP is to attract more qualified applicants to a given police department, often through 

financial incentivization (Caro, 2011).  After completing the first two years of college, the 

police department supports a recruit financially.  This financial support comes in the 

form of employment, where the cadet is hired by the police department to work part-

time, while they complete the remaining two years of study.  For example, the Florida 

Police Department’s CP offers part-time employment and full tuition scholarship to 

successful applicants.   

Outside the classroom, a cadet will work with the coordinator on developing law 

enforcement skills.  In doing so, cadets are exposed to the inner workings of the 

department while acquiring relevant knowledge and skills. This exposure assists cadets 

with matriculating into the police academy and, later, the police department.  Once 
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cadets complete their university studies, they register for and take the cognitive 

ability/basic abilities examination. Upon successfully passing this exam, cadets, like 

other applicants, go through a police academy screening process.  If the cadet passes 

the screening process, they are able to enroll in the next recruit class for training.  After 

graduating from the police academy, cadets are contractually obliged to serve at least 

two years with the sponsoring police department.   Aside from educational 

requirements, academies and departments consider background factors such as 

criminal and drug use history, although police departments sometimes to a more 

stringent degree than local academies, and will not hire a new recruit with an adult or 

juvenile felony conviction record (Caro, 2011).   

An important first step in the selection process occurs before entry into the basic 

academy, where potential recruits are required to take the Law Enforcement Basic 

Abilities Test (BAT).  BAT is a cognitive abilities or aptitude test developed in 2007 by 

the Criminal Justice Standards and Training Commission (CJSTC) that predicts the 

potential success of applicants.   

The BAT is multiple choice and written exams that includes (Table A-1 in Appendix 
A): 

 
1. Deductive Reasoning  
2. Inductive Reasoning 
3. Written Comprehension  
4. Written Expression 
5. Problem Sensitivity 
6. Information Ordering 
7. Memorization 
8. Spatial Orientation 

 
Basic recruit training program 

Beginning in 1829, the founder of the Metropolitan Police of London, Sir Robert 

Peel, advocated for professional training in police departments.  This request was slow 
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to come to fruition as traditionally, recruits and officers received very little training 

beyond the rulebook they were given on the first day of the job.  Between the 1920 and 

1960s, California became the first state to actively engage in the professionalization of 

law enforcement, with the first law enforcement program created in 1931 at the San 

Jose State College (McCampbell, 1987).  Countrywide efforts toward the 

professionalization of police departments began when the National Commission on Law 

Observation and Enforcement, also known as the Wickersham Commission, brought to 

light the unethical and violent practices of some officers which jarringly pointed out the 

need for improvement in training (Skolnick, 2011).  Today, training takes place before 

entrance into any department (basic academy training), immediately upon entrance into 

the police department (San Jose Training Program), and while on the job (in-service 

training).   

Basic training academies use quasi-military style training to transform civilians 

into law enforcement officers (Chappell & Lanza-Kaduce, 2010).  Upon entrance into 

the academy, indoctrination commences with cadets being told that they are working 

towards building a law enforcement family, with a shared mission and values.  Recruits 

are then socialized into the traditions of the organization while their longstanding 

practices are simultaneously unlearned (Chappell & Lanza-Kaduce, 2010).  The recruits 

gain understandings of criminal and constitutional law and technical and interpersonal 

skills, which are constantly evaluated throughout the training process.   In addition, the 

academy acts as an environment to establish social capital beneficial to the recruit 

throughout their law enforcement career.  
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The curricula used in basic academy programs varies across the United States 

however, each is informed by the philosophies or models of various policing eras.  

Three types of policing models that informs the curricula are traditional policing, 

community-oriented policing, and problem solving policing (Scott, 2000).  Traditional 

policing model involves practices such as routine patrol, the officer’s rapid responses to 

calls for help, the decision to arrest or not to arrest the accused, and following-up with 

an investigation (Shafer, 2001).  The traditional model of policing is considered reactive 

to criminal activity, authoritarian, rigid, and impersonal. Within this model, there is hardly 

any interaction with police officers and citizens (Scott, 2010).     

Problem oriented policing (POP) originated largely as a function of the research 

undertaken during the traditional era of law enforcement (Walker & Katz, 2012).  The 

main concern of POP in regards to traditional law enforcement is its reactive nature.   

Therefore, prominent scholar such as Goldstein (1977) states that police officers should 

do more than respond to that initial call.  Instead police officers should attempt to find a 

permanent resolution to the issues that lead to the initial call (Goldstein, 1977).  

Therefore, POP has more of a preventive and proactive approach to crime control. 

Problem oriented policing assumes that its’ strategies would assist with repeat calls for 

service and would be applied by police officers throughout several police agency as a 

part of their daily work.  These problem-solving strategies can be effective in reducing 

and solving problems, thus curbing the repeated calls for service. 

Community policing is made up of several programs or strategies, and involves 

the community playing a practical part in the mission of community problem solving 

(Trojanowica & Bucqueroux, 1990).   Therefore, several of the key elements of 
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community policing involves engaging and interacting with the community, solving 

community problems, adapting internal elements of the organization to support these 

new strategies, commitment to crime prevention, public scrutiny of the police, 

accountability of police actions to the public, customized police service, and community 

organization (Bayley & Bittner, 1984).   

Community-oriented policing also have an emphasis on proactive and 

preventative orientation and less of an emphasis on reactive policing, which again is 

dominant in the traditional policing model.  Community policing seeks to build more 

positive interactions, trust and confidence between the police officers and the 

community.    Citizens may act on their own while working within the communities or 

they can collaborate with the police by volunteering with the police department.   

Many academy curricula today still focus on traditional-era styles of training, 

which focus on technical training such a driving, firearms, and self-defense; even 

though most of the tasks of police officers do not put to use these skills (Alpert & 

Dunham, 1997).  The curricula focus less on topics that falls under community-era 

policing such as communication and problem solving (Birzer, 1999; Bradford & Pynes, 

1999).  Bradford and Pynes (1999) evaluated the syllabi and curricula of several police 

academies and concluded that an overwhelming amount of the training time is directed 

towards driving, defensive tactics, and methods of carrying out an arrest.  

Consequently, less than five percent of the training time is directed towards cognitive 

and decision-making skills, such as handling scenarios and reasoning skills.  

This study focuses on Florida’s law enforcement curriculum.   The training 

process takes place over the course of nineteen weeks (day-time shift) or nine-months 
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(night-time shift), wherein the recruit completes 770 hours of formal training on the 

Florida Basic Recruit Training Program: Law Enforcement (Volume 1) and High Liability 

(Volume 2) (FDLE, 2012).   

The law enforcement manual (Volume 1) comprises of eleven chapters and 454 

hours of training time (Table B-1 in Appendix B):  

1. Introduction to Law Enforcement 
2. Legal 
3. Communication 
4. Human Issues 
5. Patrol 1 
6. Patrol 2 
7. Crime Scene Investigation 
8. Criminal Investigation 
9. Traffic Stops 
10. DUI Traffic Stops 
11. Traffic Crash Investigation 

 
In each chapter, there are units addressing several key issues in policing, such 

as communication and interpersonal skills, human interaction (professional behavior in 

a diverse society), and problem solving (community policing and safety, ethics, 

community, understanding, response, evaluation (SECURE)).  Most of the law 

enforcement training curriculum hours are dedicated to communications, legal, and 

patrol, and the high liability curriculum mostly focuses on firearms and defensive tactics 

training.   

The high liability (volume 2) curriculum contains six chapters and consists of 316 

hours of training time (Table B-2 in Appendix B) (FDLE, 2012):  

1. CMS Law Enforcement Vehicle Operations 
2. CMS First Aid for Criminal Justice Officers 
3. CMS Criminal Justice Firearms 
4. CMS Criminal Justice Defensive Tactics 
5. Dart-Firing Stun Gun 
6. Criminal Justice Officer Fitness Training 
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The recruits are tested on each chapter separately throughout this process and 

given final and overall examination scores.  At the end of the training process, most 

recruits take the State Officer Certification Exam (SOCE) which must be passed in order 

to graduate the academy.  The SOCE can be taken during or after the basic training 

process.  The basic academy curriculum is used to create the questions on the SOCE. 

A comprehensive basic academy training program has obvious benefits to the 

department and community.  A qualified and well-trained police officer protects and 

serves the community while avoiding potential pitfalls that could cause trouble for the 

department, such as complaints and civil litigations.  If officers are not trained effectively 

in skills, such as communicating with the public and determining the proper degree of 

necessary force, negative perceptions of the law enforcement agency will undoubtedly 

ensue,  lessening the public’s trust of, and support and cooperation with the police 

(Triplett et al., 2005; Carless, 2006; Gainey & Payne, 2009; Sun et al., 2004).   

Since the Florida curricula is made up of two separate areas (law enforcement 

and high liability), it is prudent to consider whether or not the same expectations apply 

to both dimensions.  To consider if there are different impacts on the two dimensions, 

more information regarding presentation and complexity of the materials during the 

academy is warranted.   The law enforcement officer material is presented first and at 

this stage, everything is new to the recruits (i.e. before they have learned how to adjust 

to academy expectations).   The law enforcement curriculum is of a general nature and 

therefore suites this period appropriately.  The high liability curriculum is complex and 

therefore the associated activities rely more intensely on cognitive abilities than those of 

the law enforcement curriculum.   



27 
 

The importance of academy training 

After completing basic training, recruits begin approximately seventeen weeks of 

a field instruction program—most police departments in Florida follow the San Jose 

Police Department Field Training model.   Prior to the San Jose Police Department Field 

Training model, there was very little ‘on the job’ training.  New cadets were assigned 

indiscriminately to an experienced officer with no incentive to perform the job of mentor 

and, therefore, the quality of the training was poor.   A more systematic approach began 

in the early 1960s when the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and 

Training (POST) initiated a training system that included a recruit training checklist to 

evaluate recruits (McCampbell, 1987).  One of the strongest incentives to change 

training practices was an incident in San Jose, California wherein a recruit with poor 

driving skills caused a traffic accident resulting in fatal injury to a citizen (McCampbell, 

1987).  Subsequently, in 1971, a vital training model was developed, called the Recruit 

Training and Management Program and Field Training and Evaluation Program 

(McCampbell, 1987).   

In an updated form, the San Jose Model continues to be used today throughout 

the state of Florida.  Recruits are assigned to Field Training Officers (FTO) in order to 

receive additional training in the field.  The FTO is primarily responsible for the training 

and evaluation of new officers; therefore, the FTO are mentors to the new recruit and 

play a pivotal role in their development.  Field training provides a semi-structured 

environment in which new recruits learn to apply the theoretical skills, knowledge, and 

abilities acquired in the classroom to actual police work (Engelson, 1999).  Recruits are 

required to complete the field training before being assigned to solo patrol.   
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Therefore, academy training is the critical first step in becoming a police officer.  

After successfully completing the academy, the next step is when the officer enters the 

field training program where he/she is stringently evaluated by the FTO.  The academy 

curriculum gives recruits the knowledge, skills and abilities to make it through 

evaluations on performance tasks, communication, knowledge, attitude/relationships 

and appearance.   

There are five phases of the field training program and the new officer relies 

upon the previously learned academy teachings through each phase of field training 

(Haberfeld, 2002).  Over the course of the program, the FTO rates the new officers’ 

performance on a daily basis, cataloguing results in a daily observation report.  At the 

end of each phase, performances are rated in the supervisor’s interval training report.  

In the first phase, trainees are mainly observers while the FTO drives the vehicles and 

demonstrates how the job is performed. During the second phase, the probationary 

officer gets a new FTO, squad, and Sergeant and procedures similar to those in phase 

one are followed. However, during this second phase the new officers are encouraged 

to participate in as many field activities as they are able to, and at these initial stages 

new officers are more reliant on what was previously learned in the academy.  During 

phase three, the probationary officer receives yet another FTO.  At this stage scrutiny is 

increased, as improvement should be demonstrated in recruits’ performances.  During 

the fourth phase, the new officer returns to the original FTO, who then wears plain 

clothes attire and becomes the observer.  Here, the FTO does not participate in the 

activities of the new officer unless necessary.  During phase five, the new officer 

becomes part of a regular patrol squad, with that squad’s sergeant and corporal 
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responsible for the remainder of the training.  New officers progress through each phase 

when they successful complete the current phase; and successfully making it to this 

final point is dependent on both what is learned during the academy and field training 

program (Haberfeld, 2002 and Engelson, 1999).   

Research establishes the importance of the academy training in predicting field 

training performance and on the job behavior (Campa, 1993; Fyfe & Kane, 2006; 

Provine, 2006; Forero et al., 2009; Henson, et al., 2010; Caro, 2011; Haarr, 2001).   The 

groundbreaking study by Fyfe & Kane (2006) of the New York City Police Department, 

compared a sample of police officers whose careers ended in “dismissals, terminations, 

or forced resignations or retirements for reasons of misconduct” with a randomly 

selected sample of their police academy classmates who have served honorably” or 

those who were not caught for misconduct (p. 20).  This study thought it was important 

to evaluate police officers who misbehaved because this group may provide information 

on whether the processes used to select officers do predict unsatisfactory and/or 

satisfactory performance.  The study found that those who perform well in the police 

academy are less likely than marginal performers to be separated from the police 

department as unsatisfactory probationers.  In addition, top performers in the academy 

are less likely to be dismissed for misconduct (Fyfe & Kane, 2006).   

Caro (2011) analyzed the relationship between state training academy scores 

and impacts on field training scores.  The outcome variables were a composite score of 

appearance, knowledge, performance, attitude, and relationships assigned by the field 

officer.  The independent variables were an array of curriculum scores: report writing, 

orientation to criminal justice, firearms, oleoserin chemical spray, monadnock defensive 
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tactics system, monadnock expandable baton system, legal aspects, patrol activities, 

traffic services, investigations, intoxilyzer 5000, standard field sobriety testing, 

specialized activities, radar, lidar, Northwestern University crash investigation, and the 

comprehensive POST/final examination.  The study concludes that 10% of the variance 

in field training scores is accounted for by the state academy curriculum.   

Henson et al. (2010) assessed the influence academy performance (quiz 

average, spelling average, midterm exam, notebook score, final exam) on active service 

performance (first year evaluation, second year evaluation, third year evaluation, 3 year 

evaluation average, complaints and commendations).  Overall academy score is 

significantly related to first year evaluation scores.   The study finds that there is some 

evidence that civil service scores are positively and significantly associated with 

evaluation scores; however, the relationship does not remain significant when overall 

academy performance score and physical-agility rating scores are entered into the 

models.   

In one of the only studies that uses structural equation modeling (SEM), Forero 

et al. (2009), conducted an international study with a sample of recruits at Catalan 

Institute for Public Safety in Barcelona, Spain.   The study modeled the causal path for 

performance in the field, with variables from The Law Enforcement Assessment and 

Development Report, to assess personality patterns and also used observations on 

training attitudes, job efficacy, responsibility, practical judgment, initiative and autonomy, 

adaptation to norms, integration in the team, social skills, and tolerance/flexibility during 

simulation sessions to see the relationship with  average exam scores on  “human 

rights, statutory law, traffic law, criminal law, administrative law, public safety system, 
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sociology, geography, first aid, criminal investigation, police intervention, report briefing, 

mediation in conflicts, and theory contents of self-defense training” (p. 596).   After the 

recruits spent a year in the field, supervisors reported on the candidate’s performance 

as “bottom”, “between”, and “top” (p. 596).   

The study finds that academy performance scores predicted field performance.  

Forero et al. (2009) find that academy training mediates the relationship between 

personality and field performance.  The full model predicts 60% of the variances for 

average law enforcement academy scores. When the study entered demographic 

variables into the model there were no differences in predicting the power of the fit of 

the model; therefore, the demographic variables were removed from the study.   

Therefore, assessing performance during the police academy stage is important 

because academy performance predicts future performance.  Even more important, is 

the need to determine what factors predict successful performance during the academy.    

Restatement of the problem and purpose of the study  

Police performance has been a long-time concern.  Traditionally, police officers 

may receive outstanding evaluations even when their performance was below 

standards (Walker & Katz, 2012).    In addition, performance evaluations have been an 

issue because the definition of performance is multifaceted, somewhat subjective, and 

may not capture actual performance.  For example, the ability of an officer to determine 

whether to use or not use force during an interaction with a citizen is not captured in 

traditional performance evaluations.  Today, this inability is less of a problem during 

basic academy and field training programs, because there are concrete performance 

appraisals which take into account various observable and unobservable measures of 

new cadet’s knowledge, skills, and abilities. 
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At the academy level today, the main objective of performance evaluations is 

selecting the best qualified officers.  An effective training academy system should select 

good recruits and should identify any recruits with performance problems.  Recruits are 

screened and if they do not meet the minimum requirements, they are dismissed.   The 

accepted recruits are socialized into the ways of law enforcement.  These training 

systems are able to evaluate and possibly correct any deficits experienced during the 

orientation process.  Failure to adequately select and train recruits leads to problems 

during the academy and, subsequently, field training programs (White & Escobar, 

2008).  An officer who performs below expectations can potentially negatively influence 

the community, the department, and themselves.  The community loses trust in the 

police, complaints and lawsuits are filed, and the time spent in, and costs of, training are 

lost.     

Traditionally, policing is considered reactive to criminal activity, authoritarian, 

rigid, and impersonal (Hanewicz, 1978).  Within this model, there was hardly any 

interaction between police officers and citizens.  Now, basic academy and field training 

are reactive in that, once such issues have been identified, changes in the curricula 

offer the means to address these issues, adding new dimensions to performance-based 

policing (Palmietto, et al., 2000).   New philosophies emphasize expansion of police 

presence in communities to provide an array of additional services to citizens.  

Accordingly, current curricula address communication, interpersonal skills, and human 

interaction.  For example, training in diversity and cultural competency helps to explain 

and understand cultural differences and improves upon the performance of police 

officers.  The philosophy of community and problem-solving policing has multiple effects 
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in the community, by influencing fear of crime, crime rates, and disorder.  Therefore, 

whether or not a recruit is adequately prepared for the field and what factors contribute 

to his/her readiness are of great importance and concern to selection centers, training 

academies, and police departments.   

In the police performance literature, there are very few studies that investigate 

the interaction effects of cognitive abilities, education/work experience, and 

demographic variables (race, sex and age) on academy training performance (law 

enforcement scores, high liability scores, overall scores, and completion).  In addition, 

detailed review of the existing performance-based literature demonstrates an (over-) 

reliance on association studies evaluating the main effect of single constructs of 

personality and psychopathological inventories and background/demographic predictors 

on academy performance.  Furthermore, the literature neglects to address the 

importance of interaction effects of these variables in predicting academy training in 

producing an officer prepared for solo police work. 

Studies that have predicted performance during the academy have primarily 

focused on performances such as graduating or not graduating from the academy 

and/or overall performance, and do not account for the subsets of performance.  

Therefore, there exists a research gap in predicting differences in outcomes for the law 

enforcement and high liability curricula and completion.  While such studies do exist, 

unfortunately the numbers are very limited in regards to more recent works.  Moreover, 

there are even fewer studies investigating the impact of multiple predictors and the 

relation with academy training.  This study proposes that cognitive ability should be 

considered the logical predictor of performance in the academy; however, background 
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and demographic predictors may interact with each other and with cognitive ability and 

influence academy performance. 

This study goes beyond previous studies to account for interaction effects as 

factors that influences academy training performance.  The outcome of this study will 

have a practical impact on the selection of recruits who enter the basic training 

academy.  In addition, the study provides an understanding of the knowledge, skills, and 

abilities that must be learned in the academy to demonstrate acceptable performance in 

the field. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Cognitive Ability 

Historically, General Cognitive Ability (GCA) was referred to as “IQ” or 

“Intelligence”; an idea first conceptualized in 1904 by British psychologist Charles 

Spearman. In his seminal work “General Intelligence, Objectively Determined and 

Measured”, Spearman described all aspects of mental abilities as existing in an 

interactive framework. The result of this was the creation of a perpetuated paradigm in 

which all faculties have been considered closely correlated to one another. Behind this 

phenomenon, Spearman conceived a common underlying factor, a “general 

intelligence”.  This factor represents as somewhat standardized performance across the 

varied range of mental ability tests. Continued research revealed to Spearman particular 

realms of testing in which performance is even more specifically correlated. To 

distinguish between these relationships Spearman developed a “Two-Factor Theory of 

Intelligence”.  With-in this theory, mental abilities tests may reflect a general “g” factor or 

specific “s” factor association.  Depending on the presences of the “g” or “s” factor, the 

degree to which performance in one test could be predicted based on performance in 
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another could be more closely estimated (Spearman, 1904).  However, the overriding 

theme was that individuals who performed well on one test tend to perform well on other 

tests.  Similarly, individuals who perform poorly on one test tend to perform poorly on 

other tests.  

Currently, GCA describes the mental capacity needed to acquire, process, 

encode, recall, and use information.  Some previous studies have operationally defined 

GCA as the “psychometric g” and considered it derivable through factor analyses.  Yet, 

other studies have operationalized GCA as the score summation of numerous items 

such as verbal skills, mathematical ability, problem solving, and memory.   While there 

is no one generally accepted definition of GCA as a construct, and/or methods for 

measure, the literature on the predictive validity of GCA is well-established (Hunter, 

1986; Aamodt, 2004). There is undeniable agreement that GCA, measured and 

conceptualized in numerous forms of Cognitive Abilities Tests (CAT), is a predictor of an 

array of training successes and job performance outcomes.      

Since Spearman’s time CAT has become more specialized, that is, tests are now 

tailored towards specific occupations.  Within policing selection literature, CAT can be 

placed into four categories (Aamodt, 2004a): (1) national publishers test—not 

developed for law enforcement agencies, (2) national developed tests—developed for 

law enforcement agencies, (3) federal government test, and (4) locally developed civil 

service exams.   Within each category there are various tests that tap into different 

aspects of reading comprehension and vocabulary; abstract thinking and reasoning 

ability;  critical thinking; vocabulary, analogies, math, and logic; reading and grammar; 

and writing skills.   
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Florida’s CAT is locally developed and used in multiple jurisdictions to assess 

aptitude in eight specific areas: (1) deductive reasoning, (2) inductive reasoning, (3) 

written comprehension, (4) written expression, (5) problem sensitivity, (6) information 

ordering, (7) memorization, and (8) spatial orientation.  The items for each of the eight 

sub-tests are operationalized as a summation of scores which provide a single numeric 

measure of GCA.  

Several meta-analyses and review studies have linked GCA to numerous training 

outcomes and job performances (Hunter, 1986; Salgodo, et al., 2003; Aamodt, 2004a; 

2004b).  Cognitive ability is said to be the strongest predictor of performance when 

paired against other variables (Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Hunter, 1984).  Aamodt (2004a) 

found that reading tests and exams specifically created to assess police officers’ GCA 

are better predictors of performance than tests not specifically developed for police 

officers.  

Masculinity 

Hegemonic masculinity (HM) should be considered crucial to any in-depth 

analysis of policing.  Here, Connell’s (1987) conception of HM, in which a subset of men 

dwell in positions of wealth and power and then legitimate and reproduce patriarchy 

through social relations, will form the foundation of discussion.  Within this notion there 

is a hierarchy of dominance in which forms of ‘femininity’ reside at the bottom and lesser 

forms of ‘masculinity’ are also considered subordinate to hegemons (Connell, 1987; 

Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).  For these hegemons, the definition of masculinity 

entails perceptions of physical strength, bravery and stoicism.  Hegemonic masculinity 

has maintained a position of respect in policing due to both the (ill-conceived) notion 
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that these traits are of central importance and the tradition perpetuated by early 

establishment of such thought going unchallenged. 

Several researchers have used HM to explain the institutionalization of 

policemen’s dominance over policewomen.  The studies produced by these researchers 

have found that most police departments have an extreme adherence to this single 

ideology of masculinity (Herbert, 1998; Martin, 1999; Messerschmidt, 1999; Prokos & 

Padavic, 2002; Haarr, 2005).  This is because of the somewhat universal view that 

some aspects of policing require a commanding presence and the ability to punish 

disrespect (both ways of exhibiting HM) to gain and maintain control over situations 

(Martin, 1999).  ‘Commanding presence’ involves projecting confidence, behaving 

proactively, and exhibiting aggressiveness.  Punishing disrespect is thought to maintain 

this presence and, although it is not necessarily physical in nature, is, unfortunately, 

frequently linked to excessive use of force.  Police officers high in masculinity are 

thought to punish disrespect because they view it as a threat to the masculine persona 

they perceive themselves projecting (Martin, 1999).   

Studies have also found that HM is prevalent even at the recruitment phase of 

academy training (Haarr, 2005; Prokos & Padavic, 2002).  Recruits enrolled in law 

enforcement training programs take part in an explicit curriculum that is designed to be 

gender-neutral.  However, the execution of this curriculum suffers from an undercurrent 

of masculine focus that treats women as outsiders (Prokos & Padavic, 2002).  Women 

are frequently excluded from examples used in classes to demonstrate scenarios and 

from bonding experiences, enhancing male solidarity and power (Prokos & Padavic, 

2002).  In addition, mirroring societal shortcomings, policewomen are often denigrated 
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and objectified or viewed as sexual objects.  Furthermore, many female-centric issues, 

such as sex crime victimization, are not viewed as important as other issues.  When 

some women manage to achieve positions of power in spite of these obstacles, 

policemen resist their authority.  When policewomen repel the pressure to be an 

exception to gender expectations that would require them to over-perform, the result is 

often demotivation, low achievement, and failure (Martin, 1980).  Therefore, the 

curricula and culture of training academies do not adequately integrate women and, in 

turn, this influences differences in outcomes for recruits.   

Critical Race Theory and Intersectionality Perspective 

During the 1970s, Critical Race Theory (CRT) emerged from works seeking to 

understand race relations (Delgado, 1995), at first in the context of, and later in contrast 

to, Critical Legal Studies; both derivative of basic Critical Theory in which norms are 

believed to be shaped through ideology.  CRT focuses on studies of white privilege, 

white male ideology, and racism, and how these factor into the formation of the 

institutional environment.  In simple terms, CRT is a means of analyzing systematic 

oppression in group context, be it overt or an unintended (even subliminal) symptom in 

the formation of a legal system or hierarchy.  This conceptualization of oppression used 

by CRT is informed by the Intersectionality Perspective (IP), a framework used to 

examine how the meeting of race, ethnicity, gender, class, and/or nationality forms 

meaning and shapes behaviors (Crenshaw, 1991; Collins, 2000).  As the norms and 

ideologies of organizations reproduce those of the societies in which they are contained, 

police subculture in America is capable of being analyzed using societal level 

mechanisms such as CRT and IP. 
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Using CRT to evaluate inequalities in policing allows us to see both the broader 

picture of hierarchy and the intersection of elements that help to create it, be these in 

recruitment, training, or field work.   For example, in the context of the academy, the 

theory inspires us to examine how the intersections of being White, male, and a college 

graduate may positively influence completion.  At the same time, such examination can 

highlight how marginalized groups, or groups that are considered ‘others’ because they 

are different from the schema (such as black, female, or non-college graduate), may be 

less likely to complete the academy.  In the field, the immense amount of power and 

authority at police officers’ discretion further exaggerates issues of inequality.  Studies 

on racial profiling demonstrate how police work allows for the facilitation of racism.  For 

example, when a White policeman stops and/or arrests a minority citizen based on race, 

this enhances subordination and oppression of the racial group.  In the context of the 

department, Bolton (2003) examined the experiences of black policemen and found that 

they perceive systematic barriers.  These barriers limit advancement and the length of 

their careers in the department.  In addition, black male officers identified lack of 

support, conflict, and stress as issues they perceived facing to a greater extent than 

other officers on a regular basis.  Furthermore, academy recruits and officers noted 

experiencing more overt forms of racism such as name-calling, slurs, and racial jokes 

(Bolton, 2003 and Schlosser, 2011).   

Further studies find that race and sex create different experiences for different 

groups (Haarr, 1997; Martin, 1994; Morash et al., 2006; Texeira, 2002; Zhao, et al., 

2001; Hassell & Brandl, 2009, Pogrebin, et al., 2000).  Most of the research on the 

intersection of race and sex is focused on black police officers.  Martin (1994) found that 
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black policemen use masculinity to align themselves with White policemen, attempting 

to become part of the dominant group (male) (Martin, 1994).  Pike (1985) reports similar 

findings among white policewomen, in their attempts to distance themselves from black 

policewomen to be part of the dominant group (white).  To the further detriment of black 

policewomen, black policemen are found unsupportive and uninterested in 

understanding their experiences (Texeira, 2002; Dodge & Pogrebin, 2001).  Therefore, 

IP is especially useful in understanding how individuals such as females of a minority 

group are positioned differently (i.e. marginalized) and can be used as an analytical tool 

to determine if there are differences in performance for various groupings. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Psychopathological and Personality Inventories and Performance 

Personality and psychopathology inventories are widely used police screen-out 

tool.  Research on these inventories uses an array of assessments such as the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), California Personality Inventory 

(CPI), Inwald Personality Inventory (IPI), and/or the Personality Assessment Inventory 

(PAI) to assess personality (behavior and emotional problems) and psychopathological 

(abnormal behavior) structure and its influence on basic academy success and job 

performance (Sander, 2008; Tett et al., 1991; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997; 

Aamodt, 2004a; Varela et al., 2004; Provine, 2006).  Several meta-analytic and 

comprehensive studies that involve police officers (among other occupational groups), 

show the strength of personality predictors in relation to performance assessment (Tett 

et al., 1991; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997; Aamodt, 2004; Varela et al., 2004).   

Aamodt’s (2004a and 2004b) meta-analyses which specifically reviews the police 

selection literature, highlights personal disposition, such as the CPI tolerance scale, as 

important for predicting job performance.  However, in general, individual scales and 

constructs of psychopathology are not strong predictors of police performance 

outcomes.  In addition, studies have concluded that the average police candidate and 

officer is a psychologically healthy individual (Aamodt, 2004a).  Provine (2006) improves 

upon previous research in a study with strong internal validity that included constructs 

from competing perspectives, to rule out rival hypotheses.  The study accounts for a 

combination of predictors such as MMPI, sex, level of education, aptitude test, physical 

abilities, oral interview and their effects on academy and field performance.  The 
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findings are that aptitude scores account for the majority of variance in academy 

outcome.  However, “MMPI-2 significantly accounted for 9.7% of the variance in 

supervisors’ rating of the recruits’ performance” (p. 56).  Nevertheless, Provine (2006) 

concluded that “pre-employment selection measures are not able to predict 

performance with much accuracy” (p.65).   Other studies conclude that personality 

predicts performance but it is mediated by academy training (Forero, et al., 2009).  

Further yet, some researchers have attempted to establish a relationship between 

psychological tests and job performance but found no relationship (Wright et. al., 2011; 

Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006).   

Though most of the police selection studies have assessed outcomes with the 

MMPI, PAI, CAI, and/or IPI, many argue in favor of the use of other indicators for 

selecting law enforcement personnel (Aylward, 1985; Ash et al., 1990; Dwyer et al., 

1990; White, 2008), and some have called for a moratorium on the use of personality 

traits (Barrick, et al., 2001).  Though personality measures are very important indicators 

for screening out individuals that could potentially be problematic for law enforcement 

officers (Varela et al., 2004), there needs to be attention placed on ways of screening in 

police officers (White, 2008) (that is, a method of selecting police officers who will be 

successful during and after training).  Furthermore, several studies on personality 

inventories have major limitations in that they only assess validity and predictable of 

personality variables without developing more elaborate models.  These shortcoming 

compels future studies to take into account the academy curriculum and background/ 

demographics in conjunction with cognitive abilities to ensure a more comprehensive 

evaluation.     
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Intelligence, Cognitive Ability and Performance 

Most of the early studies on police selection did not use CAT specifically 

developed for policing (Burberk, 1985).  Police selection agencies tested for GCA 

and/or intelligence through the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (verbal 

comprehension, perceptual reasoning, working memory, and processing speed), Otis-

Lennon School Ability Test (abstract thinking and reasoning), the Nelson-Denny 

Readings Test (reading comprehension and vocabulary), Watson-Glaser Critical 

Thinking Appraisal (evaluation of arguments, interpretation, recognizing assumptions, 

deductions, and inferences), and the Wonderlic Personnel Test (vocabulary, math, 

analogies, and logic).  Burkhart (1980) found that there are correlations between low IQ 

scores and poor performance; however, his research also found that higher IQ scores 

are not correlated to good performance.  Kleiman and Gordon (1976) stated that 

recruits with higher IQ scores on Otis-Lennon School Ability test were more likely to 

perform better in the academy and more likely to transfer that knowledge to the 

community.  Kenney and Watson (1990) concluded that GCA measured by the 

Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale was related to academy performance, oral interview 

score, and overall rating of applicants prior to being hired.  Champion (1994) 

determined that there was a relationship between the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal and academy performance. 

An important aspect of police work is report writing and therefore some studies 

have only assessed reading and/or writing levels. These analyses have found that 

increased reading (White, 2008) and writing levels (Boehm, et al., 1983) are linked to 

increased performance.  Those with a twelfth grade reading level or higher are top 

performers during academy training (White, 2008).  Rose (1995) demonstrates the 
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importance of GCA with the finding that reading level scores from the Nelson-Denny 

Reading Test significantly accounted for 34.5% of the variance when predicting exam 

scores, while education accounted for only 2.3% of the variance.  Reading ability and 

comprehension are significantly associated with academy grades, state officer 

certification scores, and field training performance (Whitton, 1990; Campa, 1993).   

In one of the most comprehensive studies of police selection, Provine (2006) 

included various predictors such as sex, level of education, law enforcement aptitude 

test score (reading ability, reading comprehension, and vocabulary), Wonderlic 

Personnel Test, physical abilities, oral interview, and psychological test results to 

assess academy score outcomes.  Wonderlic score and education level were 

significantly related to academy scores.  Likewise, Cuttler and Muchinsky (2006) found 

that aptitude scores from the Wonderlic Personnel Test were positively related to 

successful completion of law enforcement training at both the national and local levels.   

There are nationally developed CAT for law enforcement, such as the Police 

Officer Selection Test (POST) and there are also locally developed civil service CAT, 

such as the Law Enforcement Basic Ability Test.  One of the first studies to use a CAT 

specifically developed for police officers was by DuBois and Watson (1950).  The 

researchers examined a sample of males within St. Louis Police Department to 

determine the relationship of GCA (determined through writing samples, in-house tests, 

an army general classification test, Bennett mechanical comprehension, and Minnesota 

paper form board) and vocation interest (police interest) with academy grades and 

marksmanship scores.  Results from the study showed that all measures of GCA 
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predicted academy grades.  In addition, the Bennett Mechanical Comprehension CAT 

and Minnesota Paper Form Board CAT predicted marksmanship performance.   

Gruber (1986) conducted a predictive validity study on in-house CAT assessing 

verbal communication, judgment, observation, and learning/recall.  A summed and 

averaged cognitive ability score was created to assess influence on total academy 

scores and single scores for education, firearms qualifications, human relation, traffic 

laws and investigation, report writing, bylaws and statutes, rules of evidence, and 

criminal law exams.  The study finds that CAT results are significantly related to 

education (r =.25) and total academy scores (r =.24).  In addition, GCA is significantly 

correlated to scores on criminal law (r =.57), rules of evidence (r =.55), bylaws and 

statutes (r =.60), report writing (r=.48), and traffic laws and investigation (r =.42).  

However, cognitive ability was not significantly correlated to human relations and 

firearms qualification scores.    

Ford and Kraiger (1993) conducted a predictive validation study using the 

Multijurisdictional Police Officer Examination (MPOE), which was developed to examine 

twelve cognitive abilities: (1) flexibility and closure, (2) serial recall, (3) verbal 

comprehension, (4) spatial scanning, (5) visualization, (6) semantic ordering, (7) 

problem sensitivity, (8) induction, (9) memory for relationships, (10) paired associate 

memory, (11) memory for ideas, and (12) spatial orientation.  The subtests of GCA were 

summed into a single score because there was high internal consistency.  The reliability 

scores indicate high internal consistency to suggest the test measures a single 

collective ability.  Therefore, Ford and Kraiger’s (1993) single cognitive ability score was 
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assessed against overall academy performance, finding MPOE to be a valid predictor of 

academy scores (r =.65).   

Rafilson and Sison (1996) summarized the findings from seven validity studies 

on the National Police Officer Selection Test (POST) which assess arithmetic skills, 

reading comprehension, grammar, and incident report writing skills from various 

academy performances such as completion, average test scores and post-training 

exam scores.  The study found that POST is strongly associated with training academy 

outcomes.   

Most of the early predictive validity studies focused only on selection variables 

such as psychological testing and cognitive abilities and did not incorporate other 

background/demographic variables.   These studies, addressing multiple predictors of 

performance, revealed that law enforcement aptitude scores (reading ability, reading 

comprehension, and vocabulary) are responsible for most of the average quiz/exams 

and firearms scores (Provine, 2006).  Similarly, Henson et al. (2010) found that there is 

a positive and significant relationship between civil service exams and all academy 

performance outcomes (quiz, spelling, midterm, notebook, final and overall scores) 

using a model that incorporated age, sex, education, race, foreign language skills, prior 

law enforcement, military experience, and physical abilities testing.  General Cognitive 

Ability and interest in the military predicted academy performance (Spaulding, 1980); 

GCA and assessment center scores predicted academy outcome (Dayan, et al. 2002); 

education and GCA were significantly related to academy performance (Rose, 1995); 

and education, reading, and GCA were significantly related to the final grade in police 

academy (Barbas, 1992).  These research findings show that cognitive abilities predict 
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multiple outcomes and remain significant when several additional predictors are 

included in the model (Henson et al., 2010; Kenney & Watson, 1990; Spaulding, 1980; 

Hooper, 1988; Dayan, et al., 2002; Rose, 1995; Barbas, 1992).   

In a meta-analysis, Aamodt (2004a) examined the relationship between GCA and 

performance while in the police academy.  These studies were journal articles, theses, 

and dissertations that were published and unpublished between 1970 and 2003.  The 

study assessed GCA measures that were developed for police officers and also abilities 

test not developed specifically for police officers.  In addition, the meta-analyses 

examined CAT scores that were measured as a single/combination of constructs or 

several independent constructs.  Aamodt found that “academy grades” was used as a 

performance measure in 62 studies (N=14,474) and that the correlation for GCA and 

academy performance was r =.41.  Aamodt (2004a) concludes that GCA (police test, r 

=.47; reading tests, r =.50; general IQ, r = .45; writing tests, r = .40; federal tests, r =.37; 

general IQ, r = .12; federal tests, r =.05; civil service exam, r =.19) is a valid predictor of 

academy performance (p.37).  However, CAT that were developed for police officers 

are better predictors of academy performance (Aamodt, 2004a) than those that are not 

developed specifically for police officers.   

In summary, CAT, those developed for police selection and others; with 

predictive and criteria variables measured as a single construct or individually, have 

received a great amount of testing.  It is well established that there is a positive 

relationship with CAT and an array of academy training performances (Aamodt, 2004a).  

Furthermore, these findings hold up in models that include other predictions of 

performance.  Though GCA is thoroughly explored in the literature, there are areas in 
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which the research is lacking.  Questions still remain as to whether cognitive ability may 

be more related to one dimension of performance than another and whether GCA 

functions in the same way when predicting performance for differing demographics 

and/or backgrounds. 

Education and Performance 

Debate on the need for higher education and its impact on policing continues 

today.  It is proposed that officers with a higher level of education have better decision-

making skills, and therefore, make better law enforcement officers (Worden, 1990).  In 

addition, police officers with higher education are said to be less authoritarian, more 

receptive towards the community, better at race relations, and less likely to be involved 

in liability issues and complaints (Roberg et al., 2005).  Though these findings have 

received considerable attention, the empirical evidence on education and performance 

primarily concerns experienced police officers. This focus leaves numerous questions in 

regards to education and academy performance (Riksheim & Chermak, 1993; Valera, 

1999; Roberg et al., 2009; White, 2008).   

Researchers find that education level has the greatest impact on police academy 

training scores and defensive tactics (Wexler & Sullivan, 1982; Copley, 1987; Campa, 

1993).  Recruits with higher educational levels perform better during basic academy 

training (final exams and overall scores) (Sanderson, 1977).  There is a positive 

relationship between having a college degree and performance, in comparison to 

recruits with just a high school or associates degree (Aamodt, 2004a).  Recruits with an 

associate degree outperform recruits with a high school degree (Aamodt, 2004a).  

Furthermore, studies have found that education is significantly related to successful 

completion of the police training academy (McGlamery, 1998; Roberg et al., 2005).  
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Those with only a high school degree were less likely to graduate from the academy 

(Wright et al., 2011).  College educated white males are more likely to graduate from 

the training program (Lester, 1979).  Education (amount of college education) is related 

to academy performance, state licensing exam scores, and firearms scores (Johnson, 

1998).  Education is significantly related to tests on an officers’ knowledge on policing 

(Wexler and Sullivan, 1982).  Studies have also looked at the academy majors of 

recruits and have found that criminal justice majors have similar performance as other 

majors (Aamodt, 2004a).  

Though numerous studies have found support for a positive impact of high 

education (level of education/degrees obtained) on performance, other studies identified 

no differences in the performance of individuals with and without college degrees 

(Hopper, 1988); no statistically significant difference exists for different levels of 

education and officers’ evaluation scores, on outcomes such as decision 

making/problem solving, quality of work, and job knowledge (McDonnell, 2008).    

Given the discordant findings one wonders whether higher education may 

interaction with another factor or factors so that its effect emerges or is masked 

depending on what other variables are included in the analysis.  Because of the 

predictive importance of cognitive abilities it is prudent to investigate whether higher 

education interacts with cognitive abilities to affect academy performance.  The best 

guess is that those with bachelor’s degrees are better equipped to use their cognitive 

abilities to perform better.  If this is the case we would expect the interaction to help 

explain academy performance.     
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An area that is considerably unexplored in the education literature is the cadet 

program (CP).  There is a prospect of sponsorship for academy cadets.  The sponsoring 

departments prescreen applicants to look for qualities that are thought to be associated 

with successful police officers.  Recruits are interviewed and an investigation is 

conducted to determine a recruit’s personal characteristics and criminal background.  A 

qualified recruit receives financial and social support.  Recruits are integrated into the 

department—they associate with sworn officers on job related tasks and they are 

exposed to police culture in ways that should make their adjustment to the academy 

easier.  Theories suggest that to the extent that departments are masculinist and there 

is dominance by whites, this prescreening and selection would favor white males.  On 

the other hand, to the extent that affirmative action programs are instituted in these 

departments, the sponsorship may be a vehicle for enhancing the prospects of 

minorities (women or non-whites).  In other words, there could be an interaction 

between sponsorship and the cognitive abilities that are predictive of academy 

performance. 

Given all of the support that is offered to recruits who are sponsored and the 

prescreening of those recruits, these sponsored recruits will have higher cognitive 

abilities and these factors will be more predictive of performance.  The prescreening 

and especially the support will allow these recruits to engage fully in the curriculum.  

Support will reduce the chance of other issues interfering with success or performance.   

One study that assessed the effects of the CP on academy outcome found that 

CP recruits perform better than non-CP recruits on average academy scores (White, 

2008).  However, cadet participants are not significantly more likely to be top performers 
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in the academy.  Eterno (2008) compared high school/GED graduates, non-cadet 

college graduate, and cadet college graduates to determine if there are differences in 

their performances.  There were more non-cadet college graduates and cadet college 

graduates in the detective and sergeant positions compared with those who graduated 

with only a high school/GED education.  Cadet participants outperformed high school 

graduates in regards to less sick leave, civil complaints and central personnel index; 

however, they did not outperform the non-cadet college graduate group.  Non-cadet 

college graduates had more arrests than did cadet college graduates and high 

school/GED graduates.  In regards to department vehicle accidents, high school/GED 

graduates had the most, followed by cadet college graduates and then non-cadet 

college graduates.   

Overall, a majority of studies support the finding for officers with higher education 

levels performing better than those without higher education when academy grades and 

departmental performance evaluation scores are used to measure performance 

(Finnegan, 1976; Lester, 1979; Copley, 1987; Sanderson, 1977; Roberg, 1978; Smith & 

Aamodt, 1997; McGlamery, 1998; Truxillo et al., 1998; Aamodt & Flink, 2001; Fyfe & 

Kane, 2006; Aamodt, 2004a).   However, studies on CP are limited in number and 

mainly include descriptive works and/or explore outcomes for cadets while they are in 

the field, rather than performance while in the academy.  In addition, CP has not been 

explored as an educational construct that may provide incremental validity to cognitive 

ability as a predictor of academy performance.   

Sex, Race, Age and Performance 

Studies have found that sex is significantly related to completion of the police 

training academy (Charles, 1976; McGlamery, 1998; Henson, et al., 2010; Grennan &  
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Munoz, 1998; Grant, 2000; Walter, 2005; White, 2008; Wright et al., 2011; Aamodt, 

2004b).  That is, males are more likely to successfully complete the basic training 

academy than females (McGlamery, 1998; Wright, et al., 2011); males outperform 

females (White, 2008); MMPI and sex explains most of the variance in academy 

performance.  However, other studies find that there are no differences in academic and 

technical scores for males and females going through training (Charles, 1976).  Henson 

et al. (2010) find that during academy training, sex is not significant, with the exception 

of notebook scores as a measure of academy performance.  In regards to the 

intersection of race and sex, young minority women are less likely to graduate from the 

police academy (Wright, et al., 2011).   

Mixed findings also exists for sex and recruits’ performance after the academy.  

One of the first studies assessing the performance of women was completed in 1968, 

when policewomen were assigned to patrol work (Bloch & Anderson, 1974).  This study 

evaluated whether policewomen performed as well as policemen.  This experimental 

study matched rookie policewomen and policemen in the Washington D.C. Metropolitan 

Police Department and used questionnaires and in-depth interviews to assess their 

performance on patrol.  The study states that these rookie policewomen gave 

themselves commendable marks and also received praises from field observers, the 

community, and the Chief of Police—policewomen believed that they were just as 

skilled as patrolmen, the field observers believed that policewomen were better at 

questioning rape victims and arresting disorderly males, the public was receptive to 

having females in the field and were respectful, and the Chief of Police of the 

department concluded that policewomen performed just as well as policemen (Bloch & 
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Anderson, 1974).  This initial evaluation and subsequent research found that 

policewomen were just as, and in some cases even more, competent than policemen in 

the field (Bloch & Anderson, 1974; Grant, 2000; Walter, 2005).    

Policewomen received fewer write-ups for misconduct (Bloch & Anderson, 1974). 

They were able to calm agitated and violent citizens and did not need more support 

than males (Grant, 2000); had on average smaller physical builds that were less 

threatening than males’ (Grennan, 2000); women were better at handling domestic 

cases and had better rapport with the community (Silvestri, 2007); and women received 

fewer complaints than males (Henson, et al., 2010).  However, females get lower 

evaluation scores than males (Henson et al., 2010).  Whites and males outperform 

blacks and females during field training (Fyfe & Kane, 2006).   Beyhan (2005) found that 

when age and marital status are taken into account, sex did not have a significant 

relationship with job performance.  Overall, the direct effect of sex and race on 

performance during academy training is well established but, more importantly, as 

demonstrated by Beyhan (2005), there is a gap in the literature that fails to take into 

account the roles of additional variables as to whether gaps exist and why these gaps 

exist, when predicting training outcomes.  

Several studies have explored the relationship between background/ 

demographic predictors and completion of the police training academy (Cohen & 

Chaiken, 1973; Charles, 1976; Lester, 1979; Lester, 1985; Plummer, 1979; Spielberger 

et al., 1979; Schwartz & Stucky, 1993; McGlamery, 1998; Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006, 

Wright et al., 2011).  The race of a recruit has been identified as a reoccurring indictor of 

performance.  Race is correlated with graduation from the police training academy 



54 
 

(Lester, 1979; McGlamery, 2008); whites score better on exams (Henson et al., 2010); 

whites are more likely to complete training than other racial/ethnic groups (Lester, 1985; 

McGlamery, 2008); whites, Asians, and others are more likely than Hispanics and 

African Americans to be top performers (White, 2008).   Essentially, these studies seem 

to indicate that non-white recruits do not do as well as White recruits in the academy 

(Aamodt, 2004a; Aamodt, 2004b; Wright, et al., 2011).  What is unclear in the literature 

is the role of race in regards to the relationship between cognitive ability and 

performance; and if that relationship holds for various racial groups.   

There is very little research on the age of recruits and performance.  One study 

finds that, in basic academy, as recruits get older, evaluation scores and overall 

performance decreases (White, 2008).  While in the field, however, older police officers 

receive more commendations and better performance appraisals (Aamodt, 2004b).   

However, Beyhan (2005) and Henson et al. (2010) conclude that there is no effect of 

age on performance.  Therefore, age is a construct that is in dire need of exploration in 

regards to its effects on performance.  Overall, there is a lack in the literature which 

have led researchers to appeal for more works on demographics and performance 

(Aamodt, 2004a).  

Biographic factors and Performance 

Studies have also evaluated the direct impact of other background factors such 

as work history, prior law enforcement, military experience, drug and criminal history on 

academy outcomes.  Prior work experience is related to successful graduation from the 

academy.  In addition, there is a positive and significant relationship between prior law 

enforcement experience and quiz average, final exam scores, and overall performance 

(Henson et al., 2010).  However, a later study by Wright et al. (2011), which attempted 
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to predict successful completion of the academy with predictors such as education, 

race, sex, criminal record, military and job experience, found that prior police and 

military experience are not related to successfully completing the academy.  Military 

veterans are more likely to be involuntarily dismissed from the job (Fyfe & Kane, 2006).   

Furthermore, studies found that work history, drug use and criminal history is 

negatively associated with training outcomes and job difficulties (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 

2006; Sarachione, et al., 1998).  Fyfe and Kane (2006) also found that poor work 

history, and a history of traffic violations and/or arrests are related to termination from 

police departments.  Kane and White (2009) examined background characteristics to 

determine the relationship to types of career-ending misconduct; however, they did not 

find a strong connection between those who were dismissed for job-related misconduct 

and pre-employment background factors. According to Provine (2006), ultimately 

employment variables are not accurate predictors of training performance and are not 

as accurate as other selection standards, such as cognitive ability.    

Studies of subgroup differences in Performance 

A tremendous gap in the police selection literature exists in regards to the 

relationship between demographics (e.g. race, sex), CAT and constructs of 

performance.   One area of police selection research evaluates the correlation between 

predictor variables and whether these improve the estimation of the regression model 

when combined with another variable.  Based on 21 studies, Aamodt (2004a) concludes 

that predictors of performance, such as education and cognitive ability are not highly 

correlated with each other.   This is evidence that these measures do not measure the 

same construct.  The meta-analysis could not draw conclusions as to moderating (or 

interacting) effects because there are too few studies and much variability in correlation 
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across these studies.  Aside from interaction amongst predictors, another area of police 

selection research focuses on difference between groups and performance.   

Within the subgroup studies, there are differences between whites’ and blacks’ 

performances on CAT and outcomes (Roth et al., 2001).  One of the early research by 

Spielberger et al. (1978) was a predictive validity study for Florida’s statewide 

assessment battery for selecting police officers.    Using the Nelson-Denny Reading 

Test scores, comparisons were made between Caucasian males, minority males, and 

females on passage (completed the first year of the probationary period) or failure 

(discharged or resigned) of the police academy.  Females and Caucasian males, who 

successfully complete the probation period, score significantly higher on the Nelson-

Denny Reading Test.  The sample size of the failure group for minority males was too 

small; therefore, the study could not draw conclusion on this group’s performance. This 

study compared outcomes within groups, rather than across race/ethnicity, and as a 

result, no conclusion can be drawn on the fairness of this police selection process.  

Morstain (1984) was the first researcher to validate the Multijurisdictional Police 

Officer Exam for minority and non-minority police officers.  The study assesses subsets 

of CAT scores (verbal comprehension, spatial scanning, visualization, sematic ordering, 

memory for ideas, spatial orientation, problem sensitivity, induction, memory for 

relationships, and paired-associate memory) and differences in performance (supervisor 

ratings).  The assessment was administered to six law enforcement agencies and then 

the police officers’ supervisors provided ratings of performances.  Minority police 

officers had significantly lower mean scores than whites on subtest cognitive abilities 

measures and total scores.  The research concludes that there is utility and validity in 
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the assessment for minority police officers but not non-minority officers.  To date, no 

study was located on differential predictablity of GCA (Florida Basic Abilities Test) and 

performance outcomes due to race, education, sex and CP.  Furthermore, studies on 

the relationship between GCA and performance focus on comparing outcomes related 

to job performance rather than academy performance.  

Research that finds differences in performance by subgroups (between men and 

women; blacks and whites) do not fully analyze or attempt to draw inferences.   To 

address this issue, the current research uses multiple regression on the sample as a 

whole, allowing for more appropriate statistically method (Bartlett, et al., 1978).  Not 

splitting sub-groups prior to the regression analyses allows for more accurate 

comparisons (Bartlett et al. 1978). 

Associations between Performance Outcomes 

Police selection research has measured performance is various ways, such as 

police academy performance, field training performance, job performance, supervisor 

ratings, discipline problems, commendations, activity, absenteeism, activity, peer-rating, 

and self-ratings (Aamodt, 2004).  Research in this area finds support for the importance 

of academy training in predicting field training performance and on the job performance 

(Campa, 1993; Haarr, 2001; Provine, 2006; Fyfe & Kane, 2006; Forero et al., 2009; 

Henson, et al., 2010; Caro, 2011; Aamodt, 2004a) 

This study focuses on performance during the police academy.  The literature 

has measured police academy performance in numerous ways such as average 

academy scores; academy grade point average; top 50% of the class and bottom 50% 

of the class, top performers; quiz scores; firearms qualifications or average; human 

relation; traffic laws and investigation; report writing; spelling average; interim scores; 
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bylaws and statutes; rules of evidence and criminal law; driver average; defensive 

tactics; effective behavior; attitude; physical fitness; class standing (rank), 

commendations, class evaluation, commendations; final exam grades; graduating or not 

graduating; success or failure; passing or failing state exams; final training score.  A 

majority of the studies has used a single overall measure of academy performance.  

Very few studies have evaluated whether outcomes vary between curricula 

components.      

In summary, though studies on police selection have explored the effect of 

numerous predictors, more studies are needed on the interaction effects of predictor on 

academy outcomes; and furthermore, these studies neglect to address other 

dimensions of police performance.  Therefore, what we do not know about police 

selection is whether cognitive ability produces different outcomes based on the type of 

curricula.  In addition, questions still remain as to whether there are relationships 

between the predictors and how these relationships influence performance.  

Accordingly, it is the intention of this study to explore these possibilities.    

Gaps in the Literature 

Most studies on police selection have used personality and psychopathological 

inventories to screen out potentially problematic police officers (Metchik, 1999).   

Cognitive ability is one of the most important factors used to screen police applicants 

into the academy.  Results from these studies are that there is strong support for this 

predictor as having a positive and significant effect on academy and post academy 

success (Aamodt, 2004a).  However, though there are numerous studies on GCA, to 

date, no studies were found on the Florida Criminal Justice Basic Abilities Test and 
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academy performance.  Furthermore, this study adds to the police selection literature by 

using a cognitive abilities measure that is specifically related to the job of policing.   

Studies find strong support for higher education leading to better performance, 

compared to those without higher education, when academy grades and departmental 

performance evaluation scores are used as measures (Finnigan, 1976; Lester, 1979; 

Sanderson, 1977; Copley, 1987; Roberg, 1978; McGlamery, 1998; Smith & Aamodt, 

1997; Truxillo, et al., 1998; Aamodt & Flink, 2001; Fyfe & Kane, 2006; Aamodt, 2004a).  

Even more so, a combination of education and GCA is suggested to be a better 

predictor of performance (Aamodt, 2004b).  However, one area that is neglected in 

education studies is the impact of CP on academy performance.  Most of the studies on 

cadet programs are descriptive and exploratory (Osterburg & Trubitt, 1970; Police 

Foundation, 1992;   Pate & Hamilton, 1991).  Therefore, more studies are needed on 

the effect of participating in a CP on performance aside from final academy average of 

the top performers (White, 2008).  Also studies are needed on how the CP influences 

the relationship between GCA and performance.    

Studies including demographic variables find that race and sex are significantly 

related to performance, with results showing that whites and males are more likely to 

successfully complete academy and outperform minorities and women.   However, one 

construct that is frequently neglected in police selection research is age and its 

influence on performance.  Furthermore, previous research has not examined the 

degree to which demographic variables interact the GCA-performance relationship.     

These moderation or interaction variables will stipulate when the effects between 

the independent and dependent variables will hold in the model (Baron & Kenny, 
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1986)4.  That is, the interaction variable may change the direction of the relationship 

between the variables from positive to negative or from negative to positive (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986).  This variable can have an enhancing/synergistic, buffering, or 

antagonistic effect.  For example, an enhancing effect occurs for an interaction whereby 

the impact of cognitive abilities on performance would be better for males than females 

(i.e. that is, the prediction line or slopes for cognitive ability and performance would be 

steeper for males than females).   A buffering effect occurs when, for example, 

education and performance are positively related, however, GCA and performance is 

negatively related and the interaction of education and cognitive ability is reduced.  An 

antagonistic effect is a positive effect between sponsorship and performance; and GCA 

and performance, however there is a negative relationship between the interaction of 

sponsorship and GCA and its influence on performance.  Therefore, further examination 

of groupings in education and GCA can give valuable insight into when these 

differences exist in performance.   

The inclusion of several variables to explain academy performance is especially 

appropriate because rarely is one factor the lone predictor of academy performance of 

any given behavior.  Furthermore, exploring these options gives opportunities for 

greater dynamic relationships between the variables.  Examining the relationships will 

help to contextualize the disparities that are evidenced in the literature, and, therefore, 

this will increase our knowledge of the roles of race, sex, education and CP in shaping 

basic academy performance.   Lastly, it is important to determine if these findings are 

                                            
4 Baron and Kenny (1986) use moderation very broadly.  Because moderation has come to have a 
narrower meaning for some, this dissertation will use the term interaction to avoid confusion with this 
narrower connotations that moderation may hold. 
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generalizable to all subgroups, and therefore erasing concerns of biases and 

unfairness.   

In regards to the dependent variable, a majority of the studies have used overall 

academy scores as the outcome variable, failing to evaluate relationships between law 

enforcement curriculum and high liability curriculum measures that could potentially give 

evidence for creating two distinct performance indicators.  Traditionally, the curriculum 

focused on training recruits in areas such as medical first responder, criminal justice 

defensive tactics, criminal justice weapons training, legal, communications, 

interpersonal skills, vehicle operation, patrol, traffic, and investigation.  However, there 

has been a shift in the training curriculum to incorporate community policing and 

problem-solving, and therefore, training now sets out to increase the police recruits’ 

knowledge.  In turn, new performance indicators are created due to the change in 

training.  Furthermore, to date, there are no studies that have assessed if GCA 

influences the law enforcement and high liability curriculum differently and if there are 

differences based on race, sex, education and CP participation.  Similarly, there are no 

studies on GCA and the performance indicators that demonstrate proficiency to enter 

the work force (graduation).   

Research questions for main relationships 

Based on the literature, it is expected that all variables (Criminal Justice Basic 

Abilities Test (CJBAT), race, sex, white male, education level, and cadet program (here-

after: sponsored or unsponsored)) will have a significant and positive relationship with 

academy performance (law enforcement scores, high liability/high stress scores, 

reactive scores, proactive scores, overall scores, and graduation).   
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Main hypotheses:  
 

Hypothesis (a): (i) as CJBAT scores increase performance (law enforcement 
scores, high liability/high stress scores, reactive scores, proactive scores, and overall 
scores) increases; and (ii) as CJBAT score increases recruits have a greater likelihood 
of graduating from the academy.  
 

Hypothesis (b): (i) race is significantly related to performance (law enforcement 
scores, high liability/high stress scores, reactive scores, proactive scores, and overall 
scores), such that the magnitude of the relationship is stronger for whites than blacks, 
Asians, Hispanics, and “Others” (here-after: non-whites); and (ii) whites have a greater 
likelihood of graduating from the academy than non-whites.    
 

Hypothesis (c): (i) sex is significantly related to performance (law enforcement 
scores, high liability/high stress scores, reactive scores, proactive scores, and overall 
scores), such that the magnitude of the relationship will be stronger for males than 
females; and (ii) males have a greater likelihood of graduating from the academy than 
females. 
 

Hypothesis (d): (i) education is positively related to academy performance (law 
enforcement scores, high liability/high stress scores, reactive scores, proactive scores, 
and overall scores), that is recruits with a bachelor’s degree outperform recruits without 
a bachelor’s degree; and (ii) recruits with a bachelor’s degree have a greater likelihood 
of graduating from the academy.   

  
Hypothesis (e): (i) sponsored cadets are more likely to outperform unsponsored 

cadets, that is the magnitude of the relationship with performance (law enforcement 
scores, high liability/high stress scores, reactive scores, proactive scores, and overall 
scores) is stronger for sponsored cadets than unsponsored cadets; and (ii) sponsored 
cadets have a greater likelihood of graduating from the academy.   

 
More importantly, based on the literature, it is proposed that interaction effects 

will be evident in this study.  Therefore, the effect of CJBAT on performance will be 

conditioned by group context.  Consistent findings are that cognitive is significantly 

related to performance (Provine, 2006; Henson et al., 2010; Kenney & Watson, 1990; 

Spaulding, 1980; Hooper, 1988; Dayan, et al., 2002; Rose, 1995; Barbas, 1992).  

Furthermore, GCA is said to be the strongest predictor of performance when paired 

against other variables (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Hunter, 1986).  However, the previously 
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discussed studies have not unwaveringly linked GCA to numerous training outcomes 

and job performances (Hunter, 1986; Salgodo, et al., 2003; Aamodt, 2004a; 2004b).   

Additionally, there is a notably lack of any empirical evaluation of CJBAT and its 

influence on performance in regards to the contextual effects such on race, sex, 

education, and sponsored.  Consequently, the previous literature points to an over-

reliance on assumptions about the role of CJBAT.  Therefore, conclusions on whether 

or not conditional effects exist can only be made through deeper exploration.  Through 

such exploration using the interaction effect, this work serves to alleviate that reliance 

by providing empirical evidence of the CJBAT-performance relationship with 

subgroups.    The implication for these interaction effects are that circumstances will be 

identified as to the mechanisms related to positive or negative academy outcomes.  

Furthermore, identifying interactions is important to selection centers and academy 

administrators in search of reasons for successful or unsuccessful performance by 

police recruits.   

Research questions for interactions  

The relationships between psychological assessment (CJBAT), and academy 

performance (law enforcement scores, high liability/high stress scores, overall scores, 

and graduation) vary based on demographics (race, sex, and WM), education level, and 

biographic (sponsored and unsponsored). 

Interaction hypotheses:  

Hypothesis (a): the relationship between CJBAT and performance is conditioned 
by race.  The relationship between CJBAT and performance is stronger for white 
recruits than non-white recruits.    

 
Hypothesis (b): the relationship between CJBAT and performance is conditioned 

by sex.  It is expected that sex will interact with CJBAT to affect performance, such that 
the relationship is stronger for males than females.   
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Hypothesis (c):  the relationship between CJBAT and performance is conditioned 

by education.  It is expected that for those with a bachelor’s degree, CJBAT will have a 
greater influence on performance.   
 

Hypothesis (d): the relationship between CJBAT and performance is conditioned 
by sponsorship.  It is expected that being sponsored will interact with CJBAT to affect 
performance, such that CJBAT will have a greater influence on performance for 
sponsored cadets.   
 

Hypothesis (e): the relationship between race and performance is conditioned  
by sex.  It is more likely that WM will graduate from the academy.    
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

Setting and Samples 

Data for this study were collected from a police academy located in Central 

Florida.   The training academy is a part of the local community college.  This training 

facility services municipal, county, state, and international law enforcement agencies.   

The instructors at the academy are certified criminal justice officers and/or must have 

three years of experience with the curriculum material.  In addition, instructors must 

complete eighty hours of the FDLE instructor techniques course.  This Florida Criminal 

Justice Institute is responsible for screening applicants’ before entrance into the 

academy and data are collected from the police recruits prior to and during the academy 

training program.  The institute requires some standard features for academy training in 

the state and conducts the state certification examination after recruits complete 

academy training.   

The theoretical population of the study is defined as all recruits who participated 

in a local police academy program in a community college setting in the Florida.  The 

accessible population in this study is all recruits who participated in a police academy in 

an urban area of Florida.   The sampling frame is a list of all recruits who were admitted 

into this Florida police academy program.  The list is constructed by the training 

academy staff—specifically, the administrative office has records of all the students who 

applied to the academy, which includes those who entered; and completed and did not 

complete the academy between January 2011 and December 2013.  The study 

contains a non-probability sample of 662 police recruits who were admitted in the basic 

training academy.   
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The application for admission into the academy gathers information on 

demographics, education, technical certifications, foreign languages, military history, 

employment history, and several other factors.  An applicant who successful makes it 

through this screening process then takes the CJBAT.   Each exam contains 125 

questions, but students are evaluated on 100 questions (the remaining 25 ungraded 

questions are used as field test questions).   

Once admitted into the academy, recruits go through successions of 

assessments in the form of multiple choice exams on each chapter of the Law 

Enforcement (Volume 1) and High Liability (Volume 2) curriculum.  An overall 

performance score is also calculated to determine recruits’ standing in the class.  

Successfully passing the entire curriculum partially enables recruits to graduate from the 

academy.    The application data, CJBAT scores, and academy test scores were 

collected and compiled into an excel database.   

Because of the academy’s screening function, some recruits will not complete 

training.  Consequently, this research will deal with two samples.  The first sample will 

be all of the recruits and will analyze which variables relate to graduating or not 

graduation from the academy training.  The sample size for this line of analysis will be 

662.  The second sample will focus on those who completed the academy.  Anyone 

who does not complete will have missing data on those measures.  The second line of 

analysis will be of recruits with in-class performance outcomes (approximately 500 

recruits).   
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Measures and Definitions 

Dependent Variables 

The job of police officers is diverse and always changing.  Academy training is 

designed to prepare recruits for the various job demands.  Therefore, the training may 

reflect multiple constructs.  Because some job knowledge may be more highly 

dependent on CJBAT than others, the inclusion of various measures of performance 

may improve upon the generalizability of the study.  In this study, the term “academy 

performance” is defined as recruits’ objective test scores achieved during the academy.  

The performance indicators are measures of achievement—knowledge and skills 

acquired during the academy across a number of areas.  Therefore, these performance 

indicators are distinct from the basic abilities or aptitude scores received prior to 

entrance into the academy, including the cognitive measure captured by the CJBAT.   

Academy performance is measured through four dependent variables, which are 

graduation, overall performance, law enforcement performance, and high liability and/or 

high stress performance.  

On its face, police performance seems to be multidimensional, but much of the 

research heretofore has not delved into the possible different dimensions of 

performance at the academy.  Researchers are confronted with the challenge of how to 

measure performance (Sanders, 2003) across the various subject matter contents of 

the academy curriculum.  In Florida, there are 16 chapters/units in Florida’s academy 

training.  Using all of them separately in research produces so much detail that it 

becomes hard to establish patterns.  Therefore, it is important to combine performance 
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indicators from the respective curriculum chapters in some way.5  The prospect of 

combining scores across the many units while retaining different dimensions is explored 

in two ways in this research.   

First, one can look at the content of the training.  Some of the variables below are 

derived from that content.  They will be grouped in ways that make conceptual sense 

and reliability analysis will be performed when performance scores are aggregated.  

The reliability results will be reported for the respective dimensions.  From the content of 

the courses at the academy, three dependent variables are derived: law enforcement 

performance, high liability and/or high stress performance, and their combination into a 

measure of overall performance.  

 (a) Law enforcement performance is a measure comprising of scores from the 

multiple choice examinations assessing knowledge of eleven chapters of the curriculum:  

(1) introduction to law enforcement, (2) legal, (3) communication; (4) human issues, (5) 

patrol 1, (6) patrol 2; (7) crime scene investigation; (8) criminal investigation; (9) traffic 

stops, (10) DUI traffic stops, and (11) traffic crash investigation.  To date, no other study 

was found with such an inclusive measure of the law enforcement curriculum.  Each 

chapter is measured continuously (0 - 100); the respective scores were summed and 

averaged.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the eleven law enforcement units was .8399.   

(b) High liability and/or high stress performance is a measure from the multiple 

choice examinations that focus more on knowledge of traditional policing and acquaints 

                                            
5 Analyses of each of the 16 chapters/units of curriculum were conducted and the results are reported in 
Appendix A.  This was done as a check to be sure that the composite measures described in this 
methods chapter and used to produce the results for subsequent chapters of this dissertation did not miss 
something or distort relationships between performance measures and CJBAT and the other independent 
or control variables.  
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recruits with actions to be taken in these four curricular chapter areas: (1) firearm use, 

(2) defensive tactics, (3) vehicle operation, (4) first-aid, and (5) dart-firing stun gun.  To 

date, no other study was found that measures performance with a focus mainly on 

principles of traditional policing.  Each of variable is a continuous measure from 0 to 

100; the scores on the five chapters were summed and average.  The Cronbach’s alpha 

for performance on these five curriculum units is low (.6299), but high enough to use in 

this investigative venture into how cognitive ability works with other factors to affect 

academy performance.    

(c) Overall performance is a measure of total points achieved by recruits at the 

end of training for the chapters across the academy curriculum and include both the law 

enforcement and high liability subscales.  This measure improves upon methods used 

in previous studies by being a comprehensive performance indicator, that is, the 

measure accounts for all exams taken by the recruits.  The scores from the sixteen 

chapters are summed and averaged.  The Cronbach’s reliability coefficient for all the 

items is .8702.  

A second way to approach the prospect of multidimensionality in academy 

performance would be through exploratory factor analysis.  Here, the various 

performance indicators were analyzed statistically to determine if there are multiple 

dimensions to the police academy performance measures and if so, determine the best 

way to group together interpretable factors.  In Table 4-5, an exploratory factor analysis 

was conducted showing the factor loadings without a rotation.  The factor analysis with 

no rotation gives one eigenvalue greater than 1, which is 5.55.  The first component 

explains most of the variance which is 94.69%.  In addition, according to the scree plot, 
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most of the items load on the first component.  Furthermore, based on the scree plot, 

there is a great difference between the first and second component.  These findings 

suggest that the scale is one-dimensional. 

Given the exploratory nature of the study, both a varimax and promax rotations 

are conducted.  In Table 4-6, for the varimax rotation, several of the variables load onto 

multiple factors and not simply one factor.  Traffic crash investigation loads unto three 

factors (factor1, factor 2, and factor 3).  Introduction to law enforcement, human issues, 

communication, vehicle operations, first aid, firearm, and criminal investigation load 

highly onto two factors (factor 1 and factor 2).  DUI loads unto factors 1 and factor 4.  

Legal, patrol 1, patrol 2, defensive tactics, crime scene investigation, traffic stop, and 

DUI traffic load highly to only factor 1.  Whereas, defensive tactics and dart-firing stun 

gun load separately onto factor 3 and factor 4, respectively.     

For the promax rotation (Table 4-7), traffic crash investigation, patrol 1, patrol 2, 

criminal investigation, crime scene investigation, and traffic stop items load only on 

factor 1.   While, introduction to law enforcement, legal, human issues, communication, 

vehicle operations, and first aid loads onto factor 2.  DUI traffic stop load highly onto 

factor 4 and Defensive on factor 5.  The remaining variables, DUI traffic stop and dart-

firing stun gun load on factor 4 and defensive tactics loads onto factor 5.  These 

outcomes suggest that the sixteen items may not be measuring performance as one 

latent construct.  Therefore, the varimax and promax rotations suggest 

multidimensionality.   

The varimax rotation has a more complex structure than the promax rotation.  

Consequently, a promax or oblique rotation is better suited for the data—the correlation 
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matrix in Table C-2, for the eight factors, show that several of the factors are highly 

correlated (Appendix C).  Furthermore, the promax rotation presents a simpler structure: 

there are significant loadings on two distinct factors; there are few complex variables, 

that is, each variable load strongly on a single factor and not on several factors; and 

there are several zero loadings to other factors.  Therefore, in addition to the originally 

proposed dependent variables, based on the factor analysis two additional outcome 

variables are constructed to represent the two loadings: reactive and proactive 

performance.   

(d) Reactive performance is a measure constructed from multiple choice 

examinations gauging knowledge on six chapters of the curriculum: (1) introduction to 

law enforcement, (2) legal, (3) human issues, (4) communication, (5) vehicle operation, 

and (6) first aid.  The Cronbach’s alpha for reactive performance is .7938 (Table 4-4).  

Each of the chapter score is continuous (0 -100).  The scores for the six chapters were 

summed and averaged.   

(e) Proactive performance is a measure created from multiple choice 

examinations assessing understanding on six chapters of the curriculum: (1) traffic 

crash investigation, (2) patrol 1, (3) patrol 2, (4) criminal investigation, (5) crime scene 

investigation, and (6) traffic stop.  The Cronbach’s alpha for proactive performance is 

.8110 (Table 4-4).   Each chapter is measured continuously (0 - 100).  The respective 

scores for the six chapters were summed and averaged.   

The final dependent variable used in this study is graduation.  Graduation is a 

measure indicating completion of all the requirements of the basic academy program.  

Good performance on the various curricular components of academy training should 
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culminate in graduation.  Recruits should successfully pass each chapter exam 

developed by the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) staff and subject 

matter experts with a score of eighty percent or above.  Recruits are allowed to take the 

exam on two occasions.  Retaking a failed exam should result in a passing score.  If the 

second exam receives a failing grade, the recruit will be recommended for dismissal 

from the academy.   

Aside from the classroom examinations, recruits are eligible to graduate if they 

successfully complete all practical examinations—semiautomatic handgun firing, night 

fire, long gun fire, physical fitness tests (jumps, sit-ups, short and long distance runs 

and push-ups), and the basic life support for healthcare provider written exam.  In 

addition, recruits are eligible for graduation if they do not exceed the allotted amount of 

policy violations, for example, tardiness, absences and disciplinary write-ups.   

(f) Graduation is a measure constructed dichotomously (completed =1 and did 

not complete=0).  Graduation is conceptually distinct from the other performance 

measures because theoretically this is an indicator of mastery of the curricula and 

whether or not a recruit is capable of successfully passing the SOCE, completing the 

field training program, and progressing to solo police work.  Recruits who failed to 

complete the academy once or more are placed in the failure category.  Therefore, if a 

recruit fails the academy and returns at a later date and graduates from the academy, 

the first performance measures are included in the study and the second performance 

scores are excluded from the study.   

Predictor Variable 

The Criminal Justice Basic Abilities construct (CJBAT) is an indicator of aptitude 

or basic abilities and is used to determine competency and predict recruits’ likelihood of 
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success during the basic academy training program (Federal Department of Law 

Enforcement).  Therefore, the CJBAT measure is an indicator of latent abilities for 

abstract, critical, and logical reasoning capabilities and how recruits process and solve 

problems.  The exam is timed and contains multiple choice questions.  CJBAT scores 

are operationalized as a continuous variables representing an average of all eight 

indicators: (1) deductive reasoning, (2) inductive reasoning, (3) information ordering, (4) 

memorization, (5) problem sensitivity, (6) spatial orientation, (7) written expression, (8) 

and written comprehension.  A passing score on the exam is 79% and therefore, the 

scores will range from 79% to 100%.  This study cannot conduct validity and reliable 

test of these measures because the data provided only has the total scores and not the 

individual scores for each subtest.  However, similar measures of police aptitude from 

prior police study found that there is high internal consistency amongst each subset, 

therefore, suggesting that cognitive ability is one general construct (Ford and Kruger, 

1993).  In addition, the organization involved in creating the test of aptitude have 

validated the CJBAT for its content and predictability of academy performance and state 

officer certification exam (I/O Solutions, Inc., 2013). 

Other independent variables and interaction terms 

(a) Race is a socially constructed assignment of attributes.  Recruits self-report on 

their race/ethnic group as white, black, Hispanic, Asian, and other.  Race/ethnicity is 

treated as a dummy variable and is categorized as white = 1 and non-white = 0.  The 

interaction terms6 are CJBAT*race (CJBAT*white), which are created by mean 

                                            
6 The interaction terms and the appropriateness of product terms as a way to construct these measures 
are discussed in detail in the analysis section. 
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centering CJBAT and creating product terms for the mean center CJBAT and dummy 

variable for each race.      

(b) Sex is the biological categorization of male and female and each recruit self-

report this information during the application process.  A dummy variable is created in 

the study for categories 1 = males and 0 = females.  The interaction term is CJBAT*sex 

(CJBAT*male), where CJBAT is mean centered and the dummy variable created for sex 

are both used to create the product terms. 

(c) Sponsored recruits may have different incentives to perform well in the academy, 

therefore, it is important to include this variable to take into account any other factors 

that might contribute to differences in performances.  Dummy variable (no = 0) and (yes 

= 1) represent whether or not the new recruit is sponsored by a police department.  

CJBAT*sponsored is the interaction term which involves mean centering the CJBAT 

scores and creating the product terms with the sponsored dummy variable.   

(d) Education is measured categorically as education level (1 = GED (general 

educational development)); 2 = high school diploma; 3 = AA/AS degree; 4 = bachelor’s 

degree; 5 = master’s degree) and they are then transformed into dummy variables 

(received bachelor’s degree = 1 and did not receive bachelor’s degree = 0).  

CJBAT*education (CJBAT*bachelor’s degree)  is the interaction term which involves 

mean centering the CJBAT scores and creating the product terms with the bachelor’s 

degree dummy variable.   

(e) A race and sex measure (WM) is constructed as an interaction term by generating 

a product terms (white*male) with dummy variable with white = 1 and non-white = 0 and 

male = 1 and female = 0. 
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Control Variables 

(a) Academy cohort indicates term of acceptance into the training program.  Five 

sessions are held in approximately one year.  The terms range from cohort 1101 to 

cohort 1305.    A dummy variable is assigned with classroom 1101 = 1 and the others = 

0.  The later cohorts (1102, 1103, 1104, 1105, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1301, 

1302, 1303, 1304, and 1305) are also coded as dummy variables.  The first academy 

class (classroom 1101) is treated as the excluded group in the regression model.  This 

construct is created to take into account effects of shared training culture that may 

influence recruits.   

(b) Age is a continuous variable self-reported in years by recruits at the beginning of 

the academy program.   

(c) Military experience is a self-reported variable on whether a recruit served or is 

currently serving any branch of the military and is measured as a dummy variable (1 = 

yes, 0 = no).   

(d) Arrested or notice to appear is a self-reported variable on all prior juvenile and adult 

record.  This variable is measured as a dummy variable (1 = yes, 0 = no).   

(e) License revoked is a self-reported measured coded as a dummy variable (1 = yes, 

0 = no) for recruits’ history of traffic violations which resulted in a license revocation.    

(f) Employed is a variable representing recruits current employment status and is 

measured as a dummy variable (1 = yes, 0 = no).   

(g) Terminated from a job is measured as a dummy variable (1 = yes, 0 = no).   Recruits 

self-report on whether they were involuntarily ever dismissed from a job, for various 

reasons, such as, tardiness or violation of company policy or they were never dismissed 

from a job.    
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(h) Body mass index (BMI) is calculated through weight and height measurements.  

The formula is weight subtracted from height, and the result is then squared and multiplied 

by 703.  This continuous measure is then categorized into four BMI groups: (1) 

underweight (BMI ˂ 18.5), (2) normal weight (BMI 18.5-24.9), (3) overweight (BMI 25-

29.9), and (4) obese (BMI ≥ 30).    A dummy variable is created to represent obese (BMI 

≥ 30) = 1 or 0 = no. 

Analytic Strategies 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

The study computes the means and standard deviations for CJBAT, law 

enforcement curriculum scores, high liability/high stress curriculum scores, reactive 

curriculum score, proactive curriculum scores and overall curriculum scores.  

Frequencies and percentages are calculated for the interaction and control variables by 

graduated and did not graduate from the academy.  Difference tests (t-test and chi-

squared) are computed for the interaction and control variables by graduated and did 

not graduate group.  Bivariate correlations are computed using Pearson’s r to assess 

the relationships between the variables.  The correlation matrixes are computed for 

each of the individual curriculum chapters, the factors of the promax rotation, and for 

each of the outcome measures with all other variables (predictor and controls).  In 

addition, diagnostic tests are conducted prior to and after the regression models.     

Main Effects for the Regression Analyses 

The hypotheses are tested by estimating multivariate linear (for the sample who 

only completed the academy) and logistic regressions (for the entire sample/graduates 

and non-graduates).  The study first needs to determine the relationship between 

CJBAT and the continuous performance variables by evaluating the shape and direction 
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of scatterplot.  If the data show that as CJBAT increases performance increases, linear 

regression is the most appropriate technique for the data.  However, if the relationship 

between cognitive ability and performance is curvilinear, that is, as CJBAT increases 

performance increase, but at a certain point, if performance decreases as CJBAT 

increases, this gives evidence for a curvilinear relationship.  Therefore, if the scatterplot 

depicts a curvilinear relationship, then a polynomial regression fits well with this non-

linear relationship.  A straight line fit through the data that do not have a linear 

relationship weakens the relationship between CJBAT and performance.   The 

previously discussed police selection literature supports a positive and linear 

relationship between CJBAT and performance, therefore a curvilinear relationship is not 

expected.    

Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models will be estimated to determine 

whether the predictors of performance is significant when the control variables are 

entered in the model for the law enforcement, high liability/stress, overall, reactive, and 

proactive performance.  Logistic regressions will be estimated for the relationship 

between the predictor (CJBAT) and graduation from the academy, with the control 

variables also entered into the analysis.   

Interaction effects for the Linear Regression Analyses 

For the continuous dependent variables (law enforcement, high liability/high 

stress scores, overall scores, reactive scores, proactive scores), multiple regression 

models are estimated.  These models contain a quantitative/continuous predictor 

(CJBAT) and the other independent variables used to construct the interaction terms 

(sex, race, sponsorship, education), as well as control variables.  The first step is to 
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mean center7 the predictor variable (Jaccard & Turrisi, 2003).  The second step is to 

incorporate the four dummy independent variables, making one of each group a 

reference category8.  The third step is to include the interaction or product term9: (1) 

CJBAT*white, (2) CJBAT*male, (3) CJBAT*sponsored, (4) CJBAT*bachelor’s degree.  

The final step is to run linear regressions for performance with the predictors, interaction 

terms, and also the control variables.10  The goal is to determine if interactions exist, 

that is, whether or not the effect of CJBAT on performance (law enforcement scores, 

high liability scores, and overall scores) differ based on race (white or non-white), sex 

(male or female), sponsorship (sponsored or unsponsored), and education (received a 

bachelor’s degree or did not receive a bachelor’s degree).  Therefore, five regression 

models are estimated for total performance (model 1: no interaction terms; model 2: 

CJBAT*sex; model 3: CJBAT*white; model 4: CJBAT*bachelor’s degree; model 5: 

CJBAT*sponsored).   

Interaction Effects for the Logistic Regression Analyses 

Graduation is a categorical outcome variable and so logistic regressions are 

conducted for the next models.  Logistic regression is the most appropriate method to 

use because the link function converts the probability of the dependent variable and 

                                            
7 The zero point of the scale corresponds with the mean.  

8 When zero equals females and one equals males, the regression is interpreted for females and when 

zero equals males and one equals females, the regression is interpreted for males.  So the reference 

groups change through rescoring and for each multiply the value by the centered CJBAT variable and 

rerun the analysis. 

9 Product terms are better suited than separate regression models because it allows for a formal way of 

testing differences between the coefficients (Jaccard & Turrisi, 2003). 

10 Each of these steps relate to all the performance variables (law enforcement scores, high liability 
scores, and overall scores). 
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linearizes the model to fit the data (Long and Freese, 2001).  The predictor variable 

(CJBAT) is quantitative/continuous and the interaction variables are categorical (sex, 

race, education, sponsored, and white males).  The first step is to mean center CJBAT, 

and then multiply CJBAT by the dummy variables (male = 1 and female = 0; white = 1 

and non-white = 0; sponsored = 1 and unsponsored = 0) to produce the interaction 

terms: (1) CJBAT*white, (2) CJBAT*male, (3) CJBAT*sponsored, (4) CJBAT*bachelor’s 

degree.  In addition, an interaction term is created for white males (White *Male).  

Logistic regressions are estimated with the variables (predictors, interaction terms, and 

controls) for graduation to determine if the relationship is conditioned on sex, race, 

education, and/or sponsorship, and if WM are more likely to graduate from the 

academy.  Therefore, six logistic regression models are estimated: model 1: no 

interaction terms; model 2: WM; model 3: CJBAT*sex; model 4: CJBAT*white; model 5: 

CJBAT*bachelor’s degree; model 6: CJBAT*sponsored. 

The goal is to determine if interactions exist, that is, whether or not the effects of 

CJBAT on graduation differ significantly based on sex (males or females), race (whites 

or non-whites), sponsorship (sponsored and unsponsored), education (bachelor’s 

degree) and WM (white males or non-white males and females).  Therefore, for the 

regression models, the study will interpret the coefficients, the exponents of the 

coefficients, odds ratios, the f-statistics, t-tests, the two-tailed 95% confidence intervals, 

and p-values. 

Data Limitations 

A limitation of this study is the suitability of linear and logistic regression analyses 

to test hypotheses with data that have recruits clustered in classrooms.  A more 

appropriate statistical analysis would be hierarchical linear modeling, to take into 
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account the individuals clustered within the classrooms.  The study was unable to utilize 

the data in such a way because the level one units (individuals) is too small—there are 

15 classrooms with an average of 40 students enrolled during an academy session.  

However, the study accounted for this issue in the regression models by creating 

dummy variables and excluded categories for classrooms.  

The study needs to be concerned with attrition and ways to handle missing data 

for recruits forced to leave the academy and recruits who failed to complete the 

academy curriculum.   Recruits admitted to the academy but who failed to graduation, 

were excluded from the study assessing course curricula performance.  Recruits with 

missing performance outcome data (LEO performance, high liability performance, 

overall performance, reactive performance, and proactive performance) cannot be 

analyzed and therefore were excluded from those analyses.    However, it is important 

to determine what factors are related to poor performance and excluding this group 

limits our understanding of those influences.  Therefore, performance of non-completers 

are captured in the logistic models assessing predictors of graduating and not 

graduating from the academy.   

A third concern of the study is that CJBAT scores are only available for recruits 

who score between a certain range (79 -100) and this results in restriction of the range 

of scores.    Those falling outside this range were not accepted into the academy and 

only those falling within the range were accepted into the academy.   This narrow range 

leads to an underestimation of the true relationship between the variables.  A wider 

range of scores is preferable because this produces more variation in the CJBAT 
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scores.  Therefore, the generalization of this study is limited to a restricted samples, 

rather than the entire population of applicants (unrestricted and restricted samples).   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 



82 
 

CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS OF ANALYSES 

The Descriptive Results 

Differences between graduates and non-graduates  

First, descriptive statistics for the explanatory, control and dependent variables 

are discussed.  This analysis will also determine if there are significant characteristic 

differences between recruits who graduated from the academy and those who did not 

graduate from the academy.  In addition, bivariate correlation analyses between the 

explanatory variables and each outcome variable are performed.  Lastly, multivariate 

regression models are estimated. 

Table 4-1 shows that the total number of recruits within the sample is 662, with 

484 recruits who graduated and 178 who did not graduate from the police academy.  

Therefore, over the three year period, 73.1% of the recruits completed the academy and 

26.9% did not complete the academy.   

In regards to the predictor variable, basic abilities (CJBAT), the average scores 

for the entire sample is 87.3, with graduates having a higher score (87.8%) than non-

graduates (85.5%).  This difference between the groups is statistically significant (t=-

5.80, p˂.001).   

 A few of the interaction variables show statistically significant differences 

between the graduates and non-graduates.  The chi-square analysis for types of 

degrees completed by the recruits shows significant differences for graduates and non-

graduates (χ2 = 28.2, p˂.001).  Within the total sample, 38.4%, 35.4%, 18.7%, 3.9%, 

and 3.4% received a bachelor’s degree, high school diploma, associate’s degree, GED 
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or master’s degree, respectively.  Therefore, a plurality of the recruits received their 

bachelor’s degree (41.91%, n=277).   

Of those who received a bachelor’s degree, there is a lesser percentage of 

failures out of the academy, in comparison to those who received a GED, high school 

diploma, and AA/AS degree.  Those with only a GED have a lower percentage of 

graduates and a higher percentage of non-graduates, in comparison to the other 

groups.   

 Sponsored and unsponsored recruits have significant differences in graduation 

(χ2 = 38.45, p˂.001).  A higher percentage of recruits are not sponsored (72.0%, n=477) 

by a police department or county sheriff’s office.  A larger percentage of sponsored 

recruits graduated from the academy (90.2%) and a larger percentage of recruits who 

are not sponsored did not graduate from the academy (33.5%).  It is important to note 

that consistent with HM perspective males are more likely to be sponsored by a police 

department than females.   

 The sample comprises of a larger percentage of males, that is, of those entering, 

86.1% were males (n=570) and 13.9% were females (n=92) over the three year period.  

Over those years, a higher percentage of males graduated (72.9%) from the academy 

than those who did not graduate (27.0%) from the academy.  Similar to males, a higher 

percentage of females graduated (73.9%) from the academy, than those who failed 

graduate (26.0%) from the academy.   

Of the sample of graduates, a higher percentage of females graduated from the 

academy (73.9%, n=68) than males (72.9%, n=416).    Of the sample of non-graduates, 

a higher percentage of males failed to graduate from the academy, in comparison to the 
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sample of females—27.0% (n=154) and 26.0% (n=24), respectively.   Though 

differences exist between male and female graduates and non-graduates, these 

differences are not statistically significant.    

Whites make up the highest percentage of recruits, followed by Hispanics, 

blacks, Asians, and others—58.5%, 20.9%, 15.4%, 3.0%, and 1.2% respectively.  A 

higher percentage of whites have graduated from the academy, followed by blacks, 

Asians, Hispanics, and others—75.8%, 71.6%, 70.0%, 68.1%, 62.5% respectively.  The 

chi-square analysis found no significant race/ethnicity differences between graduates 

and non-graduates.   

In regards to the control variables, only one variable showed statistical significant 

differences between the graduate and non-graduate group.  There are significant age 

differences between graduates and non-graduates of the police academy (t=2.08, 

p˂.05); but the differences are not great.  The average age for the sample is 27.12 

years old, with non-graduates having a higher average of 27.84 years, in comparison to 

graduates, who are on average 26.86 years in age.   

Though there are differences between the cohorts, these differences are not 

statistically significant.  Cohort 1304 had an above average enrollment of 65 recruits, 

however, cohort 1204 had the highest percentage of graduates (86.0%, n=36) and 

cohort 1103 had the highest percentage of non-graduates (38.7%, n=12).   

No significant differences exist for employed and unemployed status in regards 

to graduation.  A majority of the recruits were employed when they started the academy 

(86.6%, n=520) and employed recruits have a higher percentage of graduates (75.0%).  

Unemployed recruits make up a higher percentage of non-graduates. 
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In regards to military enlistment, no significant differences exist for graduate and 

non-graduates. A majority of the recruits have never been enlisted in the military 

(72.9%), while 24.1% have enlisted and served in the military.  Of those with prior 

experience in the military, a majority of that group graduated from the academy (71.5%).  

Of those with no military experience, a similar majority graduated from the academy 

(73.7%).     

There are no significant differences between graduates and non-graduates in 

regards to prior arrest.  More recruits reported that they were never arrested (81%, 

n=533) and non-arrested graduates make up 74% (n=395) of the sample.  Of the 

recruits that were arrested or received a notice to appear, a higher percentage 

graduated from the academy (69.6%, n=87) in comparison to those who did not 

graduate.  For those who have never been arrested, a higher percentage graduated 

(74%, n=407), in comparison to non-graduates. 

No significant differences exist in regards to graduation for those who have had 

their licenses revoked, in comparison to those who have never had their license 

revoked.  A majority of the sample have never had their license revoked (83%, n=553).  

Those who have never had a revoked license have a higher graduation rate (73.6%, 

n=407).  Of those who did not graduate, a higher percentage were those who have had 

their license revoked in the past (29.8%, n=31). 

 There is no significant differences for graduates in regards to termination from a 

job.  A majority of the recruits have never been terminated from a position (83.7%, 

n=552).  Of those who graduated, a majority have not been terminated (74.2%, n=410) 
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and for those who did not graduate, a majority have been terminated from a job (32.7%, 

n=35). 

CJBAT mean level differences across interactions 

In Table 4-2 are the descriptive statistics for the basic abilities test and interacting 

variables.  Females received a higher mean on the basic abilities (CJBAT) exam than 

males, 87.89% versus 87.21%.  However, this difference between the sexes is not 

statistically significant.  There are though significant differences between the sexes for 

the other interacting variables.  In regards to race, whites score higher on the CJBAT 

than non-whites.  The average CJBAT score for whites is 88.40% and non-whites in 

85.70% (t=-7.38, p˂.001).  Recruits who received a bachelor’s degree score higher on 

the CJBAT than recruits who did not receive a bachelor’s degree.   The mean score for 

those who received a bachelor’s degree is 89.23% and for those who did not receive a 

bachelor’s degree, the mean score is 85.92%.  These differences between the groups 

are statistically significant (t=-9.28, p˂.001).  Sponsored recruits score (89.10%) higher 

on the CJBAT, than unsponsored recruits (86.60%).  This difference between the group 

is statistically significant (t=-9.28, p˂.001).  

 Academy curriculum outcomes 

Over the course of the training academy, recruits were tested on sixteen 

chapters from the law enforcement and high liability training curriculum.  In Table 4-3, 

on average, recruits scored higher on the dart-firing stun gun exam (mean=95.36%), 

followed by crime scene investigation (94.84%), DUI traffic (94.06), Patrol 1 

(mean=92.39%), defensive tactics (mean=91.86%), traffic stops (mean=91.52%), 

firearms (mean=91.21%), crash investigation (mean=90.55%), vehicle operation 

(mean=90.33%), first aid (mean=90.08%), patrol 2 (mean=89.89%), criminal 
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investigation (mean=89.79%), communications (mean=89.70%), legal (87.68%), human 

issues (mean=87.35%), and introduction to law enforcement (mean=85.92%).   

In Table 4-4, on average, recruits scored highest on the high liability performance 

exams (mean=92.01%).   Followed by proactive performance which has a mean of 

91.55%, then the LEO performance exams (mean=90.64%), and lastly the reactive 

performance is 88.97%.  Overall, the average score for total performance is 91.09%.   

Correlation Matrix  
Before the regression models are assessed, correlation matrixes are performed 

to determine the relationships between the predictor, interactions, controls, and 

outcome variables and to inform the multivariate analyses.  In regards to the 

relationship between the performance variables, the results are reported in Appendix C.  

Table C-1 shows that a majority of the variables are highly statistically significant at the 

p˂.001 (Appendix C).  In addition, each relationship is positively correlated.  Only three 

relationships were not statistically correlated, which are the relationship between 

defensive tactics and criminal investigation, defensive tactics and traffic stop, and dart-

firing stun gun and defensive tactics.   

In Table C-3 (Appendix C), there is the bivariate correlation matrixes for the 

relationships between the predictor, interactions, controls and performance variables.  

In regards to the predictor variable (CJBAT) and the dependent variable (LEO 

performance), the relationship is positive and highly statistically significant (r=.446, 

p˂.001).  Therefore, as CJBAT increases, LEO performance increases.  Similarly, a 

positive relationship exists between CJBAT and high liability performance (r=.431, 

p˂.001).  As CJBAT increase, high liability performance increases.  CJBAT has a similar 

high statistically significant relationship (p˂.001) with reactive performance that is also 
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positive (r=.495).  Similarly, CJBAT is positively and significantly related to proactive 

performance (r=.345, p˂.001).  Lastly, the relationship between CJBAT and graduating 

from the police academy is positive (r=.220) and highly statistically significant (p˂.001). 

In regards to sex, there are negative and statistically significant relationships with 

LEO performance (r=-.199, p˂.001), overall performance (r=-.164, p˂.001), reactive 

performance (r=-.135, p˂.01), and proactive performance (r=-.199, p˂.001).  The 

relationships between sex and high liability and sex and graduation are negative, but 

not statistically significant.   

The relationships between white and all performance measures are positive 

(LEO performance r=.236; high liability r=.329; overall performance r=.284; reactive 

performance r=.285; proactive performance r=.191) and highly statistically significant 

(p˂.001).  Therefore, being whites is strongly correlated to performance.  There is no 

statistically significant relationship for whites and graduation from the police academy.   

There are negative relationships between age and performance (LEO 

performance r=-.003, high liability performance r=-.040, total performance r=-.012, and 

reactive performance=-.014).  These relationships are not statistically significant.  There 

is a positive relationship between age and proactive performance (r=.054) but the 

relationship is not statistically significant.  The relationship between age and graduation 

is negative (r=-.080) and statistically significant (p˂.05).    

For bachelor’s degree, all five relationships are positive (LEO performance 

r=.345; high liability performance r=.224; overall performance r=.327; reactive 

performance r=.387; proactive performance r=.260; graduation r=.195) and statistically 

significant (p˂.001).   
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Being sponsored by a law enforcement agency and all performance measures 

are positively related (LEO performance r=.305; high liability r=.202; overall 

performance r=.288; reactive performance r=.308; proactive performance r=.226; 

graduation r=.241) and highly statistically significant (p˂.001). 

Negative relationships exist for employment and all five performance outcomes 

(LEO r=-.058; high liability r=-.080; overall r=-.068; reactive=-.071; proactive r=-.026) 

and the relationships are not statistically significant.  The relationship between 

employment and graduation is negative (r=-.068) and not statistically significant.   

For those in the military, there is a negative and statistically significant 

relationship with LEO performance (r=-.131; p˂.001), overall performance (r=-.064; 

(p˂.001), reactive performance (r=-.086; p˂.05), and proactive performance (r=-.146; 

p˂.001).   The relationships between military and high liability and military and 

graduation are negative and not statistically significant.   

The relationships between the variables licensed revoked (r=-.02), terminated 

(r=-.05), arrested (r=-.04) and graduation are negative and not statistically significant.   

The relationship between BMI≥30 and graduation is statistically significant and negative 

relationship (r=-.130, p=.001).  Overall, the relationship between the variables are 

mostly positive and statistically significant, with several moderate and weak correlations.  

Tables D-1 through D-5 show the results for the variance inflation factor (VIF) 

which assesses multicollinearity issues related to the independent variables (Appendix 

D).  The results for each VIF value ranges from 1.02 to 1.30 and the mean VIF for LEO 

is 1.13, high liability is 1.13, and overall is 1.15, proactive is 1.15, reactive is 1.14 and 
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graduation is 1.14.  Therefore, demonstrating the independent variables have no 

multicollinearity issues. 

Linear Regression and LEO, High Liability and Overall Performance 

In Table 4-8, the LEO performance model is statistically significant (p ˂ .001) and 

the variables in the OLS regression explain 35% of the variance in LEO performance.  

The estimated regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .21 (p˂.001), male is 

-1.08 (p˂.01), white is .86 (p˂.01), bachelor’s degree is 1.14 (p˂.001), sponsored is 1.42 

(p˂.001), and employed is -.78 (p=.053).  Therefore, with each percentage increase in 

CJBAT, LEO performance increases, on average, by .21 in score; for males, 

performance decreases on average by 1.08; for those with a bachelor’s degree, 

performance increases on average by 1.14 over the other education levels; and for 

sponsored individuals, performance increase by 1.42 over unsponsored cadets.  The 

standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .31 (se=.03), sex is -.11 (se=.40), white is .13 

(se=.28), bachelor’s degree is .17 (se=.29), and sponsored is .21 (se=.30).  Therefore, 

CJBAT has the largest standardized coefficient. 

In Table 4-8, the high liability model is statistically significant (p˂.001) and the R2 

in the OLS regression is .29, therefore, the variables in the OLS regression explain 29% 

of the variance in high liability performance.  The estimated regression unstandardized 

coefficient for CJBAT is .20 (p˂.001), white is 1.44 (p˂.001), and sponsored is 1.18 

(p˂.001).  Therefore, with each percentage increase in CJBAT scores, high liability 

performance increases, on average, by .20 in score.  For white recruits, performance 

increase on average by 1.44.  For sponsored recruits, high liability performance 

increase by 1.18.  The standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .30 (se=.03), white is .21 

(se=.29), and sponsored is .17 (se=.32).  Therefore, CJBAT has the largest 
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standardized coefficient and therefore, changes at a greater rate than the other 

significant coefficients.     

In Table 4-8, the overall performance model is statistically significant (p˂ .001) 

and the variables in the OLS regression explain 36% of the variance.  The estimated 

regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .21(p˂.001), sex is -.85 (p˂.05), 

white is 1.01 (p˂.001), bachelor’s degree is 1.06 (p˂.001), sponsored is 1.30 (p˂.001), 

and employed is -.72 (p=.057).  Therefore, with each unit increase in CJBAT scores, 

overall performance increases, on average, by .21 of a unit.  Male recruits’ performance 

is on average .85 of a unit lower than females.  Recruits with a bachelor’s degree 

performance 1.06 units higher than recruits without a bachelor’s degree.  Lastly, 

sponsored recruits experience on average a 1.30 higher overall performance than 

unsponsored cadets.  The standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .34 (se=.02), sex is -.09 

(.37), white is .16 (se=26), bachelor’s degree is .15 (se=.27), and sponsored is .20 

(se=.28).  Therefore, CJBAT has the largest standardized coefficient.   

In summary, CJBAT and race are consistent predictors of LEO performance, 

high liability performance and overall performance.  Bachelor’s degree, sex, and 

sponsorship are positively associated to LEO performance and overall performance, but 

are not related to high liability performance.  Sex is negatively related to performance.  

In addition, employment is negatively related to LEO and overall performance, but the 

variable is not related to high liability performance.  Furthermore, within these models 

several of the cohort dummy variables are statistically significant and these cohorts are 

less likely to do well on law enforcement (cohort 1301 and 1303), high liability (cohort 

1105, cohort 1202, cohort 1203, cohort 1205, cohort 1302, and cohort 1303), and 
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overall performance (cohort 1202, cohort 1203, cohort 1205, cohort 1301, cohort 1303, 

and cohort 1304).  In the upcoming models, the collective contribution of the cohort 

variables is insignificant, therefore, the cohort variables are dropped from the analyses. 

Interactions terms LEO Performance 

Beginning with Table 4-9, the results with interaction terms are included in the 

analysis are reported.  The table begins by presenting the analysis without interaction 

terms and then it proceeds to introduce each of the interaction terms.  The first research 

question assesses whether CJBAT predicts LEO performance.  Since CJBAT is a prime 

requirement to enter into the academy and it is expected to be strongly correlated with 

performance, an increase in CJBAT is expected to increase LEO performance in the 

academy.  Consistent with the prediction, model 111 in Table 4-9 shows that an increase 

in basic abilities (CJBAT) is significantly related to LEO performance (b=.21, β=.31, 

se=.02, p˂.001).  In addition, white (b=.95, β=.14, se=.28, p˂.001), those with a 

bachelor’s degree (b=1.02, β=.16, se=.28, p˂.001), and sponsored recruits (b=1.27, 

β=.19, se=.29, p˂.001) are more likely to perform well on the LEO performance exams.  

An unexpected finding is the negative relationship between sex and LEO performance, 

that is, males are less likely to perform well on that exam (b=-1.12, β=-.12, se=.38, 

p˂.01).  Overall, result from model 1 supports the hypotheses, with the exception of sex, 

and these results are net of other variables included in the model (F-statistic=24.30, 

p˂.001, R2=.32, n=428). 

                                            
11 The models to follow excludes the dummy variables for the cohorts.  After performing a Wald test with 
the set of dummy variables, the results showed that the values of the coefficients are not significant.    
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Model 2, in Table 4-9, introduces the hypothesis that sex interacts with basic 

abilities (CJBAT) to influence LEO performance.  In order to estimate this relationship, 

the interaction term is introduced into the model.  The interaction term does not improve 

the explained variance (R2=.32).  In addition, the results show that basic abilities are not 

conditioned by sex (b=-.13, β=-.19, se=.07, p=.073).  Therefore, the interaction 

hypothesis for sex is not supported.  The effect of CJBAT on LEO performance is not 

different for one sex than the other sex. 

There are similar findings when interaction term for race (CJBAT*white) is 

introduced into model 3.  It is hypothesized that race alters the relationship between 

basic abilities and LEO performance; however, the results show no significance for the 

interaction term.  Therefore, the hypothesized interaction between white is unsupported; 

and so the influence of CJBAT on LEO performance is not different for whites from non-

whites.  Furthermore, the introduction of the interaction term into model 3 (R2=.32) does 

not change the variance explained, in comparison to model 1 (R2=.32). 

In Table 4-9 is model 4, which assesses the roles played my bachelor’s degree in 

regards to the relationship between basic abilities and LEO performance.  The study 

hypothesizes that bachelor’s degree interactions with CJBAT to affect LEO 

performance.  The results show that the effect of CJBAT is conditioned by bachelor’s 

degree (b=.16, β=.17, se=.05, p˂.01).  Therefore, these findings support the hypothesis 

and show that the influence of basic abilities on LEO performance is better for those 

with a bachelor’s degree.  The regression slope for CJBAT and LEO performance is 

steeper for those who have a bachelor’s degree in comparison to those with a 
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bachelor’s degree (i.e. higher education enhances the prediction of CJBAT for LEO 

performance).  

To examine the fifth research question concerning whether basic abilities and 

being sponsored increase LEO performance, model 5 is estimated in Table 4-9.  But 

first, the results show being sponsored exerts a strong independent effect on LEO 

performance, which are similar to previous studies.  The results support the hypothesis 

and demonstrate that the relationship between basic abilities and LEO performance is 

significantly higher for those who are sponsored by a police department or sheriff’s 

office (b=.12, β=.11, se=.05, p˂.05).  The result is that the slope for CJBAT and LEO 

performance is steeper for those who are sponsored by a law enforcement agency than 

the relationship is for those who are unsponsored (i.e. sponsorships enhances the 

prediction of CJBAT for LEO performance).   

Interaction terms and High Liability Performance 

 Turning to the second dependent variable, which is high liability performance, the 

study examines whether there are significant main and interaction effects.  In Table 4-

10, χ2 statistics and a significant statistical test of alpha shows that all five models fit the 

data well (model 1: R2=.25, p˂.001; model 2: R2=.25, p˂.001; model 3: R2=.25, p˂.001; 

model 4: R2=.26, p˂.001); model 5: R2=.25, p˂.001).   

 In model 1, testing the main effects, without the interaction terms, the predictor 

variable (basic abilities) is positive and statistically significant (b=.21; β=.31; se=.03; 

p˂.001, n=430).  As CJBAT increases, high liability performance increases.  Similarly, 

being sponsored has a significant and positive relationship with high liability 

performance (b=.93, β=.13, se=.31, p˂.01).  Recruits who are employed are less likely 

to perform well on the high liability exams (b=-.83, β=-.08, se=.42, p˂.05). 
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 An interaction is presented in model 2 that focuses on CJBAT and sex.  The 

study finds that sex does not interact with CJBAT to affect high liability performance (b=-

.09, β=-.12, se=.08).  The results in model 3 in the table is similar to model 2.  White is 

not found to condition the effects of CJBAT on high liability performance (b=-.09, β=-.10, 

se=.08).  Therefore, the relationship between CJBAT and performance is not for 

significantly different for whites and non-whites.  Model 4 examines the interaction term 

between CJBAT and bachelor’s degree.  The interaction between CJBAT and 

bachelor’s degree does affect performance (b=.16, β=.16, se=.06, p˂.01).  Therefore, 

the interaction hypothesis is supported and the relationship between CJBAT and 

performance is greater for those with a bachelor’s degree in comparison to those 

without a bachelor’s degree.  The interaction effect slightly improves upon on model 4 

(R2=.25), when compared to model 1 (R2=.26).  The slope for CJBAT and high liability 

performance is steeper for those who have a bachelor’s degree, in comparison to 

recruits with a bachelor’s degree (i.e. higher education enhances the prediction of 

CJBAT for high liability performance).  The finding is in support of the interaction 

hypothesis.    

Model 5 of Table 4-10 introduces the hypothesis that being sponsored 

interactions with the effects of basic abilities (CJBAT) on high liability performance.  

When model 1 (R2=.25) and 5 (R2=.25) are compared, the interaction term does not 

improve the explained variance.  The statistic for the interaction term shows that 

sponsorship does not interaction with basic abilities to predict high liability performance 

(b=.08, β=.08, se=.06).  Therefore, the impact of CJBAT on high liability performance is 
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not different from cadets who are sponsored, in comparison unsponsored cadets and 

consequently the interaction hypothesis is not supported.   

Interaction terms and Reactive Performance 

Table 4-11 presents the OLS regression findings for the main and interaction 

terms reactive performance outcome variable (n=452).  Each model is strongly 

statistically significant (model 1: R2=.35, p˂.001; model 2: R2=.36, p˂.001; model 3: 

R2=.36, p˂.001; model 4: R2=.37, p˂.001; model 5: R2=.36, p˂.001).  Accounting for 

most of the variance in reactive performance in model 4 with the interaction terms of 

basic abilities (CJBAT) and bachelor’s degree. 

As expected, as basic abilities increase, the recruits’ performance significantly 

increases (b=.29, β=.33, se=.03, p˂.001).   Similarly, whites (b=1.61, β=.18, se=.02, 

p˂.001), those with a bachelor’s degree (b=1.67, β=.20, se=.35, p˂.001), and cadets 

sponsored (b=1.55, β=.17, se=.36, p˂.001) by a law enforcement agency, are 

significantly more likely than non-whites, those without a bachelor’s degree, and those 

who are not sponsored to perform well on the reactive performance examinations.  In 

addition, the study finds that recruits who are employed (b=-.96, β=-.07, se=.37, p˂.05) 

are significantly less likely to performance well on the examinations.  An unexpected 

finding is that males are not significantly more likely than females to perform above 

average on the reactive examinations.   

Regarding model 2, testing the interaction term of basic abilities and sex, there is 

not a significant outcome.  Therefore, the relationship between basic abilities and 

reactive performance is not conditioned by sex (b=-.08, β=-.08, se=.09).  A similar result 

is evident for the CJBAT and white interaction term in model 3; where race does not 

condition the relationship (b=-.13, β=-.12, se=.07, p=.06).  Therefore, the relationship 
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between basic abilities does not interact with race to predict reactive performance.  

These results are inconsistent with the studies’ hypotheses on the interaction influence 

of sex.   

Model 4 presents the results for the interaction between basic abilities and 

bachelor’s degree.  For those with a bachelor’s degree, basic abilities and reactive 

performance are more strongly related (b=.21, β=-.16, se=.06, p˂.001).   Therefore, the 

research hypothesis is supported.  In addition, the interaction term in model 4 (R2=.37) 

improves upon model 1 (R2=.35).  The slope for CJBAT and reactive performance is 

steeper for those who have a bachelor’s degree than it is for those who do not have a 

bachelor’s degree (i.e. higher education enhances the prediction of CJBAT on reactive 

performance).  The research hypothesis about an interaction between higher education 

and basic abilities is supported.    

Model 5, introduces the hypothesis that sponsorship conditions the relationship 

of basic abilities (CJBAT) and reactive performance.  When model 1 (R2=.35) is 

compared to model 5 (the interaction term model), there is a slight improvement upon 

the model (R2=.36).   The interaction of sponsorship with basic abilities (CJBAT) is 

significantly related to reactive performance (b=.14, β=.10, se=.07, p˂.05).  This means 

that cognitive abilities predict reactive performance better for cadets who are sponsored 

than for cadets who are not sponsored.  The slope for CJBAT and reactive performance 

is steeper for those who are sponsored than the slope is for those who are unsponsored 

(i.e. sponsorship enhances the prediction of CJBAT for reactive performance).  

Therefore, the research hypothesis about an interaction between higher education and 

basic abilities is supported.    
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In summary, the interaction hypotheses for bachelor’s degree and sponsored 

recruits are supported and so the impact of CJBAT on reactive performance is greater 

for those recruits.  However, the conditioned effects of sex and race are not supported.  

Therefore, for males and whites, there are no significant differences in the change of the 

relationship between basic abilities and reactive performance. 

Interaction terms and Proactive Performance 

In Table 4-12, model 112 is the OLS regression model without the interaction 

terms and models 2 to 5 test the four interaction terms (n=440).  Each model is strongly 

predictive of proactive performance (model 1: R2=.23, p˂.001; model 2: R2=.24, p˂.001; 

model 3: R2=.23, p˂.001; model 4: R2=.24, p˂.001; model 5: R2=.23, p˂.001).  Models 2 

and 4 have the largest coefficients of determination, therefore, most of the variance in 

proactive performance is accounted for by the variables included in those models. 

Model 1 with the main effects shows that an increase in basic abilities (CJBAT) is 

significantly related to proactive performance (b=.16, β=.25, se=.03, p˂.001).  White 

recruits (b=.79, β=.12, se=.29, p˂.01) and recruits sponsored by an agency (b=.86, 

β=.13, se=.31, p˂.01) are more likely to perform better on the proactive performance 

exams.  Another variable found to be positively and significantly related to proactive 

performance is age (b=.08, β=.14, se=.02, p˂.001).  Therefore, as recruits increase in 

age, they are more likely to have increased performance on the proactive performance 

examinations.  The study also finds that recruits who have had their licenses revoked in 

                                            
12 This model includes a set of measures indicating prior deviant and criminal behavior (arrest history, 
license revocation, and job termination).  The Wald test shows that the values of the coefficients for the 
set of variables is significant.    
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the past are less likely to perform well on proactive examinations (b=-1.10, β=-.12, 

se=.39, p˂.01). 

An unexpected finding is the negative relationship between sex and proactive 

performance.  Males are less likely to have better performance on the proactive exams, 

in comparison to females (b=-1.14, β=-.12, se=.40, p˂.01).  In addition, those with 

military background are more likely to have decreased performance on the proactive 

examinations (b=-.81, β=-.11, se=.32, p˂.01).  The non-significant finding for bachelor’s 

degree (b=.57, β=.08, se=.30, p=.061) and proactive performance is also surprising, 

given that having a bachelor’s degree has been a consistently significant predictor in 

other models.  Overall, results from model 1 support the hypotheses, and these results 

hold, net of other variables included in the model (with the exception of sex and 

bachelor’s degree).   

Turning to the interaction models, model 2 tests the influence of sex on the 

relationship between basic abilities and proactive performance.  In comparison to model 

1, the interaction term in model 2 (R2=.24) slightly improves upon model 1 (R2=.23).  As 

hypothesized, the interaction term is significantly related to proactive performance (b=-

.18, β=-.25, se=.07, p˂.05).  However, the direction of the result is unexpected.  That is, 

the effect of CJBAT on proactive performance during police academy training is less 

pronounced for males than for females.  The results show that the effect of basic 

abilities (CJBAT) on proactive performance is conditioned by sex and so, there is 

interaction by sex but in an unexpected direction.  The effect of basic abilities on 

proactive performance is less for males in comparison for females.  The slope for 

CJBAT and proactive performance is steeper for females than it is for males (i.e. being 
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female enhances the prediction of CJBAT for proactive performance).  This research 

hypothesis about an interaction between sex and basic abilities is supported but in the 

direction anticipated.   

In Model 3, the study hypothesized that race interacts with basic abilities and 

influences proactive performance.  The interaction term in model 3 (R2=.23) does not 

substantially improve the variance explained, in comparison to model 1 (R2=.23).  The 

results show that the hypothesis is not supported and that there is no significant 

differences when the interaction term is included.  The influence of CJBAT on proactive 

performance is not different for whites.   

Next, model 4 examines the influence of bachelor’s degree on the relationship 

between basic abilities and proactive performance.  The interaction term in Model 4 

(R2=.24) slightly improves the variance explained in Model 1 (R2=.23).  The study 

hypothesizes that having a bachelor’s degree interacts with basic abilities to affect 

proactive performance.  This hypothesis is supported and, therefore, the results show 

that the impact of basic abilities is conditioned by bachelor’s degree (b=.14, β=.14, 

se=.05, p˂.05).  The slope for CJBAT and proactive performance is steeper for those 

with a bachelor’s degree than it is for those without a bachelor’s degree (i.e. having a 

bachelor’s degree enhances the prediction of CJBAT for proactive performance).   

Model 5 examines the hypothesis on whether being sponsored by an agency 

interacts with basic abilities (CJBAT) to predict proactive performance.  The results 

show that the relationship between basic abilities (CJBAT) and proactive performance is 

not significant.  In model 5 (R2=.23), there is no change in the variance explained when 

the interaction term is included compared to model 1 without the interaction term 
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(R2=.23).  In short, the results demonstrate that the extent to which being sponsored 

influences the relationship between basic abilities and proactive performance is not 

different for sponsored recruits in comparison to unsponsored recruits.   

In summary, for reactive performance, both bachelor’s degree and sponsored are 

significant in the interaction models.  While for proactive performance, bachelor’s 

degree is significant but sponsorship is not significant in the interaction models.  In 

addition, sex is significant for the proactive performance outcome, however, sex is not 

significant for the reactive performance outcome.   

Interaction terms and Overall Performance 

In Table 4-13, the OLS regression models presenting both unstandardized and 

standardized coefficients for a model without the interaction terms and four models with 

interaction terms (n=421).  Each model is strongly predictive of overall performance, 

with Model 4, explaining more of the variance (model 1: R2=.34, p˂.001; model 2: 

R2=.35, p˂.001; model 3: R2=.34, p˂.001; model 4: R2=.36, p˂.001; model 5: R2=.35, 

p˂.001).  As hypothesized, basic abilities or CJBAT is positively and significantly related 

to overall performance, net of the effects of the other terms within the model (b=.21, 

β=.33, se=.02, p˂.001).  As basic abilities increase, overall performance increases 

during police academy training.  Since the estimated regression coefficient for basic 

abilities is .21, with each additional score of basic abilities, overall performance 

increases, on average by .21. 

Also as hypothesized, whites (b=1.06, β=.17, se=.26, p˂.001), those with a 

bachelor’s degree (b=.73, β=.12, se=.28, p˂.01), and sponsored by an agency (b=1.04, 

β=.16, se=.28, p˂.001) are more likely to outperform other groups.   Contrary to the 

proposed hypothesis that males will outperform females, the regression coefficient show 
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that there is a negative and significant effect for males (b=-.77, β=-.08, se=.36, p˂.05).   

For males, on average, overall performance decreases.  

Presumably, being employed has a negative effect on overall performance.  

Therefore, if a recruit is working during the time of the academy he/she is less likely to 

have a good overall performance, in comparison to those who are not employed (b=-

.74, β=-.08, se=.37, p˂.05).    In addition, having a prior history where a driver’s license 

was revoked is negatively relation to overall performance (b=-.92, β=-.11, se=.35, 

p˂.01).  Therefore, overall performance for these recruits is significantly decreased. 

In Table 4-13, the primary research hypotheses concern the interaction effects 

on overall performance.  Model 2 introduces the hypothesis that sex interacts with basic 

abilities (CJBAT) to predict overall performance.  In comparison to model 1 (R2=.35), the 

interaction term slightly improves the explained variance in model 1 (R2=.34).  However, 

the results show that the impact of basic abilities on overall performance is not 

conditioned by sex (b=-.13, β=-.20, se=.07, p=.055).  However, the p-value approaches 

significance.  Nevertheless, the interaction hypothesis for sex is not supported and so 

the influence of basic abilities on overall performance is not different for males from 

females. 

In model 3, it is hypothesized that race interacts with basic abilities to predict 

overall performance.  However, the results show no significance when the interaction 

term is introduced into the model (b=-.06, β=-.07, se=.05).  Therefore, the interaction 

effect for CJBAT and white is not supported; the effect of basic abilities on overall 

performance is not different for whites from non-whites.  Moreover, the interaction term 
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in model 3 (R2=.34) does not substantially improves the variance explained in 

comparison to model 1 (R2=.34). 

Model 4 evaluates the interaction effect of having CJBAT and bachelor’s degree 

on overall performance.  The study hypothesizes that bachelor’s degree interacts with 

basic ability to predict overall performance.  The results show that the influence of 

CJBAT is conditioned by bachelor’s degree (b=.16, β=.17, se=.05, p˂.01).  That is, the 

interaction term is statistically significant.  In model 4 (R2=.36), there is a change in the 

variance explained when compared to model 1 (R2=.34).  Therefore, these findings 

show that the impact of basic abilities on overall performance is improved for those with 

a bachelor’s degree and therefore, the research hypothesis about an interaction 

between higher education and basic abilities is supported. 

Model 5 examines the hypothesis concerning whether basic abilities and being 

sponsored interacts to affect overall performance.  The results demonstrate that the 

relationship between basic abilities and overall performance is significantly higher for 

those who are sponsored by an agency (b=.11, β=.11, se=.05, p˂.05).  The interaction 

term in model 5 (R2=.35) slightly improves the variance explained in model 1 (R2=.34).  

In short, the results demonstrate that the extent to which basic abilities influence overall 

performance is enhanced for recruits who are sponsored.  Therefore, the research 

hypothesis about an interaction between sponsorship and basic abilities is supported. 

Interaction terms and Graduating from the Academy 

This section of the dissertation discusses predictors of performance for 

graduates and non-graduates of the police academy (n=662).  Table 4-14 shows the 

results of the logistic regressions.  In model 1, testing the main effect of CJBAT on 
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graduation, with the control variables, there is a highly significant model (p<.001), with a 

likelihood ratio test showing a chi-squared statistic of 66.40.   

The odds ratio shows that there is a statistically significant main effect of CJBAT 

on graduation (p<.05).  An increase in percentage of CJBAT increases the likelihood of 

graduating from the academy by 5% (OR=1.05, se=.02).  There is a statistically 

significant relationship between sponsored and completion (p<.001).  A sponsored 

cadet has an increased likelihood of graduation of 321% (OR=4.21, se=1.30).  Lastly, 

the relationship between body mass index (BMI) greater than thirty and graduation is 

statistically significant (p=.01).  Having a BMI greater than thirty decreases the likelihood 

of graduation from the academy by 53% (OR=.47, se=.13).   

The next questions are whether the relationship between basic abilities and 

graduation from the police academy are conditioned by race, sex, education and/or 

sponsorship.  The findings that emerged from the results in models two through six, 

which include interaction terms, are unexpected and contrary to the hypotheses.  That 

is, no interaction effects were found.  Therefore, the relationship between basic abilities 

and graduation from the academy is not more likely for whites, males, those with a 

bachelor’s degree and those who received sponsorship from a police agency. 

A brief summary of all results 

In summary, based on the all the models estimated for the sample who 

graduated from the academy, there are five variables that consistently have main 

effects on curriculum performance—basic abilities (CJBAT), race, sex, bachelor’s 

degree, and sponsorship.  Therefore, the hypotheses on the relationships between 

basic abilities (CJBAT), race, sex, bachelor’s degree, sponsorship and curriculum 

performance are supported (with the exception of the relationships between bachelor’s 
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degree, high liability and proactive performance; the relationship between sex and 

reactive performance).  In addition, the significant relationship between sex and 

performance results in the opposite direction of what was initially proposed.  This study 

also finds support for interaction effects of bachelor’s degree and sponsorship; and sex 

interacts the CJBAT and proactive performance relationship.   

In regards to the study assessing the entire sample (graduates and non-

graduates), there are three variables that are related to graduation from the academy—

basic abilities, sponsorship and BMI.  No interaction effects were found for this segment 

of the study.  
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Descriptive Statistics 
Table 4-1. Characteristics of the full sample, graduates and non-graduates. 

Variables Total(n=662)  Graduate(n=484) Non-graduate(n=178)  χ2 or t-test 

CJBAT   87.30 87.94 85.56 -5.80*** 
Race 
      White 
      Hispanic 
      Black 
      Asian  
      Other 

 
393 (59.46%) 
138 (20.88%) 
102 (15.43%) 
20 (3.03%) 
 8 (1.21%) 

 
298 (75.83%) 
94 (68.12%) 
73 (71.57%) 
14 (70.00%) 
 5 (62.50%) 

 
95 (24.17%) 
44 (31.88%) 
29 (28.43%) 
6 (30.00%) 
3 (37.50%) 

 
 3.91 
 
 

Sex 
      Male 
      Female 

 
570 (86.10%) 
92 (13.90%) 

 
416 (72.98%) 
68 (73.91%) 

 
154 (27.02%) 
24 (26.09%) 

 
.03 

Degree 
     GED 
     High School 
     AA/AS 
     Bachelor’s 
     Master’s 

 
26 (3.93%) 
234 (35.40%) 
124 (18.76%) 
254 (38.43%) 
23 (3.48%) 

 
14 (53.86%) 
153 (65.38%) 
86 (69.35%) 
212 (83.46%) 
19 (82.61%) 

 
12 (46.15%) 
81 (34.62%) 
38 (30.65%) 
42 (16.54%) 
4 (17.39%) 

 
28.20*** 
 

Sponsored 
     Yes 
     No 

 
185 (27.95%) 
477 (72.05%) 

 
167 (90.27%) 
317 (66.46%) 

 
18 (9.73%) 
160 (33.54%) 

 
38.45*** 

Cohort 
     1101 
     1102 
     1103 
     1104 
     1105 
     1201 
     1202 
     1203 
     1204 
     1205 
     1301 
     1302 
     1303 
     1304 
     1305 
Employed 
     Yes 
     No  

 
30 (4.53%) 
43 (6.50%) 
31 (4.68%) 
54 (8.16%) 
47 (7.10%) 
33 (4.98%) 
46 (6.95%) 
57 (8.61%) 
42 (6.34%) 
49 (7.40%) 
36 (5.44%) 
46 (6.95%) 
41 (6.19%) 
65 (9.82%) 
42 (6.34%) 
 
520 (86.67%) 
80 (13.33%) 

 
20 (66.67%) 
32 (74.42%) 
19 (61.29%) 
39 (72.22%)  
33 (70.21%) 
22 (66.67%) 
36 (78.26%) 
42 (73.68%) 
36 (86.05%) 
41 (83.67%) 
26 (72.22%) 
31 (67.39%) 
29 (70.73%) 
51 (78.46%) 
27 (64.29%) 
 
390 (75.00%) 
55 (68.75%) 

 
10 (33.33%) 
11 (25.58%) 
12 (38.71%) 
15 (27.78%) 
14 (29.79%) 
11 (33.33%) 
10 (21.74%) 
15 (26.32%) 
6 (13.95%) 
8 (16.33%) 
10 (27.78%) 
15 (32.61%) 
12 (29.27%) 
14 (21.54%) 
15 (35.71%) 
 
130 (25.00%) 
25 (31.25%) 

 
14.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.41 

 
Age                                                                                                
 
Military 
   Yes                                            
   No  
Prior Arrest 
   Yes 
   No 
License revoked  
   Yes 
   No 

 
27.12 
 
 
179 (27.04%) 
483 (72.96%) 
 
125 (19.00%) 
533 (81.00%) 
 
104 (17.00%) 
553 (83.00%) 

 
26.86 
 
 
128 (71.51%) 
356 (73.71%) 
 
87 (69.60%) 
395 (74.11%) 
 
73 (70.19%) 
407 (73.60%) 

 
27.84 
 
 
51 (28.49%) 
127 (26.29%) 
 
38 (30.40%) 
138 (25.89%) 
 
31 (29.81%) 
146 (26.40%) 

 
2.08 
 
 
.32 
 
 
1.05 
 
 
.51 

Terminated from job 
   Yes 
   No 

 
107 (16.24%) 
552 (83.76%) 

 
72 (67.29%) 
410 (74.28%) 

 
35 (32.71%) 
142 (25.72%) 

 
2.22 
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Table 4-2. Descriptive of the interaction variables. 

Variables          n             Mean  S.D.             t 

Sex  
   Male                             570              87.21                4.78                 1.26       
   Female                         92                87.89                4.83           
 
White  
   Yes                              393               88.40                4.69                -7.38*** 
   No          268               85.70                4.48 
 
Bachelor’s 
   Yes                              277               89.23                4.56                -9.28*** 
   No                               384                85.92                4.47 
 
Sponsored                           
   Yes                              477                89.10               4.79                 -6.18***                          
   No                               185                 86.60               4.61           
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Table 4-3. Descriptives of academy course scores.  

Variables              n           Mean  S.D.         Min Max 

 
Introduction to LEO           588           85.92  8.73           44   100 
 
Legal                                           530           87.68             6.18           43    99 
 
Human Issues           506           87.35            5.77           65   100 
 
Communications           514           89.70         4.95           69   100 
 
Vehicle Operation           513           90.33       6.09           62          100 
 
First Aid                                508           90.08      5.87           70     99 
 
Firearms            499           91.21      5.84           66   100 
 
Defensive Tactics           473           91.86      5.25           76   100 
 
Patrol 1            494           92.39      3.85           78   100 
 
Patrol 2            494           89.89              5.04           73   100 
 
Criminal Investigations          488           89.79             4.61           74     99 
 
Crime Scene Investigations        490           94.84             3.72           78   100 
 
Traffic Stop                                490           91.52             4.98           72          100 
 
DUI traffic stop                    473           94.06             4.07           78   100 
 
Traffic Crash Investigation         488           90.55             4.51           77   100 
 
Dart-Firing                     485           95.36             4.36           68   100 
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Table 4-4. Descriptive of the academy performance outcome variables. 

Variables        n       Mean       S.D.       Min         Max       Cronbach’s α 

LEO Performance                467       90.64       3.22       81.63      98.72      .8399   

High Liability Performance     469       92.01       3.29       80.60      99.20      .6299 
 
Reactive Performance            495      88.97       4.23       74.83      98.33      .7938 
 
Proactive Performance           483      91.55       3.19       82.50      99.66      .8110 
 
Overall Performance               464      91.09      3.04        82.18      98.50      .8702 
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Table 4-5. Training curriculum factor analysis with factor loadings without rotations. 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 

I .582  .042 -.154 -.095  .027  .059  .089 -.016 

L .654  .249 -.021 -.080 -.032 -.013  .097 -.027 

HI .628  .125 -.015 -.088  .103 -.109 -.018 -.007 

C .688  .188 -.124 -.015  .067  .022 -.039 -.081 

VO .668  .172 -.150  .024 -.010  .125 -.079  .007 

FA .587  .001 -.224  .142 -.018 -.046  .036  .049 

F .527 -.009 -.073  .077 -.074 -.032 -.095  .054 

TCI .657  .056  .229  .016 -.047  .027 -.014  .034 

P1 .596 -.136  .212 -.123  .116 -.015 -.016  .037 

P2 .706 -.258  .083  .027 -.032 -.048 -.018 -.054 

CI .696 -.254 -.090 -.150 -.026 -.035 -.038 -.009 

CSI .555 -.136  .051 -.133 -.152  .088  .045 -.018 

TS .551 -.246  .053  .058  .108  .096  .037  .012 

DUI .536 -.004  .106  .251 -.073 -.091  .024 -.019 

DT .313  .404  .244  .003 -.009  .013 -.010  .015 

DF .287 -.061  .015  .303  .074  .059  .029 -.016 

Note: I=Introduction to Law Enforcement; L=Legal; HI=Human Issues; C=Communications; VO=Vehicle Operation; 
FA=First Aid; F=Firearms; TCI=Traffic Crash Investigation; P1=Patrol 1; P2=Patrol 2; CI=Criminal Investigation; 
CSI=Crime Scene Investigation; TS=Traffic Stops; DUI=DUI traffic stop; DT=Defensive Tactics; DF=Dart-Firing stun gun 
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Table 4-6. Training curriculum factor analysis with factor loadings for varimax rotation. 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 

I .348 .492  .050 .032  .020  .011 -.029 -.032 

L .295 .567  .285 .056 -.036  .047 -.085  .068 

HI .366 .489  .206 .043           -.029    -.142    -.032      .033 

C .321 .625  .167           .098      .031    -.035    -.016    -.061    

VO .300 .612  .145     .116      .071      .065      .107    -.040         

FA .312 .491 -.028  .267 -.008     .004     .041   .094        

F .335 .366  .074 .184    -.052      .011      .136      .009          

TCI .463 .326  .379 .151  .027      .039      .042      .012   

P1 .573 .217  .234 .013  .085    -.100    -.005      .033        

P2 .667 .282  .091     .211    -.016      .006    -.005    -.024         

CI .654 .385 -.038     .031    -.043     .009      .031      .026         

CSI .507 .270  .112     .011    -.018      .190    -.001      .026        

TS .528 .215  .033    .170      .193    -.004   -.006  .017         

DUI .342 .262  .210 .379 -.044      .005    -.001      .007         

DT .010 .270  .497 .034      .001    -.008      .001    -.013         

DF .166 .136  .036 .339  .157    -.011      .001    -.032         

Note: I=Introduction to Law Enforcement; L=Legal; HI=Human Issues; C=Communications; VO=Vehicle Operation; 
FA=First Aid; F=Firearm; TCI=Traffic Crash Investigation; P1=Patrol 1; P2=Patrol 2; CI=Criminal Investigation; CSI=Crime 
Scene Investigation; TS=Traffic Stops; DUI=DUI traffic stop; DT=Defensive Tactics; DF=Dart Firing stun gun 
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Table 4-7. Training curriculum factor analysis with factor loadings for promax rotation. 

Variables   Factor 1   Factor 2  Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 

I  .006         .339      .273     .102     -.025    -.003    -.028      .036     

L  .062         .443      .144      .039      .208    -.105   -.032    .049       

HI  .248      .358      .052    -.005      .112    -.013    -.038    -.140        

C  .161      .643    -.070      .016      .027    -.001      .020 -.035          

VO  .046        .560    -.015   -.031    .094      .166      .048      .043        

FA  .015      .308       .212      .223   -.091      .073      .022   -.025         

F  .188      .165      .011      .097      .054      .208   -.060    -.015          

TCI  .327       .036    -.005     .086      .369      .060      .031      .043          

P1  .570          -.033      .021    -.061    .183    -.004      .096    -.073    

P2  .702     .057    -.085     .182    -.051    -.009      .025      .031          

CI  .673      .207      .022    -.053    -.164      .054   -.028      .026          

CSI  .485        .096      .030    -.040      .052    -.016 -.001      .212         

TS  .435     .048      .051      .099    -.047    -.023      .243      .016       

DUI  .193         .010    -.007      .412      .141    -.001    -.001 -.002       

DT -.159    .150    -.032      .008      .546      .011    -.034    -.017        

DF  .001       .063    -.015      .332    -.018   -.009      .208    -.017       

I=Introduction to Law Enforcement; L=Legal; HI=Human Issues; C=Communications; VO=Vehicle Operation; FA=First 
Aid; F=Firearms; TCI=Traffic Crash Investigation; P1=Patrol 1; P2=Patrol 2; CI=Criminal Investigation; CSI=Crime Scene 
Investigation; TS=Traffic Stops; DUI=DUI traffic stop; DT=Defensive Tactics; DF=Dart-Firing stun gun 
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Table 4-8. OLS regression of law enforcement, high liability, and overall performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized 
coefficients and the next row present “β” which indicates the standardized coefficients 
with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂.001 
(two-tailed). 

Variables     Law Enforcement 
         (n=428)       

      High Liability 
         (n=430)      

 Overall Performance 
         (n=425)     

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 

    .21***     .31(.03) 
 
 -1.08**     -.11(.40) 

   .20***     .30(.03) 
 
  -.40        -.04(.42) 

  .21***         .34(.02) 
 
 -.85*          -.09(.37) 

 
Race (white=1)  

 
    .86**      .13(.28) 

 
 1.44***     .21(.29) 

 
1.01***        .16(.26) 

 
Age (in years) 

 
   .03          .05(.02) 

 
   .01         .01(.02) 

 
  .02            .04(.02) 

 
Degree (bachelor’s=1) 

 
 1.14***     .17(.29) 

 
   .56         .08(.30) 

 
  .94***        .15(.27) 

 
Sponsored  

 
 1.40***     .21(.30) 

 
 1.18***     .17(.32) 

 
1.30***        .20(.28) 

 
Employed  
 
Military 

 
  -.78        -.08(.40) 
 
  -.36        -.05(.31) 

 
  -.79        -.08(.42) 
 
  -.02        -.01(.33) 

 
-.72           -.07(.37) 
 
-.27           -.04(.29) 

 
Cohort  

   

    Dummy—1102 
    Dummy—1103 
    Dummy—1104 
    Dummy—1105 
    Dummy—1201 
    Dummy—1202 
    Dummy—1203 
    Dummy—1204 
    Dummy—1205 
    Dummy—1301 
    Dummy—1302 
    Dummy—1303 
    Dummy—1304 
    Dummy—1305 

-1.20        -.09(.81) 
  -.91        -.05(.89) 
  -.59        -.05(.78) 
  -.77        -.06(.81) 
  -.45        -.02(.88) 
-1.45        -.10(.85) 
-1.13        -.09(.79) 
-1.32        -.10(.81) 
-1.19        -.10(.79) 
-1.91**     -.13(.82) 
  -.93        -.06(.84) 
-2.82***    -.21(.85) 
-1.46        -.13(.78) 
 -.85         -.05(.86) 

-1.00        -.07(.85) 
-1.01        -.06(.95) 
-1.54        -.13(.82) 
-2.18**     -.17(.85) 
  -.95        -.06(.93) 
-2.39**     -.17(.89) 
-3.05***    -.26(.83) 
-1.57        -.12(.86) 
-2.18**     -.19(.83) 
-1.51        -.10(.86) 
-1.84*       -.13(.87) 
-2.54**      -.18(.90) 
-1.45         -.13(.82) 
  -.86         -.06(.90) 

 -1.12         -.09(.75) 
   -.87         -.05(.84) 
   -.86         -.08(.72) 
 -1.18         -.10(.75) 
   -.61         -.04(.82) 
 -1.72*        -.13(.79) 
 -1.69*        -.15(.74) 
 -1.32         -.11(.76) 
 -1.45*        -.13(.74) 
 -1.78*        -.13(.76) 
 -1.09         -.08(.78) 
 -2.78***     -.21(.80) 
 -1.42*        -.14(.72) 
   -.76         -.05(.81) 

 
Constant 
 
R2 
 
F-statistic 

 
72.34         (2.89) 
 
.35 
 
9.88*** 

 
 75.17         (3.06) 
 
.29 
 
7.69*** 

 
 72.70          (2.73) 
 
.36 
 
10.23*** 
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Table 4-9. OLS regression with main and interaction effects on LEO performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). n=428.

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Basic Abilities 
(CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 

.21*** 
.31(.02) 

 
-1.12** 

-.12(.38) 

.33*** 
.49(.07) 

 
-.98** 

-.10(.39) 

.23*** 
.34(.04) 

 
-1.11** 

-.11(.38) 

.13*** 
.19(.04) 

 
-1.10** 

-.11(.38) 

.17*** 
.25(.03) 

 
-1.01** 

-.10(.38) 
Race (white=1) 
   
Age 
 

.95*** 
.14(.28) 

.03 
.06(.02) 

.95*** 
.14(.28) 

.03 
.06(.02) 

.96*** 
.14(.28) 

.03 
.06(.02) 

.98*** 
.14(.27) 

.04 
.06(.02) 

.91*** 
.13(.28) 

.04 
.07(.02) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1) 
 
Sponsored 
 
Employed 
 
Military 
 
CJBAT*male  
 
CJBAT*white 
 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
 
CJBAT*sponsored 
 
Constant 
 
R2 
F-statistic 

1.02*** 
.16(.28) 
1.27*** 
.19(.29) 

-.70 
-.07(.39) 

-.47 
-.06(.30) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

71.22*** 
(2.75) 

.32 
24.30*** 

1.03*** 
.16(.28) 
1.20*** 
.18(.29) 

-.65 
-.06(.39) 

-.49 
-.06(.30) 

-.13 
-.19(.07) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

60.74*** 
(6.44) 

.32 
22.07*** 

1.02*** 
.15(.28) 
1.28*** 
.19(.29) 

-.69 
-.07(.39) 

-.46 
-.06(.30) 

- 
 

-.03 
-.03(.05) 

- 
 
- 
 

69.35*** 
(4.21) 

.32 
21.60*** 

.90** 
.14(.28) 
1.24*** 
.18(.29) 

-.78* 
-.08(.39) 

-.42 
-.05(.30) 

- 
 
- 
 

.16** 
.17(.05) 

- 
 

78.03*** 
(3.59) 
.33  

22.92*** 

1.02*** 
.16(.28) 
1.13*** 
.16(.30) 

-.68 
-.07(.39) 

-.48 
-.06(.30) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

.12* 
.11(.05) 
74.57*** 
(3.16) 

.32 
22.27*** 
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Table 4-10. OLS regression with main and interaction effects on high liability performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). n=430. 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Basic Abilities 
(CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 
 

.21*** 
.31(.03) 

 
-.08 

-.01(.41) 

.29*** 
.42(.07) 

 
-.00 

-.00(.49) 

.27*** 
.39(.05) 

 
-.07 

-.01(.41) 

.13** 
.19(.04) 

 
-.07 

-.01(.40) 

.18*** 
.26(.03) 

 
-.01 

-.01(.41) 
Race (white=1) 
   
Age (in years) 

1.49*** 
.22(.29) 

.01 
.01(.02) 

1.49*** 
.22(.29) 

.01 
.01(.02) 

1.50*** 
.22(.29) 

.01 
.01(.02) 

1.52*** 
.22(.29) 

.01 
.01(.02) 

1.46*** 
.22(.29) 

.01 
.01(.02) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1) .43 .44 .42 .30 .43 

 
Sponsored 
 
Employed  
 
Military 
 
CJBAT*male 
 
CJBAT*white 
 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
 
CJBAT*sponsored 

.06(.30) 
.93** 

.13(.31) 
-.83* 

-.08(.42) 
-.18 

-.02(.32) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

.06(.30) 
.88** 

.13(.31) 
-.79 

-.08(.42) 
-.19 

-.02(.32) 
-.09 

-.12(.08) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

.06(.30) 
.95** 

.14(.31) 
-.81* 

-.08(.42) 
-.15 

-.02(.32) 
- 
 

-.09 
-.10(.06) 

- 
 
- 

.04(.30) 
.91** 

.13(.31) 
-.92* 

-.09(.41) 
-.13 

-.01(.32) 
- 
 
- 
 

.16** 
.16(.06) 

- 

.06(.30) 
.83** 

.12(.32) 
-.81* 

-.08(.42) 
-.18 

-.02(.32) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

.08 
.08(.06) 

Constant 72.54*** 
(2.93) 

65.47*** 
(6.84) 

67.53*** 
(4.51) 

79.46*** 
(3.86) 

75.02*** 
(3.41) 

R2 .25 .25 .25 .26 .25 

F-statistic 17.44*** 15.66*** 15.78*** 16.56*** 15.77*** 
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Table 4-11. OLS regression with main and interaction effects on reactive performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed) **p˂.01 (two-tailed), ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). n=452.

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 
 

.29*** 
.33(.03) 

-.79 
-.06(.46) 

.36*** 
.42(.08) 

-.72 
-.06(.47) 

.37*** 
43(.05) 

-.75 
-.06(.46) 

.19*** 
.22(.04) 

-.76 
-.06(.46) 

.24*** 
.27(.04) 

-.67 
-.05(.47) 

Race (white=1) 
   
Age (in years) 

1.61*** 
.18(.34) 

.02 
.03(.03) 

1.62*** 
.19(.34) 

.02 
.03(.03) 

1.62*** 
.19(.34) 

.02 
.03(.03) 

1.63*** 
.19(.34) 

.03 
.03(.03) 

1.58*** 
.18(.34) 

.03 
.04(.03) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1)   1.67*** 
.20(.35) 

1.67*** 
.20(.35) 

1.68*** 
.20(.35) 

1.51*** 
.18(.35) 

1.69*** 
.20(.35) 

Sponsored 
 
Employed  
 
Military 
 
CJBAT*male 
 
CJBAT*white 
 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
 
CJBAT*sponsored  

1.55*** 
.17(.36) 

-.96* 
-.07(.48) 

-.06 
-.01(.37) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

1.51*** 
.17(.36) 

-.93* 
-.07(.48) 

-.07 
-.01(.37) 

-.08 
-.08(.09) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 

1.68*** 
.20(.35) 

-.92* 
-.07(.48) 

-.01 
-.01(.37) 

- 
 

-.13 
-.12(.07) 

- 
 
- 

1.54*** 
.17(.36) 
-1.06* 

.17(.36) 
-.01 

-.01(.37) 
- 
 
- 
 

.21*** 
.16(.06) 

- 

1.39*** 
.16(.37) 

-.93* 
-.07(.48) 

-.06 
-.07(.37) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

.14* 
     .10(.07) 

Constant 61.61*** 
(3.38) 

55.23*** 
(7.78) 

54.20*** 
(5.17) 

70.32*** 
(4.41) 

65.74*** 
(3.94) 

R2 .35 .36 .36 .37 .36 

F-statistic 30.47*** 27.16*** 27.63*** 28.71*** 27.73*** 
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Table 4-12. OLS regression with main and interaction effects on proactive performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed), **p˂.01 (two-tailed), ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). n=440. 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 
 

.16*** 
.25(.03) 
-1.14** 

-.12(.40) 

.32*** 
.48(.07) 

-.97* 
-.10(.40) 

.16*** 
.24(.04) 
-1.15** 

-.12(.40) 

.10** 
.15(.04) 
-1.13** 

-.12(.39) 

.13*** 
.19(.03) 
-1.07** 

-.11(.40) 
Race (white=1) 
   
Age (in years) 

.79** 
.12(.29) 
.08*** 

.14(.02) 

.81** 
.12(.29) 
.08*** 

.14(.02) 

.78** 
.12(.29) 
.08*** 

.14(.02) 

.80** 
.12(.29) 
.09*** 

.15(.02) 

.76** 
.11(.29) 
.09*** 

.15(.02) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1)   .57 
.08(.30) 

.56 
.10(.29) 

.57 
.08(.30) 

.46 
.07(.30) 

.57 
.08(.30) 

Sponsored 
 
Employed  
 
Military 
 
Prior arrest 
 
License revoked 
 
Job termination 
 
CJBAT*male 
 
CJBAT*white 
 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
 
CJBAT*sponsored  

.86** 
.13(.31) 

-.41 
-.04(.41) 

-.81** 
-.11(.32) 

-.07 
-.01(.37) 
-1.10** 

-.12(.39) 
-.00 

-.00(.39) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

.77** 
.11(.31) 

-.35 
-.03(.41) 

-.83** 
-.11(.32) 

-.17 
-.02(.37) 
-1.12** 

-.12(.39) 
-.04 

.01(.39) 
-.18* 

-.25(.07) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

.86** 
.13(.31) 

-.41 
-.04(.41) 

-.81** 
-.11(.32) 

-.07 
-.01(.37) 
-1.10** 

-.12(.39) 
-.00 

-.00(.39) 
- 
 

.01 
.01(.06) 

- 
 
- 

.83** 
.12(.31) 

-.47 
-.04(.41) 

-.76* 
-.10(.32) 

-.11 
-.01(.37) 
-1.10** 

-.12(.39) 
-.03 

-.00(.39) 
- 
 
- 
 

.14* 
.14(.05) 

- 

.74* 
.11(.32) 

-.39 
-.04(.41) 

-.81** 
-.11(.32) 

-.10 
-.01(.37) 
-1.11** 

-.12(.39) 
-.01 

-.00(.06) 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

.10 
     .09(.06) 

Constant 75.22*** 
(2.87) 

61.45*** 
(6.59) 

75.78*** 
(4.39) 

80.95*** 
(3.72) 

78.16*** 
(3.32) 

R2 .23 .24 .23 .24 .23 

F-statistic 11.82*** 11.39*** 10.81*** 11.43*** 11.14*** 
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Table 4-13. OLS regression with main and interaction effects on overall performance. 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). n=421. 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 

.21*** 
.33(.02) 

-.77* 
-.08(.36) 

.33*** 
.52(.06) 

-.63 
-.07(.36) 

.25*** 
.40(.04) 

-.76* 
-.08(.36) 

.13*** 
.21(.03) 

-.75* 
-.08(.35) 

.17*** 
.27(.03) 

-.67 
-.07(.36) 

Race (white=1) 
   
Age (in years) 

1.06*** 
.17(.26) 

.04 
.08(.02) 

1.07*** 
.17(.26) 

.04 
.08(.02) 

1.07*** 
.17(.26) 

.04 
.08(.02) 

1.10*** 
.17(.26) 

.05* 
.08(.02) 

1.03*** 
.16(.26) 

.05* 
.09(.02) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1) .73** 
.12(.27) 

.73** 
.12(.27) 

.72** 
.11(.27) 

.60* 
.09(.27) 

.73** 
.12(.27) 

Sponsored 
 
Employed  
 
Military 
 
Prior arrest   
 
License revoked  
 
Job termination  
 
CJBAT*male 
 
CJBAT*white 
 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
 
CJBAT*sponsored 

1.04*** 
.16(.28) 

-.74* 
-.08(.37) 

-.39 
-.05(.29) 

-.31 
-.04(.33) 

-.92** 
-.11(.35) 

.03 
.00(.35) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

.96*** 
.15(.28) 

-.70 
-.07(.37) 

-.41 
-.06(.28) 

-.38 
-.04(.33) 

-.93** 
-.11(.35) 

.00 
.00(.07) 

-.13 
-.20(.07) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 

1.05*** 
.16(.28) 

-.73* 
-.07(.37) 

-.37 
-.05(.29) 

-.30 
-.03(.33) 

-.94** 
-.11(.35) 

.02 
.00(.35) 

- 
 

-.06 
-.07(.05) 

- 
 
- 
 

1.01*** 
.16(.27) 

-.83* 
-.09(.37) 

-.35 
-.05(.28) 

-.38 
-.04(.33) 

-.91** 
-.11(.35) 

-.01 
.00(.35) 

- 
 
- 
 

.16** 
.17(.05) 

- 

.90*** 
.14(.28) 

-.72 
.07(.37) 

-.40 
-.05(.28) 

-.35 
-.04(.33) 

-.93** 
-.11(.35) 

.01 
.00(.35) 

- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

.11* 
.11(.05) 

Constant 71.17*** 
(2.60) 

60.70*** 
(6.01) 

67.67*** 
(3.99) 

78.00*** 
(3.42) 

74.41*** 
(3.01) 

R2 .34 .35 .34 .36 .35 

F-statistic 19.52*** 18.32*** 18.02*** 19.01*** 18.41*** 
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Table 4-14. The results from the logistic regression on graduation from the academy. 

Note: Odds ratio with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05; **p˂.01; ***p˂.001. n=596. 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6  

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) 
 
Sex (male=1) 

1.05*(.02) 
 

1.74(.52) 

1.05*(.02) 
 

1.43(.61) 

.99(.05) 
 

1.81*(.54) 

1.09*(.04) 
 

1.79(.54) 

1.07*(.03) 
 

1.77(.53) 

1.06*(.02) 
 

1.73(.52) 
 
Race (white=1) 
 
Age (in years) 

 
1.17(.25) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
.85(.45) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
1.17(.25) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
1.09(.24) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
1.18(.25) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
1.18(.25) 

 
.97(.01) 

 
Degree (bachelor’s=1) 

 
1.27(.29) 

 
1.27(.29) 

 
1.26(.29) 

 
1.28(.29) 

 
1.26(.29) 

 
1.26(.29) 

Sponsored 
 
Employed  
 
Military 
 
BMI≥30 
 
W*M 
CJBAT*male 
CJBAT*white 
CJBAT*bachelor’s 
CJBAT*sponsored 

4.21***(1.27) 
 

1.17(.32) 
 

.98(.22) 
. 

47**(.13) 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

4.23***(1.28) 
 

1.18(.32) 
 

.98(.22) 
 

.48**(.13) 
 

1.46(.84) 
- 
- 
- 
- 

4.37***(1.34) 
 

1.16(.32) 
 

.99(.22) 
 

.48**(.13) 
 
- 

1.07(.06) 
- 
- 
- 

4.25***(1.29) 
 

1.18(.32) 
 

.99(.22) 
 

.49**(.13) 
 
- 
- 

.94(.04) 
- 
- 

4.24***(1.28) 
 

1.19(.33) 
 

.97(.22) 
 

.48**(.13) 
 
- 
- 
- 

.95(.04) 
- 

4.22***(1.27) 
 

1.16(3.2) 
 

.98(.22) 
 

.47**(.13) 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 

.98(.05) 
 
Intercept 

 
-4.12* 

 
-3.91 

 
.97 

 
-7.16* 

 
-5.58* 

 
-4.35* 

 
χ2 

 
66.40*** 

 

 
66.84*** 

 
67.54*** 

 
67.82*** 

 
67.50*** 

 
66.50*** 

Psuedo-R2 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

This study explores the relationship between aptitude (also referred to as “basic 

abilities”)—one of the most important factors used to select police applicants—and 

several performance outcomes.  The research contributes new evidence to the police 

selection literature by exploring an aptitude measure (Criminal Justice Basic Abilities 

Test) specifically developed for the field of policing.  The existing literature regarding 

tests of this nature primarily focuses on predictability of overall performance as a single 

dimension.  There is little research exploring whether academy performance is 

multidimensional.  This study has a comprehensive measure of overall performance and 

also identifies measures of other dimensions of academy performance.  The study also 

explores predictors of completion of the academy.  Most importantly, the current study 

adds to the literature on police selection by exploring whether the relationship between 

basic abilities (CJBAT) and performance varies by demographic and background 

factors.  The upcoming sections of this study highlight the major hypotheses and 

findings related to the areas discussed above. 

The first research question examined the main effect of basic abilities (CJBAT), 

demographics (race and sex), and biographic (education and sponsored) on academy 

performance (law enforcement scores, high liability/high stress scores, overall scores, 

and graduation).  The factor analysis determined that the performance variables were 

multidimensional and therefore, two additional distinct performance constructs (reactive 

and proactive) were created.  Therefore, the study also examined how the main effect 

variables influenced proactive and reactive performance.   
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First, the predictor variable revealed an expected relationship between CJBAT 

and performance.   CJBAT does predict if recruits will have the ability to perform well 

and graduate from the academy.  This finding is consistent across the board for each 

performance outcome and is similar to prior research that found positive effects for the 

relationship between CJBAT (civil service exams, read ability, reading comprehension, 

vocabulary, and general cognitive abilities) and performance (top performers and 

average outcome) (White, 2008; Provine, 2006; Henson et al., 2010).  Furthermore, this 

finding is expected because basic abilities scores should illustrate recruits’ performance 

aptitude during the academy.  In addition to supporting the prior research findings, the 

results confirm that a measure of “cognitive abilities” is consistently one of the strongest 

predictors of performance (more so for curriculum performance than graduation from 

the academy) when compared against other variables (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Hunter, 

1986).  Therefore, it is a valuable selection criterion to use during the application 

process.  In future research, basic abilities should receive greater merit as a predictor of 

performance rather than as a correlate of performance. 

With respect to the second hypothesis, the effect of race on performance, the 

results for whites are consistent with prior research (Lester, 1995; McGlamery, 2008; 

White, 2008; Aamodt, 2004a, Aamodt, 2004b; Wright et al., 2011).  White recruits 

significantly outperform non-whites recruits.  These results hold up even when other 

variables are included in the model.  Explanations for these results are theoretically 

consistent with critical race perspective.  CRT discusses the ways group contexts 

produce overt or inadvertent systematic oppression; and in an institutional environment 

dominated by white male ideology and white privilege, non-white recruits may perceive 
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systematic barriers that white recruits may not perceive.  Non-white officers may find 

less support from staff members and their peers and may experience conflicts to a 

greater extent than white recruits.  These barriers may limit advancement within the 

police academy for non-white recruits.  Therefore, whites and non-whites have different 

experiences during the police academy that may shape their performance.  

Another explanation for the difference in outcomes for whites and non-whites 

may be performance on the basic abilities test.  Whites consistently perform better on 

the CJBAT; that is, they score significantly higher than non-whites, indicating an 

aptitude for better performance in the academy.  Reasons as to why whites score higher 

on the CJBAT need to be identified.  One reason might be the intertwined relationship of 

race, education, and socioeconomic status.  High socioeconomic status amongst whites 

may produce more resources for higher education and so whites may have more 

opportunities to develop valued skills that promote better performance on the CJBAT.  

The upcoming discussion on the role of race and the relationship between CJBAT and 

performance will further illuminate the above postulation. 

Regarding the effect of race on graduation from the academy, the result for this 

study is unexpected because it is not consistent with prior research.  Contrary to Wright, 

et al. (2011) findings that non-whites are less likely to graduate from the academy and 

Lester (1979) findings that white recruits are more likely to graduate from the academy, 

this study found no support for whites having a greater or lesser likelihood of graduating 

from the academy.   An explanation for this finding may be that recruits are given 

several opportunities to improve upon weak performances, improving their chances of 
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graduation.  With that said, racial differences may not exist because chances of 

graduation are very likely for both groups.   

The third hypothesis is that males will outperform females and males will have a 

greater likelihood of graduating from the academy than females.  The findings from this 

study do not support the hypotheses and are not consistent with White (2008) who 

found that males have a significantly higher final average than females.  Rather the 

current study finds that for LEO performance, overall performance, and proactive 

performance males are significantly less likely to outperform females.   For reactive and 

high liability performance, there are no statistically significant results; males and 

females perform similarly.   

One possible explanation as to why males do not outperform females may be the 

institutionalization of male dominance in police academy (however, this dominance 

does not work in favor of men).  It was expected that in this environment males should 

outperform females because law enforcement is defined as a masculine occupation 

(Herbert, 2001).  However, though males who enter into this occupation may view law 

enforcement as appropriate work for their sex, they may then not feel as pressured to 

prove themselves in the classroom.  While females who decide to enter into an 

occupation dominated by males may feel a pressure to be the exception and to over-

perform (Martin, 1980).  Females may attempt to acquire status by being unique or 

different in some way from male recruits.  Females may make more of an effort to 

achieve top marks in the classroom, as a way of distinguishing themselves (Martin, 

1980).  In addition, female recruits may also compare themselves to other females and 

are then still more inclined to work harder in the academy (Rabe-Hemp, 2009).   
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In regards to sex and graduation from the police academy, the study is 

inconsistent with Wright et al. (2011) who found that females are less likely to complete 

police academy training.  This study found no support for a higher likelihood of 

graduation for males.  It is important to point out, however, that the relationship between 

sex (being a male) and graduation approached significance.   Nevertheless, the result 

counters the prediction.  Another explanation as to why there are no significant 

differences between males and females may be due to self-selection into the academy.  

That is, a majority of recruits who enter into the police academy are familiar with the 

knowledge and skills needed to complete the academy and can somewhat gauge 

whether or not they will be able to meet those requirements.  For example, a major 

weeding out tool used in the academy is the physical abilities test.  Differences between 

males and females in regards to completing the exercises may not exists because 

female recruits who decide to enroll in the academy maybe be just as likely as male 

recruits to complete the pull-up and sit-up requirements. 

The fourth hypothesis is that those with a bachelor’s degree are more likely to 

perform better in the academy and they will have a greater likelihood of graduating.  In 

regards to in-class performance, those with a bachelor’s degree outperform those 

without a bachelor’s degree on all performance outcomes, with the exception of high 

liability and proactive performance.  The significant findings are expected since higher 

education provides recruits with valued test taking skills and strategies to perform well 

on the academy examinations.   

It is difficult to identify explanations for the insignificant findings for bachelor’s 

degree, proactive and high liability performance; and as discussed earlier, sex and high 
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liability performance.  Race and basic abilities test scores seem to be better predictors 

of high liability performance than bachelor’s degree and sex.  One explanation for this 

outcome may be the period of time the exams are given and recruits’ familiarity with the 

format and content of the exams.   Recruits are tested on the LEO performance 

materials at the beginning of training and the high liability material towards the end of 

training.   There may be no significant differences for the high liability performance 

material because as recruits progress through training and are given the high liability 

exams, differences in performance are significantly diminished, because the recruits 

have become accustomed to taking such exams.   Therefore, no significant differences 

are observed for proactive and high liability outcome.   

In regards to graduation from the academy, having a bachelor’s degree did not 

predict graduation; which is inconsistent with Wright et al. (2011) who found that those 

with only a high school education are less likely to complete the academy.  These 

findings tentatively suggest that even though having a bachelor’s degree is important for 

in class performance, a bachelor’s degree is not an important predictor of graduation 

from the academy.  These results on graduation from the academy are understandable 

since the academy takes into account several other factors in addition to in class 

performance, such as, fitness and practical skills, to determine graduation eligibility. 

The fifth hypothesis is that recruits sponsored by an agency are more likely to 

outperform unsponsored recruits and have a greater likelihood of graduating from the 

academy.  The results verify that those sponsored by a law enforcement agency are 

significantly more likely to outperform unsponsored recruits and graduate more ofthen 

from the academy.  In fact, sponsorship seems to be as important as basic abilities 
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when predicting performance outcomes.  This finding is consistent to Wright et al. 

(2011) who found that cadet sponsored recruits outperform non-cadet sponsored 

recruits and White (2008) who found that recruits who participated in cadet sponsorship 

are significantly more likely to have a higher final average.  This finding is expected 

because sponsored recruits are selected based on recruitment efforts to get the top 

recruits who have higher education and are motivated and committed to pursuing a 

career in law enforcement.  In addition, being sponsored allows recruits to become 

integrated into police culture and this familiarity allows them to navigate the police 

academy with more ease than other police recruits.  Furthermore, sponsored recruits 

may be more motivated to perform well because they are given financial incentives and 

are guaranteed a job after graduation.  This finding is important because it adds to the 

literature by assessing whether or not sponsored recruits are more likely to complete 

the academy.  Based on these results, the admission priority given to sponsored 

recruits is an effective selection standard.   

In addition to the above independent variables, there are several control 

variables that influence performance.  One construct that is often neglected in police 

selection research is age and its influence on performance.  Age is only significant for 

one of the outcome variables—proactive performance.  As age increases, recruits are 

more likely to perform well in this area.  This is contrary to White (2008) who found that 

age is negatively related to final average performance and Wright et al. (2011) who 

found that age is negatively related to successfully completing the police academy.  The 

results of this study may vary from prior research because of the outcome measure.   

The proactive performance measure used in this study gauges recruits’ knowledge of 
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six chapters on how to initiate and follow procedures, while the measures used in the 

other studies assessed graduation and overall performance.  However, it is reasonable 

to expect that as age increases recruits are more invested in their occupation and are 

therefore more willing to become more knowledgeable on proactive tasks.  

Another control variable included in the analysis is BMI (body mass index), which 

is significant and negatively related to graduation from the academy.  This is an 

expected finding given that recruits with a BMI greater than thirty may fail to complete 

the physical abilities training portion of the academy, which involves running a mile 

within a specific amount of time.  And therefore, failure to complete this activity may 

motivate a recruit to drop out of the academy or the recruit may be recommended for 

dismissal after repeated failures.  

Contrary to the work of Wright et al. (2011), this current study found that 

employment is not significantly related to graduation from the police academy.  

However, employment is negatively related to high liability, reactive, and overall 

performance.  Therefore, those who are employed are less likely to perform well.  The 

inability to replicate Wright et al. (2011) findings may be due to the fact this study 

measures current employment status, that is, whether recruits are employed or 

unemployed, while Wright et al. (2011) measures prior employment history in years.  

Military experience was also found to be negatively related to proactive performance.  

Similar to Wright et al. (2011) the study found that military background is not 

significantly related to completion of the academy.   

The study also finds that prior arrest and termination from a job are not 

significantly related to proactive and overall performance in the academy.  However, 
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prior research found that work and criminal history is negatively related to training and 

job outcomes (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006 and Sarachione et al., 2006).  The results for 

the current study may be insignificant because most of the prior records of the recruits 

are juvenile records (increasing the likelihood that the offenses are minor).  Such 

offenses would not be expected to impede success in the academy because the recruits 

are now mature adults and do not have any serious unlawful behavior on record.  

Recruits with problematic backgrounds, which may negatively influence performance, 

are screened out during the application process.  

The study did however find that recruits who have had their licenses revoked are 

less likely to perform well on the proactive and overall performance examinations.  This 

finding is similar to Fyfe & Kane (2006) who found that traffic violations are related to 

termination from the police department.  These findings are understandable—a license 

is revoked through a series of violations (accumulating numerous amount of points) or a 

serious violation (driving while intoxicated), which indicates a history of noncompliance 

and disregard.  This group of recruits may fail to take the necessary steps to adequately 

prepare for the examinations (such as, attending class regularly, being attentive, and/or 

taking notes).    

The second research question sought to examine the interaction effect of 

background (bachelor’s degree and sponsored) and demographic variables (race and 

sex) on the relationship between basic abilities (CJBAT) and performance (LEO 

performance, high liability performance, reactive performance, proactive performance, 

and overall performance).  Previous research has not examined the degree to which 
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background and demographic factors interacts with the basic abilities and performance 

relationship.    

The first hypothesis is that the relationship between CJBAT and performance is 

conditioned by race.  That is, the relationship between CJBAT and performance is 

stronger for white recruits.  This hypothesis was not supported for either of the outcome 

variables.  The results show that at increasing levels of CJBAT, whites outperform non-

whites, but those differences are not significant.  The conclusion drawn here is similar to 

the assumption made in the Morstain (1984) study that found CAT (multijurisdictional 

police officer exam) to be a useful and valid predictor of supervisor ratings.  

Nevertheless, the interaction term is not significant and therefore, CJBAT scores are not 

more predictive of performance for a particular racial group.  This result offers support 

for the predictive validity of CJBAT across different racial groups for various 

performance outcomes.    

The second demographic hypothesis is that the CJBAT and performance 

relationship is significantly stronger for male recruits than female recruits.  The results 

show that for the proactive performance outcome sex interacts the relationship.  

However, for LEO performance, high liability performance, reactive performance and 

overall performance, there are no significant interaction effects by sex.   The interaction 

findings are somewhat counter to the expectations of the study.  It was expected that 

males would outperform females at all levels of the CJBAT-performance relationship.  

However, for males, at each level of CJBAT there is a less extreme increase in 

proactive performance.  This result gives evidence for a predictor of performance that is 

not gender-neutral.  Another explanation may be the environment in which males have 
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to perform.  In contrast to females, males may not feel a pressure to excel in the 

classroom.  Males may be more focused on excelling in other areas of training, such as 

on the physical fitness tests, where they can strive for more masculine ideals of bravery 

and strength (Herbert, 2001).       

The third hypothesis is that the relationship between CJBAT and performance is 

conditioned by education, and it is expected that for those with a bachelor’s degree, 

CJBAT will have a greater influence on performance.  The results for each outcome 

variable provide support of the interaction effects.  Moreover, the main effect of a 

bachelor’s degree on proactive performance was expected to be significant, however, 

the non-significant outcome is an indicator for further exploration of an interaction effect.  

As supposed by Aamodt (2004b), a combination of CJBAT and bachelor’s is a better 

predictor of performance.   Furthermore, the significant findings are expected because 

procuring a bachelor’s degree provides recruits with a higher knowledge base to 

succeed in the academy.   

The fourth hypothesis is that the relationship between CJBAT and performance is 

conditioned by sponsorship.  That is, being sponsored by a law enforcement agency will 

interact with the relationship between CJBAT and performance, such that, the CJBAT-

performance relationship is greater for sponsored recruits in comparison to 

unsponsored recruits.  The results find support for LEO performance, overall 

performance, and reactive performance.  The combination of CJBAT and being 

sponsored by an agency enhances performance for those three outcomes.  This result 

is understandable, since sponsored recruits are exemplary recruits who receive more 

social and financial support.   
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Significant outcomes were not identified for the interaction term (CJBAT and 

sponsored) and the high liability and proactive performance outcomes.  It is difficult to 

determine why sponsorship does not interact the CJBAT to influence proactive and high 

liability performance.    This is even more inexplicable due the fact that the proactive 

measure is a subset of LEO performance, which has a significant interaction term.  An 

explanation for these findings is that as sponsored and unsponsored recruits progress 

through training, CJBAT has comparable effects on proactive and high liability 

performance outcomes because the differences that existed in the beginning of training 

have equalized in terms of garnering social support, possibly in the form of comradery 

with fellow recruits.    

The fifth hypothesis is that white males will outperform non-white males and 

females making it more likely that white males will succeed in the academy.  It is 

expected that the intersection of sex and race position WM at the top of the hierarchy or 

as the dominant group in the police academy.  Within such an institutional environment, 

with less diversity and more shared beliefs and values, more cooperation is promoted, 

which results in better performance amongst recruits.  This hypothesis is not supported; 

and white males are not more likely to graduate from the police academy.  This result is 

inconsistent to Wright et al. (2011) who found that young minority women are less likely 

to graduate from the police academy.  In interpreting this result, the policy of the 

academy to allow recruits to retake exams is a likely contributing factor to this finding.  

That is, recruits are given two attempts to pass an exam and on the second attempt 

recruits tend to receive a passing grade, reducing the chances of observing differences 

in outcomes. 
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Implications and Future Research 

CRT and IP lead to the expectation that race and its intersection with sex will 

play a role in academy performance and graduation.  The most immediate way to 

address that expectation is to look at the main effects of race.  Consistent with 

expectation, race had a direct effect on all of the measures of performance during the 

academy (LEO, high liability, reactive, proactive, overall); whites performed better.  This 

advantage did not interact with the predictive utility of cognitive abilities (CJBAT).  It is 

important to note that there were mean differences by race in CJBAT.  At another level 

however, the differences in performance by race did not carry over to graduation.  

Graduation rate for whites and non-whites did not differ and it is graduation rather than 

performance during the academy that opens the door to the profession.  This raises 

several possibilities that warrant future research.    

Further research should attempt to determine what is happening over and above 

formal academy testing that is causing some recruits to fail to complete academy? Are 

assessment that go beyond paper and pencil tests (like disciplinary issues, physical 

training requirements, proficiency in firearms, defensive tactics and driving) overriding 

test performance during academy to in effect filter out weaker cadets? This research 

suggests that these factors may be affecting white officers more than minority officers.  

Otherwise, we would see an impact from race on graduation, given the weaker 

performance on academy tests for minority recruits.  This would run counter to 

expectations of critical race theory and warrants future research delving deeper into this 

possibility.   

A related question would focus more directly on those recruits who drop out of 

the academy.  At what point and for what reason(s) do cadets drop out and are there 
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different reasons for white cadets to drop out?  Given the current results it may be that 

minority cadets drop out because of poor test scores during the academy more often 

than do white cadets.   

The bottom line is that performance during the academy does not appear to get 

in the way of diversifying policing.  Concerns with underrepresentation of non-white 

officers need to look elsewhere for explanations.  For example, does recruitment and 

admission favor white applicants or does police work itself increase minority officer 

turnover.   Future research needs to attend to recruitment admission decisions or early 

on the job experiences to see if there is a differential racial impact.  The dissertation 

does not find clear evidence of institutionalized racism during the academy that would 

be expected by CRT.   

It is important to note that this dissertation only examined intersectionality when it 

came to analyzing graduation.  For that analysis an interaction term for white males was 

included.   Intersectionality would lead to the expectation that white males would benefit 

by institutional arrangements generally, including police academies.    The white male 

interaction term did not relate to graduation.  The dissertation did not find support for 

CRT and IP within the academy setting.   

While the dissertation did not find much evidence of institutionalized racism in the 

academy, its findings regarding sex are more complicated.  As to test performance 

indicators during the academy, there is some evidence of a direct effect of sex but it 

favors females.  This seems to fly in the face of expectations derived from hegemonic 

masculinity.  Females perform better on LEO exams (covering topics such as 

communication, human issues, and legal subjects, as well as patrol 1 and 2, and traffic 
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stops) and proactive exams (traffic crash investigation, patrol 1, patrol 2, criminal 

investigation, crime scene investigation, and traffic stops).  In as much as LEO covers 

“soft” subject matters like communication and human issues that may be seen as more 

in line with stereotypical roles of women, the relationship of sex to LEO performance 

that shows better performance for women may not be so surprising.  What is surprising 

is that these “soft” subjects are not part of the factor loading for the proactive measure 

but therein women continue to perform better than men.  In addition, the interaction term 

between sex and cognitive abilities (CJBAT) also predicted performance on the 

proactive dimension.   Finally, women also perform better on the overall performance 

measure in all fifteen subject matters.  This pattern of findings appears to be 

inconsistent with the kind masculine structure and culture anticipated by the hegemonic 

masculinity perspective.   

There is however a complexity that calls for a deeper and more nuanced 

considerations.  Sex does not predict graduation. In fact, what appears to be a better 

performance overall on academy subject areas for females changes direction when it 

comes to graduation.  In absolute terms females are less likely to graduate than males, 

although the relationship only approaches statistical significances.  This reversal of 

direction is provocative.  Is this another instance where processes appear to be fair and 

open to all but outcomes remain uneven?  Why doesn’t better performance for females 

translate into better graduation rates?  Hegemonic masculinity would direct attention to 

institutionalized ways in which informal and less standardized procedures may inhibit or 

discourage women.  As such it remains an important sensitizing perspective to frame 

future research questions.  Would qualitative data from observations about the 
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unmeasured features of the academy shed light on why and how this reversal in 

graduation occurs?  It may be that remnants of what some consider “traditional” gender 

roles place demands on women that are external to the academy and interfere with their 

graduation, despite satisfactory performance during the academy.  Or it may be that 

measures of performance (some of which are subjective) on some stereotypical male 

features of academy training like firearm and driving proficiency (that were not a part of 

the official data accessed for this dissertation) help explain the reversal.  At any rate 

future research into this matter is needed.   

CRT, IP, and HM would all suggest that selection issues would arise if there is 

institutionalized racism and/or sexism in police training.   Although selection/admission 

into the academy is not a primary focus of this dissertation, several key variables are 

included because of their relationship to selection.  Educational level (measured here by 

Bachelor’s degree) and sponsorship by police departments enhance admission into the 

academy and are highlighted in this dissertation to see how these affect performance 

directly or through interactions with cognitive abilities (CJBAT).   

Higher education had a direct relationship to three performance indicators during 

the academy (LEO, reactive, and overall).  More importantly, higher education 

interacted with cognitive ability (CJBAT) to predict all the performance measures during 

the academy.  Having a bachelor’s degree enhanced the effects of CJBAT on academy 

performance, in a synergistic way.  Although CJBAT predicted performance for 

everyone, the slope or prediction line for those with bachelor’s degrees was steeper.  

Again, however the enhancement in performance during the academy did not translate 
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into improved graduation rates.  Bachelor’s degrees did not have a direct effect on 

gradation and its interaction with CJBAT had no effect on graduation.   

The impact of sponsorship was the most striking finding in these data.  Being 

sponsored into the academy by a police department not only had a direct effect on all 

performance measures during academy but it also predict graduation.  The coefficients 

indicated that sponsorship was the strongest predictor.  In addition, sponsorship 

interacted with CJBAT to predict performance for LEO, reactive, and the overall 

performance measure.   

The consistent findings for higher education and sponsorship, both of which are 

important for selection into the academy, give reason for further consideration.  It could 

be consistent with perspectives that emphasize institutionalized racism and sexism: 

males and whites are advantaged because they have higher education and more 

sponsorship.  Although this question is beyond the purpose of this dissertation, these 

data did show that whites were more likely to be sponsored and to have bachelor’s 

degrees and males were more likely to be sponsored.  Is there a built in advantage for 

whites and males because of institutional arrangements?  On the other hand, females 

are more likely to have a bachelor’s degree.  It is difficult to know whether this 

accomplishment reflected a self-screening into police work or not.   That is, to the extent 

that policing has traditionally been a male occupation, it may be that the women who 

self-select into this career are highly motivated and use college education as a 

preparation for entry.  Males on the other hand have always had this career path open 

to them in ways where they did not have to break from stereotypical roles or take 

special steps to enhance their suitability for policing.   The findings from these data 
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underscore the need to dig deeper, there is no simply way to make sense of what’s 

happening when it comes to police performance, especially given the disconnection 

between predicting performances during the academy and graduation.   Significantly, 

only sponsorship predicts all performance outcomes, including graduation.  Regardless 

of the theoretical implications of the predictive utility of sponsorship, that utility also 

holds practical implications.  Certainly, sponsorship enhances performance during the 

academy and virtually guarantees graduation.  In other words, the investment in 

sponsored recruits pays off.  If this payoff can be shown to carry over through field 

training and into police careers, there would be reason to invest more heavily into 

sponsorship.  For example, government programs that seek to improve policing may 

want to start with providing funding for sponsorship.  This recommendation would have 

more solid footing were there more research looking at the long-term effects of 

sponsorship and academy success on police performance in the field.   

Some of the findings of dissertation departed from results reported by others in 

earlier studies.  First, the findings regarding sex go in a different direction for 

performance indicators during the academy.  Other studies find that males perform 

better than females within the academy and are more likely to graduate (Wright et al., 

2011 and White, 2008).  Second, neither Wright et al. (2011) nor White (2008) found an 

important effect of higher education.   Third, although White found a relationship 

between cadet/sponsorship and performance, its’ magnitude was not nearly as strong 

as it is in these dissertation data (Wright et al. 2011 did not include sponsorship data).   

These differences are important enough to compare the methodology of this 

dissertation with those of the other studies to see whether that might explain the 
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different outcomes.  This dissertation consisted of more comprehensive curriculum 

measures and focused on graduation because it had data on those who did not 

complete.  The data for this dissertation were collected from a community college based 

academy in the South that help meet the needs of both an urban area and surrounding 

counties.  The dissertation data were collected for the years 2011 to 2013, a time that 

was affected by the economic collapse of 2008.  The data for the Wright et al. (2011) 

and White (2008) were collected prior to the recession.   

Perhaps the economic downturn created a history effect so that a broader range 

of recruits were using the academy to enter a relatively secure career.  That could 

explain why females and those with college degrees seem to perform better in 2011 

through 2013, than they did in data that was collected in 2003 (White, 2008) or between 

1999 and 2005 (Wright et al., 2011).   Future research needs to continue to examine 

how sex and higher education play out in selection, academy success and long-term 

police performance.  The issues are far from settled.   

Wright et al. (2011) did not include a measure of sponsorship and White’s (2008) 

sponsorship variable was not nearly as strong a predictor of success as sponsorship 

was in the dissertation data.  Perhaps sponsorship at the dissertation data site is 

systematically different from the other sites.  Or perhaps the labor market conditions for 

new police officers changed over time, so that sponsorship became more important for 

entry into academies.  No matter the reason, the findings of this dissertation highlight 

the need to research how important sponsorship is, how it may be done differently from 

place to place, and what its’ long term effects on policing are.    
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Limitations 

The measures of performance used in this study overlap and therefore are not all 

distinct performance measures.  The overall performance measure is a combination of 

the law enforcement and high liability performance measures.  While the proactive 

performance measures is a subset of the law enforcement performance measure.  The 

reactive performance measure contains components of both the law enforcement and 

high liability performance measures.  Another limitation of this study is the incomplete 

curriculum data for the non-graduates of the police academy.  Steps need to be taken 

by the police academy to prevent failure of examinations or drop-out of recruits.  Future 

studies should analyze additional performance measures, such as physical abilities, 

driving skills, commendations, and disciplinary write-ups.  However, the curriculum 

performance measures used in this study are exhaustive and unique in that they were 

constructed through statistically driven techniques.  Therefore, in the future, more 

studies should explore the dimensions of academy performance.   

Another limitation of this study is its lack of a qualitative component, which would 

have complemented the quantitative aspects of the study.  The quantitative methods in 

this study provide measures of direction and strength of the relationships, however 

qualitative research, such as the work by Prokos and Padavic (2002), allows for more 

in-depth analysis of the informal curriculum in police academy.   For example, this study 

found that the relationship between aptitude and performance is conditioned by sex; in 

this case, qualitative methods can be used to frame sex from a structural and social 

performance perspective.  In turn, this fosters critical analysis of the quantitative 

outcome and therefore identifies explanations and provides deeper understanding of the 

outcomes.   
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Though this study does not specifically test concepts of theories, it is important to 

point out that the findings from the study do not support several of the theoretical 

perspectives used to guide the discussion of the results.  The unexpected finding on 

graduation and the lack of association with race, sex and the intersection of race and 

sex, goes against the expectations of CRT, HM, and IP.  And so, the use of qualitative 

methods would complement the study by identifying themes in the institutional 

environment of the academy that contributed to these findings.  For the sample of non-

graduates, qualitative methods would also be very useful in determining reasons for not 

completing the academy. 

Despite these limitations, the findings of this study substantially advance the 

understanding of the role of aptitude and performance during police academy training 

and makes contributions to the literature by pointing out the importance of 

demographics and background factors in contextualizing the relationship between 

aptitude and performance.  
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APPENDIX A 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE BASIC ABILITIES CONTENT 

Table A-1. Description of the subdivisions of the basic abilities exam. 
Subdivisions Descriptions 

Deductive Reasoning “This is the ability to apply rules to specific problems to come up with 
logical answers.  This ability involves applying general rules to specific 
problems.” 
  

“You would use this ability when applying Florida Statues or Florida 
Manual on Jail Standards, policies and procedures to specific 
situations.  Example: under what conditions to make an arrest or the 
proper use of force, in deciding which route to take when taking into 
account time and geography.” 

 
Inductive Reasoning 

 

“The ability to combine separate pieces of information, or specific 
answers to problems to form general rules or conclusion. It involves the 
ability to think of possible reason why things go together, such as giving a 
logical explanation for a series of events that seem unrelated.” 
 

“You would use this ability when performing any type of investigation to 
conclude that rules or laws have been violated.” 

 
Information Ordering 

 
“The ability to correctly follow a rule or set of rules in order to 
arrange things or actions in a certain order.  The rules must be 
given.  The things or actions must be put in order and can include 
numbers, letters, words, pictures, procedures, sentences and 
logical operations.” 
 
“You would use this ability when making an arrest/issuing a warrant or 
transporting prisoners, conducting fire drills.  It is also used in applying 
first aid, following a checkout procedure in operating equipment, 
arranging sentences in a meaningful paragraph.” 

 
Memorization 

 
“This is the ability to remember information such as words, numbers, 
pictures and procedures.” 
 
“You would use this ability to remember the important information 
presented in the Florida Statues, legal bulletins, shift briefings, BOLOs 
remembering new names, faces, codes, telephone numbers, geographic 
locations, documents and long lists.” 
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Table A-1. Continued. 

Subdivisions  Descriptions 

Problem Sensitivity “This is the ability to tell if something is wrong or likely to go 
wrong.” 
 
“You would use this ability when patrolling or interacting with 
individuals where you have to judge whether or not a situation 
is going to deteriorate or get worse.  It could involve recognizing 
the symptoms of a physical problem requiring first aid, the 
likelihood that a riot or other type of disturbance may occur.  It 
could also involve judging the accuracy of data received.” 

 
Spatial Orientation 

 
“Ability to tell where you are in relation to the location of some 
objects, or to tell where the object is in relation to you.  It 
involves maintaining directional orientation in one’s bearings 
with respect to the points of a compass.  The ability allows one 
to stay oriented in a vehicle as it changes direction and 
location.” 
 
“You would use this ability when out in the community patrolling 
and a call comes in that you must attend to.  You must visualize 
where you are in relation to where you are going to be able to 
get there.” 

 
Written 
Comprehension 

 

“Involves reading and understanding written words and 
sentences.” 
 

“You would use this ability when reading legal bulletins, Florida 
Statutes, ordinances, policies and procedures.” 

 
Written Expression 

 
“Involves writing words and sentences so others will 
understand.” 
 
You would use this ability when it is necessary to write 
incident/use of force/discipline reports, memos, affidavits or 
narratives.” (I/O Solutions, Inc., 2013) 
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APPENDIX B 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND HIGH LIABILITY CONTENT 

Table B-1. The Law Enforcement curriculum content.   

Course Chapter Titles Description 

Introduction to Law 
Enforcement 

Officer training program overview; criminal justice values 
and ethics; sexual harassment; criminal justice system 
and components; chain of command 

Legal Introduction to Law; Legal Concepts; Substantive 
Criminal Law; Use of Force; Civil and Criminal Liability; 
Response to Civil Issues; Juvenile Law 

Communication Telecommunications; Communication and Interpersonal 
Skills; Human Interactions; Interviewing; Report Writing 

Human Issues Crisis Intervention; Disability Awareness; Responding to 
the Elderly; Responding to Suicide; Substance Abusers 

Patrol 1 Problem Solving; Officer Safety and Survival; Patrolling 
the assigned area; Patrol functions 

Patrol 2 Incident Command System; Crown Control; Criminal 
Street Gangs and Extremist Groups Hazmat; Bombs and 
Weapons of Mass Destruction 

Crime Scene Investigation Responding to a Crime Scene; Processing the Crime 
Scene 

Criminal Investigation Crimes Against Persons; Crimes Against Property; 
Follow-up Investigations; Court Procedures 

Traffic Stops Traffic Law; Professional Traffic Stops and Discriminatory 
Profiling; Unknown Risk Traffic Stops; High Risk Traffic 
Stops 

DUI Traffic Stops Overview of the DUI problem; Legal issues; DUI 
detection; Standardized field sobriety tests; drug-
impaired driving; report writing 

Traffic Crash Investigation Assessing and securing the scene; Investigating the 
crash; Documenting the crash; Returning the scene to 
normal (FDLE, 2012) 
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Table B-2. The High Liability curriculum content. 

Course Chapter Titles Description 

CMS Law Enforcement Vehicle 
Operations 

Vehicle Inspection; Proactive Driving Skills; Lights 
and Sirens 

CMS First Aid for Criminal Justice 
Officers 

Preparing to respond to emergencies; Responding 
to emergencies; Trauma  Related Issues; Medical 
Issues  

CMS Criminal Justice Firearms Firearms Safety; Firearms Familiarization; 
Ammunition; Fundamentals of Marksmanship; 
Drawing and Holstering a handgun; Loading and 
uploading; Use of cover; Weapons malfunctions; 
Weapons cleaning; Survival shooting 

CMS Criminal Justice Defensive 
Tactics 

Use of Force; Defensive Tactics Techniques 

 
Dart-Firing Stun Gun 

 
Use of the dart-firing stun gun (FDLE, 2012) 
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APPENDIX C 
CORRELATION MATRIX 

Table C-1. Correlation matrix for each course curriculum.  
             I              L             HI            C            VO          FA         F           TCI           P1         P2          CI          CSI         TS       DUI        DT        DF
  

I           1                            

L       .479***         1                                                                                           

HI     .398***     .481***      1                                            

C      .455***     .557***   .503***        1                   

VO   .421***     .495***    .443***    .569***      1 

FA    .406***     .463***   .401***   .447***    .508***     1 

F      .352***      .336***   .357***   .381***   .433***   .372***       1              

TCI   .346***     .426***   .392***   .417***   .410***   .337***    .364***       1 

P1    .321***     .362***   .425***    .357***   .327***   .296***   .301***   .446***        1 

P2    .352***     .411***   .428***    .440***   .399***   .411***   .405***   .442***    .498***      1 

CI     .419***    .380***    .445***    .472***   .435***   .422***   .385***   .428***    .444***    .552***    1 

CSI   .336***    .379***    .297***    .301***   .368***   .261***   .283***   .382***   .330***    .455***   .451***      1 

TS    .328***    .269***    .281***    .326***   .345***   .313***   .261***    .359***   .396***   .432***   .417***   .330***    1 

DUI   .246***   .317***    .318***    .340***   .291***   .366***   .286***    .388***   .261***   .414***   .340***   .273***   .299***      1 
 
DT     .172***    .311***     .264***   .264***   .283***   .097***  .170***    .337***    .216***   .106*      .067       .135**    .068       .230***      1 
 
DF    .137***   .158***    .158***   .194***    .198**     .213***  .157***    .182***    .137***   .234***   .119**    .112**    .233***   .240***    .050     1 

I=Introduction to Law Enforcement; L=Legal; HI=Human Issues; C=Communications; VO=Vehicle Operations; FA=First Aid; F= Firearms; TCI= 
Traffic Crash Investigation; P1=Patrol 1; P2=Patrol 2; CI=Criminal Investigation; CSI=Crime Scene Investigation; TS=Traffic Stops; DUI=DUI traffic 
stop; D=Defensive Tactics; DF=Dart-Firing stun gun 
*p˂.05; **p˂.01; ***p˂.001 
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Table C-2. Correlations for eight factor after promax rotation.  
                               Factor 1          Factor 2          Factor 3          Factor 4          Factor 5          Factor 6          Factor 7          Factor 8 

Factor 1                      1                           

Factor 2                   .634                     1                                                                             

Factor 3                  .757                   .707                     1                  

Factor 4                  .490                   .525                  .424                   1  

Factor 5                  .480                   .565                  .304                 .350                      1 

Factor 6                  .475                   .483                  .473                 .561                   .068                   1 

Factor 7                  .220                   .061                  .019                 .167                   .069                .265                 1                                 

Factor 8                  .025                   .006                  .065                 .068                  -.058                .214             -.026                    1 
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Table C-3. Correlations between predictors, controls, and dependent variables.    
                                               LEO                      High Liability                Overall                       Reactive                   Proactive                   Completed 

CJBAT                                   .446***                   .431***                         .478***                        .495 ***                   .345***                       .220*** 

Male                                      -.199***                  -.060                            -.164***                        -.135**                   -.199***                     -.007 

White                              .236***                    .329***                         .284***                        .285***                    .191***                       .071 

Age                                       -.003                      -.040                             -.012                          -.014                        .054                          -.080* 
 
Bachelor’s degree                 .345***                   .224***                          .327***                        .387***                    .260***                      .195*** 

Sponsored                            .305***                   .202***                           .288***                        .308 ***                   .226***                      .241*** 

Employed                             -.058                      -.080                              -.068                          -.071                        -.026                         .048 

Military                                  -.131**                   -.064                             -.114**                        -.086*                      -.146***                     -.022 

Licenses revoked                     -                            -                                       -                                -                               -                           -.028 

Terminated                               -                            -                                       -                                -                               -                           -.058 

Arrested                                    -                            -                                       -                                -                               -                          -.040 

BMI≥30                                     -                            -                                       -                                -                               -                          -.130*** 

*p˂05; **p˂.01; ***p˂.001  
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APPENDIX D 
MULTICOLLINEARITY TABLES 

Table D-1. Multicollinearity check for LEO performance. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.21 0.824508 
Bachelor’s degree 1.24 0.806322 
Sponsored 1.21 0.826001 
White 1.12 0.894229 
Male 1.07 0.938895 
Age 1.08 0.926698 
Employed 1.02 0.982709 
Military 1.12 0.889521 
Mean VIF 1.13  

 
 
Table D-2. Multicollinearity check for high liability performance. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.22 0.820864 
Bachelor’s degree 1.26 0.795343 
Sponsored 1.21 0.825593 
White 1.12 0.888995 
Male 1.06 0.939781 
Age 1.07 0.934412 
Employed 1.02 0.982842 
Military 1.12 0.893545 
Mean VIF 1.14  

 
 
Table D-3. Multicollinearity check for reactive performance. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.22 0.820941 
Bachelor’s degree 1.26 0.795283 
Sponsored 1.21 0.824959 
White 1.12 0.893518 
Male 1.07 0.930320 
Age 1.08 0.925530 
Employed 1.02 0.980083 
Military 1.12 0.889881 
Mean VIF 1.14  
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Table D-4. Multicollinearity check for proactive performance. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.22 0.821322 
Bachelor’s degree 1.28 0.778397 
Sponsored 1.27 0.789291 
White 1.12 0.892142 
Male 1.08 0.923638 
Age 1.13 0.887619 
Employed 1.02 0.979701 
Military 
Arrested 
License revoked 
Terminated from a job 

1.13 
1.16 
1.14 
1.06 

0.886205 
0.862198 
0.877659 
0.944090 

Mean VIF 1.15  

 
 
Table D-5. Multicollinearity check for overall performance. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.24 0.806576 
Bachelor’s degree 1.30 0.768369 
Sponsored 1.25 0.801074 
White 1.14 0.877135 
Male 1.07 0.938019 
Age 1.14 0.875420 
Employed 1.02 0.982124 
Military 1.13 0.881069 
Arrested 
License revoked 
Terminated from a job 
Mean VIF 

1.16 
1.15 
1.06 
1.15 

0.862755 
0.872638 
0.943970 

 
 
Table D-6. Multicollinearity check for graduation. 

Variables VIF 1/VIF 

CJBAT 1.25 0.7997 
Bachelor’s degree 1.28 0.7809 
Sponsored 1.25 0.8007 
White 1.15 0.8715 
Male 1.09 0.9140 
Age 1.07 0.9335 
Employed 1.02 0.9831 
Military 1.10 0.9087 
BMI≥30  1.07 0.9379 
Mean VIF 1.14  
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APPEDIX E 
INDIVIDUAL CHAPTER RESULTS 

Linear Regression and Individual Course Outcomes 

In Table E-1 (Appendix E), the OLS regressions for each course shows that there 

is a statistically significant relationship for all the models (p˂.001).  In the introduction to 

law enforcement model (model I), the variables explain 33% of the variance in 

performance.  Within the model, basic abilities, white, bachelor’s degree and sponsored 

are statistically significant; and there are also several cohort effects.  The estimated 

regression unstandardized coefficient for basic abilities is .38 (β=.21, se=.07, p˂.001), 

white is 2.10 (β=.12, se=.68, p˂.01), bachelor’s degree is 4.49 (β=.25, se=.71, p˂.001), 

and sponsored is 4.51 (β=.24, se=.77, p˂.001).  For the predictor variable, with each 

increase in CJBAT, introduction to law enforcement scores increase.  In addition, 

whites, recruits with a bachelor’s degree and cadets who are sponsored are significantly 

more likely to outperform other recruits (non-whites, recruits with a bachelor’s degree, 

and unsponsored cadets).   

For the legal course (model L), the variables in the OLS regression explain 27% 

of the variance in the outcome.  The CJBAT predictor variable is positive and 

statistically significant (b=.41, β=.32, se=.05, p˂.001).  In addition, the variables white, 

bachelor’s degree and sponsored are statistically significant (p˂.05, p˂.001, p˂.05).  

The estimated regression unstandardized coefficient for white is 1.11 (β=.08, se=.53), 

bachelor’s degree is 2.22 (β=.18, se=.55), and sponsored is 1.26 (β=.09, se=.59).  

Therefore, with each increase in CJBAT scores performance increases.  For recruits 

with bachelor’s degrees and who are sponsored, legal performance increases.  In 
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regards to the significant variables discussed above, CJBAT has the largest 

standardized coefficient and white has the smallest standardized coefficient.   

In the model for communications (model C), the variables in model explain 28% 

of the variance (p˂.001).  CJBAT, male, white, bachelor’s degree and sponsored are 

statistically significant.  All the relationships are positive, with the exception of sex 

(se=.59, p˂.001).  The estimated regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .24 

(se=.04, p˂.001), sex is -2.08, white is 1.30 (se=.42, p˂.01), bachelor’s degree is 1.67 

(se=.44, p˂.001), and sponsored is 1.68 (se=.46, p˂.001).  Therefore, with each 

increase in CJBAT performance increases.  On average, males have weaker 

performance in comparison to females.  For white recruits, on average there is an 

increase in performance.  For recruits with a bachelor’s degree communication 

performance increases.  For sponsored recruits, communication performance 

increases.  The standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .24, sex is -.15, white is .13, 

bachelor’s degree is .17 and sponsored is .16.  Therefore, CJBAT has the largest 

standardized coefficient and White has the smallest standardized coefficient.   

The human issues model (HI), CJBAT, sex, white, bachelor’s degree, and 

sponsored have significant effects on the increase likelihood of performing well, as 

shown by the statistically significant regression coefficients.  All relationships are 

positive with the exception of sex.  Therefore, as CJBAT increases performance 

increase (b=.26, β=.22, se=.05, p˂.001).  White recruits (b=1.80; β=.15; se=.52; 

p˂.001), recruits with a bachelor’s degree (b=1.39; β=.12; se=.54; p˂.01) and cadets 

sponsored by a law enforcement agency (b=1.17; β=.09; se=.74; p˂.01) outperform 

non-whites, recruits without a bachelor’s degree and unsponsored cadets.  An 
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unforeseen finding is that male recruits are less likely to perform well (b=-1.90, β=-.11, 

se=.73, p˂.01).  The highest standardized coefficient in the HI model is CJBAT (β =.22).   

The patrol 1 model (model P1), illustrates a significant model with a R2 of .21 

(p˂.001), indicating that 21% of the variance is explained by the variables in the model.  

The statistically significant regression coefficients are CJBAT (b=.09, p˂.01), age (b=-

1.44, p˂.01), bachelor’s degree (b=.1.08, p˂.01), and sponsored (b=1.08, p˂.01).  It is 

important to point out that as CJBAT scores increases, performance on the Patrol 1 

exam increases.  Furthermore, sponsored cadets are more likely to outperform cadets 

who are unsponsored by a law enforcement agency.  Amongst all the significant 

variables, bachelor’s degree has the highest standardized coefficient (β=.17)   

Table E-1 shows the OLS regression for P2 and that the model is statistically 

significant with a R2 of .21, which illustrates that 21% of the variance in the model is 

explained by the included variables.  CJBAT (b=.22), white (b=1.04), age (b=.10), and 

bachelor’s degree are positively related to performance and statistically significant.  The 

highest standardized coefficient is CJBAT (β =.22).   

The CSI model is a statistically significant model with R2=.13.  Therefore, 13% of 

the variance in the model is explained by the variables.  CJBAT is the only variable with 

a significant regression coefficient of .14 (β =.18, p˂.001).  Therefore, as CJBAT 

increases CSI performance increases.  CJBAT has the largest standardized coefficient 

in the model.     

The CI model is statistically significant (p˂.001) with a R2 of .23.  Therefore, 23% 

of the variance in the model is explained by the variables.  There are three statistically 

significant standardized coefficient in the model, which are CJBAT (b=.15, p˂.01), 
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sponsored (b=1.68, p˂.001) and employed (b=-1.24, p˂.05).  As CJBAT scores 

increase, CI performance increase.  Those who are sponsored are more likely to 

perform well on the CI exam.  However, those who are employed are less likely to 

perform well on the CI exam.  Sponsorship has the largest standardized coefficient (β 

=.17).   

In terms of the model for TS, the variables in model explain 22% of the variance.  

CJBAT (p˂.001), sex (p˂.05), age (p˂.05), and sponsored (p˂.01) are statistically 

significant.  The estimated regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .19, sex 

is -1.51, age is .08, and sponsored is 1.41.  All the relationships are positive, with the 

exception of sex.  Therefore, with each increase in CJBAT, performance increases; 

Males have significantly lesser scores than females.  As age increase TS performance 

increase.  For cadets who are sponsored TS performance increases.  The standardized 

coefficient for CJBAT is .18, age is .09, and sponsored is .13.  Therefore, CJBAT has 

the largest standardized coefficient. 

The DUI model, illustrates a significant model with a R2 of .12, indicating that 

12% of the variance is explained by the variables in the model (p˂.001).  The 

statistically significant regression coefficients are CJBAT (b=.11, p˂.01) and sex (b=-

1.33, p˂.05).  Therefore, as CJBAT scores increases, performance on the DUI exam 

increases.  Furthermore, male recruits are less likely to perform well on the DUI exam.  

Amongst all the significant variables, CJBAT has the highest standardized coefficient 

(β=.14)   

In Table E-1, the OLS regressions for TCI shows that there is a statistically 

significant relationship for the model (p˂.001) and the R2= .19.  The variables in the 
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model explain 19% of the variance.  Within the model, CJBAT, sex, white, and 

sponsored are statistically significant; and there are also several cohort effects.  The 

estimated regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .23 (p˂.001), sex is -2.01 

(p˂.001), white is 1.33 (p˂.01), and sponsored is .89 (p˂.05).  With each increase in 

CJBAT scores TCI scores increases.  Whites and cadets that are sponsored are 

significantly more likely to outperform non-whites and unsponsored cadets on TCI 

exam.  However, males are less likely to perform well on the TCI exam.  The 

standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .25, male is -.15, white is .14, and sponsored is 

.08.  Therefore, CJBAT has the largest standardized coefficient and explains most of 

the variance in the model. 

The results for the OLS regression model predicting VO show as statistically 

significant (p˂.001) model with a R2=.24.  The variables in the model accounts for 24% 

of the variance.  The results show that CJBAT is a statistically significant (p˂.001) 

predictor of performance and as CJBAT scores increase, performance increase by .35.  

White is also statistically significant (p˂.001) and are more likely to perform well on the 

VO (b=2.65).  In addition, sponsored cadets are significantly (p˂.001) more likely to 

outperform (b=1.90) unsponsored cadets.   CJBAT has the largest unstandardized 

coefficient (β=.28).   

The findings for the defensive tactics regression model is that the model is 

statistically significant (p˂.001) with R2=.39.   Therefore, the variables explain 39% of 

the variance in the model.  CJBAT is statistically significant and so as CJBAT increase, 

defensive tactics performance increase (b=.18, p˂.001).  Those who are employed are 

less likely to do well on the defensive tactics exam (b=-1.38, p˂.001).  White recruits are 
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more likely to outperform non-white recruits (b=.90, p˂.001).  The largest significant 

standardized coefficient is for CJBAT (β=.16).   

The firearms model (model F) illustrates a significant model with a R2 of .30 

(p˂.001), indicating 30% of the variance in the outcome variable is explained by the 

independent variables in the model.  CJBAT has a statistically significant regression 

coefficients (b=.16, p˂.01).  Therefore, as CJBAT scores increases, performance on the 

firearm exam increases.  Race (b=1.42, p˂.01), bachelor’s degree (b=1.57, p˂.01), and 

sponsored (b=1.21, p˂.05) also have a positive and significant relationship with firearm 

scores.  Therefore, whites, those with a bachelor’s degree, and who are sponsored by a 

law enforcement agency are more likely to outperform non-whites, those with a 

bachelor’s degree and unsponsored cadets.  Amongst all the significant variables in the 

model, CJBAT (β=.13) and bachelor’s degree (β=.13) have the highest standardized 

coefficient. 

In the model for first aid (model FA) the variables in model explain 23% of the 

variance (p˂.001).  CJBAT, white, bachelor’s degree and sponsored are statistically 

significant.  All the above significant relationships are positive.  The estimated 

regression unstandardized coefficient for CJBAT is .25 (p˂.001).  The unstandardized 

coefficient for white is 2.38 (p˂.001), bachelor’s degree is 1.37 (p˂.01), and sponsored 

is 1.29 (p˂.05).  Therefore, with each increase in CJBAT performance increases.  On 

average, males have weaker performance, in comparison to females.  White recruits 

are more likely to outperform non-white recruits.  For recruits with a bachelor’s degree 

and those sponsored by a law enforcement agency, first aid performance increases. 

The standardized coefficient for CJBAT is .20, white is .20, bachelor’s degree is .11 and 
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sponsored is .10.  Therefore, the variable CJBAT and white has the largest 

standardized coefficient. 

For the dart-firing stun gun (model DF), the variables in the OLS regression 

explain 19% of the variance in the outcome.  The CJBAT predictor variable is positive 

and statistically significant (b=.12, β=.13, p˂.001).  In addition, the variables white 

(p=.019) and sponsored (p=.019) are statistically significant.  The estimated regression 

unstandardized coefficient for white is .99 (β=.11) and sponsored is 1.08 (β=.11).  

Therefore, with each increase in CJBAT performance increases.  Sponsorship by a law 

enforcement agency facilitates an increase dart-firing performance.  In regards to the 

significant variables discussed above, CJBAT has the largest standardized coefficient 

and explains most of the variance in the outcome.   

In summary, CJBAT is the only variable that is consistently related to each of the 

individual performance measures.  Bachelor’s degree, race, sponsorship show a similar 

trend, but are insignificant for a few of the individual outcome variables.   

 

 



 

157 
 

Table E-1.  OLS Regression of each law enforcement and high liability performance chapters 
Variables I (n=533) L (n=481) C (n=469) HI (n=463) P1 (n=452) P2 (n=452) CSI (n=451) CI (n=449) 

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) .38***  .41***  .24***     .26***  .08* .22*** .14*** .15**  

 .21(.07) .32(.05) .24(.04) .22(.05) .11(.03) .21(.04) 18(.03) .14(.04) 

Sex (male=1) -.01 -.45 -2.08*** -1.90** -.72 -0.93 -0.51 -.98 

 -.00(.94) -.02(.74)  -.15(.59) -.11(.73) -.06(.51) -.06(.66) -.04(.51) -.07(.61) 

Race (white=1) 2.10** 1.11* 1.30** 1.81*** 0.23 1.04* .09 .75 

   .12(.68) .08(.53) .13(.42) .15(.52) .03(.36) .10(.47) .01(.36) .07(.50) 

Age (in years)  .04 .01 -.02 -.05 .07** .10** .05 .01 

 .03(.06) .01(.04) .02(.03) -.05(.04) .11(.37) .10(.04) .08(.03) -.17(.77) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1) 4.49*** 2.22*** 1.67*** 1.39** 1.29** 1.03* .59 .88 

 .25(.71) .18(.55) .17(.44) .12(.54) .17(.46) .10(.48) .08(.37) .07(.55) 

Sponsored 4.51*** 1.26* 1.68*** 1.17* 1.17** .85 .53 1.68*** 

 .24(.77) .09(.59) .16(.46) .09(.74) .15(.39) .08(.51) .07(.39) .17(.48) 

Employed  -1.27 -1.06 -.48 .25 -.26 -.18 -.48 -1.24* 

 -.05(.95) -.05(.76) -.03(.61) .01(.74) -.02(.52) -.01(.67) -.04(.52) -.09(.62) 

Military .72 .94 -.01 -0.71 -0.75 -0.50 -.58 -1.18 

 .04(.75) .06(.60) -.00(.47) -.05(.59) -.09(.41) -.04(.52) -.07(.40) -.09(.49) 

Cohort  

   Dummy—1102 -2.27 -3.09* -.61 -2.20 -.50 -.47 .23 -1.26 

    -.06(1.92) -.12(1.53) -.03(1.23) -.09(1.52) -.03(1.05) -.02(1.36) .01(1.05) -.06(1.27) 

   Dummy—1103 -3.38 -4.16** -1.15 -2.28 .01 -.21 .70 .78 

    -.08(2.08) -.14(1.65) -.04(1.34) -.08(1.64) .00(1.17) -.01(1.50) .03(1.16) .03(1.40) 

   Dummy—1104 -.98 -2.38 -.02 -.93 1.26 .41 .11 -.35 

    -.03(1.84) -.10(1.46) .00(1.18) -.04(1.45) .09(1.02) .02(1.30) .01(1.01) -.02(1.23) 

   Dummy—1105 -3.10 -2.82* -2.00 -1.30 1.40 .70 .87 -.50 

    -.09(1.91) -.11(1.53) -.10(1.23) -.05(1.53) .09(1.06) .03(1.36) .06(1.05) -.02(1.27) 

   Dummy—1201 -.75 -1.14 -.85 -1.94 1.57 .18 .29 -.14 

    -.01(2.07) -.03(1.67) -.03(1.31) -.06(1.64) .08(1.14) .01(1.46) .01(1.13) -.01(1.37) 
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Table E-1. Continued. 

Variables I (n=533) L (n=481) C (n=469) HI (n=463) P1 (n=452) P2 (n=452) CSI (n=451) CI (n=449) 

   Dummy—1202 -1.65 -4.08** -1.57 -2.31 -.89 -.86 -.33 -.51 

    -.04(1.99) -.16(1.57) -.07(1.27) -.09(1.56) -.05(1.09) -.04(1.40) -.02(1.09) -.02(1.31) 

   Dummy—1203 -2.37 -1.21 -2.01 -1.91 -.09 .80 1.06 -1.13 

     -.07(1.85) -.05(1.46) -.12(1.17) -.09(1.45) -.00(1.01) .04(1.30) .08(1.01) -.06(1.23) 

   Dummy—1204 -3.45 -3.27* -.96 -4.25** .19 -1.61 .29 -2.12 

    -.09(1.95) -.13(1.52) -.05(1.23) -.19(1.51) .01(1.05) -.08(1.36) .02(1.05) -.11(1.27) 

   Dummy—1205 -3.83* -.17 -1.52 -1.05 .54 -.59 -.21 -3.45** 

    -.12(1.87) -.01(1.49) -.09(1.19) -.05(1.47) .04(1.02) -.03(1.32) -.01(1.02) -.21(1.24) 

   Dummy—1301 -6.03** -.80 .64 -1.82 -.01 -2.23 -2.11* -3.27** 

    -.16(1.94) -.02(1.56) .03(1.26) -.07(1.55) .00(1.07) -.10(1.38) -.13(1.07) -.16(1.29) 

   Dummy—1302 -6.58*** .04 1.75 -0.73 1.49 -1.75 -.25 -2.72* 

    -.19(1.91) .01(1.53) .08(1.25) -.03(1.53) .09(1.07) -.08(1.37) -.01(1.06) -.14(1.28) 

   Dummy—1303 -4.51* -2.86 -2.04 -1.76 -1.24 -5.12*** -1.17 -4.77*** 

   -.12(1.98) -.11(1.57) -.10(1.29) -.07(1.58) -.08(1.10) -.24(1.42) -.07(1.09) -.24(1.32) 

   Dummy—1304 -3.93* -.45 -1.43 -0.04 0.63 -2.27 .04 -2.60* 

 -.13(1.83) -.02(1.45) -.09(1.17) .00(1.44) .05(1.00) -.13(1.29) -.00(1.00) -.17(1.21) 

   Dummy—1305 -1.65 .05 -.19 -1.28 0.13 -1.15 .56 -1.70 

 -.04(2.01) -.01(1.63) -.01(1.28) -.05(1.58) .01(1.10) -.05(1.42) .03(1.10) -.08(1.33) 

         

Constant 50.89 52.17 69.59 66.97 82.30 68.27 81.46 78.29 

 -7.04 -5.54 -4.35 -5.39 -3.72 -4.79 -3.71 -4.44 

R2 .33 .27 .27 .21 .15 .21 .13 .23 

F-statistic 11.63*** 7.52*** 7.63*** 5.28**** 3.42*** 5.20*** 2.79*** 5.76*** 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below represent “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂001 (two-tailed).
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Table E-1. Continued. 
Variables TS (n=451) DUI (n=434) TCI (n=449) VO (n=437) DT (n=434) F (n=455) FA (n=462) DF (n=446) 

Basic Abilities (CJBAT) .19*** .11** .23*** .35*** .17*** .16** .25*** .12** 

 .18(.04) .13(.04) .25(.04) .29(.05) .16(.04) .13(.05) .20(.05) .13(.04) 

Sex (male=1) -1.51* -1.33* -2.01*** .86 -.38 .21 -.99 -.79 

 -.10(.65) -.11(.57) -.15(.60) .05(.74) -.20(.62) .01(.73) -.06(.74) -.06(.59) 

Race (white=1) .88 .51 1.33** 2.65*** .90* 1.42** 2.38*** .99* 

   .08(.46) .06(.40) .14(.42) .22(.53) .08(.43) .12(.51) .20(.54) .11(.42) 

Age (in years) .08* -.04 .06 .05 .00 -.04 -.04 -.04 

 .09(.04) -.06(.03) .07(.03) .05(.04) -.00(.04) -.03(.04) .03(.04) -.05(.03) 

Degree (bachelor’s=1) .86 .07 .35 .78 .05 1.57** 1.36** -.15 

 .08(.47) .01(.41) .03(.44) .06(.54) .01(.45) .13(.52) .11(.55) -.01(.43) 

Sponsored 1.41**       .78 .83* 1.90*** .87 1.21* 1.29* 1.08* 

 .13(.50) .09(.44) .08(.46) .15(.58) .08(.47) .10(.56) .10(.58) .11(.46) 

Employed  -.42 -.88 -.97 -.69 -1.38* -.21 -1.03 -.70 

 -.02(.66) -.07(.58) -.07(.61) -.03(.75) -.08(.62) -.01(.74) -.05(.77) -.05(.60) 

Military .01 .08 -.56 -.35 -.30 .23 .55 .42 

 .00(.51) .01(.45) -.05(.48) -.02(.59) -.02(.49) .01(.57) .04(.60) .04(.47) 

Cohort         

   Dummy—1102 -3.70** -.33 .78 1.24 -.39 -3.85** -.39 -.18 

 -.18(1.35) -.02(1.17) .04(1.25) .05(1.49) -.01(1.26) -.16(1.44) -.01(1.48) -.01(1.23) 

   Dummy—1103 -2.47 .39 .36 1.95 .71 -8.78*** 1.12 .44 

 -.10(1.49) .02(1.29) .01(1.38) .06(1.64) .02(1.39) -.30(1.60) .03(1.66) .02(1.35) 

   Dummy—1104 -4.78*** -.06 .81 .69 -2.61* -4.17** .54 -1.19 

 -.26(1.31) -.01(1.12) .05(1.21) .03(1.41) -.14(1.22) -.20(1.38) .02(1.40) -.07(1.18) 

   Dummy—1105 -2.70* -1.42 .53 .57 -1.42 -8.04*** 1.45 -1.75 

 -.13(1.36) -.09(1.17) .03(1.25) .02(1.50) -.07(1.27) -.35(1.45) .06(1.49) -.10(1.23) 

   Dummy—1201 -2.45** .36 1.54 1.96 -.84 -6.07*** 1.60 0.63 

 -.10(1.46) .01(1.27) .07(1.35) .07(1.60) -.03(1.37) -.22(1.52) .05(1.59) .02(1.32) 
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Table E-1. Continued. 

Variables TS (n=451) DUI (n=434) TCI (n=449) VO (n=437) DT (n=434) F (n=455) FA (n=462) DF (n=446) 

   Dummy—1202 -2.99* -.96 .40 .95 .61 -6.83*** .06 -4.43*** 

 -.14(1.40) -.05(1.22) .02(1.29) .03(1.54) .02(1.32) -.27(1.49) .00(1.53) -.24(1.27) 

   Dummy—1203 -4.03** -1.31 -.18 .83 -1.89 -9.86*** -1.01 -2.03 

 -.23(1.30) -.09(1.14) -.01(1.21) .04(1.43) -.10(1.23) -.48(1.38) -.04(1.41) -.13(1.18) 

   Dummy—1204 -5.21*** -1.30 2.35 -.32 6.12*** 5.20*** -4.56** -4.63*** 

 -.26(1.36) -.08(1.18) .13(1.25) -.01(1.48) .30(1.27) -.23(1.43) -.19(1.48) -.26(1.23) 

   Dummy—1205 -4.86*** -1.31 1.21 -.47 3.91*** -9.11*** -2.45 -1.03 

 -.28(1.31) -.09(1.15) .07(1.22) -.02(1.44) .21(1.24) -.44(1.41) -.12(1.44) -.06(1.20) 

   Dummy—1301 -4.51*** -.93 .71 1.37 5.64*** -8.96*** -2.12 -2.26 

 -.20(1.38) -.05(1.19) .03(1.27) .05(1.50) .25(1.28) -.36(1.45) -.08(1.50) -.11(1.25) 

   Dummy—1302 -4.75*** .11 .64 .51 4.74*** -10.34*** -1.38 -.80 

 -.23(1.37) .01(1.20) .03(1.27) .02(1.51) .22(1.33) -.43(1.45) -.05(1.50) -.04(1.24) 

   Dummy—1303 -6.25*** -2.10 .06 -.07 4.77*** -10.85*** -2.09 -2.71* 

 -.30(1.41) -.13(1.23) .00(1.30) -.00(1.56) .21(1.21) -.43(1.52) -.08(1.55) -.15(1.28) 

   Dummy—1304 -6.38*** -2.90** 2.07 .78 3.08** -5.05*** -1.20 -4.31*** 

 -.39(1.29) -.23(1.12) .14(1.19) .04(1.41) .17(1.22) -.26(1.37) -.06(1.40) -.29(1.18) 

   Dummy—1305 -7.00*** -2.40* 1.80 .65 4.04** -6.65*** -.80 -3.26** 

 -.32(1.42) -.13(1.23) .09(1.31) .02(1.56) .17(1.33) -.26(1.50) -.03(1.55) -.17(1.28) 

         

Constant 76.91 87.73 68.86 54.25 75.19 82.73 67.15 88.03 

 -4.71 -4.13 -4.37 -5.41 -4.47 -5.21 -5.51 -4.32 

R2 .22 .12 .19 .24 .39 .30 .23 .19 

F-statistic 5.50*** 2.49*** 4.63*** 6.34*** 11.96*** 8.58*** 5.81*** 4.42*** 

NOTE: the first row for each variable represents “b” which indicates the unstandardized coefficients and the rows below present “β” which 
indicates the standardized coefficients with standard error in parentheses. *p˂.05 (two-tailed); **p˂.01 (two-tailed); ***p˂.001 (two-tailed). 
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