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what You Should Know!

At this point the reader has been introduced to all

: of the st i
research study. Collecting the data is only half of the battleS feo?cs e
.- o the results for presentati icati many rescarchets
Writing p ation or publication can often cause anxiety for the
first-time researcher and the seasoned veteran alike. Following the steps offered in
this chapter Should make the task of writing the results easier and less daunting.
After completing this chapter, the reader should be able to do the following:

1. Explain the purpose of the title page and describe its structure.

2. Explain the purpose of the abstract and describe its contents.

3. Explain the purpose of the introduction and describe its contents.

4, Explain the purpose of the literature review and describe its contents.
5. Explain the purpos¢ of the methodology section and describe its contents.
6. Explain the purpose¢ of the results section and describe its contents.

7. Explain the purpos¢ of the conclusions section an ‘
8. Explain the purpos¢ of the references and describe their structure:

. - bles and figures .
5. Explain the purpor Oi zgpendi.ces and describe their contents.

10. Explain the purpose ©
| [

T
Tne Research Paper ‘ ——
. , ch dgsiglw imp\e}nentcd, and tle.” goar

The topic has been chosen, the resear
 ollected and analyzed. Now on¢ th“-lks’ co
Many people, students and scholars alike,

n and describe its cONLeNts.

and describe their contents.
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' be title page, abstract, .
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nents, but also an American Psychological Association (APA) writing style
example from a previously unpublished paper. Before writing a final paper,
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The Title Page
The title of a research paper, article, thesis, or dissertation should tell the reader

in clear and concise terms what the research is about. Often, individuals who are

perusing journals or article abstracts do not have (or do not take) the time to
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The Introduction
This section varies in length, depending on whether there is a page limit tor

the art1¢l§ and how much information is available on the topic. Regardless ot
length, th.ls section needs to establish the research problem, the literature that
supports its existence, and the reason to research the problem.

The introduction and literature review may be contained within one section
or broken into two sections. The researcher uses the introduction to present
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what to expect from the paper. This introduction 1s followed by the hrerature
| rWi;w, in which the writcs offers ot (;f e m’; t chat fact must be

~ In some be very little support: | S0 o onsive
‘ acknowledgeflﬁflsz)ttfl:eel‘riarsréiythe W rit};r has to dccidc* how to .lmm‘ t\u &:u\i::\i{
amount of evidence that is av.,ailable. Finally, the ligerature review section should

he research.

eeqrch s bemng Jdescribed

. end Wi : { ~Ates Wlmt um.\l&h 1S ¢

o ith a that indicate: . A . 13-
summary paragraghAn o ple can be ound in Box 133

ar : :
nd how it was accomplishe



196 Chapter 13 Writing up === =
o W '
Jture RevieW .
Litera W E,nforcement Traiz’l‘g;gaCent_er, 2000
Jtive sources ( than nineteen thousand p_?ﬁ ]c e {%(e:ﬁaes M the
6) there are mo” illion full time police O rime ip, the
an one m stice statistics Online, 2008; State ang
entire population of th
S

art of the !
d states could potentially i“teTaCt

United States, 2008; Sm;:cetfistics
Local Law Enforcement Statis>ti== < e Unite
United States. Moreover, any mdeTherefor  could be argued that the psycholog;
with a police officer on ary 9 50 - me police officeTs are or should be of IMportanc,
d to beco t those who evaluate the psycho ogicy)
hould be the best availal)e

characteristics of those selecte
to every individual in this country. It foﬂc;]vz; zhparocess e, s
(Alpert, Dunham, & Str Oshin.

characteristics of police officers, along with 1
Moreover, be?ng a police officer is 2 dlfﬁcu}t caree;) police officers frequent] :
Birzer & Roberson, 2006; Koper, 2004; Orrick, 2000} 7 d ith Y deg
y fhuman nature and often must do §o witha non-er,,.
law and policy (seee.g., Buet]e,
Orrick,2008;Varela, Scogin g,

deeply constrained by

ker, 2005; Kopert, 2004;

d the unique nature of policing dem ands
capable of coping with the demangs

d Hiatt (1989) noted that police office,.

Box 13-3

Example of an Int
According to authorit
Reeves & Goldberg, 199
United States employing M

roduction and

2005;
with the more negative aspects 0

tional or objective approach, while
Nussbaum, & Meredith, 1988; Dantz
Vipperman,1999). As Buetler et al. (1988) argue
a selection process to find the individuals who are

police work in a satisfactory manner. Hargrove an
have constant contact with people and are often in volatile situations; thus, they oy,
cluded the assessment of an applicant’s interpersonal skills is important in the screenip,
process. Issues of police use of force, corruption, and suicide raise questions abouyt thg
psychological well-being of those who become police officers (Cochrane, Tett, & Vang e
creek, 2003). Finally, Tanigoshi, Kontos, and Remley (2008) suggested law enfo;ceme 3
one ;)f the‘most dangerous, stressful, and health-threatening occupations in EXistent "
througt]:;\r,g-i::: t;h at those selected to become police officers should be thoroughly Scree?wcee;
trainees (Coreygz Z);ngngg\f;u::;ﬁns Pf'ogtg bgi?}g hired as police officers or police ofﬁcecrl
Scrivner & Kurke, 1995). Cowee €1,2006; Parisher, Rios, & Reilly, 1979; Reiser, 1973, 198,
rec(:jruits was first regg)mme:r\i/:cri ‘{av:geuz?éid;z]zgé?;tﬁ:ﬂ?g C;T;SCteening Potentialgpogﬁé
an ;
apparently is popular today (Aumiller et al, 2007; Corey &5:;5”?; early as the 19305

Curren,1998; Dantzker, 2005; Mill

licensed, com,
. ~ {OMpetent : ‘
Since then it =Mt Psychologist or psychiatvi

pre-emplove " 1t aPPears the . Ychiatrist (bold aq

rEachin 5 :{ment &valuations i, Umber of police agercis ded by author) (p.498)

otal of aboyt 67% of “reased for many yeay ]es'requiring psychological

all police agenCies‘by _ZT(S) O(Zhg()man & Reaves, 2006)

4, the latest year fo’r whicﬁ




= rmation is available (1
© guch T;ﬁrces, justover haif (5
me

A study by Cochrane, Tett

pat more than 90% of those
tha

agencj

ical assessment

> psygrs?;?,gs, such as using

corr;r;r 2006 study Hickm

in ired pre-employment

requ tory as part of the SCreening, |y, fact,

inventory indicated it as a separate Categor

mve‘nt appears that a substantiy nu
e,mpl oyment screening in officer hiring

‘p}::’ﬁn dings of Macan, Avedon, pae.

H

a
Psychologjst
an and Rea

€s fo

be a ke
pserved that research on police 5
0

tric selection. Furth €rmore, th
Wchor?f:;;cts out rather than screen them
rule agpd to eliminate clearly unsyitap;
intenrfzrm satisfactorily as law enforcer
:ﬁ:; ost qualified applicants would re]

; Rostow & Davis, 2004). ‘
200671hR:re is no nationally recognized and

ening of law enforcement officers, wh
scre

psychological screening.

Methodology

fthei E ape
importance o° & ¢ e pay
Despite ‘the relevance and impo he mainstay ©

INTHIR
the research desig

ion as t
consider the methodf)lOg}ilsecgﬁlzse ;
discuss the hypothesis or hyp

{ des
n
te '-chnjque ['he methodolOg) sectio

) of a”a? % Re
u n s
Jice recruit candidates ates e
of po

eCTEE
€s Tequi]’
powever, they also found thay .-,}d ority of 1. Sglc
guidelingg eComms
OrteSh
un
Psychologicay o

& and Smith (194
f the most qualified applicants to
o

Pplicant selection
€Y concludeq

€ Candidates Tather
ent officers. Conse

Y, In part, on system
best practices in psychological practice in the law enforc
the be

ans

(2003) ¢
€da

n

y fro o' age
ber

Processes. This i

goal of 3

in.That is, the as

cribes the

: ire Of O™
. d the questhnﬂa lly explam
~ Sampling frame, an |

n fu
cher ca
Within this section the resear

no
dationg
pETSOnaH

% O

Wh]Ch iden
Ny organiz
has predo
that th

ther methods

Owj
Previg

certai

" S usin
€ Psycholog;
of law ¢ Ychologicy

ent 18‘5ting

Cieg detmmined

T applicants

Ng public policy \
Usly proposeq by |
: ty (COChranee‘tal.,zo )
? ocal police agenci
oMY 26% useq 4 Personality \
Ncie ga Personality i
evaluations. *
gencies are using \i
NIy in keeping with '\
tified the attraction {
ation, However, they ‘;
minantly focused on

3. |
es

Sessment tools used were

and

rese

than to identify those likely
quently, it appears hiring of
aticand appropriate use of
ement environment (Decker,

bt
f conducting police pre-employment |

t- 1 ~ -\ Q0 ) 1‘

e, Tl

€ assessments tended to \

‘ ' i ] y

ether for “screening-out” those who are p?Ch(:é
ing-in” idateswhoa

' ifyi “ ing-in"those candida

kor foridentifying and “screen

' fit for such wor

logically un

i tzker,2005; Dantzker & McCoy,
ly to perform satisfactorily in the role of pc;h(;?( o;‘:ﬁ);e; é?)z:ow & Davie 2008) Therein e
likely i & Forst, 2007; Peak,
6; Dempsey ; i t problem. _ ‘
2006; Decker, 200 tential means to begin solution of ﬂ;a pcho\ogists e o
aproblem and a pote ts findings from a national study o p?;]oyment screening, as either
. en . include pre-em e the
This paper pres ice agencies, to inclu _ T iy
as providing services to-pOh(;efu% -time consultant. DeSP‘tft;heecoun try supporting the |
an fn-house pEycl OllogllsitQ(;E.*sts a consistency throughou
‘ amples
breadth of the s

SO
upon mean
current literature of no agreed up

one should

e writer should

athering
the data-gathering

hCﬂs h

' he
ch population, t
o ,ather the data.

ow, and why



B . | |
T ion may be Writte

: o s the Resed section . Dy
Writing up t ology ¢ -t p
198 Chapter 15 Wri yzed. The ”?eilloj with dlffe,l-'ecrl] t ?ei l(ﬁns (f)(z}clused
uired and analy be subdivi hethe researCh 648 SR ese&
C : a - ~ly

the data were acq ction, or it may ologys SU€ d in Box 13

in one complete se f the method be foun
ecific elements O
on specific e

Je can
‘ examp
variables, and analysis. An

tion or part of the methoq,
e sec :
Results

he Wrl S
’ n I vriter Sepl
nt i S ¢ . this section, th degcrl})c,
hether the results are prese i

ference. Either way, 1 ues used, the analysis results, 5, ]
erence. Bt B
section s 4 marter Of'gtrizs the statistical techniq
K aracterl s
the sample’s cha

ion includes any tah...
ts section 1nc : €5,
d the hypotheses. Th¢ refr?éle can be found in Box 1 35
whether the results Su%pg)ﬂjescribe the data. An exa
harts use
graphs,and ¢

Box 13-4

dology Section t research, one of the most

Example of a Meth;-tudeg:; methods available to coﬂafilcl}i (Banyard & Grayson, 2004,

While there are a multi roaches is through survey fes‘,e: rzano, 2009). This study yseq

popular social sc;zrrwczeoagg Gillham, 2009; Gravetter & nZt Th e'questionnaire used wags

%antZk\Z %zﬂ’:tl;:)d with a modern twist, use of the mtt:de a;/ailab]e to potential respon.

Ctr;i:; sr))/eciﬁca”y for this research fogus andbwarsl Lnsed by the American Psych ologica]

dents through SurveyMonkey.Com, which ha}lf Tﬁz data was analyzed using descriptiye

Association itself to conduct su;veé/ research.
; isti thods. ‘ . . ifical]

and comparative stgtlstlcal me rough a questionnaire created specifica y

The data for this st'udy W?tshc-ot”ﬁ:;iget?cemgatc'eisib‘]e through the Internet sito of

for this research. It consisted of thir y he independent and dependent variables.
SurveyMonkey.com. The items were related to t eindep |

—_—

Example of a Results Section

The target sample was 3 combination of individuals randomly drawn from members of ,
the APA belonging to Division 15 (n=1000),and allmembers at the time of the Policeand
Public Health section of Division 18 (n = 204)andall U.s, members of the police Psychology
section of the |ACp (n=188).T

=168). The total number of individuals contacted via e-mail with
arequest to Participate in the study was 1 392. |
From among the

1392, 39 individua)s res
not participate in the

study and 94 e-
the non-participants and

Tesponded by e-mai] stating that they would
mails were returned

. , as undeliverable. Subtracting
undeliverable €-mails prodyceq arespondent sample of 1259.
: , Viduals résponded to th

questionnaires, ) ’ ‘




Ex i To'maiﬂtain-anor?ymjty A Minp,
- fmain interest in this stugdy Were
Lrvices to police agencies, and
i:a'nt (30%): 57% belonged to
fheﬁe services for over 10 years

; €5crj t
€ type MiZationq; O Were
Oth APA aof age al
¢han One type of agency. (

“Cyserve membﬂs‘;\
,and the o IACP, fhe 0 Ma

; €reg
e m pon

See Table N majonty (63% )alority (60% dents were .,

A primary question of intereey S:;) %) Provideq s«-:}»n Providing

. ri i “SeTvjce
i whethet it should be for screemng (?j—{dmg t 5 pTe*Scree | 510 more (‘
to ranking the reasons for the evaluat; Candigat Nin

reason while only 21%

€s org 9 psyChO\Oqi(al \
on 71y, Creenin L Process |
‘ . ranked to SCreen . ;S ; Tankeq tos 9 them m.in response
The main question of this gt hen

o ud T one Number gre
ysed and the reason for its use, BaSEdyonv?}?evlvit 3t evaluatiye mreeiisuor:s(i;e Table135) |
e represented: intelligence, aptituq Crature foyy ajo '€ Tespondents |
e ” onse ] o ae, PErsonah-ty and 10T Categories of measures
an “otheT” T€Sp Was also availaple. Twelve speci ﬁn Projectives. For each cateaons
four catego:cles, w?rehprzwded_ Among the twelve meg ;ur:weasures, divided amo
being used, four of which were person ality measyres The :){S},}on]y five were identified as
intelligence ti?St. A? for the reasons for their use resp }c;r Specific measure was an "
suppoTt, predlctabﬂlty ' mahdatEd, cost, job validity, normin ad seven choices: research |
collapsed into two categories: researc 9,
Beginning with intelligence testj

egory ‘,s
ng the |
:

Pondents
and other. T i “
h Support and other. T.The choices were

Support. Twenty-six respondents ind
using some typ? of IQ te'st, 21 because of the research supgort. ForpaptitT;es,]S:;ycigi
respondents indicated using any type of measure, but no T€ason was given. (See Table 13-3)
personality testing has the longest history within police psychological screening. The |
MMP! has been the most written about and most often cited for its use in police screen- \\
ing. Results from this study continue to support its pgpularity. Among the four specific |
rsonality measures, the MMPI was indicated. as being usgd by 50 respondents (Ove; «:
60%) with 46 choosing research support as theit reason for its use. The next most used |
measure was the CPI. Despite that the four measures provided tended to be among

st often cited in research 26 respondents indicated using a personality test not listed
mo

. _ -
h as the Inwald Personality Inventory which is one of the few normed specifically for
suc

. omple. |
: indicated using a short sentence comp

law enforcement/policing. Finally 25 Tespo.ndfﬁnts ]T;g];)TOjECtivg measure. (See Table 13-3)

tion test because of research support while five u P wotld support the creation

The last question of interest was whether Tesﬁipmyment screening. Respondents

' ‘ i conducting pre-c \dea, Mixed Feelings,

ofa standardized a}pprc\):/dll]?Support it, Great Ide_a, Reasog;igl};e on (See Table 13 4
s givell'a ﬁ;{e C};Ogce:stinogly only 17 (23%) thoughtitwasa

and Terrible Idea. Inter

i

ot pm—

Conclusions

A 1S USU
’h Papcl ISL. e W
; he researcil -l {1scusses whet
The finalsection of the body of the PS40 FEC, (iscusses WD HETEL e
_er_auﬁfi! SeCtlt(?n Ooffers insights about the'[l,]e problcms. 1 hlfi):t:n for suggestions
1Y, ‘lS section tes any poss! dtO pr¢ yide a tot "+ formation into
the expected results, and nO f the research an o divide this In
e 5 . . C

- Used to discuss implications O hors choos
RS utho
for fus Some 4
1o future related research-

ally the concluston. (‘cn-{
e whether it produce
on can also be




ted to police candidate pre-emp
2 . 0
trong direction toward ¢, gmeht

elatec
arch with a5 .
kres t should peused and wl;y Temains 5 hot Sus |4
research showi op. | B
Mg an a”ayp]Q \
of |

ort previous T
: e g
i A . m .e ; T, A |
e f use'dg‘li’tg”t measure t0 hoi]d'bf one of screening Ong urthe”horv N
the item is - nof whether this process s o " T Screqr e, |
there is the question 't s identified in this study are pr ily used for Screen, ing |
The measu would these same measures adc_eqx{ately work to s, g

ed perhaps beginning with an Swe”ee“ |

g this question would certain| "9 the

in candidates. tion
. ues ’ i
which leads tothe search is requir
out. Answerin ass;

ess and whether stan da‘:S;St in

Zlhf)

candidates? O ot
uestion, to screen inors ' e ‘
.gddressmg what measures should be used for the proc

the process is even possible.

sion and conclusions. There is no wrong or right |,
can be found in Box 13-¢

screening, thereé tion Z?{]he process:
rdizatll oeults t ended to supp
eofthe researc

te. This study’s 1€>
us
arily becd e for pol jce pr

CTe; it

two sections: discus
simply a matter of preference. An example

References or Bibliography |
Unless the topic has never been addressed in research before (which is
there are always some sources that help to support the research. The Unhkel}v.
are What help establish the literature review. When citing other sources S€ SOurce,
Ig;’;’sgg, iaraphrasmg, or simply as an outlet for affirming what —Wheth,
by 1—the sources should be recognized. Sources should be noted 18 alread,
Jist 5 agf;)leSIHg \If;arlous citation methods and at the end in the f - ft hroughow
r bibliography. The format - L Ormof are N
submitted (e.¢.. publicat at depends on the source to which th ferenc:
-8+, publication, instructor, organization). Fajl; € paper is bein
s hich ox Ay a_1on). Falhng to cite s 12
which 1s t_he act of presentin ources ¢an,
A g someone else’s vy

I

. | ' fthe _
s for . observes ho g paper. Reviewine ¢
of i Paraphrasing or using som W two different format ing tl
f ¢ author]s], publicatic dat ieone else’s ideas and oiv: S are used, O
;1 the authorfs), pubh’catio;1 d ate) and the other i £, gl v ng credit (nancls
O . i R ‘ r ; .
- OS€ sources cited jp g bodyatrf , Eage number(s]). Fo tilr T fq e
' of the text shid . . - the reference list, onl
- Xt should be ; ence list, onl

ould be o |
¢ included. The information

listed she
ould jnclyq
of th - I0clude the name(el ~r 1 -
'€ publication (f,, articrjie(s) of the authors),
cles, the article title C(?) year ﬁof publication; name
. .- romes first, followed by the

Name of py ke
' Publisher. £,. ;
» 10r Journg| qpping
urna| articles, the volum
tUme and jggye i
| | number and (0

B )} An exam_Ple can be foung ; |




iV Ay

Cod‘faﬂe

pC:
crime N

Tevise
pantzker,
pantzker,
Dantzker,

& Decker, K.

Dempsey,

~ Gravetter,
CA:W
Hargrave,

Macan,T.

wave

%) Matmiﬁan.
profes
f? & Roberson, C. (2006). Policing today ang

" cers:A

curan, > )
police Chief, 65(10), 88-93.

Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology, 21(1), 23-32.

K P.Decker (Ed.)
professionals (pp-3-31)

| officer selection. Journal of Pers
_Hickman, M. J., & Reaves, B. A. (2006)

= International Association of
| book2o0s {CD-ROM].Albion,MI:Aut
- Koper, C.S. (2004). Hiring and keeping PO

- National Institute of Justice.
g, Smith D.E.(1995) T

Mﬂé“‘e ability tests and an assessmen
| en.L (2006). Potice psychology:
- “om/police_psychology.phP

ofa Reference List

punham, R.G., & Stroshine, pm

. ; LS,
jjand Press. (2005). PO”Cing_. Con

6. 5. corey, D. Allen, S, Brewster | ¢
of police psychology: Core dom‘a.{n uttler,

M, ¢
- s & » MUptan
), 65 76. pmﬁc‘en(?ieg‘ JHL R Honig, A (

ay, 22(2
>’ 2 Grayson, A. (2 . Jou 2007). Defi
p, BvGrays (2009). Introducing psych nal of pyjice u),:!;; “hning the \
ologicg] re -riminal psy.
-Search ( y
3rd ed ). New \

£, Nussbaum, P.D., & Mered;j
1th, K.E. (1988). York Ny pal’j"aw\- |

sional psychology: Research and Practice
)1
(5): SO3-SO7 y pattef'ns of p()“(f’, offcpr.

W.Upper Saddi

. B3P 1y i ’ PS ‘
national survey. Criminal Justice and B);?aov]io 9i€al testing and t
or,30(5), 511
»o11=537.

& Honig, A. L. (2008). Police
: nig, psycholoqy i
(2005). Police psychology. Personalit Sl
‘ Y-guided forensi Ury. The Police Chief j
] 75010

R, Tett,R P, & Vandecreek, L. (2003) nE
Ver, NJ: Prentice pigh

he selection of police off

138, :}_

american Psychological Association ¢ psychol
: 09y (pp. 55-80] .
J-Washington,

the United States 2008. Retrieved from h
| eved fr tp:/ www fbi gov/ucr/
Tbi. Cr/cius2008/data/table
> 70

F. (1998). Pre-employment psychological evaluation of ]
0

aw enforcement appli \
_ . pplicants. The |
F, &.dSa]).(e-Chffogd, > (.2004)' Psychological evaluation of publi ’ \
?\Aglz.l(:é’g e)s (l)j;tdeerpf hcg FSyChO’Og ical Services Section. Reglilevleiisfifoﬁy}? pplicants: The 2004 ;
. 5)- standing today’s police (4th ed.). Monsey, NJ: Cﬁrxnaﬁt}i/s /t\{vaw_mcp.org
L 1Ce Fress.

M.L, & Hunter,R.D.
(2006). Research methods for criminology and criminal justice: A primer

~ (gnded). sudbury, MA: Jones and Bartlett.

M. L, & McCoy, J. H. (2006). Psychological screening of police recruits: A Texas perspective

Introduction to fitness for duty evaluations in law enforcement personnel. in |

Fit, Unfit or Misfit: How to perform fitness for duty evaluations in law enforcement

.Springfield, IL: Charles C.Thomas. i
t, CA: Wadsworth.

ling, VA

P. (2006).

t,L.S. (2007).An introduction to policing (4th ed.). Beimon

J.S., & Fors
ds in recruitment, selection & performance. Ster

Edenborough, R. (2005). Assessment metho

Kogan Page:
Gillham, B. (2009). Developing a question
tinuum International.
ch methods for the behavioral s¢

naire (Real World Research) (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Con-

F.J, & Forzano, L. B. (2009). Resear iences (3rd ed.). Belment.

adsworth. |
e California Psycho]ogma\ \

G. E, & Hiatt, D. (1989). Use of th (2), 267271
. ,267-277 '
onality Assessment, 5312 T 3 Washington, Dt Bureau

_Local police departments, 200 |
2005). Source: ‘\

nventory in law enforcement

and Training. {

Justice Statistics. forcement standards

Directors of Law En
hor.

lice officer

W shington DC:The office of Justice Programs.
s. Wa gton, D&

jcants’ reactions to cognt

H., Avedon, M. J.,, Paese, M\,

Continued




' ren
202 Chapter 13 Writing up the Researc

ice personnel: Reliable, prgct;
+ment, retention, and turnover of police cal, a,
Orrick, W. D. (2008). Recruitment, fion,

- : C.Thomas. ) ) )
 pyreiges Sprmgﬁels,:L. gg)ar:’i;chologists and psychologlcal services in urbap, -
Parisher, D, Rios, B, & Reilly, R. R. (1979).

1Ce
A , 10(1), 6-7.
departments—A national survey. meﬁsmnaé?%{éoggé NJ: Prentice Hall.
Peak, K. J. (2008). Policing America (6th ed). Upper 5ad ssional Psychology, 4(2), 19120,
Reiser, M. (1973). The police psychologist: A new role. Profe ‘eal Finess-for-duty evaluations s
: C D. &.Davis, R. D. (2004). A handbook for pychologic w
Roszor::;)rcen;ent. New York, NY: Haworth Clinical Practice Press. of the 215t century. n M1 urkes
Scrivner, £. M., & Kurke, M. I. (1995). Police psychology at the d?wng—go). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum L E
M. Scrivner (Eds.), Police Psycho/ogy.;-nto thf_’zut cern‘ur)’/2 eFt)Ee * % Fam ht’fP://WWW.albany,edu/
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics Online. (2008).
sourcebook . . )
State and Local Law Enforcement Statistics. (2008). Retrieved from http./ C; m;&gﬁsr?;stg;vés JS s /]
Tanigoshi, H, Kontos, A. P, & Remley, Jr, T. P. (2008). The effectiveness of indivi s eling
on the wellness of law enforcement officers. Journal of Counseling & D€V€ op o t : ,f 4-74.
Varela, J. G, Scogin, F. R, & Vipperman, R.K. (1999). Development and pTelrm1nary vali aIISm? of a sem;
structured interview for the screening of law enforcement candidates. Behavioral Sciences g,
the Law; 17, 467-481.

Zakhary, . (2007). Police Psychological Services Section. The Police Chief, 74(8), 86.




203

amale
;:embershfp

goth |
vears providing Psych Services
1

-5y

-10Y"

>10Y7
Types of Agencies Served

Municipa]
County
state
combo

@ Jones & Bartlett Learning.

t Pre-employment Psych Evaluation
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13 -
WAISHIZIV 26 2” n/r
* ) 6 |
OAT* 50 4 08 ‘1
MMPI 31 23 - |
18 !
P:P’F 25 23 09
k 32 08
CPI 36 17 e
OPT**‘ ‘
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Projective®**** s

'Includes predictability, mandated, cost, validity, norming, a'nd other
*Other Intelligence tests such as the K-Bit, Shipley, Wonderlic, other
“"Other Aptitude tests such as ESI, Wonderlic, other
“**Other Personality tests such as Hilson, COPS, Inwald, other
“*"*Short Sentence Completion such as Rotter, Sacks, other
*****Rorschach, Edwards, Bender-Gestalt
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.TABLE 13-4

Standardization of Evaluation Process

SR
Would Support It
Great Idea
Reasonable Idea
Mixed Feelings
Terrible Idea
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