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ABSTRACT 

Gullion, Christi L., Early intervention systems: An exploration of interventions handled 
by supervisors to address at-risk officer behavior. Doctor of Philosophy (Criminal 
Justice), May, 2022, Sam Houston State University, Huntsville, Texas. 
 

With the national conversation and media attention surrounding high-profile and 

critical incidents and officer misconduct, emphasis on supervision and accountability for 

police officers and their agencies has never been more pronounced. Early Intervention 

(EI) systems are a supervision and accountability tool to identify and address at-risk 

officers. While EI systems are prevalent throughout U.S. police agencies, limited 

research has been conducted in this area. More importantly, EI interventions handled by 

supervisors to hold officers accountable and prevent repeated at-risk behavior and 

misconduct have yet to be explored. The purpose of this study was to fill this critical gap 

in EI system literature by examining the review process and execution of EI alerts and 

interventions with officers.  

This current study examines four critical facets of the EI process, the differences 

between non-EI flagged and EI flagged officers, policy requirements for the execution of 

EI interventions, the likelihood of subsequent EI alerts, and temporal distance between 

the initial and subsequent EI alert during this study period. EI system data including 

supervisor response memos were collected from the internal affairs unit of a large, 

metropolitan police agency in the southwestern United States. Results indicate that 

officer gender, officer tenure, and officer division were all significant for the likelihood 

of receiving an EI alert. Results also demonstrated that supervisor race, supervisor tenure, 

type of performance indicator that triggered an EI alert, time to the initial EI alert, and 

year of the EI alert were all significant for one or more of the policy requirements in the 
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execution of EI interventions. Furthermore, results indicated that the type of performance 

indicator, time to the initial EI alert, and year of the EI alert were all significant for the 

likelihood of a subsequent EI alert, while officer race, supervisor tenure, type of 

performance indicator, time to the initial EI alert, and year of the EI alert were all 

significantly associated with the time between an officer’s initial EI alert and intervention 

and their subsequent EI alert during this study period. Finally, a discussion of limitations, 

future research, and policy implications are presented. 

KEY WORDS:  Police; Early intervention system; Early intervention program; EI 
System; EIS; Alerts; Interventions; At-risk officers; Misconduct; Accountability  
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Media attention surrounding high-profile and critical incidents involving 

excessive force and officer misconduct continues to ignite concerns among police 

agencies and community members regarding transparency and accountability in policing. 

Between 1997 and 2017, these patterns or practices of excessive force, misconduct, and a 

failure to supervise officers have resulted in 69 formal investigations and 40 court-

ordered reform agreements for police departments (United States Department of Justice 

[U.S. DOJ] Civil Rights Division, Special Litigation Section, 2017). Such reform 

agreements have included “improving systems for supervising officers and holding them 

accountable for misconduct; creating and using data about police activity to identify and 

correct patterns of police misconduct; and institutionalizing law enforcement agencies’ 

engagement with and accountability to the community” (U.S. DOJ Civil Rights Division, 

Special Litigation Section, 2017, p. 4). 

In addition, these high-profile and critical incidents are causing community 

members to question the legitimacy of police. For instance, the videotaped beating of 

Rodney King in March 1991 saw a drastic 50 percent decline in public approval of the 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) two weeks after the incident (Weitzer, 2002). 

Other highly publicized incidents of excessive force and officer misconduct have resulted 

in public disapproval of police expressed through city-wide protests. Some examples 

include the 2014 shooting of Michael Brown in Ferguson, Missouri, the 2015 in-custody 

death of Freddie Gray in Baltimore, Maryland, and the 2020 death of George Floyd in 

Minneapolis, Minnesota (Cheng & Long, 2022). Police agencies and their officers 
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effectively serving their communities is partially based on those community member’s 

perceptions and beliefs in police, or police legitimacy (LaFree, 1998; Sunshine & Tyler, 

2003; Tyler, 2004; Tyler & Huo, 2002). Research has found community members’ 

evaluations of police behavior are highly impacted by social contextual factors including 

negative media attention surrounding police-community relations and police misconduct 

(Braga et al., 2014; Weizer & Tuch, 2006; Worden & McLean, 2017).  

To sustain police legitimacy and community trust, ensuring agency and officer 

accountability is vital. Police accountability is especially important given reports 

suggesting many officers involved in highly publicized and controversial police use of 

force cases have a long history of repeated incidents related to misconduct (Thompson, 

2021). Furthermore, police officers are at risk for stress, depression, domestic violence, 

chronic illness including substance abuse, and suicide (Burke et al., 2007; Gershon et al., 

2009; Gibbs & Kendrick, 2011; Walker & Archbold, 2013). Due to the stress these 

critical incidents can put upon police officers, officer safety and wellness has become a 

top priority for police agencies (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015; 

Seattle Police Department Manual, 2021; U.S. Department of Justice [DOJ], Office of 

Community Oriented Policing Services [COPS Office], 2019). To this end, police 

agencies utilize accountability tools to review officer activities, identify at-risk officers, 

address potential misconduct, and prioritize officer wellness.   

Given the importance of officer and agency accountability, police leadership and 

experts have recommended early intervention (EI) systems or programs as a promising 

practice since the late 1970s (e.g., Gibbs & Kendrick, 2011; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 

2019; Walker & Archbold, 2013). Furthermore, it was estimated that 68 percent of U.S. 
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police agencies with 100 or more officers had an EI system as of June 30, 2016 (U.S. 

DOJ Bureau of Justice Statistics Law Enforcement Management and Administrative 

Statistics Survey [LEMAS], 2020). As a non-disciplinary, supervisory management and 

accountability tool, an EI system identifies at-risk officers early and provides the 

opportunity to address problematic behavior to prevent future adverse events that may be 

harmful to officers, the agency, or the community. This type of accountability tool is 

essential given research consistently finds that a small proportion of officers are 

responsible for most problematic behavior and high-risk or critical incidents (Brandl et 

al., 2001; Christopher Commission, 1991; Harris, 2011, 2014; Kane & White, 2009; 

McCluskey & Terrill, 2005; McElvain & Kposowa, 2004, 2008; Terrill & Ingram, 2016; 

Walker, 2001; Walker et al., 2000; White & Kane, 2013) and that early onset of officer 

misconduct increases the risk of a longer duration and higher frequency of problematic 

behavior (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2011; Harris & 

Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009).  

While departments also have other tools that promote accountability, such as the 

internal affairs (IA) process to investigate allegations of misconduct that have already 

occurred, EI systems offer the opportunity to proactively educate, mentor, and modify 

behavior, rather than to simply impose discipline. Furthermore, an EI system is more 

likely to identify patterns and trends of at-risk officer behavior across various activities, 

shifts, areas, units, and assignments that would not otherwise be evident when 

investigating isolated incidents reactively (Bouche et al., 2016; Gullion & King, 2020; 

Harris, 2014; Hassell & Archbold, 2010; Lersch & Mieczkowski, 1996; Stephens, 2011; 

U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019; Walker & Archbold, 2000; Walker & Archbold, 2013).  
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Early Intervention System Processes 

Generally, EI systems are non-disciplinary and data-driven, supervisory 

management tools that track performance indicators (e.g., complaints, uses of force, 

firearm discharges) based on thresholds defined by the agency. An EI system alerts when 

a performance indicator or combination of performance indicators meets or exceeds a 

defined threshold within a specified time frame. After EI alerts flag potential at-risk 

officer behavior, a review of the incident(s) that triggered the alert and for some agencies 

the officer’s work history, is conducted to determine if an intervention is warranted. 

Interventions can be wide-ranging, including options from no action, informal meeting, 

or commendation to training-, wellness-, and correction-based interventions. Agencies 

may document the intervention outcome and provide follow-up monitoring if applicable. 

To illustrate the importance of these EI system terms used throughout this current study, 

definitions are outlined here in Table 1 as a reference:  
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Table 1  

Early Intervention (EI) System Terms  

EI System 
Terms Description Example 

Performance 
indicators 

A behavior, police incident, 
activity, or combination thereof that is 

tracked to measure the performance 
and well-being of police personnel to 

identify potential concerns. 

Complaints, firearm 
discharges, missed court, sick 
days, use of force incidents, 

vehicle collisions, etc. 

Thresholds 

The agency-defined number 
of performance indicators that will 
trigger an EI system alert if met or 
exceeded within a specified time 

frame. 

Three complaints in a 
90-day period or a 

combination of any six 
performance indicators in a 

six-month period 

EI alert 

A notification created by the 
EI system to indicate when a 

performance indicator or combination 
of performance indicators meets or 

exceeds a defined threshold within a 
specified time frame. 

Email, text, push 
notification, or other type of 

messaging app sent to the 
appropriate personnel (e.g., EI 
system manager, supervisor, 

commander, etc.) which 
typically warrants a 
supervisory review. 

EI review 
process 

A supervisor reviews the EI 
alert to determine appropriate 

intervention outcome (formal or 
informal action), if any. 

This may include 
supervisory review of the 

performance indicators (i.e., 
incidents) that triggered the 

alert and/or the officer’s work 
history. 

EI 
intervention 

The formal or informal action 
taken, if any, based on the review of 

the EI alert. 

No action, 
commendation, informal 

meeting, training, modified 
field duties, reassignment, 

health, and wellness referral, 
notice to correct, complaint, 

etc. 
 

Interventions and their outcomes are a key factor in determining the success of an 

EI system. Yet this EI implementation process can be challenging, in part due to the 

variation of an agency’s available interventions and the discretionary power of the 

reviewer. In addition, interventions are often tailored to the individual officer, and thus, 

the success of EI interventions may vary between officers. Ensuring an officers’ 



6 
 

 

successful completion of that intervention is equally important to determine whether the 

intervention was appropriate. Regular managerial oversight of EI interventions handled 

by supervisors is also imperative to improve the EI intervention process. Ultimately, the 

EI system design and implementation can reduce at-risk officer behavior and improve 

officers’ safety, health, and wellness, but its effectiveness is dependent on how the 

identification, assessment, and monitoring components are executed in practice. 

The Function of Supervisors in Early Intervention Processes 

The importance of the first-line supervisors’ role in the accountability of officer 

behavior cannot be overstated. First-line supervisors have the greatest opportunity to 

address at-risk officer behavior, as they are the essential thread of oversight in all 

accountability tools, from reviewing incident reports, completing performance 

evaluations, and handling EI system interventions with officers (Walker, 2003; 2007). 

While not all EI system alerts nor allegations of misconduct are the result of officer 

misconduct, how supervisors address at-risk officers and hold them accountable is critical 

(Gullion & King, 2020). The key to any EI system’s effectiveness lies largely in whether 

EI interventions modified officer behavior. 

As the primary driver of the EI system’s review and intervention process, first-

line supervisors are generally responsible for reviewing the incident(s) that triggered an 

EI alert and the officer’s past work history, to determine if an intervention is necessary, 

and if so, which type of intervention is most appropriate. This includes whether any 

follow-up or post-intervention monitoring is required. First-line supervisors’ familiarity 

with, proximity to, and authority over their subordinate officers, puts them in the best 

position to determine suitable and tailored interventions to modify officer behavior. Yet 
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communicating the EI system’s purpose and process and clearly outlining supervisors’ 

expectations is critical, as is ongoing oversight of the EI system process. Such oversight 

will not only reveal if supervisors are appropriately selecting interventions that modify at-

risk behavior but will also confirm that when supervisors choose not to impose an 

intervention, (i.e., no action is taken), this was a suitable outcome for those flagged 

officers.  

Depending on an agency’s policy, supervisors may have a great deal of discretion 

in how they conduct the review of these EI alerts, whether and how they document their 

review process and their determination of interventions or lack thereof, and follow-up or 

post-intervention monitoring. For example, if an agency’s policy does not specifically 

outline what the supervisor’s review process must include, then a supervisor may choose 

to only review the incident(s) that triggered the alert, may also review the officer’s prior 

work history, and/or may compare the officer’s activities to their peers. In many cases, 

the supervisor can choose to either meet with the officer or determine based on their 

knowledge of that officer’s work history or review of the incident(s) that triggered the 

alert whether an intervention is appropriate. Given this, scholarship regarding how 

supervisors handle EI alerts and interventions with officers is critical to insight 

surrounding whether EI systems are effective in modifying at-risk behavior and 

preventing future misconduct from occurring. 

Limitations of Prior Research 

While the importance of EI systems has been well established and most U.S. 

police agencies have implemented an EI system or program (U.S. DOJ Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, LEMAS, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019; Walker & Archbold, 2013), 



8 
 

 

there is a paucity of EI system scholarship. Less than fifteen empirical studies on EI 

systems have been conducted to date. More importantly, none of these studies have 

examined the EI interventions themselves, including their process and outcomes. While 

most studies find that EI systems have a positive effect on officer misconduct and 

accountability, these findings are primarily based on a reduction in complaints or uses of 

force pre-post EI alert (Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 2005; 

Davis et al., 2002; Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et 

al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013), or explore the most predictive performance indicators 

using more advanced statistical methods (Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Helsby 

et al., 2018). Rather than simply considering a change in the number of incidents pre- and 

post-EI alert or intervention, it is also important to examine the process of how 

supervisors handle EI interventions with flagged officers. This includes assessing the 

impact for those officers who receive EI interventions, and those in which no action was 

taken. Such an examination is critical for assessing the effectiveness of EI systems and 

their processes. Especially given the broad discretion supervisors are afforded in 

determining whether interventions are necessary for those EI-flagged officers, and if so, 

which type is most appropriate.  

Due to the lack of prior examination of EI system’s interventions, scholars and 

agencies are unaware of the predictors that impact the EI process and the likelihood and 

timing between repeated EI alerts and interventions. A limited number of studies have 

assessed the likelihood and timing of repeated complaints and use of force incidents. 

Specific to complaints, results show that officers receive more complaints in the first 

three years of their career (Gullion et al., 2021a; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2014; Harris 
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& Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009) and officers with one or more complaints per 

year were three times more likely to be terminated for misconduct (Kane & White, 2009). 

Studies examining use of force found that officers are involved in more use of force 

incidents in the first year of their career (Gullion et al., 2021b) and officers with a prior 

history of officer-involved shootings were more than twice as likely to be involved in 

future shootings (McElvain & Kposowa, 2008). These findings emphasize the need for an 

examination of the likelihood and timing between repeated EI alerts and interventions, 

especially given that EI alerts and interventions can be based on officer behaviors and 

activities including and beyond complaints and use of force incidents.  

With the lack of sustained police misconduct across U.S. police agencies (Harris 

& Worden, 2014; Stephens, 2011; Terrill & Ingram, 2016; Walker & Archbold, 2013), 

understanding how these EI systems are utilized including imposing non-disciplinary 

interventions on flagged at-risk officers is critical to determining whether EI systems 

appropriately modify at-risk behavior. Furthermore, understanding the nature of and 

likelihood and timing between EI alerts and interventions demonstrates whether the 

process of supervisors handling these interventions with flagged officers and determining 

appropriate outcomes are effective and if so, for how long.  

Purpose of Current Study 

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the dearth of EI system research by 

examining the nature, process, and effectiveness of EI system’s interventions. This study 

examined four key areas: 1) the characteristics that distinguish officers who have and 

have not been flagged by the EI system; 2) the process and outcomes of EI interventions 

including how they are handled by supervisors; 3) the predictors of the likelihood of 



10 
 

 

repeated EI alerts; and 4) the predictors of the timing between repeated EI alerts. The 

goal of this study is to inform police agencies and scholars about the process and 

effectiveness of EI systems’ alerts and interventions. Specifically, this study took a 

progressive approach to explore how those officers not flagged and flagged by the EI 

system differ, and how EI systems’ interventions are handled, including the process 

outcomes and the factors affecting the likelihood and timing between reoccurring EI 

alerts to determine what works—and how.  

To examine these areas, this study collected EI system data from a large, 

metropolitan police agency in the U.S including EI policies, performance indicators, 

thresholds, alerts, interventions, intervention outcomes, and supervisors’ response memos 

articulating their review and determination of EI interventions. Second, this study 

conducted a process review of the EI system alert and intervention documentation to 

assess the content related to the supervisors who handle EI alerts and interventions, as 

well as with flagged officers who received interventions. These documents were used to 

gain information regarding how the EI interventions are handled; accountability of the EI 

interventions; and whether and to what extent EI interventions modify officer behavior 

(i.e., prevent future EI interventions). Given EI interventions have yet to be examined in 

literature, this study benefited from measuring the process and effectiveness of 

interventions including the predictors that influence the likelihood and timing between EI 

interventions by gaining detailed information from supervisors’ memos decisions and the 

impact on officer behavior.  

The objectives of this study and their associated research questions follow directly 

from these four key evaluation components.  The first objective is to compare those 
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officers not flagged by the EI system to those officers flagged by the EI system during 

this sampling period to identify notable differences in individual factors.  

This research question is asked for two primary reasons. First, of the limited EI 

studies conducted, few have compared non-flagged and flagged officers to understand 

these differences in individual factors for insights in identifying at-risk officers through 

EI alerts. Second, such a comparison provides a baseline for progressing to the 

examination of flagged officers and assist in how to best consider the execution of EI 

alerts and interventions. Specifically, the following research question is addressed: 

Research Question 1: What characteristics distinguish officers who received zero  

EI alerts during the study period from those officers who did receive EI alerts?  

The second objective progresses to examine EI interventions for those officers 

who were flagged by the EI system and the impact on modifying officer behavior by 

considering the nature of EI interventions and how supervisors handled these 

interventions with the flagged officers. This was based on the type and process of the EI 

interventions and their outcomes, including the supervisors’ memos articulating their 

review and justification for these EI interventions outcomes with these flagged officers.  

This research question has not been addressed in prior EI studies given they have 

not yet examined EI interventions. Furthermore, this research question was asked in order 

to gain insight regarding which individual or EI case factors influence the outcomes of EI 

memos or policy requirements for supervisors handling these EI alerts and interventions. 

Such information would be insightful for understanding which policy requirements are 

meaningful to the execution of EI alerts and interventions and how, and which policy 
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requirements need managerial oversight and/or revisions to better address officers and 

modify at-risk behavior. Specifically, the following research question is addressed: 

Research Question 2: For those officers who did receive an EI alert, what officer,  

supervisor, and EI characteristics predict the outcomes of the policy  

requirements for the EI interventions handled by supervisors? 

The third objective is to consider the officer, supervisor, and case factors that 

affect the likelihood of repeated EI alerts and interventions. This review was conducted to 

determine which predictors influence the risk of future EI alerts and interventions, even 

when no action is taken with that flagged officer.  

This research question has not been addressed in prior literature and is critical to 

determine which individual and EI case factors including policy requirements are most 

influential in addressing and preventing repeated EI alerts. This will also assist in 

improving the execution of these EI alerts and interventions by determining what factors 

are most impactful and which may demonstrate the need for agencies to review their EI 

policy, thresholds, or the EI review process conducted by supervisors. Specifically, the 

following research question is addressed: 

Research Question 3: What factors affect the likelihood of a subsequent EI  

alert? 

The fourth objective is to consider the length of impact of EI interventions on 

modifying at-risk behavior. Examining the timing between EI alerts and interventions is 

critical because an EI system is non-disciplinary and can identify at-risk officers but also 

officers struggling with mental health and wellness. It is also crucial to consider 

individual factors given that officers working different shifts, areas, units, assignments, 
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and those with different tenure may have varying levels of productivity. If EI 

interventions are tailored to officers, this may also impact officer behavior in different 

ways across officers and for varying lengths of time.  

In addition to lack of examination of the timing between EI alerts and 

interventions in prior literature, this research question is also asked to gain insight 

regarding the predictors of timing between repeated EI alerts and interventions. This 

provides detailed information on the supervisor’s review and execution process, and the 

effectiveness of preventing future EI alerts with officers that has not yet been gleaned. 

Such insight may lead to improvements on the EI alerts, thresholds, and how EI 

interventions are handled. Specifically, the following research question is addressed: 

Research Question 4: For those officers who received a subsequent EI alert, what  

factors influence the timing between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert?

These four objectives are important to consider in terms of the impact on officer 

performance and for agencies and their supervisors in determining how best to guide and 

mentor officers and handle EI interventions individually and systemically.  

Organization of Current Study 

Chapter Two reviews the literature on EI systems including the design and 

implementation, challenges, prior EI system studies, the likelihood and timing of repeated 

officer incidents, as well as an overview of first-line supervision to include the 

supervisor’s role, prior empirical research, and the relationship between these supervisors 

and their responsibilities with EI systems. Limitations of EI system literature are also 

discussed, and the chapter concludes with the rationale for the study of EI system 

effectiveness utilizing interventions. Chapter Three discusses the data and methodologies 
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used to examine the research objectives and the analytical approach. Chapter Four details 

the results of the analyses examining the nature and process of EI alerts and interventions 

for both officers not receiving and receiving EI alerts and interventions during this study. 

Chapter Five provides an overview of prior EI system scholarship and its gaps, key 

findings and limitations of this current study, opportunities for future research, and policy 

implications for this study’s key findings. This final chapter concludes with the 

importance and impact of this current study.   
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CHAPTER II 

Review of the Literature 

This chapter reviews the literature on Early Intervention (EI) systems or programs 

(hereafter referred to simply as EI systems) and is divided into nine sections. First, the 

chapter begins by discussing the design and implementation of EI systems, including 

their nature and purpose, foundation of EI concepts, and historical origin.  

The second section of this chapter discusses the challenges of EI systems, 

including the inconsistency of policy, messaging, and training of EI systems within police 

agencies, and the variation in EI system design and process across agencies. This 

variation in EI design and implementation is found among performance indicators, 

thresholds, interventions, post-intervention monitoring, and management of the review 

process.  

The third section reviews the limited prior research conducted on EI systems and 

their effectiveness, of which, the majority were case studies of individual police agencies. 

While there is variation in results, most studies have found EI systems have a positive 

effect on officer misconduct and accountability, though most are based solely on a 

reduction in the number of performance indicators (Bazley et al., 2009; Bobb et al., 2009; 

Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; James et al., 2020; Lersch 

et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 

2013). This section will discuss EI systems continually touted as a promising practice and 

outline the findings from these EI studies in terms of overall effectiveness, as well by 

category of performance indicator including complaints, uses of force, and all additional 

performance indicators. Furthermore, this section will review the few studies that used 
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more advanced statistical methods such as machine-based learning to examine EI systems 

to determine the most predictive performance indicators for potential at-risk behavior and 

future misconduct (Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Helsby et al., 2018).  

The fourth section of this chapter will discuss the importance of understanding the 

predictors that influence the likelihood and timing between repeated officer misconduct, 

and the limited research conducted examining the likelihood and timing between repeated 

complaints and use of force incidents. This prior research has demonstrated the 

significance of having a prior history of at-risk behavior and misconduct, and early onset 

of misconduct on the likelihood and timing of officer behaviors and repeated misconduct.    

The fifth section will provide an overview of first-line supervision, discussing 

their role in guiding and controlling officer behavior and the accountability mechanisms 

they are directly responsible for, including EI systems. This is key given how supervisors 

address officers and hold them accountable including through an EI system and EI 

interventions is key to officers’ development and can prevent future at-risk behavior 

(Gullion & King, 2020; Gullion, et al., 2021a, 2021b; Walker, 2007).   

The sixth section will then discuss the first-line supervisors’ role and 

responsibility in EI systems including the execution of EI alerts and interventions. The 

substantial impact of the supervisor’s role in holding officers accountable through the EI 

system will be highlighted. This is critical given that prior research has found first-line 

supervisors can have substantial impact on officer behavior (Ingram, 2013; Ingram & 

Lee, 2015; Ingram et al., 2014; Johnson 2008a, 2008b, 2011, 2015).  

The seventh section will discuss the limitations of prior studies conducted on EI 

systems and the importance of research on EI systems. Limitations include prior EI 
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studies’ lack of examination of EI interventions, and as result, the absence of 

consideration for whether EI interventions are effective, and if so, which types of EI 

interventions are most effective, and for how long. This examination provided insights of 

the EI review and intervention process by supervisors and the resulting impact on officer 

behavior.   

The eighth and final section will discuss the current study including the purpose 

and goal and also outlines the four research questions to be addressed as well as the 

reason and importance for these research questions being asked. 

Early Intervention Systems Design and Implementation 

Police accountability is critical for any agency and the communities they serve 

(U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019; Walker, 2007; Walker & Archbold, 2013). To this end, 

officer accountability may be achieved through agency policies, supervisors’ direction 

and guidance, the internal affairs process, CompStat, and an early intervention (EI) 

system or program, among others. An EI system is a supervisory management and 

accountability tool that identifies at-risk officers early and provides the opportunity to 

address problematic behavior prior to future adverse events occurring. Such adverse 

events may be harmful to officers, the agency, or the community. EI systems can review 

trends in officers, partnerships, units, geographic areas, and others, to identify areas that 

need to be addressed. Such improvements can be achieved through the supervision and 

accountability of individual officers, as well as agency-wide policy changes and training 

opportunities. Ultimately, an effective EI system can protect officer safety, health, and 

wellness as well as agency performance while building community trust and support. 

Thus, a properly implemented EI system is critical to understand trends in at-risk 
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behavior and provide agencies the opportunity to better mentor officers, modify their 

behavior and hold them accountable for their actions (Gullion & King, 2020). 

Nature and Purpose of Early Intervention Systems 

An EI system is a non-disciplinary, data-driven tool that tracks officer 

performance indicators and alerts an agency when a performance indicator or 

combination of performance indicators meets a certain threshold, such as a specific 

number of complaints or vehicle collisions in a certain time frame. The commanding 

supervisor will then review the incident(s) and perhaps the officer’s work history and 

may meet with the officer to determine the appropriate intervention, if any. Supervisors 

may document their meeting and the determined intervention depending on their policy 

requirements. Furthermore, follow-up may be conducted by these supervisors to ensure 

the officer completed the intervention, and if appropriate, post-intervention monitoring 

may occur. This may also include managers conducting periodic reviews of the EI system 

alerts handled by their supervisors which can offer valuable insight into which 

supervisors are providing appropriate oversight or mentorship to their subordinates 

(Walker et al., 2001). An EI system or program provides supervisors and managers the 

opportunity to address at-risk officer behavior in a positive and productive way (Bouche 

et al., 2016; Stephens, 2011). Ultimately, the design and implementation of an EI system 

contributes to its effectiveness. 

Supervisors identifying the specific at-risk behavior flagged by the EI system for 

that officer is the initial step in the process. The next step is to determine if there is a 

pattern of behavior, and thus, if an intervention is needed for that officer who was flagged 

by the EI system. Police agencies can consider whether the risk factors that triggered the 
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EI alert indicate a specific officer-related issue worth addressing by a supervisor, or a 

systemic issue to address in agency-wide policies or training, during recruiting and 

hiring, or with a general approach to supervision early in an officer’s career (Gullion et 

al., 2021a, 2021b). If these risk factors indicate a specific officer-related issue that 

requires addressing, supervisors must then determine the appropriate intervention for that 

officer. One of the criteria for an appropriate EI intervention is that it specifically 

addresses the risk factor, problematic behavior, or mental health and wellness issue under 

review. Perhaps more important, ensuring the intervention is tailored and appropriate to 

the officer for whom the EI alert was triggered is the key to modifying that officer’s at-

risk behavior (Macintyre et al., 2008; Walker, 2003, 2007; Walker et al., 2001). 

Furthermore, the effectiveness of an EI system may ultimately depend on the 

identification of the at-risk behavior and whether EI interventions are tailored to 

specifically address those triggered officers’ needs, and the execution of interventions, 

including follow-up by supervisors and oversight and accountability by managers.  

Foundation of Early Intervention Concepts 

While formal EI systems were established more than three decades ago “for 

reducing officer misconduct and enhancing accountability” (Walker et al., 2000), the 

concept of using performance indicators to monitor officer behavior was initially 

conducted informally across various agencies throughout the late 1970s (Milton et al., 

1977; Pate et al., 1976; Toch et al., 1975; Walker et al., 2000). This early review process 

began in reaction to the public concern over police use of deadly force, and many police 

agencies began reviewing incidents such as arrests, uses of force, complaints, discipline, 

sick days, and secondary employment to monitor trends in officer behavior. Ultimately, 
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this informal accountability process was not sustained, given it was inconsistent and often 

performed on an ad hoc basis or by trial-and-error (Walker et al., 2000).  

Some agencies such as the New York City Police Department required officers 

who entered information into the records to report any identified patterns of behavior to 

their supervisors (Milton et al., 1977). Other agencies such as the Oakland Police 

Department used computers to examine officer characteristics (e.g., age, education, 

tenure, etc.) to determine if there were any associations to their using force (Milton et al., 

1977). Other attempts at identifying problematic trends included the Kansas City Police 

Department linking officers and their supervisors based on the idea that supervisors may 

be condoning at-risk behavior (Milton et al., 1977). Experimental designs to address at-

risk behavior also included using peer group counseling to assist violent-prone officers in 

changing their behavior by acting as the organizational change agents themselves 

(Kerstetter, 1979). This approach was found to be successful in the Oakland Police 

Department (Toch et al., 1975), supporting Guyot’s (1977) argument that peer 

accountability can be a primary control mechanism for a police agency. Another 

experiment in the Kanas City Police Department using peer pressure and support had 

problematic officers discuss their citizen interactions in front of a panel of their peers in 

attempts to modify their at-risk behavior. This approach, however, was found to be 

unsuccessful (Pate et al., 1976).   

Historical Origin of Early Intervention Systems 

Regrettably, these initial ad hoc approaches to identify and address at-risk officers 

were fleeting. The earliest known, formalized and sustaining EI systems, previously 

known as early warning (EW) systems, were established in the late 1970s by the Miami 
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Police Department and in the early 1980s by the Miami-Dade Police Department (Walker 

et al., 2000; Shjarback, 2015). As the first police agency to establish an EI system, the 

Miami Police Department had good reason to do so. Between 1968 and 1980, after 

decades of steeping racial tensions, Miami experienced two major riots and thirteen 

“mini-riots,” all resulting from police interactions with black community members 

(Porter & Dunn, 1984).  

As a result, the Miami Police Department received numerous external complaints 

about officers’ behavior and subsequently, the command staff decided to analyze these 

concerns. In examining officers by assignment from 1976-1978, Miami’s command staff 

determined that five percent of the department’s officers had received 25 percent of the 

complaints (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Ross, 1979; Walker et al., 2000). While the average 

Miami officer was 32 years old with a tenure of eight years, officers with five or more 

complaints were on average 27.5 years old with a tenure of 4.2 years (Ross, 1979; Walker 

et al., 2000). Additionally, those officers with the most complaints were 

disproportionately assigned to midnight shift (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Ross, 1979; 

Walker et al., 2000), and officers with secondary employment produced a high number of 

citizen complaints (Ross, 1979; Walker et al., 2000). Finally, complaints alleging 

excessive force accounted for only nine percent of complaints against all officers. Yet 

officers with two to four complaints and five or more complaints accounted for 13 and 16 

percent, respectively, of complaints alleging excessive force (Ross, 1979; Walker et al., 

2000).  

These findings collected by the Miami Police Department showed patterns of 

officer characteristics, assignment, and complaint type that continue to exist in many 
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agencies today (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Brandl et al., 2001; Harris, 2014; Harris & 

Worden, 2014; Lersch & Mieczkowski, 2000; Terrill & Ingram, 2016). The original idea 

of an EI system was to create a model through which an officer’s behavior gets evaluated, 

strategies are developed to address a finding, programs for improvement are 

implemented, and the results are evaluated. Based on Miami’s results, the command staff 

advised that at-risk officers be addressed prior to more problematic behavior occurring, 

and recommended that interventions include increased supervision, counseling, and 

training. Consequently, the Miami Police Department developed an EI system to track 

performance indicators including complaints, uses of force, reprimands, and firearm 

discharges to identify at-risk officers (Walker et al., 2000).  

Relatedly, the Miami-Dade Police Department (formerly known as the Metro-

Dade Police Department, Dade County Public Safety Department, and the Dade County 

Sheriff's Office), which also serves Miami-Dade County, had similar challenges to the 

Miami Police Department in the 1970s with racial relations and continual riots. Logically, 

their development of an EI system closely followed that of the Miami Police Department. 

The major catalyst for Miami-Dade’s development of an EI system came about in May 

1980 after a three-day riot resulted when an all-white jury in Tampa acquitted four 

officers accused of beating a black insurance agent named Arthur McDuffie who died 

four days later (Brown, 2015; Lee & Vaughn, 2010; Porter & Dunn, 1984; Walker et al., 

2000). This verdict aggravated the underlying and increasing racial tensions in the Miami 

area based on a pattern of previous critical incidents, including the beating of an African 

American school teacher, Nathan LaFleur in 1979 (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 

1984; Walker et al., 2000). The Miami-Dade department (then Dade County Public 
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Safety) served a search warrant for drugs at the wrong house, and 48-year-old LaFleur 

was forcibly arrested and beaten, and his son who arrived during the incident was also 

arrested, and allegedly assaulted by police without cause. The State Attorney found no 

cause to prosecute, and the grand jury, while critical of the police’s negligence, decided 

criminal charges were not warranted (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1984).  

After the LaFleur case, two additional racially charged cases were said to 

contribute to the increasing racial tensions in Miami, prior to the McDuffie jury acquittal 

and subsequent riots. The first case was the sexual molestation of an 11-year-old black 

female by a Florida Highway Patrolman. The initial investigation determined it was not a 

highway patrolman, despite the victim’s identification of Trooper Willie Jones. Jones 

later plead guilty in exchange for no jail time, receiving three years’ probation with court 

required outpatient psychiatric treatment (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1984). The 

second case involved 21-year-old black male Randy Heath, who was shot in the back of 

the head while standing against a wall by an off-duty Hialeah, Florida officer. Though the 

State Attorney’s Office decided this was not criminal, they later presented the case to a 

grand jury who refused to indict the officer (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1984).  

As a result of these riots and prior racial tensions, the Dade County Commission 

enacted local legislation in January 1980 that required internal investigations conducted 

by the Miami-Dade Police Department to be made public (Walker et al., 2000). The 

Miami-Dade Police Department also instituted an employee profile system that formally 

tracked all complaints, uses of force, commendations, disciplinary actions, and 

dispositions of internal investigations. As a byproduct of this, the Miami-Dade Police 

Department established an EI system based on the idea that early identification of at-risk 
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behavior is not as easily recognized by officers or supervisors, as is a systematic data-

driven process. Furthermore, the EI system would distribute monthly, quarterly, and 

annual reports to supervisors and managers that identified officers with a pattern of 

problematic behavior. Then supervisors would discuss those reports with each individual 

officer and determine if further action including interventions (e.g., referrals to programs, 

psychological services, stress programs, specialized training, etc.) were appropriate.  

In considering the EI system’s impact, the Miami-Dade Police Department 

increased in officer strength 96 percent (from 1466 to 2,614 sworn officers) between 

1981 and 1992, while the complaints remained steady at about 300 per year. Furthermore, 

the department received 101 unauthorized force complaints in 1980, as compared to 16 in 

1992, a decrease of 85 percent. The EI system identified 150 employees in the first two 

reporting quarters of 1981, which decreased 70 percent from June 1981 to December 

1982, and subsequently, only 46 employees were identified in all of 1982. Department 

leadership argued that the EI system was effective, having significant impact on uses of 

force, complaints and personnel identified by the EI process, while acknowledging that 

other factors such as rank, seniority, job assignment, and geographic patrol areas, may 

have influenced these decreases (Charette, 1994; Walker et al., 2000). Captain Bernhard 

Charette’s review of the Miami-Dade Police Department’s EI system concluded, “the EI 

[system] is an innovative and proactive administrative tool that can be utilized to manage 

a serious issue…[and] a department's ability to monitor and control employee conduct 

with a formalized tracking system instills confidence in the employees, the organization, 

and the public it serves” (Charette, 1994, p. 58). 
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Early Intervention System Challenges  

Agencies such as Miami and Miami-Dade Police Departments, and others have 

had an EI system or program in place for quite some time. Yet given the complexity in EI 

system design and implementation, there are known challenges for police agencies in 

managing and handling these processes. These known challenges that have been noted by 

police experts and scholars alike include the lack of a clear and consistent EI policy, 

department-wide messaging, and training, and the variation in the design and 

implementation of the EI system process (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Bertoia, 2008; Bouche 

et al., 2016; Gibbs & Kendrick, 2011; Gullion & King, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 

2019; Walker, 2007; Walker et al., 2000; Walker & Archbold, 2013).  

Early Intervention System Policies and Training 

First, prior research has noted that the implementation of an EI system or program 

may be unsuccessful or at best challenging if police agencies lack a clear and consistent 

EI policy for their EI program (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Bertoia, 2008; Bouche et al., 

2016; Gibbs & Kendrick, 2011; Walker, 2007). Scholarship argues that if an EI policy is 

deficient in providing clear direction and expectations for supervisors including how to 

identify patterns and trends of at-risk behavior and determine appropriate interventions, 

then a supervisor’s review may not achieve the desired result (Alpert & Walker, 2000; 

Gullion & King, 2020). As such, researchers recommend police agencies ensure their 

policy appropriately outlines their EI system’s purpose and processes, data management 

and access, and clearly defines the roles and responsibilities for supervisors and managers 

(Gullion & King, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019; Walker, 2003).  
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Second, across EI system studies, researchers note that the absence of or 

inconsistent agency-wide messaging and training may limit the successful 

implementation of an EI program (Bertoia, 2008; Bouche et al., 2016; Gullion & King, 

2020; Walker & Archbold, 2013). To this end, scholars recommend that top-down 

communication of the EI system and program’s nature, purpose, and processes, including 

that it is a non-disciplinary supervisor and management accountability tool, is critical 

(Harris & Worden, 2014; Gullion & King, 2020; Walker 2003; Walker 2005; Walker & 

Archbold, 2013). Additionally, providing the proper in-service training regarding the EI 

policy and processes consisting of the EI system’s performance indicators, thresholds, 

alerts and interventions, and officers’ and supervisors’ expectations are essential (Bertoia, 

2008; Bouche et al., 2016; Gibbs & Kendrick, 2011; Walker 2007). Scholars have also 

stated it is equally critical for all personnel to understand the EI system’s limitations and 

the reasoning behind the agency’s decisions regarding the selection of performance 

indicators and thresholds (Alpert & Walker, 2000). 

Early Intervention Design and Process  

Another challenge beyond ensuring proper development, messaging, and training 

of EI policy and processes is the variation in design and implementation across EI 

systems. With the wide range of options available in EI design and implementation, it is 

unsurprising that there is significant variation among police departments with respect to 

chosen performance indicators, thresholds, interventions, follow-up with interventions, 

and post-intervention monitoring. This variation across EI systems challenges scholars’ 

attempts to determine whether EI systems are effective and/or successful. Such variations 

also present challenges with comparative or cross-agency EI systems research (Gullion & 
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King, 2020). A detailed discussion of how the performance indicators, thresholds, 

available interventions, and supervisor’s review requirements vary in both design and 

implementation is important to understand the challenges in assessing an EI system’s 

effectiveness.  

First, the types of performance indicators tracked in an EI system can vary by 

agency. While performance indicators can include a variety of police incidents or job 

performance measures, some examples include complaints, uses of force, traffic stops, 

vehicle pursuits, arrests, failure to appear in court, sick days, secondary employment, 

alcohol and drug use, or domestic violence issues, among others. A systematic review of 

early intervention systems for police outlined specific examples of performance 

indicators used by the Los Angeles, Seattle, and Phoenix Police Departments (Gullion & 

King, 2020). For instance, the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) includes 

performance indicators for complaints, uses of force, traffic collisions, pursuits, stops and 

arrests, and claims and lawsuits (LAPD, 2020). The Seattle Police Department (SPD) 

includes supervisor recommended inquiries, complaints, uses of force, vehicle collisions, 

and claims and lawsuits (SPD, 2021). The Phoenix Police Department (PPD) includes 

administrative inquiries (typically less serious complaints), integrity incidents, firearm 

discharges, Professional Standards Bureau (PSB) investigations (usually for more serious 

complaints), vehicle collisions, pursuits, and overall alerts for a combination of incidents 

(PPD, 2017). Some police agencies only include complaints and/or uses of force as 

performance indicators and fail to gain the full picture of officer performance (Walker et 

al., 2000, 2001). In addition to adverse events, progressive agencies should also include 

positive performance indicators such as awards, compliments, commendations, 
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performance evaluations, etc. to have a complete and balanced perspective of that 

officer’s work history (Gullion & King, 2020; Walker, 2003; Walker & Archbold, 2013). 

Second, EI thresholds, which are the basis for an EI system to trigger an alert for 

supervisory review, also vary. For example, SPD’s complaint threshold is four 

complaints occurring within a 12-month period or two Equal Employment Opportunity 

(EEO) complaints occurring within a 12-month period (SPD, 2021). However, PPD’s 

complaints threshold is three administrative inquires occurring within a rolling 12-month 

period and is two serious complaint (PSB) investigations occurring within a rolling 12-

month period (PPD, 2017). For the combination alerts, SPD established a threshold of 

any 10 performance indicators occurring within a six-month period, whereas PPD 

established any six performance indicators occurring within a 12-month period (PPD, 

2017; SPD, 2021). The straightforward count approach for EI thresholds is common for 

most agencies. Yet some agencies take a more statistical approach. For instance, LAPD 

assigns all sworn personnel to a peer group based on the type of work the employee 

performs (e.g., patrol, gang enforcement detail, vice, etc.) and/or type of frequency of 

public contacts. LAPD’s EI system then compares an officer’s recent performance 

activity (e.g., complaints, uses of force, traffic collisions, pursuits, stops and arrests, and 

claims and lawsuits), to that officer’s peer group performance threshold. If that officer's 

activity meets or exceeds his or her peer group performance thresholds, the EI will trigger 

an alert (LAPD, 2020). In the end, EI thresholds are determined by the police agency and 

may be based on several factors. These may include thresholds used by other police 

agencies of similar size and other relevant factors, the police agency’s own data and 

officers’ activities, or recommendations from internal or external police experts. 
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Third, a police agency’s EI interventions can vary. This includes the options 

available to supervisors when determining which intervention is appropriate for officers. 

In addition, this decision is typically discretionary and subjective in nature. For example, 

LAPD has intervention options that include no action, commendation, informal meeting, 

training, modified field duties, directed health and wellness referral, notice to correct, and 

complaint (LAPD, 2020). SPD has the intervention option of a mentoring plan, which 

identifies the following: specific performance issues to be addressed; methods and 

trainings that will be utilized to address the performance issues; time frames for 

completing assigned tasks or training; and chain of command responsibilities in ensuring 

performance issues are addressed and corrected by involved employee, to include bi-

weekly status reports (SPD, 2021). PPD includes intervention options such as no action 

needed, supervisor’s discretion and training-based or wellness-based interventions (PPD, 

2017). While discretion in the supervision, management, and oversight of officers is 

typical, if an agency has not properly trained supervisors and managers on how to handle 

these EI alerts and gained leadership buy-in for the EI system, these interventions may 

not achieve their intended purpose. This may result in supervisors continually choosing 

the intervention option of no action with their officers or arbitrarily choosing low-level 

interventions for EI alerts. This lack of commitment can also demonstrate to officers that 

there is no real weight behind the EI system or program, thereby removing any deterrence 

that the EI system may have provided (Gullion & King, 2020). 

Fourth, the review of interventions differs considerably across EI systems 

(Gullion & King, 2020; LAPD, 2020; PPD, 2017; SPD, 2021; Walker et al., 2000). Some 

police agencies require that managers regularly review interventions handled by 
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supervisors, while other agencies have no such managerial oversight (U.S. DOJ COPS 

Office, 2019). Some police agencies require supervisors to ensure the officer completed 

the required intervention (i.e., policy review, training, counseling, etc.) and may also 

require documentation of this follow-up (PPD, 2017; SPD, 2021), while some agencies 

do not ensure follow-up of completion of the intervention (LAPD, 2020). Certain police 

agencies require documentation of the intervention itself, including when (date/time) and 

where the meeting with the officer occurred, reason for the type of intervention selected, 

and outcome of the intervention including follow-up and/or post-intervention monitoring 

(LAPD, 2020; PPD, 2017; SPD, 2021).  

In fact, LAPD requires supervisors to document the intervention with the officer, 

providing a summary and analysis of each incident that occurred within the evaluation 

period, a comparison of the officer’s performance against similar officers with an 

explanation of any significant differences, justification for the disposition selected 

(including no action), and a summary of the discussion with the officer regarding the 

supervisor’s review and outcome (LAPD, 2020). SPD requires documenting the 

assessment conducted for an employee who has either reached the threshold criteria or 

who has been referred for a discretionary assessment, and if appropriate, a mentoring 

plan, with a review of the assessment report and the mentoring plan by the managers in 

the chain of command (SPD, 2021). PPD requires documentation of the date and time of 

the meeting with the officer, a statement that the alert was reviewed and handled with 

approval of the chain of command, and continual assessment of the officer’s performance 

(PPD, 2017).  
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As identified by Gullion and King (2020), some agencies also conduct an annual 

or biannual audit to evaluate how interventions were handled and whether they were 

successful. Furthermore, some police agencies will have their training unit, performance 

review committee, professional standards bureau, or other designated unit or division 

conduct regular reviews of EI alerts and interventions to determine if there are systemic 

issues worth addressing department-wide, such as with policies, training, recruitment and 

selection, promotional process, or other appropriate areas (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Kane, 

2007; Shjarback, 2015). According to the U.S. DOJ COPS Office (2019), an agency’s 

requirement for documentation of the review and oversight process for the EI alert and 

intervention can either be specific in its expectations, or more general, with the latter only 

requiring documentation or review without specificity of what should be included or how 

it should be conducted.  

Regardless of the variation across EI systems, the importance of having a 

comprehensive and quality EI program cannot be understated. In 2013, the Police 

Executive Research Forum (PERF) analyzed consent decree settlement agreements in 

several cities who were required to implement EI systems. Based on this analysis, PERF 

compiled the standard EI program components:  

• The system must be maintained and used by supervisors and managers. 

• An EIS should have policies and protocols for data collection, inputting of 

historical and current data, maintenance, retrieval, analysis, data security, and 

access. 

• Personnel establishing or using the system must receive proper training. 

• Threshold criteria for flagging risk patterns must be developed. 
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• Follow-up actions for supervisors using EIS data analysis must be specified.  

• Interventions by supervisors must be implemented in a timely manner. 

•  Implementation of interventions must be tracked. 

• Intervention progress must be reviewed by a supervisor (PERF, 2013, p. 16). 

With the noted variations in EI systems, police agencies would benefit from 

researchers examining their EI systems and processes, both individually and across 

multiple police agencies, to provide greater insight regarding effective intervention 

measures (Gullion & King, 2020). 

Prior Early Intervention System Studies 

Consistent with the earlier reviews by Commanders John S. Ross (1979) and 

Bernard Charette (1994) of the Miami and Miami-Dade Police Departments, national 

police experts and scholars alike continually conclude that a small percentage of officers 

are responsible for a disproportionate amount of problematic behavior and high-risk 

incidents (Alpert & Walker, 2000; Brandl et al., 2001; Christopher Commission, 1991; 

Goldstein, 1977; Harris, 2011, 2014; Kane & White, 2009; McCluskey & Terrill, 2005; 

McElvain & Kposowa, 2004, 2008; Terrill & Ingram, 2016; Walker, 2001; Walker et al., 

2000; White & Kane, 2013). Furthermore, early onset of officer misconduct or at-risk 

behavior increases the risk of a longer duration and higher frequency of problematic 

behavior (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b; 2014; Harris & 

Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009). While problematic behaviors are more likely to 

occur early in an officer’s career, more experienced officers have an increased risk of 

family issues, stress, or chronic illness, including substance abuse (Gibbs & Kendrick, 

2011; Harris, 2009; 2014; Lersch & Mieczkowski, 1996; Walker & Archbold, 2013). 
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Given both these high-risk groups, police agencies can identify and address these officers 

early with an effective EI system, and feasibly prevent future officer misconduct and 

problematic behaviors from taking place. 

Promising Practice 

Since the early design and implementation of the permanent EI systems in Miami 

and Miami-Dade Police Departments, EI systems have been recommended as a 

promising practice by the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), the U.S. 

Department of Justice (DOJ) and many policing experts (e.g., Bouche et al., 2016; 

Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies [CALEA], 2019; Gullion 

& King, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2009, 2019; Walker & Archbold, 2013; Walker et 

al., 2006). Moreover, the Special Litigation Section of the U.S. DOJ Civil Rights 

Division has opened 69 formal pattern-or-practice investigations and entered into 40 

reform agreements (federal court-enforced consent decrees and settlement agreements or 

memorandum of agreements) with various police agencies since 1994 to bring about 

necessary change. Within these Civil Rights Division’s policing reform agreements, EI 

systems have been a consistent requirement since the beginning (U.S.DOJ Civil Rights 

Division, 2017). These reform agreements “emphasize not only the creation of such 

systems, but also the requirement that police leadership and supervisors analyze the data 

gathered by these systems, address emerging patterns of police misconduct, and enhance 

individual officer accountability” (p. 31). In fact, more than 68 percent of police agencies 

with 100 or more officers had an EI system as of June 30, 2016 (U.S. DOJ Bureau of 

Justice Statistics LEMAS, 2020).  
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While policing experts recommend EI systems as a promising practice (Bouche et 

al., 2016; Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, 2019; Gullion & 

King, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2009, 2019; Walker & Archbold, 2013; Walker et 

al., 2006) and the majority of mid- to large-sized U.S. police agencies have implemented 

an EI system (U.S. DOJ Bureau of Justice Statistics LEMAS, 2020), there have only been 

a limited number of EI systems studies conducted (Bazley et al., 2009; Bobb et al., 2009; 

Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis 

et al., 2002; Helsby et al., 2018; James et al., 2020; Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 

2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). This paucity of 

scholarship may be partially due to the considerable variation in EI system design and 

implementation across police agencies. This includes an EI system’s performance 

indicators, thresholds, interventions, follow-up, and the oversight of the review process 

for these EI alerts and interventions, making comparisons across police agencies 

challenging for scholars (Gullion & King, 2020; Walker, 2007).  

Overall Effectiveness 

Of the limited number EI studies that have been conducted, most have produced 

positive findings, and the majority were case studies of individual agencies (Bazley et al., 

2009; Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; 

Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Helsby et al., 2018; James et al., 2020; Lersch et al., 

2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Worden et al., 2013). Only two multi-agency studies have 

been conducted and both found EI systems were effective in identifying at-risk officers 

and reducing officer misconduct for those officers receiving interventions (Shjarback, 

2015; Walker et al., 2001). While most studies have found that EI systems have a positive 
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effect on officer misconduct and accountability, these findings are primarily based on a 

reduction in performance indicators including complaints or uses of force (Bobb et al., 

2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Lersch et al., 2006; 

Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). This 

strengthens Walker’s (2007) idea that evaluating the impact of EI interventions on 

individual officers is easier than determining the effectiveness of EI systems on overall 

police agency performance. 

Effectiveness: Complaints  

For those studies that examined complaints as the performance indicator for 

measuring the effectiveness of EI systems, results indicated that complaints were reduced 

either due to the implementation of an EI system in a police agency, or after officers 

received an intervention (Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Macintyre et al., 

2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). One of the earliest of 

these studies and one of only two multi-agency studies examined the EI systems (then 

called early warning systems) from the police agencies of Miami-Dade County, 

Minneapolis, and New Orleans based on a February 1999 survey (Walker et al., 2001). 

These agencies were chosen because their EI system was in place for at least four years, 

they had differing EI system policies and practices and their histories and cultures 

regarding use of force and accountability differed. In the Miami-Dade and Minneapolis 

Police Departments, their EI systems would flag officers who met the threshold of two 

citizen complaints in a quarter. In the New Orleans Police Department, the EI system had 

no specific threshold, but had commanders review performance records and exercise 

discretion in selecting officers for intervention. Results of this study found a substantial 
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reduction in complaints across all three police agencies after an officer’s EI intervention. 

More specifically, for the Minneapolis and the New Orleans Police Departments, the 

average number of complaints for officers flagged by the EI system was reduced by 67 

and 62 percent, respectively, one year after the officers’ intervention. This study 

acknowledged the variation across these three police agencies and their EI systems 

performance indicators, thresholds, and handling of interventions (Walker et al., 2001). 

For those EI studies in individual agencies, a study of the Victoria State Police in 

Australia between 1997 and 2004 examined officers flagged by the EI system who met 

the threshold of two complaints in 12 months. This study found a 71.07 percent 

complaint reduction over two years after the EI intervention with the officer, which was 

remarkably consistent across officers’ work locations (Macintyre et al., 2008). Similarly, 

an EI study of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) between July 2003 

and May 2008 examined officers flagged by their EI system for a Performance Mentoring 

Program based on a Personnel Performance Index, which was any number of at-risk 

officer activities including complaints that met a certain threshold (kept confidential by 

the police agency). This study found a significant reduction in complaints, between 61 

and 100 percent depending on the type of complaint, for three years after the EI 

intervention with the officer (Bobb et al., 2009). An EI system evaluation in a large 

northeastern police agency in the U.S. between 1987 and 2001 examined officers who 

were selected to attend an Officer-Civilian Interaction (OCI) School as an intervention, 

based on several performance indicators including personnel and citizen complaints, 

among others. This study found overall reductions in personnel and citizen complaints, 

between 24 and 41 percent on average, over 11 years after attending this school. This 
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pattern was true for both the officers flagged by the EI system who took the OCI school 

as an intervention and the control group. This study also acknowledged this reduction in 

personnel and citizen complaints for both groups could be because officers were less 

proactive as they matured or they improved their de-escalation techniques and 

communication skills with experience and tenure (Worden et al., 2013). 

A later study was conducted in the New Zealand Police after implementation of 

their EI system in 2013 (Briody & Prenzler, 2020). This study occurred in part due to the 

2015-2016 New Zealand Police annual report that discussed a 53 percent increase in 

early interventions from 2013 to 2015 resulting in a 63 percent reduction in complaints 

for those officers In New Zealand, the EI system would flag officers who met the 

threshold of two citizen complaints in a year (New Zealand Police, 2016). This study 

examined internal and external (i.e., citizen) complaints from 2014 to 2017 and found an 

overall reduction of 72.5 percent for one year after those officers received an EI 

intervention. This study also noted that the number of combined internal and external 

complaints increased 21 percent, from an average of 2,095 between 2012 to 2014, to an 

average of 2,541 from 2014 to 2017 (New Zealand Police, 2016).  

The second study of the two multi-agency studies was conducted by Shjarback 

(2015), evaluating the effectiveness of EI systems using data from the 2003 and 2007 

Law Enforcement Management and Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) surveys. LEMAS 

surveys are administered every few years by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) to 

collect national data on local police agencies’ personnel, operations, and structure (U.S. 

DOJ, Office of Justice Programs, BJS, 2020). This study examined citizen complaints 

alleging use of force as reported to BJS across a sample of 94 local police agencies with 
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100 or more sworn officers who implemented an EI system between 2003 and 2007. 

Contrary to prior studies that found EI systems were effective based on a reduction of 

complaints after officers were flagged and/or received an intervention, this study did not 

find similar results. Although this study did find an eight percent reduction in the average 

rate of citizen complaints alleging use of force from 2003 to 2007 across all 94 agencies 

which were similar across time for the smaller, mid-sized, and larger agencies, the 

reduction was not statistically significant. This was also true even in the breakdown of 

agencies by size. This study further considered whether these agencies voluntarily 

implemented their EI system or were required to do so by a court-enforced consent 

decree. The results did not reveal a statistically significant reduction in the rates of citizen 

complaints of use of force in the four agencies federally required to implement an EI 

system. This study did acknowledge that organizational and cultural change can take time 

and that future LEMAS survey research may show further reduction in complaints or 

other performance indicators (Shjarback, 2015). 

Effectiveness: Uses of Force 

For those studies that examined use of force as the measure of an EI systems’ 

effectiveness, findings are mixed; some studies revealed positive results (Bobb et al., 

2009; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Walker et al., 2001), while other studies 

found negative effects including increases in use of force incidents and EI systems not 

identifying the appropriate at-risk officers (Bazley et al., 2009; Lersch et al., 2006; 

Worden et al., 2013). For those studies finding positive outcomes, Walker and colleagues 

(2001) also found a significant reduction in use of force incidents across the Miami-Dade 

and New Orleans police agencies. More specifically, for the Miami–Dade Police 
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Department, in the two years prior to their intervention, four percent of the officers 

flagged by the EI system had zero use-of-force reports. However, for the two years 

following their EI intervention, 50 percent of those officers had zero use-of-force reports. 

For the additional EI studies in individual agencies that found positive results 

measuring use of force, a five-year study of the Pittsburgh Police Bureau was conducted 

to evaluate the effectiveness of their EI system implemented due to a federal consent 

decree requirement (Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002). Use of force data was 

examined between 1997 and 2002 and again between 2002 and 2003. Rather than 

establishing a traditional EI threshold (i.e., a specific number of incidents within a certain 

time frame), the Pittsburgh Police Bureau compared officers’ performance activities to 

the peers within their command or unit and shift. Officers whose activities were one or 

more standard deviations from the average of their peers’ activities were flagged for EI 

intervention. Though Pittsburgh’s use of force data could not be reasonably compared 

pre- and post-EI system implementation due to changes in use of force reporting 

requirements, this study found that use of force incidents declined about 35 percent for 

one-year post-EI system implementation (Davis et al., 2005). 

Finally, the LASD study also examined use of force incidents in their evaluation 

of the EI system’s effectiveness, with the use of force threshold also remaining 

confidential (Bobb et al., 2009). This study found that officers who were flagged by the 

EI system and received an intervention were involved in significantly fewer uses of force 

and officer-involved shootings afterwards. More specifically, the reduction was 51 for 

use of force incidents and 86 percent for officer-involved shootings, for three years after 

the EI intervention with the officer (Bobb et al., 2009). 
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Some studies found negative outcomes in their examination of the effectiveness 

of EI systems, including an increase in at-risk behavior such as uses of force. The study 

in the large northeast U.S. police agency found the rates of use of force were slightly 

higher after officers received an EI intervention and training class, although the average 

rates of use of force were all consistently low (Worden et al., 2013). Regarding studies 

that concluded EI systems were not identifying the appropriate at-risk officers, one study 

examined use of force data during the year 2000 in an urban, southeastern police agency 

in the U.S. This agency flagged officers for an EI intervention if they met the threshold of 

four or more use of force incidents classified as “high” in a quarter.1 Results revealed that 

officers who used lower levels of force to handle higher levels of resistance were more 

likely to be identified by the EI system, while officers who used higher levels of force to 

handle lower levels of resistance were not identified by the EI system (Bazley et al., 

2009). An earlier EI study also conducted in this same agency found that officers with the 

highest use of force incidents were not flagged for intervention. Of 55 officers at the 90th 

percentile with respect to the proportion of high force used, there were 11 officers in the 

top category that used high force in nearly 75 percent of their opportunities, though they 

also had very few opportunities to engage in the use of force. Yet none of these 11 

officers were flagged for an EI intervention. Also, this study found that officers with less 

opportunity to use force were using force more often, and officers with more opportunity 

to use force were using force less often (Lersch et al., 2006). The question for future 

scholars to consider is whether the best measure of at-risk behavior in an EI system is 

                                                 
1 Use of force incidents classified by this police agency as “high” included the “use of punches/kicks; total 
appendage restraints; use of chemical agent; use of impact weapon; firearm pointed at a suspect; firearm 
fired at a suspect; and suspect bitten by a police canine” (Bazley et al., 2009, p. 112). 



41 
 

 

centered on frequency, type, weighted risk scores based on a combination of officer 

activities, comparisons of average rates with an officer’s peers, or some other 

measurement. 

Effectiveness: Additional Performance Indicators 

Beyond examining complaints and use of force, prior studies have also examined 

additional performance indicators for measuring the effectiveness of EI systems, 

including arrests, traffic stops, force-related lawsuits, and other incident reports (Bobb et 

al., 2009; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; James et al., 2020; Worden et al., 2013). 

The five-year EI study in the Pittsburgh Police Bureau found that arrests and traffic 

citations declined by 40 and 35 percent, respectively, during the years of the consent 

decree and implementation of the EI system. Explanations for these declines offered by 

officers included they were less proactive to avoid being flagged by the EI system, or the 

reforms increased accountability and review of their actions which had positive outcomes 

(Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002). The EI study in a large U.S. northeastern police 

agency found a decrease in officers’ arrests after they received an EI intervention and 

training, although in later training classes, arrest rates remained steady for those officers. 

Similar to the explanation for the reduction in complaints, this study acknowledged the 

consistency in arrests for later training classes could have been based on maturation and 

experience or improvement in their performance and skillset based on the EI intervention 

and training (Worden et. al., 2013).  

The LASD study also examined force-related lawsuits as a measure of EI system 

effectiveness. This study found a reduction from an average of 30 new force-related 

lawsuits each year prior to the study, to an average of 23 new force-related lawsuits for 
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the three-year period most recent to the study (Bobb et al., 2009). Another EI study 

conducted in a large municipal police department in the U.S. examined incident reports 

generated between 2015 and 2017. A random selection of 500 incident reports recorded 

by officers flagged by the EI system and 500 incident reports recorded by officers not 

flagged by the EI system were included. All these incident reports were then blindly 

scored (i.e., the researcher was not aware of which group the incident reports belonged 

to) using interval-level performance metrics for categories including use of force, tactical 

social interaction, and crisis intervention. Scores were compared between the two groups 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the EI system at identifying poorer performing officers. 

Of these 1000 reports, 667 had sufficient information to score, as 333 incident reports 

were either were not completed by the on-scene officer or did not feature a police-citizen 

interaction (James et al., 2020).  

The overall score across all 667 incident reports was 80.46 percent, with each 

group of 354 incident reports completed by 156 officers flagged and 313 incident reports 

from 220 officers not flagged by the EI system with a score of 80.63 and 80.27 percent, 

respectively. Thus, there was no significant difference between EI system-flagged and 

non-EI system–flagged officers. Furthermore, this study found no correlation between the 

number of times the EI system flagged an officer and their performance scores over time, 

suggesting that there was no observable modified behavior change resulting from the EI 

system. However, when comparing EI-flagged and non-EI-flagged officers engaging in 

certain behaviors such as de-escalation, use of force, and communication skills, these 

groups differed significantly in using reasonable force. That is, EI-flagged officers used 

reasonable force in 17.5 percent of their police-citizen interactions as opposed to non-EI-
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flagged officers who used reasonable force in 11.7 percent of their interactions with 

citizens. While this study also found that EI-flagged officers were more likely to use 

force than non-EI-flagged officers, the use of that force was appropriate and within 

policy. These authors suggest that agencies EI system use of force thresholds must 

account for the context in which the force was used, reflecting officer behavior rather 

than simply outcomes, as well as considering proactive officers working in high-crime 

areas and busier shifts (James et al., 2020). 

Advanced Statistical Methods 

In addition to examining specific performance indicators for determining the 

effectiveness of EI systems, limited research has been conducted to investigate which EI 

system performance indicators best predicted at-risk officers and future misconduct 

(Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Helsby et al., 2018). Additional EI studies have 

used advanced statistical methods such as machine-learning algorithms to explore which 

performance indicators best identified at-risk officers for intervention. One study of the 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) in North Carolina examined various 

types of performance records (e.g., training, internal affairs, traffic stops, field interviews, 

complaints, arrests, citations, secondary employment, etc.) as early as 2001 up to 2009 

through 2015 to examine EI system effectiveness. Several machine learning models were 
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tested including extra trees2, random forest3, and AdaBoost4 to improve CMPD’s existing 

EI system and predict which officers were likely to have a future adverse event. Findings 

demonstrated that all three machine-learning algorithms yielded better results than 

logistic regression and significantly outperformed CMPD’s existing EI system. 

Furthermore, the extra trees model was the highest predictive performing model among 

these three. This study compared the performances of the CMPD’s existing EI system 

thresholds and the data-driven machine learning extra trees model between April 2014 

and April 2015 to examine the outcomes for true positives (high-risk officers), true 

negatives (low-risk officers), false positives (officers incorrectly flagged by the EI 

system), and false negatives (officers who should have been flagged by the EI system but 

were not). The extra trees model was able to correctly identify 76 percent more high-risk 

officers (true positives), while flagging 22 percent fewer low-risk officers (false 

positives) compared with CMPD’s existing EI system (Carton et al., 2016; Helsby et al., 

2018).  

Finally, using the best performing extra trees model to find the most predictive 

indicators for officers engaging in future adverse events, this CMPD study found that 

                                                 
2 Extra trees (Extremely Randomized Trees) predictive modeling is an ensemble of decision or regression 
trees learned from bootstrapped data, but unlike random forest, it uses the whole original sample to grow 
the trees, and the algorithm splits nodes by choosing cut points at random (Guerts et al., 2006; Helsby et al., 
2018). In this study, the model includes 10,000 trees to reduce variance in which officers are flagged 
(Helsby et al., 2018). 
3 Random forest predictive modeling is similar to extra trees, with the main two differences being random 
forest uses bootstrap replica or it subsamples the input data with replacement, and for the selection of cut 
points, random forest chooses the optimum split rather than simply choosing it randomly (Hastie et al., 
2009; Helsby et al., 2018). 
4 AdaBoost (Adaptive Boost) predictive modeling is an ensemble learning method that uses an iterative 
approach by combining multiple models (weak learners) to reach the final output (strong learners). In 
essence, it builds a model and gives equal weights to all data points, and then assigns higher weights to 
points that are wrongly classified, and then those higher weights are given more importance in the next 
model. It will keep reiterating until all the data points are correctly classified or the maximum iteration 
level is reached (Hastie et al., 2009; Helsby et al., 2018). 
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officers with a prior history of adverse events and misconduct investigations, sustained 

and not sustained, were the most predictive performance indicators of future adverse 

events. In addition, officers conducting field interviews where the citizen had a weapon 

was associated with future adverse events, as were traffic stops for safety or moving 

violations, those resulting in a verbal warning, and traffic stops in general, though the 

direction of the association was unknown. This study concluded these findings support 

the idea that a small proportion of officers are at-risk for future adverse events based on 

officer behavioral characteristics, and that an EI system with the proper controls may be 

able to flag such officers for interventions (Carton et al., 2016; Helsby et al., 2018).  

Another study in Australia across 13 years also utilized machine-based learning 

analysis, specifically random forest, to predict future officer misconduct. Officer 

demographics and complaint histories were examined from the misconduct database of 

the New South Wales Police Force (NSWPF) between January 2003 and October 2016. 

This study randomly selected 600 officers who had received sustained complaints of 

serious misconduct requiring consideration of dismissal or criminal charges and this 

sample was matched with a comparison sample of 600 officers randomly selected from 

their academy class. First, utilizing the random forest model, this study found that 

officers with prior serious misconduct strongly predicted future misconduct. Next, 

examining officer demographics, results demonstrated that officers from the serious 

misconduct group were an average of 37.2 years old with 12.6 years of service prior to 

serious misconduct. Moreover, 50.2 percent of these officers had been pursued for 

dismissal, and 72.1 percent had received remedial action for prior misconduct. Yet, after 

consideration for serious misconduct, 46 percent of officers were still employed. Findings 
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also included that 44.3 percent of the officers with prior serious misconduct had 

secondary employment, which strongly predicted future misconduct. Furthermore, those 

complaint types with the strongest interaction with serious misconduct involved issues 

with an investigation and improper use of force. Finally, non-sustained complaints were 

examined for the frequency of complaints received by officers. Results showed that while 

officers having three non-sustained complaints or fewer did not particularly increase the 

likelihood of serious misconduct, after four non-sustained complaints, the likelihood of 

serious misconduct for these officers rapidly increased, until reaching 12 non-sustained 

complaints, and then this effect weakened. This study concluded that police agencies 

must ensure ongoing oversight of officers throughout their career, and not only in the 

earlier years, and specifically for those with secondary employment (Cubitt et al., 2020). 

Likelihood and Timing of Repeated Officer Incidents 

As a non-disciplinary tool, EI systems provide the opportunity to address and 

prevent future at-risk officer behavior and misconduct, rather than waiting for the 

completion of an IA investigation and subsequent disciplinary action. Enhanced 

supervision, mentoring, or other interventions may be an earlier and more effective 

deterrent, especially given that research finds officers with multiple complaints annually 

were more likely to be terminated for misconduct (Kane & White, 2009) and officers 

with more excessive force complaints have an increased risk of using higher levels of 

force (McCluskey & Terrill, 2005). Understanding the likelihood and temporal patterns 

in repeated at-risk officer behavior can assist police agencies in defining appropriate EI 

system thresholds for flagging at-risk officers and providing timely, appropriate, and 

tailored interventions for officers with recurring EI interventions. Awareness of these risk 
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factors can also inform supervisors how to best handle EI interventions with officers, 

what intervention action is appropriate based on the pattern of at-risk behavior, or how 

supervisors can appropriately mentor and provide guidance to these at-risk officers to 

correct their behavior and prevent future officer misconduct.  

When exploring the predictors of police incidents such as complaints, use of 

force, and others, prior research has focused on the likelihood of such predictors rather 

than the timing between repeated police incidents. Examining the likelihood and timing 

between at-risk officer behavior is also important given that national police experts and 

scholars alike have found that a small percentage of officers are responsible for a 

disproportionate amount of problematic behavior and high-risk incidents (Brandl & 

Stroshine, 2013; Christopher Commission, 1991; Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 

2011, 2014; McElvain & Kposowa, 2004, 2008; Terrill & Ingram, 2016; Walker, 2001; 

Walker et al., 2000; White & Kane, 2013). Furthermore, early onset of officer 

misconduct increases the risk of a longer duration and higher frequency of problematic 

behavior (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2014; Harris & 

Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009).  

The small percentage of officers being responsible for a disproportionate amount 

of problematic behavior and high-risk incidents within a given police agency has been 

consistently examined with complaints and use of force incidents. Specific to complaints, 

Terrill and Ingram’s (2016) study across eight U.S. police agencies reported that while 

63% of patrol officers did not receive any complaint allegations, 37% of the patrol 

officers were responsible for all complaint allegations. Harris’ (2011) study in a large 

northeastern U.S. police agency, found that “the top 10% of officers with complaints 
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account for about two fifths of all complaints” (p. 207). Similarly, studies have found a 

high concentration of use of force incidents among a small group of officers (Adams, 

1999; Brandl & Stroshine, 2013; McElvain & Kposowa, 2004). Brandl and Stroshine 

(2013) found that 71% of a police agency’s officers were not involved in any uses of 

force, and the “high-rate” officers involved in three or more uses of force represented 

only 6% of all officers. Yet these “high-rate” officers accounted for 32% of the total use 

of force incidents (Brandl & Stroshine, 2013). McElvain and Kposowa (2004) found that 

over 76% of an agency’s officers had not been investigated for using force, with the 

remaining officers being the subject of all use of force investigations over five years.  

Few studies have examined the likelihood of repeated uses of force. McElvain 

and Kposowa (2008) found that officers who had a prior history of officer-involved 

shootings were more than twice as likely to be involved in future shootings than those 

without a prior shooting history. Brandl and Stroshine (2013) found that those “high-rate” 

officers with three or more uses of force were significantly younger, male, assigned to 

high crime areas and night/overnight shifts, involved in more prior use of force incidents, 

had more officers on-scene with them, and made more arrests. In addition, Gullion and 

colleagues (2021) found that the risk of a subsequent use of force was reduced when 

officer’s initial use of force occurred in neighborhoods with higher minority composition 

and the time to a subsequent use of force increased when their initial use of force resulted 

in citizen injury. For officers with a subsequent use of force, more than half had their next 

use of force within three months of their initial use of force, and 93% did so within a year 

of their initial use of force. 
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Limited research has explored the timing and duration between repeated officer 

misconduct, finding some notable patterns. First, the few studies that have examined the 

timing between complaints have found that officers receive more complaints in the first 

three years of their career and are at greater the risk for continued misconduct complaints 

dependent upon the proximity of the first complaint to start of career (Harris, 2009, 

2010a, 2014; Harris & Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009). For both internal and citizen 

complaints, officers who had earlier onset received a larger number of internal or citizen 

complaints respectively, on average, over time than officers with later onset (Harris, 

2009; 2010b). In addition, officers with one or more complaints per year were three times 

more likely to be terminated for misconduct (Kane & White, 2009), and officers who 

received severe discipline for sustained complaints were more likely to receive an 

additional sustained complaint, compared to non-disciplined officers (Harris & Worden, 

2014). Given this association between receiving severe discipline for sustained 

complaints and receiving an additional sustained complaint, this brings to light the 

importance of examining the effect on the likelihood and timing between officer incidents 

and misconduct (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2014; Harris & Worden, 2014). In 

addition, providing closer supervision and mentoring and implementing other supervision 

and accountability tools such as EI systems, could address and prevent future misconduct 

(Harris, 2010a, 2010b). 

These findings provide critical insights into the onset and timing of repeated 

officer incidents and misconduct and the importance of identifying and addressing at-risk 

officers. In terms of identification, having insight of the risk factors that affect the timing 

and duration of officer misconduct can help inform EI system thresholds which produce 
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EI alerts for supervisory review. In terms of addressing at-risk officers, awareness of 

these risk factors for the timing and duration of repeated behavior and officer misconduct 

can inform supervisors how to best handle EI interventions with officers, what 

intervention action is appropriate based on the pattern of at-risk behavior, or how 

supervisors can appropriately mentor and provide guidance to these at-risk officers and 

prevent future officer misconduct. While there is little empirical research examining risk 

factors related to the timing and duration of repeated officer misconduct, prior research 

has not yet examined the timing or duration between reoccurring EI alerts and 

interventions. This study hopes to contribute to this gap in policing literature.  

First-Line Supervision 

First-line supervisors play a vital role in “directing and controlling the behavior of 

officers in police-citizen interactions” (Walker, 2007, p. 12). The role and responsibility 

of first-line supervisors (e.g., sergeants) is to guide and mentor subordinate officers and 

provide ongoing field supervision to observe police-community interactions and officers’ 

decisions during on-scene incidents. Beyond field supervision, first-line supervisors are 

the essential thread of oversight in all other accountability tools, from reviewing incident 

reports, completing performance evaluations, and handling EI system interventions with 

officers (Walker, 2003; 2007). Furthermore, how supervisors address officers who 

receive complaints or are involved in critical incidents and hold them accountable 

including through an EI system and EI interventions is key to officers’ development and 

can prevent future at-risk behavior (Gullion & King, 2020; Gullion, et al., 2021a, 2021b; 

Walker, 2007).   
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Police supervision and accountability are recommended as a top priority for 

police agencies (Archbold, 2021; President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015; 

U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019). The interrelated goals of police supervision and 

accountability directly tie into the crucial role first-line supervisors play in the EI 

intervention process. While policies and training are good initial steps for preparing an 

officer for the field, supervision and accountability tools such as EI systems and EI 

interventions are crucial to ensuring officers are making appropriate decisions and 

correcting their behavior when needed. Furthermore, providing closer supervision and 

mentoring early in an officers’ career and implementing accountability tools such as EI 

systems, can properly direct officer behavior and prevent future misconduct (Gullion et 

al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2010a, 2010b).   

Supervisor’s Role and Responsibilities in Early Intervention Systems 

First-line supervisors play a significant role in the effectiveness of EI systems, 

given their responsibility for reviewing EI alerts and determining interventions for 

subordinate officers, often with a wide amount of discretion. This deserves special 

emphasis given research has found that first-line supervisors can have considerable 

influence on officer behavior (e.g., DeJong et al., 2001; Engel, 2000; Engel & Worden, 

2003; Ingram, 2013; Ingram & Lee, 2015; Ingram et al., 2014; Johnson 2008a, 2008b, 

2011, 2015). And when supervisory impact fails, this is associated with an increase in 

critical incidents and officer misconduct (Ivkovlc & Shelley, 2007; Lee et al., 2013; Lee 

& Vaughn, 2010; Lim & Sloan, 2016; Prenzler, 2009; Schafer & Martinelli, 2008). Thus, 

the execution of the EI process by supervisors is critical to modifying officer behavior. 
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First in this EI execution process, supervisors are responsible for reviewing EI 

alerts to identify potential patterns of problematic or at-risk behavior. Supervisors’ 

relationships with subordinate officers and their knowledge of officers’ behavior may 

come into play when reviewing these incidents triggered by the EI system and when 

making decisions regarding EI interventions. For example, prior knowledge and 

experience have been found to impact the development of trust between officers and 

supervisors related to decision-making in critical incidents, often based on assumed trust 

developed from prior positive or negative experiences (Wheatcroft et al., 2012). 

Relatedly, if a supervisor is relying on trust and prior positive or negative experiences 

with officers during their review of these EI alerts and officer behaviors including critical 

incidents, this may influence whether these EI interventions result in any formal actions. 

 Second, supervisors often meet with officers to discuss the EI alert and 

intervention, regardless of the intervention outcome. Supervisors’ leadership traits and 

communication methods likely have significant impact on how these EI intervention 

meetings are conducted, and more importantly, how they are received by officers. Prior 

research shows supervisors’ leadership traits and communication methods directly affect 

an officer’s understanding of decisions, compliance with policies, and prevention of 

future misconduct (e.g., Johnson, 2008a; Peacock et al., 2021; Schafer, 2010a, 2010b; 

Van Craen & Skogan, 2017).  In addition, studies examining the relationships between 

first-line supervisors and their subordinates have found the quality and substance of these 

relationships has a significant impact on officer attitudes and behaviors (Davis & Mateu-

Gelabert, 1999; Ingram & Lee, 2015; Nix & Wolfe, 2016; Terrill, 2001; Wolfe & 

Piquero, 2011; Wolfe et al., 2018). Thus, supervisors’ relationships with officers may 



53 
 

 

have substantial influence on how officers receive these EI intervention meetings and 

their outcomes. 

Third, differences in supervisory styles may result in a variation of approaches to 

the EI intervention process, including the review of EI alerts and how interventions are 

executed. For instance, prior research demonstrates that supervisory styles significantly 

influence officer behavior (Engel, 2000, 2002, 2003), as well as perceptions of agency 

policies which may also be predictive of officer behaviors (e.g., Dhont et al., 2010; Kop 

& Euwema, 2001). This suggests that not only does the variation in supervisory styles 

likely affect the EI intervention process but may also impact officer behavior after the 

intervention.   

Finally, supervisors have a key role in determining which EI interventions are 

most fitting for officers. Scholars have continued to suggest that the types of 

interventions be examined in future research, and that interventions should be tailored to 

individual officer behavior patterns and trends (e.g., Gullion et al., 2021b; Macintyre et 

al, 2008; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2019). For instance, Macintyre and colleagues (2008) 

propose that “more refined research might also reveal that some types of interventions 

(e.g., anger management training) are more effective than others (such as a simple 

meeting with a supervisor to alert the member to his problem areas)” (pp. 249-250). 

Ultimately, the responsibility for reviewing EI alerts and determining appropriate and 

tailored interventions or lack thereof for officers identified by the EI system falls onto 

their first-line supervisors.  
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Limitations of Prior Early Intervention Systems Research 

Although prior EI studies offer several insights regarding the effectiveness of EI 

systems, there are some limitations to consider, especially regarding the EI review and 

intervention process as this study addressed. First, prior research has not yet studied the 

effects of the EI interventions handled by supervisors and their impact on officer 

performance. Examining how first-line supervisors handle the EI interventions and 

whether the resulting outcome modifies officer behavior (i.e., reducing or preventing 

repeated EI alerts and interventions) is critical in assessing an EI systems’ effectiveness. 

It is also important to include those EI alerts reviewed by supervisors where it was 

determined that no action was needed. Often supervisors will meet with those officers to 

discuss the incident(s) that triggered the EI alert, and then determine that no action is 

necessary. Given this is still a type of intervention for officers flagged by the EI system, 

this must also be included as part of the EI intervention assessment for whether officer 

behavior was modified.    

Second, EI system studies have also yet to examine the likelihood of and timing 

between EI alerts and interventions handled by supervisors to address at-risk officer 

behavior. While most studies’ findings are consistent regarding male, young, and 

experienced officers being at a higher risk for the frequency and duration of receiving 

complaints and being involved in use of force incidents, examining the risk factors 

related to the likelihood of and timing between EI alerts and interventions may offer more 

insight into officers at-risk for repeated EI interventions. This is especially true given that 

EI alerts are triggered by officer behaviors and incidents beyond complaints and use of 

force incidents. This current study builds upon this limited research and fills a critical gap 
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in our collective by examining the factors that affect the likelihood and timing between 

an officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert and intervention during the sampling period. 

Chapter Summary 

EI systems, while prevalent in police agencies across the U.S., has been the focus 

of limited research over the past four decades. Yet EI systems have been supported by 

policing experts and researchers as a promising practice for identifying at-risk officers, 

addressing, and preventing misconduct, and holding officers and agencies accountable. 

Of the limited prior studies conducted, most have found positive results for the 

effectiveness of EI systems, measuring a reduction in complaints, uses of force, and other 

performance indicators, after an officer is flagged by the EI system or received an 

intervention (Bazley et al., 2009; Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 

2005; Davis et al., 2002; James et al., 2020; Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; 

Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). Additionally, EI studies have 

found that advanced statistical methods including extra trees and random forest models 

were better at identifying at-risk officers than traditional EI systems. Moreover, officers 

with a prior history of adverse events and misconduct investigations such as prior serious 

misconduct and secondary employment were the most predictive performance indicators 

of future adverse events (Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Helsby et al., 2018).  

Limited research has also explored the likelihood and timing of officer 

misconduct utilizing complaints and use of force incidents and found that early onset of 

officer misconduct increases the risk of a longer duration and higher frequency of 

problematic behavior (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2014; 

Harris & Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009). Officers received more complaints if they 
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were male, young, and inexperienced (Harris, 2009, Harris & Worden, 2014; Walker & 

Archbold, 2013), and officers with three or more uses of force were significantly 

younger, male, assigned to high crime areas and night/overnight shifts, and involved in 

more prior use of force incidents (Brandl & Stroshine, 2013). Related to repeated at-risk 

behavior, officers with one or more complaints per year were three times more likely to 

be terminated for misconduct (Kane & White, 2009), and officers with a prior history of 

officer-involved shootings were more than twice as likely to be involved in future 

shootings (McElvain & Kposowa, 2008).  

The extant EI scholarship has yet to examine the EI system interventions and their 

impact on officer behavior including whether interventions are effective, and if so, for 

how long. Specifically, understanding the nature of EI interventions, and the predictors 

that influence the likelihood of and timing between repeated EI interventions. Examining 

EI interventions would provide further insight into the review and accountability process 

of EI alerts and interventions and whether this modifies at-risk officer behavior.  

Current Study 

The purpose of the current study is to explore the nature and process of EI alerts 

and interventions handled by supervisors as discussed in this chapter. The goal is to gain 

insight from police agency personnel on their review and decision-making processes for 

EI alerts and interventions and the impact on officer behavior. Specifically, this study 

explores the nature and process of EI alerts and interventions in a progressive way from 

those officers not receiving EI alerts and interventions, to those officers receiving EI 

alerts and interventions, and the predictors of these EI alerts. To accomplish this, four 

research questions are addressed.  



57 
 

 

First, a descriptive comparison of those officers who have not received any EI 

alerts during this sampling period to those officers who received at least one EI alert 

during this time frame is conducted to identify notable differences in individual and EI 

process and outcome factors. Specifically, the following research question is addressed: 

Research Question 1: What characteristics distinguish officers who received zero  

EI alerts during the study period from those officers who did receive EI alerts? 

Second, this study then progresses to those officers who have received EI alerts 

and initially explores the outcomes of those supervisor response memos for the EI 

interventions conducted. The aim is to explore the individual and EI characteristics that 

may influence the outcomes of those EI interventions handled by supervisors. 

Specifically, the following research question is addressed:  

Research Question 2: For those officers who did receive an EI alert, what officer,  

supervisor, and EI characteristics predict the outcomes of the policy  

requirements for the EI interventions handled by supervisors? 

Third, this study examines the process of handling EI alerts and interventions and 

the factors that affect the likelihood and timing between initial and subsequent EI alerts 

during the sampling period. The goal is to determine whether and to what extent the 

process of how supervisors handle these EI alerts and interventions is having the desired 

impact of modifying officer behavior, explored through the reoccurrence and timing of 

future EI alerts. Accordingly, the following research questions are addressed:  

Research Question 3: What factors affect the likelihood of a subsequent EI  

alert? 

Research Question 4: For those officers who received a subsequent EI alert, what  
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factors influence the timing between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert? 

The following chapter discusses how the above four research questions were 

carried out in greater detail. 
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CHAPTER III 

Data and Methods 

 
Police leadership, experts and scholars have recommended early intervention (EI) 

systems as a promising practice since the 1970s (e.g., CALEA, 2019; Gibbs & Kendrick, 

2011; Gullion & King, 2020; U.S. DOJ COPS Office, 2009, 2019; Walker & Archbold, 

2013; Walker et al., 2006). Furthermore, the prevalence of EI systems is substantial, 

given approximately 68 percent of U.S. police agencies with 100 or more officers had an 

EI system as of June 30, 2016 (U.S. DOJ Bureau of Justice Statistics LEMAS, 2020). 

Yet, there is currently a lack of research in this area. Prior EI system studies are limited in 

both number and scope (Bazley et al., 2009; Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; 

Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Helsby et 

al., 2018; James et al., 2020; Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; 

Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013) and none have yet examined EI interventions. 

This current study fills this critical gap in prior research by progressively 

examining the nature, process, and outcomes of the EI interventions handled by first-line 

supervisors as well as the resulting impact on officer behavior based on repeated EI 

interventions. This study contributes to prior research by using a longitudinal EI 

intervention data set from a large metropolitan police agency in the southwestern U.S. 

with the goal of providing evidence-based guidance for police leadership to use when 

making supervision and accountability decisions. This includes holding officers 

accountable, providing proper mentoring and guidance, and establishing appropriate EI 

system thresholds and a process for handling interventions. 
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The data used for this study come from the EI system’s interventions that were 

handled by first-line supervisors from 2014-2020 as provided by a large, metropolitan 

police agency in the southwestern United States. The research study site allows for 

insight into the processes of EI system’s interventions as handled by supervisors and the 

impact on officer behavior based on EI system data including repeated EI alerts, 

interventions, and supervisor’s response memos for addressing these outcomes with 

officers. This study uses data from this research study site and a methodology that is 

designed to allow for an adequate examination of the nature and process of EI alerts and 

interventions in a progressive way from those officers not receiving EI alerts and 

interventions, to those officers receiving EI alerts and interventions, and the predictors of 

these EI interventions. This includes examining the EI process outcomes and the factors 

that affect the likelihood and timing between an officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert. 

The remainder of this chapter describes the data and methodology proposed to 

address this study’s goal of examining the nature and process of EI alerts and 

interventions through its proposed research questions. Specifically, this chapter discusses 

the research study site, the police agency’s EI system policy and intervention process, 

data collection, confidentiality protections, sample, measures and variables, and the 

analytic strategy. 

  Research Study Site 

This section provides a description of the research study site for this current study, 

including the city, police agency, and organizational structure characteristics of this large, 

metropolitan police agency. EI system’s alerts and interventions are based on officers’ 

meeting or exceeding agency-defined thresholds related to officer activities, and those 
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officers’ first-line supervisors are handling those EI interventions, including determining 

the necessary outcomes. Thus, the characteristics of the city and the communities they 

serve, the police agency, and its organizational structure offer context for these EI system 

interventions, and the supervisors involved in handling these EI interventions to hold 

these officers accountable and prevent future at-risk behavior.  

City Characteristics 

This large metropolitan U.S. police agency serves a mid-sized city with a 

population of approximately 400,000 people, and roughly over 2,000 Uniform Crime 

Report (UCR) Part I violent crimes, and 10,000 property crimes, for a total of more than 

12,000 Part I violent and property crimes in 2020. Therefore, in 2020 there were about 30 

Part I violent and property crimes per 1,000 residents. From 2016 to 2020, there was a 

total of between 12,000 and 15,000 violent and property crimes annually (Federal Bureau 

of Investigation, Crime Data Explorer, 2020). When comparing these crime statistics to 

those cities of similar size, this mid-sized city sits between cities with both higher and 

lower crime per 1,000 residents. Additionally, roughly 55 percent of the city’s population 

is non-white, 6 percent have female headed households, 15 percent are below poverty, 

and 5 percent are unemployed (United States Census Bureau, 2020). 

Police Agency Characteristics and Organizational Structure 

This police agency has approximately 700 sworn personnel and 200 civilian staff 

members, making the number of sworn officers per 1,000 residents approximately 1.75. 

In 2020, this police agency responded to roughly 100,000 total calls for service, which is 

nearly 150 calls for service per officer, and made approximately 10,000 total arrests, 

which is almost 15 arrests per officer (Police Agency Annual Report, 2020).  
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Using a geographic policing model (i.e., officers and supervisors are assigned to 

and responsible for their own geographic areas and building relationships with the 

community), this police agency is organizationally structured into four patrol districts, 

which are further divided into sectors and beats. Officers and supervisors assigned to 

these geographic areas generally work one of four shifts: day, afternoon, night, and 

overnight. In addition, there is a supervisor assigned to each beat within the sectors, and 

to each of the four shifts for every patrol district. Thus, officers have noted stability in 

reporting directly to those supervisors within each beat, being assigned for anywhere 

between one and three years on average. This stability in supervisors assigned to beats 

and shifts also supports a geographic policing model. 

Police Agency EIP Policy and Intervention Process 

The study agency has had their EI system in place for more than 10 years, 

developed, implemented, and managed by their Internal Affairs (IA) Unit with a policy 

that outlines the purpose and process of the EI system and its interventions, including the 

roles and responsibilities of the supervisors and managers. The EI system tracks 

performance indicators including chargeable vehicle accidents, complaints (alleged racial 

profiling, formal, and citizen), missed court appearances, supervisor-initiated discipline, 

vehicle pursuits, unconfirmed sick leave, and use of force incidents. It is important to 

outline how this police agency defines each of these EI performance indicators as they 

may differ in context across agencies. In this police agency, performance indicators 

tracked by the EI system are defined as follows in Table 2: 
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Table 2 

 Performance Indicators Tracked 

Performance 
Indicator Description 

Alleged 
Racial Profiling 

Complaints 

A complaint that alleges “law enforcement-initiated action 
took place based on, but not limited to, an individual’s race, ethnicity, 
national origin, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, religion, 
economic status, age, cultural group, or any other identifiable group, 
rather than on the individual’s behavior or on information identifying 
the individual as having engaged in criminal activity” (Police Agency 

Racial/Bias-Based Profiling Policy, 2017, p. 27). 

Formal 
Complaints 

An internally generated complaint (e.g., filed by a supervisor 
or a commander against their subordinate) where the discipline 
entails 20 hours of suspension up to termination (Police Agency 

Annual Report, 2020). 
Supervisor-

Initiated Discipline 
Any disciplinary action initiated by a supervisor and given to 

their subordinate (Police Agency Annual Report, 2020). 

Citizen 
Complaints 

An externally generated complaint (e.g., filed by a 
community member against a police employee or the agency) (Police 

Agency Annual Report, 2020). 

Unconfirmed 
Sick Leave  

An employee who is absent for an alleged medical incapacity 
of the employee or a qualifying family member, who does not 

provide a physician’s written statement or other acceptable written 
documentation of the incapacity to work (Police Agency Personnel 

Manual, 2021). 

Use of Force 
Incidents 

Any incident where an employee uses less lethal or lethal 
force required to be reported including empty hand control (e.g., 

pressure points, joint locks, handcuffing, use of personal weapons 
such as hands or feet, pain-compliance techniques, takedown 

maneuvers), drawing or pointing CEW (e.g., Taser) or a firearm 
directly at a person, intermediate or impact weapon use (e.g., pepper 

spray or Taser and canine deployment), and discharging firearm 
(Police Agency Use of Force Policy, 2020).  

Missed Court 
Appearances 

Any employee who is required to report “for service as a 
juror [or for court preparation] or subpoenaed appearance as a witness 

in duty-connected criminal or administrative proceeding” that does 
not appear (Police Agency Personnel Manual, 2021, p. 181). 

Chargeable 
Vehicle Accidents  

Any employee involved in a job-related motor vehicle 
accident in which they as the driver are at-fault, causing damage to 
another person’s property or person in their agency-assigned police 

vehicle (Police Agency Personnel Manual, 2021). 

Vehicle 
Pursuits 

“An event involving one or more law enforcement officers 
attempting to apprehend a suspect, who is attempting to avoid arrest 

while operating a vehicle by using highspeed driving or other evasive 
tactics, such as driving off a highway, turning suddenly or driving in 
a legal manner but willfully failing to yield to an officer’s emergency 
signal to stop” (Police Agency Vehicle Pursuits Policy, 2016, p. 1). 
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These performance indicators were included as such in this agency’s EI system 

that was integrated into their risk management system in 2014. The EI system previously 

tracked a combination of performance indicators (i.e., any of number performance 

indicators occurring in certain time frame). Up to 2014, the EI system triggered an alert if 

the combination of any five performance indicators occurred within six months. This 

police agency conducts annual evaluations of the thresholds to ensure the EI program 

meets the department’s needs and trends. In 2015, the combination threshold was 

changed from any five to any seven performance indicators that occurred within six 

months due to the duplication of other performance indicators. However, in 2016, this 

combination threshold was turned off completely due to continued duplication across 

other performance indicators. Given these changes, this agency updated their EI policy in 

2016 to reflect this change. In this police agency, EI alerts are triggered by the system if 

an officer meets or exceeds the following thresholds as shown in Table 3:  

Table 3  

Agency-defined Thresholds for Flagging Officers 

Type of Performance Indicator Threshold 
Alleged Racial Profiling Complaints Two or more within 90 days 

Formal Complaints Two or more within 90 days 
Supervisor-Initiated Discipline Two or more within 90 days 

Citizen Complaints Three or more within 90 days 

Unconfirmed Sick Leave  Nearly a week or more within 90 
days 

Use of Force Incidents Six or more within 90 days 
Missed Court Appearances Two or more within 6 months 

Combination (through 2014) Any five or more within 6 months 
Combination (2015) Any seven or more within 6 months 

Chargeable Vehicle Accidents  Two or more within 1 year 
Vehicle Pursuits Two or more within 1 year 
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When an officer meets or exceeds any of these thresholds, EI alerts or 

notifications are sent to the division commander of the flagged officer, and typically 

assigned to their immediate supervisor. As required by agency policy, the supervisor then 

reviews the behavior or incidents associated with the EI alert and any other relevant data 

and meets with the officer to determine if formal action is needed. Subsequently, the 

supervisor completes a response memo, and forwards this through their chain of 

command and it is then received by internal affairs.  

The supervisor must review the EI alert or notification report with the flagged 

officer during their meeting and encourages the officer to provide insight regarding each 

of the incidents and problems identified. The supervisor’s response memo must 

summarize the EI intervention option(s) chosen including the recommended action and 

justification for such recommendations. This meeting with the officer and the subsequent 

response memo by the supervisor serves as the first step of an EI intervention. 

Additionally, subsequent intervention options that may be given to EI flagged officers by 

their supervisors include but are not limited to no action needed; coaching/mentoring; 

referral to the Critical Incident Stress Management (CISM) Team (professionals trained 

in crisis intervention support for those who have experienced traumatic events); referral 

to the employee assistance program; referral to agency-authorized mental health and 

wellness care; training; and reassignment or transfer. The supervisor must also monitor 

and formally report on the progress of the flagged officer in complying with the 

recommended action plan when appropriate with regular required reporting of progress 

established by the supervisor’s division commander. 
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Internal Affairs provides quarterly summary reports to the police chief for those 

officers who were flagged by the EI system based on meeting or exceeding defined 

thresholds and includes a summary of the triggered performance indicators and their 

respective dispositions during the prior three-year period. Furthermore, IA also conducts 

annual evaluations of this EI system regarding its processes and effectiveness in the 

identification of officers in need of intervention. This annual report includes a review of 

the defined thresholds to offer officers a better opportunity to meet the police agency’s 

mission, vision, and values and makes improvements to increase the agency’s 

accountability to the community (Police Agency Early Intervention Policy, n.d.). 

Data Collection  

Outreach was initially conducted to various U.S. police agencies and after 

selecting and securing the research study site used for this current study, a letter of 

support was secured in May 2020 from that police agency’s leadership. Subsequently, 

this dissertation study was submitted and approved in June 2020 by the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) at Sam Houston State University (SHSU).  

The official data collected for the current study included EI system case 

information for officers flagged for meeting or exceeding a threshold, and the associated 

EI alerts, interventions, and their outcomes, provided by a large, metropolitan police 

agency in a southwestern U.S city. Access to the police agency’s personnel database was 

also provided to include additional officer-related information that was not included in 

the EI system data. Three data sources were drawn from: the internal EI system database 

which includes information on the EI alerts and interventions; the internal personnel 

database for current employees; and the internal personnel database for employees who 
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were separated or terminated from the agency. While this agency has had an EI policy 

and program in place for many years, the EI system database was integrated into a new 

automated records management system in 2014. These updates to the EI system database 

and processes meant that accessibility of this agency’s EI data was not available or 

automated prior to 2014. Thus, the data provided by this agency included officer and 

supervisor demographics and case characteristics for the EI alerts and interventions that 

occurred between 2014-2020 for all police officers and those first-line supervisors who 

handled the EI interventions for officers. Throughout this study the term “officer” will be 

used to define all officers that have the authority to use force and who are supervised by 

sergeants. The officer group that comprises this current study’s sample includes corporals 

(field training officers), officers, and recruit officers.  

In addition, supervisors’ memos were obtained that aligned with EI alerts and 

interventions that occurred between 2014-2020 which outlines the supervisors’ process 

for handling the EI interventions for those flagged officers. These supervisors’ memos 

were required to be completed by supervisors for every EI alert, including documenting 

their review process for those officers and their incidents that triggered the EI alert, 

meeting with the officer, and the recommendation and justification for the determined 

intervention outcome (i.e., formal, or informal action), if any.  

To complete the next phase of this data collection process, the three data sources 

were reviewed and individual cases for each officer were created that included their 

demographics, work characteristics, and EI data information (e.g., the type of 

performance indicator that triggered the EI alert; the total number of EI interventions 

received, etc.).  
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Confidentiality Protections 

In addition to standardized protocol, several precautions were taken to ensure the 

confidentiality of agency and officer information. These confidentiality protections were 

outlined in the dissertation study that was approved in June 2020 from the IRB at SHSU.  

First, the name of the research study site used in this current study remains 

confidential for the protection of the police agency and its officers.  

Second, the research study site provided all digital documentation in a cloud 

storage account that was accessible through a personal and highly secure password 

known only by the main researcher and author of this dissertation study, who also is the 

Primary Investigator (PI). All digital documentation of the personnel and EI data 

including EI alerts and interventions that were collected from this police agency were 

moved from this original secure cloud storage account to a highly secure, encrypted 

external hard drive where they are currently and will remain. Only the main researcher 

and author of this dissertation study, who also is the Primary Investigator (PI), has access 

to this encrypted external hard drive which is also password-protected. 

Third, all the personnel (e.g., demographics, work assignments, etc.) and EI data 

including information regarding specific performance indicators (e.g., complaints, use of 

force incidents, etc.) obtained from this research study site did not contain the names of 

any of the police officers or supervisors. Rather, only badge numbers were included in 

the personnel and EI data provided by this police agency. Furthermore, although these 

badge numbers were initially collected to connect the personnel and EI data across cases, 

these badge numbers were extracted out and replaced with unique identifying numbers.  
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Fourth, in addition to the quantitative data provided, the supervisor response 

memos were also collected. These memos are narrative accounts of the supervisor’s 

response to their review of the EI alert and intervention, including any determined formal 

or informal action taken with the officer. In terms of the confidentiality protections from 

the police agency, all officers and supervisors’ names were redacted from these 

supervisor response memos prior to providing them in the secure cloud storage account to 

this researcher for this dissertation study. This included redaction of any printed names as 

well as any signatures. To reiterate, these supervisor response memos were collected 

directly from the secure cloud storage account and moved to the highly secure and 

password-protected encrypted external hard drive. 

Sample 

The analysis was limited to include only those officers who were employees 

sometime between January 1, 2014, and December 31, 2020, with some officers having 

separated from the agency during this time frame. The type of separation from this police 

agency for these officers included: deceased, resigned, retired, and terminated.5 Between 

2014-2020, there were 647 total officers that could have been flagged for an EI alert or 

notification, and 112 total first-line supervisors (i.e., sergeants) that could have handled 

the EI interventions with these officers. The data included basic demographic information 

for officers involved in the incidents and details surrounding each EI alert and 

intervention including the information coded from the supervisor response memos (e.g., 

type of performance indicator, date of EI alert, date of supervisor’s response memo, 

                                                 
5 As detailed later in the analytic strategy, officers were right-censored if they were separated or terminated 
from the agency during this study, in which case their end date was the date of separation or termination. 
This accounts for those that are no longer employed by the end of the sample period, December 31, 2020. 
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policy requirements detailed or not in the supervisor response memo, intervention 

outcome, etc.).  

The first research question (RQ1) in this current study examines the 

characteristics that distinguish officers who received zero EI alerts to those officers who 

received at least one EI alert during this time frame.  

The additional research questions (RQ2-RQ4) in this current study examine those 

officers who received at least one EI alert resulting in an intervention during this 

sampling period. Part of the focus of these additional three research questions (RQ2-

RQ4) is the EI review process in which the supervisor reviews the EI alert and conducts 

the intervention including determining the outcome if any (i.e., no action, formal, or 

informal action). This EI review process was documented on the supervisor response 

memos provided by the police agency. However, this police agency was either not able to 

locate some supervisor response memos or could not provide them due to being a part of 

an ongoing investigation or pending civil litigation. Therefore, the sample of 253 officers 

who received at least one EI alert during this sampling period was reduced to a final 

sample of 201 officers to ensure the associated supervisor response memos were also 

present for analysis. This final sample was used to addressed research questions two, 

three and four (RQ2-RQ4) regarding the EI review of alerts and intervention process, and 

the likelihood of and timing between subsequent EI alerts. 
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Measures 

Dependent Variables  

The first research question (RQ1) in this current study is addressed by conducting 

a descriptive comparison between officers who received and did not receive EI alerts 

during the sampling period, specifically asked as follows:  

Research Question 1: What characteristics distinguish officers who received zero  

EI alerts during the study period from those who did receive EI alerts? 

The dependent variable to address RQ1 is captured as a dichotomous indicator of 

whether an officer received an EI alert during the sampling period (1=yes; 0=no). 

Overall, 39.10% of the 647 total officers received at least one EI alert during this time. 

The second research question (RQ2) is addressed by examining which individual 

and EI alert and intervention characteristics predict the policy requirements and outcome 

of the EI interventions as articulated in the supervisor response memos, specifically asked 

as follows: 

Research Question 2: For those officers who did receive an EI alert, what officer,  

supervisor, and EI characteristics predict the outcomes of the policy  

requirements for the EI interventions handled by supervisors? 

To address this research question, this study reviewed and initially coded for 

variables based on several readings of the response memo narratives (i.e., EI 

interventions) completed by the supervisors after their meeting with the EI flagged 

officers. All the supervisor response memos used in this study were coded by the author, 

who served as the primary investigator for this project. The types of variables coded in 

these response memos included supervisor demographics and work assignments, as well 



72 
 

 

as supervisory requirements as outlined in the police agency’s policy. More specifically, 

whether supervisors met or spoke with the flagged officer to discuss the incidents and 

problems identified, whether the supervisor documented individual summaries of each 

triggered incident, whether the supervisor asked the officer about any personal or job-

related stressors, and the outcome of the EI intervention. It should be noted that a single 

coder’s bias cannot be measured (Artstein & Poesio, 2005).  

EI interventions were coded based on explicit information provided in these 

response memos written by the supervisors. No interpretations were made by the author. 

For example, cases were coded 1 if the supervisor explicitly stated that they met with the 

officer and 0 if no such statement was recorded by the supervisor; no interpretations 

about the meeting location, method, or officer and/or supervisor perceptions were made 

by the coder. A reliability check was also performed after finishing coding all of the 

response memos. This included going back through these supervisor response memos 

after a month had passed to determine if the original coding was accurate and consistent 

and was measuring what this author intended to measure. This resulted in corrections 

being made when needed.   

The dependent variable to address RQ2 is captured as four different supervisor 

response memo outcomes of the intervention meetings required by this agency’s policy 

for those officers who received at least one EI alert and intervention. The four outcomes 

are captured as dichotomous indicators of whether the supervisor met or spoke with the 

officer during their initial EI intervention (1=yes; 0=no); whether the supervisor provided 

individual summaries of each of the incidents flagged by the EI system in their supervisor 

response memo for the officer’s initial EI intervention (1=yes; 0=no); whether the 
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supervisor asked the officer about any personal or job-related stressors during their initial 

EI intervention (1=yes; 0=no); and whether the supervisor took some type of formal 

action with the officer (1) or whether no action was taken (0). Overall, 78.11% of the 

supervisors met or spoke with the officer during their initial EI intervention; 49.25% of 

the supervisors provided individual summaries of each of the incidents flagged by the EI 

system in their supervisor response memo for the officer’s initial EI intervention; and 

58.21% of the supervisors asked or addressed any personal or job-related stressors 

affecting the officer during their initial EI intervention, though in some response memos 

it was implicitly addressed. This nuance will be captured later by expanding these 

dummy variables as explicitly addressed, implicitly addressed, or not addressed, to better 

examine RQ3 and RQ4. Additionally, the supervisors took formal action in only 3.48% 

of the initial EI interventions with officers. 

The remaining research questions (RQ3 and RQ4) are specifically asked as 

follows:  

Research Question 3: What factors affect the likelihood of a subsequent EI  

alert? 

Research Question 4: For those officers who received a subsequent EI alert, what  

factors influence the timing between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert? 

For these remaining two research questions (RQ3 and RQ4), the dependent 

variable is captured in two ways. First, to address RQ3, a dichotomous indicator of 

whether an officer received a subsequent EI alert after that officer’s initial EI alert and 

intervention during the study period. This outcome, the likelihood of receiving a 

subsequent EI alert, is dichotomized as the officer received a subsequent EI alert after 
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their initial EI alert and intervention (1) or only received the initial EI alert and 

intervention (0). Overall, 58.71% of the officers received a subsequent EI alert after 

receiving an initial EI alert and intervention during this study period. 

The second treatment of the outcome for RQ4, time to subsequent alert, measures 

the temporal distance between an initial EI alert and the first subsequent EI alert (i.e., 

time to failure) during this study period, or alternatively, the survival time (in months). 

Survival time is measured by calculating the time in days between the officer’s initial EI 

alert and intervention and subsequent EI alert. This calculation of the number of days 

between the initial and subsequent EI alert allows for an analysis of the factors that are 

associated with time to the subsequent EI alert.6  

Demographic and Occupational Variables 

To compare EI flagged and non-flagged officers (RQ1), and to examine the 

process and outcomes of the EI intervention meetings (RQ2), and the likelihood of (RQ3) 

and timing (RQ4) between the officer’s initial EI alert and intervention and their 

subsequent EI alert, officer and supervisor demographic and occupational variables are 

included in these analyses.  

Regarding officer demographic variables, the officer’s race and ethnicity and 

gender are included. Officer race and ethnicity is measured through a series of dummy 

                                                 
6 For RQ4, days from the officer’s initial to subsequent EI alert represents officer at-risk behavior to at-risk 
behavior and thus was used as this ensures that the supervisor’s review process and intervention with the 
officer occurred between this time. Given that the supervisor response memo date does not represent the 
date the supervisor met or spoke with that officer if this occurred and does not reflect when any of the other 
process requirements occurred, the timing between EI alerts better accounts for this variation in process and 
intervention response times by the supervisors. In addition, dates that the supervisor met or spoke with the 
officer was often not provided, even in those cases where the supervisor did meet or speak with that flagged 
officer. 
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variables, black, Hispanic, and other; white is the reference category.7 Officer gender is 

also measured as a dummy variable (0=female; 1=male). 

Regarding officer occupational variables, officer tenure and the officer’s division 

assignment when the initial EI alert and intervention occurred were also included. To 

address RQ1, non-flagged and flagged officers were included in this sample and 260 (or 

40.19%) of the 647 officers were hired after the beginning of this study period, January 1, 

2014. Thus, officer tenure was captured as the officer’s hire date to either their separation 

date or the end of the study period if they were still current employees on December 31, 

2020. Of the 647 total officers, 46 (or 7.11%) officers were separated from this agency 

before the end of the study period. However, this simply provides a measure of officer 

tenure or experience at either their separation from this agency or the end of this study in 

order to compare non-flagged and flagged officers.  

The division where the officer was assigned when the initial EI alert and 

intervention occurred is an important distinction given the differences in daily activities 

and interaction with the public. For example, officers in patrol division or tactical support 

division (e.g., SWAT, traffic, etc.) regularly work in the field making traffic and 

pedestrian stops and arrests, interacting with community members, and thus, have more 

opportunities to be involved in critical incidents. In contrast, officers working in other 

divisions including administrative units (e.g., personnel and recruiting, jail, training 

academy, warrants, etc.) are not regularly working in the field or interacting with 

community members. Additionally, prior research has found officers working in busier or 

high crime areas often result in their being involved in more use of force incidents, 

                                                 
7 The other race category includes Asian officers and officers of two or more races. 
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receiving more complaints, having more officers on-scene with them, and making more 

arrests (Brandl & Stroshine, 2013; Gullion et al., 2021a; Harris, 2014; Harris & Worden, 

2014; Lersch, 2002; Lersch et al., 2006). Thus, officer division is captured as four 

dummy variables, including patrol division (comprised of north, south, east and west 

patrol divisions), criminal investigations division, tactical support division, and other 

divisions. Patrol division, which accounted for 65.67% of the divisions where the officer 

was assigned when they received their initial EI alert and intervention, was used as the 

reference category. 

Regarding supervisor demographic variables, the supervisor’s race and ethnicity, 

gender, and tenure are included. Supervisor race and ethnicity is measured through a 

series of dummy variables, black, Hispanic, and other; white is the reference category.8 

Supervisor gender is also measured as a dummy variable (0=female; 1=male). The 

supervisor’s tenure is also measured in months and represents the time from the 

supervisor’s hire date to the initial EI alert.9 

Early Intervention (EI) Case Variables  

To examine the process and outcomes of the EI intervention meetings (RQ2), and 

the likelihood of (RQ3) and timing (RQ4) between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI 

intervention, EI case variables from the officer’s initial EI alert and intervention are 

included in these analyses.  

                                                 
8 Ibid., p. 80 
9 While capturing supervisor tenure as the supervisors’ hire date to the initial supervisor response memo 
was considered, this was not ultimately decided given that if supervisors met or spoke with officers, it took 
place prior to that supervisor response memo, and the dates were often not indicated. To more accurately 
represent supervisor tenure at the time of the intervention which took place any time between the EI alert 
and supervisor response memo, it was decided that supervisor hire date to initial EI alert would be used. 
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Regarding the EI case variables, the type of performance indicator that triggered 

the EI alert, the time to the initial EI alert, and the year of the EI alert are included. The 

type of performance indicator that triggered the initial EI alert is measured through a 

series of dummy variables including chargeable vehicle accidents, combination of any 

five or seven performance indicators in six months, unconfirmed sick leave, and other 

performance indicators10 (alleged racial profiling, formal, and citizen complaints; missed 

court appearances; supervisor-initiated discipline, and vehicle pursuits); use of force 

incidents, which accounted for the highest frequency (37.81%) of the performance 

indicators, is the reference category. The time to the initial EI alert is included, measured 

in months, and represents the time from the officer’s hire date to the initial EI alert 

received.11 Finally, given the research study site previously tracked a combination of 

performance indicators up to 2015, and eliminated this combination performance 

indicator prior to 2016, the EI alert process may have changed for those EI alerts and 

their interventions. Thus, the year of the EI alert is measured as a dummy variable (1=EI 

alerts from 2014-2015; 0=EI alerts from 2016-2020). 

Early Intervention (EI) Process Variables 

To examine the process and outcomes of the EI intervention meetings (RQ2), and 

the likelihood of (RQ3) and timing (RQ4) between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI 

intervention, EI process variables from the officer’s initial EI alert and intervention are 

included in these analyses. These are the outcomes of the agency’s policy requirements 

                                                 
10 These six performance indicators did not individually make up at least 10% of the EI alerts received by 
the 201 officers in this sample so they were collapsed into an “other performance indicators” category. 
11 This measure therefore captures the portion of the officer’s tenure with the agency prior to their initial EI 
alert during this study period, understanding this may not be the first EI alert ever received for those hired 
prior to the beginning of the study period. This is discussed further in the analytical strategy section below.  
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resulting from the supervisor’s review, and handling the EI intervention, including 

documentation in the supervisor response memo. These EI process variables are similar 

to the four policy requirements (i.e., EI memo outcomes) used as dependent variables for 

RQ2, now included as independent variables for examining RQ3 and RQ4.  

These EI process variables are captured as four different supervisor response 

memo outcomes from the intervention meetings with officers who received at least one 

EI alert and intervention. The first two EI process variables are captured as dichotomous 

indicators of whether, for an officers’ initial EI alert and intervention received during this 

study, the supervisor met or spoke with the officer (1=yes; 0=no) and provided individual 

summaries of the incidents flagged by the EI system (1=yes; 0=no).  

The third EI process variable previously used as a dependent variable to address 

RQ2 was captured as a dichotomous outcome of whether the supervisor asked the officer 

about any personal or job-related stressors during their initial EI intervention (1=yes; 

0=no). However, some supervisor response memos implicitly addressed this policy 

requirement (e.g., the supervisor determined, discovered, or did not find any personal or 

job-related stressors affecting the officer; the supervisor did not find any cause for 

referral, etc.) rather than explicitly asked the officer. To better address this for RQ3 and 

RQ4, this is now measured through a series of dummy variables. These include: the 

supervisor explicitly asked the officer about any personal or job-related stressors, or the 

supervisor implicitly addressed any personal or job-related stressors affecting the officer; 

the supervisor did not mention addressing any personal or job-related stressors with the 

officer is the reference category.12  

                                                 
12 For the dichotomous measure of this variable, if it was implicitly addressed by supervisors, this was 
included within the yes category, given that leadership would consider this having been appropriately 
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In addition, an examination was conducted to determine whether the combination 

of these process variables (i.e., policy requirements) or lack thereof had any impact. 

Thus, a scale variable was captured as an indicator of whether the supervisor met/spoke 

with the officer, provided individual summaries, asked the officer about any stressors, a 

combination of these or none of these occurred. This was measured as the supervisor 

conducted none of these policy requirements (0), at least one of these policy requirements 

(1), at least two of these policy requirements (2), or all three of these policy requirements 

(3).  

The fourth EI process variable is captured as a dichotomous indicator of whether 

the supervisor took some type of formal action with the officer (1) or whether no action 

was taken (0). Formal action taken in these cases includes coaching/mentoring, letter of 

counseling, memo to file, referral to the employee assistance program, and training. 

Analytical Strategy 

The goal of this current study is to examine the nature and process of EI alerts and 

interventions in a progressive way from those officers not receiving EI alerts and 

interventions, to those officers receiving EI alerts and interventions, and the predictors of 

these EI interventions. This includes examining the EI process outcomes and the factors 

that affect the likelihood and timing between an officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert. 

To accomplish these goals, four research questions are addressed. This study conducted 

logistic regression analyses each for RQ1 and RQ2, and two distinct but complementary 

analyses for RQ3-RQ4: logistic regression and survival analysis. Each analytic strategy is 

discussed in further detail.  

                                                 
addressed by supervisors. This was confirmed by the leadership of this police organization as common 
practice. 
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The first research question specifically asked: 

Research Question 1: What characteristics distinguish officers who received zero  

EI alerts during the study period from those officers who did receive EI alerts? 

To address this first research question, this study conducted a logistic regression 

analysis. Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, that is, whether an 

officer received an EI alert during the sample period, logistic regression was used. 

Logistic regression was estimated to examine the influence of the predictor on the risk of 

this outcome of receiving an EI alert to identify notable differences in officer 

demographic and occupational factors. 

This study then progressed to those officers who have received EI alerts and 

initially explored the process outcomes of those supervisor response memos for the EI 

interventions conducted. The aim is to explore the individual and EI characteristics that 

may influence the outcomes of those EI interventions handled by supervisors. The second 

research question specifically asked:  

Research Question 2: For those officers who did receive an EI alert, what officer,  

supervisor, and EI characteristics predict the outcomes of the policy  

requirements for the EI interventions handled by supervisors? 

To address this second research question, this study conducted a logistic 

regression analysis. Given the dichotomous nature of each of the four the dependent 

variables which are outcomes of the EI intervention meetings with the officers, logistic 

regression was used. Specifically, one logistic regression model was conducted for each 

of the three response memo outcomes, resulting in a total of three separate logistic 

regression models. Logistic regressions were estimated to examine the influence of the 
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predictors on the risk of these four response memo outcomes. These response memo 

outcomes include whether the supervisor met with the officer, whether they provided 

individual summaries of the incidents flagged by the EI system, and whether they asked 

officers about any personal or job-related stressors.    

Next, this study examines the factors that affect the likelihood of an officer 

receiving a subsequent EI alert after their initial EI alert and intervention during the 

sampling period. The goal is to determine whether and to what extent the process of how 

supervisors handle these EI alerts and interventions is having the desired impact of 

modifying officer behavior, explored through the reoccurrence of future EI alerts. The 

third research question specifically asked:  

Research Question 3: What factors affect the likelihood of a subsequent EI  

alert? 

To address this third research question, this study conducted a logistic regression 

analysis. Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression 

examined the likelihood of an officer receiving a subsequent EI alert after their initial EI 

alert and intervention, and factors that may affect this likelihood. A logistic regression 

model best predicts the likelihood of an officer receiving a subsequent EI alert after their 

initial EI alert and intervention, with positive coefficients indicating a higher likelihood 

of the subsequent EI alert occurring. 

Finally, this study examines the process of handling EI alerts and interventions 

and the factors that affect the timing between EI alerts during the sampling period. The 

goal is to determine whether and to what extent the process of how supervisors handle 

these EI alerts and interventions is having the desired impact of modifying officer 
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behavior, explored through the timing of future EI alerts. The fourth research question 

specifically asked: 

Research Question 4: For those officers who received a subsequent EI alert, what  

factors influence the timing between the officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert? 

To address this fourth and final research question, this study conducted a survival 

analysis, which examines the timing between an officer’s initial and a subsequent EI alert 

(i.e., time to failure) during this study period, and the factors that may affect this timing.  

Survival analysis is a method for analyzing the time at risk until the occurrence of 

an event; for this study it is the time from the date of the officer’s initial EI alert to a 

subsequent EI alert, while still accounting for those who did not experience the event. 

The follow-up period for all officers ends on December 31, 2020. Officers were right-

censored if they either did not receive a subsequent EI alert during this study period, or if 

they were separated or terminated from the agency during this study. If so, their end date 

was the date of their separation or termination. Furthermore, survival analysis equalizes 

all officers’ failure time so that officer, supervisor and EI case and process covariates can 

be controlled for.  

While this study is examining the timing between an officer’s initial and 

subsequent EI alert that occurred between 2014 and 2020, the initial EI alert and 

intervention may not be the first EI alert and intervention the officer has ever received. 

However, given the EI system goal of identifying at-risk officers early and modifying 

officer behavior after any EI intervention occurs, it was appropriate to consider while 

understanding that this initial EI alert and intervention is merely the initial EI alert and 

intervention received by the officer during this study period.  
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Moreover, the officer’s initial EI alert and intervention has no specific 

significance or theoretical implication but is simply used as a baseline to examine the 

timing between the EI alerts. Regardless of when an EI intervention occurs, if it is 

appropriately handled by the supervisor, then generally speaking, the timing to another EI 

alert should be longer than those EI interventions handled less effectively. While officers 

may not always have control over every incident they are involved in (e.g., using force 

when necessary, receiving a citizen complaint, etc.), these EI thresholds are not based on 

individual but multiple incidents or behaviors within a certain time. More importantly, 

these EI alerts and interventions handled by supervisors are based on identifying a pattern 

of officer behavior. Thus, it is key to gain insight on what factors may be effective in 

reducing that officer’s risk (i.e., time to failure) to a subsequent EI alert and resulting 

intervention, regardless of which two EI alerts and interventions are considered. This is 

especially meaningful if those factors are impacting the effectiveness of EI interventions 

modifying officer at-risk behavior.    

Survival analysis measures two functions of time: the survival function, or the 

probability of the event not occurring for every point in time up to a particular time, and 

the hazard function, or the probability of the event occurring per unit of time, given 

survival up to that time. In this study, the survival function is the likelihood of officers 

not receiving a subsequent EI alert for every day up until the study period ends, 

December 31, 2020. While the hazard function is the likelihood of the officer receiving a 

subsequent EI alert each day given survival up until that day. Initially, nonparametric 

models were produced to provide survival or failure estimates examining an officer’s risk 

of receiving a subsequent EI alert as a function of time, prior to considering the effects of 
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the covariates. These models include a life table, which clusters the data into intervals for 

presenting the survival functions, a Kaplan-Meier failure estimate which provides the 

probability of failure, and a Kernel-Smooth Hazard estimate which provides the hazard 

ratio, or the rate of risk of failure at any point in time, given an officer has survived up to 

that point (i.e., the instantaneous risk of an event occurring). 

The second step examines the relationship between one or more factors with the 

survival time. Cox regression (Cox, 1972) was chosen as there is no requirement to 

identify a particular baseline hazard rate, or starting point, which other survival models 

require and is in line with approaches taken by Gullion et al. (2021a, 2021b), Harris 

(2014), and Harris and Worden (2014). The Cox regression is most appropriate given that 

although previous empirical research suggests that younger officers tend to make more 

arrests, use force more frequently, engage in at-risk behavior, and thus are likely to have 

more opportunities to receive EI alerts and interventions, there is no specific “theoretical 

or empirical support for a baseline timeframe for when this begins to occur” (Harris, 

2014, p. 296; Harris & Worden, 2014, p. 1273). A key assumption of the Cox regression 

model is that the hazards should be proportional over time. The proportionality of hazards 

was tested based on Schoenfeld residuals and by examining the plots of ln (–ln S[t]) 

against survival time t for the various covariate categories. Neither test indicated the 

proportional hazards assumptions had been violated, as the p-value from the formal test 

of the proportional hazards was not significant, and the plots were found to be 

approximately parallel. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Results 

The current chapter details the results of the descriptive comparison and several 

analyses examining the nature and process of EI alerts and interventions in a progressive 

way from those officers not receiving EI alerts and interventions, to those officers 

receiving EI alerts and interventions, and the predictors of these EI interventions. This 

includes examining the EI process outcomes and the factors that affect the likelihood and 

timing between an officer’s initial and subsequent EI intervention. 

The first section of this chapter examines the differences between the non-EI 

flagged and EI flagged officers. A descriptive analysis of the sample of non-EI flagged 

and EI flagged officers is presented including officer demographic and occupational 

variables. Next, a logistic regression analysis was conducted to address the first research 

question (RQ1) by examining the influence of the predictor on the risk of this outcome of 

receiving an EI alert to identify notable differences in officer demographic and 

occupational factors. 

The second section then progresses with those officers who have received EI 

alerts. A descriptive analysis of the final sample of officers who received at least one EI 

alert and intervention during this sampling period is presented, including individual and 

EI case processing and outcome variables to address RQ2-RQ4.  

The third section explores the process outcomes of those supervisor response 

memos for the EI interventions conducted. A series of logistic regression models are 

conducted to address the second research question (RQ2) and examine the individual and 
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EI characteristics that may influence the each of the three supervisor meeting outcomes 

for those EI interventions handled by supervisors.  

The fourth section of this chapter seeks to address research question three (RQ3) 

by examining the likelihood of an officer receiving a subsequent EI intervention after 

their initial EI intervention during the sampling period. To this end, a logistic regression 

model was produced to explore the likelihood of an officer receiving a subsequent EI 

intervention after their initial EI intervention, and factors that may affect this likelihood.  

The fifth and final section of this chapter examines the process of handling EI 

interventions and the factors that affect the timing between initial and subsequent EI 

interventions during the sampling period to address research question (RQ4). To achieve 

this, a survival analysis was conducted, which examines the timing between an officer’s 

initial EI intervention and a subsequent EI intervention (i.e., time to failure) during this 

sampling period, and the factors that may affect this timing. 

RQ1: Predicting Non-EI Flagged and EI Flagged Officers 

Descriptive Statistics  

To begin, this study conducted a descriptive analysis of the total 647 officers who 

were employed between 2014-2020, the 394 officers who have not received any EI alerts 

during this sampling period and 253 officers who received at least one EI alert during this 

time. This comparison was conducted to address the first research question (RQ1) in this 

study, whose goal was to identify notable differences in individual and EI process and 

outcome factors.  

Of the 647 officers who were employed between 2014-2020, 78.36% were male, 

61.21% were white, and 55.64% were assigned to patrol. For the 394 officers who 
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received zero EI alerts during this time frame, 74.62% were male, 59.64% were white, 

and 49.24% were assigned to patrol. Full descriptive statistics for this sample of total 

officers, EI flagged, and non-EI flagged officers is presented in Table 4. 

A descriptive comparison of non-EI flagged and EI flagged officers for officer 

demographics found similarities with a few notable exceptions. Regarding officer race 

and ethnicity, 59.64% of non-EI flagged officers were white, similarly represented by 

63.64% of the EI flagged officers. Approximately 15% of both the non-EI flagged and EI 

flagged officers were Hispanic. There is a slight decrease in representation of black 

officers from the non-EI flagged to the EI flagged officer group (17.01% versus 13.83%). 

When comparing officer gender, there is a slight increase in male representation (74.62% 

to 84.19%) and a slight decrease in female representation (25.38% to 15.81%) from non-

EI flagged to EI flagged officers.  

A descriptive comparison of the officer occupational variables between the non-

EI flagged and EI flagged officers is also warranted. There is a slight difference in officer 

tenure, as the average tenure of non-EI flagged officers was 140 months, or almost twelve 

years, while the average tenure for EI flagged officers was 117 months, or almost ten 

years. However, average tenure for these non-flagged and flagged officers is not 

measuring when these officers received an EI alert, but only the tenure from their hire 

date to either their separation date or the end of the study period if officers were still 

currently employed with the agency at the end of the study. 

Regarding the officer division, there is a notable increase found for the patrol 

division (49.24% to 65.61%) and a notable decrease for the other divisions category 

(24.37% to 6.72%) between the non-EI flagged and EI flagged officers respectively. For 



88 
 

 

the remaining officer divisions, there were slight increases for the criminal investigations 

and tactical support divisions between the non-EI flagged and EI flagged officers. 

Table 4  

Descriptive Statistics for Total (n=647), Non-EI Flagged (n = 394), and EI Flagged 

Officers (n = 253) 

 

Logistic Regression Results 

In addressing RQ1 which asked what characteristics distinguish non-EI flagged 

and EI flagged officers, results from the logistic regression analysis examined the 

outcome of the risk of an officer receiving an EI alert to identify notable differences in 

officer demographic and occupational factors, which are presented in Table 5.13 

The results demonstrate that officer gender, tenure, and division is significantly 

associated with officers receiving an EI alert during this study period.  

                                                 
13 In this logistic regression model and all subsequent logistic regression models, the dependent variable is 
binary and coded accordingly, and assumptions were tested and met including ensuring observations were 
independent of each other, multicollinearity was not present among the independent variables, there were 
no extreme outliers, independent variables were linearly related to the log odds, determinations of model fit 
were conducted, and sufficient sample size was considered. While a few of the models are just under ten 
cases per independent variable (201 cases for 22 independent variables) which may limit the effects of the 
results slightly, this guideline fluctuates among statisticians, and most of the models in this study adhere to 
this guideline.  

Non-EI Flagged Officers
Variables n % or Mean SD Range n % or Mean SD Range n % or Mean SD Range
Demographic and Occupational 
Variables
Officer Race 
   White (reference) 396 61.21 235 59.64 161 63.64
   Black 102 15.77 67 17.01 35 13.83
   Hispanic 103 15.92 63 15.99 40 15.81
   Other 46 7.11 29 7.36 17 6.72
Officer Gender 
   Male (reference) 507 78.36 294 74.62 213 84.19
  Female 140 21.64 100 25.38 40 15.81
Officer Tenure (in months) 131 99 1-478 140 106 1-478 117 85 9-457
Officer Division
    Patrol Division (reference) 360 55.64 194 49.24 166 65.61
   Criminal Investigations Division  93 14.37 60 15.23 33 13.04
   Tactical Support Division 81 12.52 44 11.17 37 14.62
   Other Divisions 113 17.47 96 24.37 17 6.72

EI Flagged OfficersTotal Officers
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First, officer gender is significant, with a coefficient of 0.57 and an odds ratio of 

1.78. Thus, being a male officer increases the odds of receiving an EI alert before the end 

of the study period by a factor of 1.78.  

Next, officer tenure was also significant with a coefficient of -0.002 and a odds 

ratio of 1.00. While officer tenure in months was an important measurement for some 

officers hired after the beginning of the study period, to assist with interpretation, officer 

tenure was rescaled to years and included again in the logistic regression model. This 

resulted in officer tenure with a coefficient of -0.03 and an odds ratio of 0.97. Thus, for 

each additional year of officer tenure, the odds of receiving an EI alert during this study 

period was significantly reduced. While 59.81% of the officers were hired prior to the 

beginning of the study period and may have had more time to gain maturity and 

experience, it is noted that this data does not reflect any EI alerts received prior to this 

time.  

Finally, regarding the other divisions category, one of the four divisions where 

officers were assigned, was also significant with a coefficient of ¬1.49 and an odds ratio 

of 0.23. Specifically, officers that were assigned to the other divisions category, reduced 

their likelihood of receiving an EI alert by a factor of .23, compared to the patrol division. 

Given the other divisions category includes administrative units (e.g., personnel and 

recruiting, jail, training academy, warrants, etc.) not regularly working in the field, while 

officers in patrol division regularly work in the field making traffic and pedestrian stops 

and arrests, and interacting with community members, this finding is not surprising.  
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Table 5 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of Officer Receiving an EI Alert (n = 647)  

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational 
Variables    
Officer Race     
   Black  -0.23 0.25 0.79 
   Hispanic  -0.11 0.24 0.89 
   Other -0.24 0.33 0.79 
Officer Gender     

   Male  **0.57 0.22 1.78 
Officer Tenure (in months) **-0.002 0.001 1.00 
Officer Division    

   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.32 0.25 0.72 
   Tactical Support Division 0.05 0.26 1.05 
   Other Divisions  ***-1.49 0.29 0.23 
Constant -0.26 0.24 0.77 
Nagelkerke R2                0.06     
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     

 

RQ2-RQ4: Predicting EI Flagged Officers 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the flagged officers receiving at least one EI alert and 

intervention with an associated supervisor response memo to address RQ2-RQ4 is 

presented in Table 6. This includes examining the EI process outcomes (i.e., policy 

requirements as indicated in supervisor response memos) to address RQ2 and the factors 

that affect the likelihood and timing between an officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert to 

address RQ3 and RQ4, respectively.  

Of these 201 officers, 84.08% were male, 64.18% were white, and 65.67% were 

assigned to the patrol division when they received their initial EI alert. Regarding the 

supervisors who handled these EI alerts and interventions with officers, 85.57% were 
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male, 62.19% were white, and average tenure was 183 months or slightly more than 15 

years at the time of the EI intervention. Concerning the EI case variables, the average 

time to the initial EI alert was 72 months or slightly more than six years and 37.81% of 

the EI alerts were triggered by use of force incidents meeting or exceeding the agency-

defined threshold. Regarding the EI process variables, 78.11% of supervisors met or 

spoke with the officer about the EI alert and potential intervention, 50.75% provided 

individual summaries of the incidents that triggered the EI alert, only 41.79% of 

supervisors did not address whether officers had any personal or job-related stressors, and 

no formal action was taken in 96.52% of the EI alerts and interventions.    
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Table 6  

Descriptive Statistics for Officers Who Received At-Least One EI Alert (n=201) 

Variables n % or Mean SD Range 
Demographic and Occupational Variables   

  
Officer Race    

  
   White (reference) 129 64.18   
   Black  29 14.43   
   Hispanic  29 14.43   
   Other 14 6.97   
Officer Gender    

  
   Male (reference) 169 84.08   
  Female  32 15.92   
Officer Division   

  
   Patrol Division (reference) 132 65.67   
   Criminal Investigations Division   26 12.94   
   Tactical Support Division 27 13.43   
   Other Divisions  16 7.96   
Supervisor Race    

  
   White (reference) 125 62.19   
   Black  39 19.40   
   Hispanic  24 11.94   
   Other 13 6.47   
Supervisor Gender    

  
   Male  172 85.57   
   Female  29 14.43   
Supervisor Tenure (in months)   183 82 65-408 
EI Case Variables   

  
Type of Performance Indicator   

  
   Use of Force (reference) 76 37.81   
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents 19 9.45   
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months 32 15.92   
   Other 13 6.47   
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave 61 30.35   
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months)  72 67 10-343 
Year of the EI Alert   

  
   2014-2015  92 45.77   
   2016-2020 (reference) 109 54.23   
EI Process Variables   

  
Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer   

  
   Yes 157 78.11   
   No 44 21.89   
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries   

  
   Yes 99 49.25   
   No 102 50.75   
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors    

  
   Explicitly Addressed 63 31.34   
   Implicitly Addressed 54 26.87   
   Not Addressed (reference) 84 41.79   
Formal Action Taken   

  
   Yes 7 3.48   
   No 194 96.52   
Survival Times - to Failure     
   Kaplan-Meier Estimator (in months)   22   12-80 
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RQ2: Predicting EI Memo Outcomes 

To address RQ2, EI flagged officers were examined including demographic, 

occupational, and EI case variables, to assesses the likelihood of each of the three EI 

memo outcomes (i.e., policy requirements) conducted by supervisors. Results of each of 

the three logistic regression models predicting the likelihood of the supervisor meeting 

with the officer, providing individual summaries, and asking about stressors will be 

reviewed in their own subsections. 14    

Predicting Likelihood of Meeting 

In addressing RQ2 regarding what characteristics predict the outcomes of the 

policy requirements for the EI interventions handled by supervisors, the first logistic 

regression analysis model examined supervisors meeting or speaking with officers 

regarding the EI alert as an outcome, or the likelihood of this occurring, and the results 

are presented in Table 7.15 

The results demonstrate that supervisor tenure is significant, with a coefficient of 

−0.01 and an odds ratio of 0.99. Thus, for each additional month of a supervisor’s 

experience at this agency, the odds of the supervisor meeting or speaking with the officer 

regarding the EI alert are reduced by a factor of 0.99.  

Year of the EI alert was also significant with a coefficient of -1.63 and an odds 

ratio of 0.20. Thus, officers whose initial EI alerts were flagged in 2014 or 2015 

                                                 
14 Whether or not formal action was taken was not expected to influence the likelihood of these process 
variables occurring as this determination is the final decision made by that supervisor after these other 
preceding process variables occur. Furthermore, model fit was examined, and it was determined these 
models were better measures of fit without the formal action variable included. Thus, formal action was 
excluded from these three process models examined in RQ2.   
15 The EI process variable of whether the supervisor asked the officer about any personal or job-related 
stressors was not included in this logistic regression model given that the supervisor could not ask officers 
about any personal or job-related stressors if they did not meet or speak with these officers. 
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decreased the odds of the supervisor meeting or speaking with the officer regarding the 

initial EI alert by a factor of 0.20. 

Table 7 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood that Supervisor Met/Spoke with Officer (n = 

201)  

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational Variables   

 
Officer Race     

   Black  -0.03 0.64 0.97 
   Hispanic  1.13 0.72 3.10 
   Other -0.48 0.87 0.62 
Officer Gender     

   Male 0.50 0.59 1.65 
Officer Division    

   Criminal Investigations Division   1.01 0.68 2.74 
   Tactical Support Division 0.30 0.65 1.35 
   Other Divisions  1.49 0.83 4.46 
Supervisor Race   

 
 

   Black  1.38 0.75 3.97 
   Hispanic  0.96 0.75 2.61 
   Other 1.96 1.20 7.07 
Supervisor Gender    

 
   Male  -0.03 0.86 0.97 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)         **-0.01 0.003 0.99 
EI Case Variables  

 
 

Type of Performance Indicator  
 

 
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents 0.39 0.97 1.47 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months 1.07 0.69 2.91 
   Other 1.06 1.19 2.88 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave -0.66 0.56 0.52 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) 0.001 0.003 1.00 
Year of the EI Alert  

 
 

   2014-2015      ***-1.63 0.49 0.20 
EI Process Variables  

 
 

Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries  
 

 
   Yes -0.210 0.433 0.81 
Constant *2.39 1.10 10.93 
Nagelkerke R2 0.24     
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     
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Predicting Likelihood of Individual Summaries 

The second logistic regression analysis model examined the policy requirement of 

supervisors providing individual summaries for those incidents that triggered the EI alert 

as an outcome and the results are presented in Table 8.16 

The results demonstrated that black supervisors were significant, with a 

coefficient of 1.31 and an odds ratio of 3.71. Thus, black supervisors had an increased 

likelihood of providing individual summaries of the incidents that triggered the EI alert 

by a factor of 3.71, as compared to white supervisors, all else equal. 

Year of the EI alert was also significant with a coefficient of 1.44 and an odds 

ratio of 4.23. Thus, officers whose initial EI alerts were flagged in 2014 or 2015 

increased the odds of the supervisor meeting or speaking with the officer regarding the 

initial EI alert by a factor of 4.23. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 The process variables of whether the supervisor met or spoke with the flagged officer or asked the officer 
about any personal or job-related stressors were both included in this model as these process variables are 
mutually exclusive from the outcome variable of whether the supervisor provided individual summaries of 
the incidents that triggered the EI alert. More specifically, in any given case, a supervisor can provide these 
individual summaries or not, and still meet or speak with the officer and ask about stressors, or not.  
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Table 8 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood that Supervisor Provided Individual 

Summaries (n = 201)  

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational Variables  

 
 

Officer Race   
 

 
   Black  -0.45 0.50 0.64 
   Hispanic  0.62 0.50 1.87 
   Other 0.46 0.65 1.59 
Officer Gender     

   Male -0.40 0.48 0.67 
Officer Division    

   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.61 0.50 0.54 
   Tactical Support Division -0.85 0.52 0.43 
   Other Divisions  -0.18 0.64 0.83 
Supervisor Race     

   Black  **1.31 0.48 3.71 
   Hispanic  -0.60 0.54 0.55 
   Other -0.52 0.70 0.60 
Supervisor Gender     

   Male  0.33 0.53 1.39 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  0.004 0.002 1.00 
EI Case Variables    

Type of Performance Indicator    

   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents -0.41 0.65 0.66 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months -0.41 0.55 0.66 
   Other 1.24 0.73 3.47 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave 0.19 0.47 1.21 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) -0.003 0.003 1.00 
Year of the EI Alert    

   2014-2015 ***1.44 0.44 4.23 
EI Process Variables    

Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer    

   Yes 0.227 0.523 1.25 
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors     

   Explicitly Addressed -0.52 0.48 0.59 
   Implicitly Addressed -0.58 0.48 0.56 
Constant -1.01 0.85 0.36 
Nagelkerke R2 0.15     

Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     
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Predicting Likelihood of Asking About Stressors 

The third logistic regression analysis model examined the policy requirement of 

supervisors asking officers about any personal or job-related stressors that may be better 

addressed in an employee assistance program and the results are presented in Table 9.17 

The results demonstrated that unconfirmed sick leave was significant, with a 

coefficient of -1.05 and an odds ratio of 0.35. Thus, an officer’s initial EI alert during this 

study period that was triggered for unconfirmed sick leave decreased the likelihood of the 

supervisor asking them about any personal or job-related stressors by a factor of 0.35.  

In addition, the year of the EI alert was significant, with a coefficient of -0.85 and 

an odds ratio of .43. Thus, officers whose initial EI alerts were flagged in 2014 or 2015 

decreased the odds of the supervisor asking officers about any personal or job-related 

stressors by a factor of .43. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 The EI process variable of whether the supervisor met or spoke with the officer was not included in this 
logistic regression model given that the supervisor could not ask officers about any personal or job-related 
stressors if they did not meet or speak with these officers. 
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Table 9 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood that Supervisor Asked About Stressors (n = 

201) 

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational Variables  

 
 

Officer Race   
 

 
   Black  0.75 0.52 2.12 
   Hispanic  0.70 0.50 2.01 
   Other -0.03 0.68 0.97 
Officer Gender   

 
 

   Male 0.25 0.48 1.28 
Officer Division  

 
 

   Criminal Investigations Division   0.62 0.52 1.87 
   Tactical Support Division 0.14 0.50 1.15 
   Other Divisions  0.20 0.62 1.22 
Supervisor Race   

 
 

   Black  0.66 0.50 1.93 
   Hispanic  0.20 0.53 1.22 
   Other 0.55 0.73 1.72 
Supervisor Gender   

 
 

   Male  0.06 0.54 1.06 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  -0.001 0.002 1.00 
EI Case Variables  

 
 

Type of Performance Indicator  
 

 
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents 0.37 0.67 1.44 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months 0.27 0.53 1.31 
   Other 0.18 0.73 1.19 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave *-1.05 0.46 0.35 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) -0.002 0.003 1.00 
Year of the EI Alert  

 
 

   2014-2015 *-0.85 0.41 0.43 
EI Process Variables    
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries    
   Yes -0.43 0.35 0.65 
Constant 0.72 0.78 2.04 
Nagelkerke R2 0.15     
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.   
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Predicting Formal Actions 

The fourth and final logistic regression analysis model to address RQ2 examined 

the outcome of the EI alert and intervention, specifically whether formal action was 

taken. However, because only seven (or 3.48%) of the 201 officers’ EI interventions 

resulted in an outcome other than no action, this logistic regression model was not as 

informative as originally proposed to be. Rather than providing a logistic regression 

model here, a discussion of the characteristics of these seven EI intervention outcomes 

resulting in formal action was more appropriate (see Appendix A for the results of the 

descriptive statistics).  

Of these seven EI interventions resulting in formal action, five (or 71.43%) were 

given to white male officers who were assigned to the patrol division when they received 

their initial EI alert. Regarding the supervisors who handled these EI alerts and 

interventions with officers, all seven were white male supervisors with an average tenure 

of 153 months or almost 13 years at the time of the EI intervention.  

Concerning the EI case variables, three (or 42.86%) of the performance indicators 

resulting in formal action were in the other category (alleged racial profiling, formal, and 

citizen complaints; missed court appearances; supervisor-initiated discipline, and vehicle 

pursuits), while two (or 28.57%) were for chargeable vehicle accidents and two (or 

28.57%) were for unconfirmed sick leave. The average time to the initial EI alert for 

those resulting in formal action was 107 months or almost nine years.  

Regarding the EI process variables, five (or 71.43%) of supervisors met or spoke 

with the officer about the EI alert and potential intervention, three (or 42.86%) 

supervisors provided individual summaries of the incidents that triggered the EI alert, and 
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four (or 57.14%) supervisors failed to address whether officers had any personal or job-

related stressors during the EI review process. The seven EI intervention outcomes for 

formal action taken were equally distributed at two each (or 28.57%) across 

coaching/mentoring and referral to the employee assistance program, and one each (or 

14.29%) across letter of counseling, memo to file, and remedial training.    

RQ3: Predicting Subsequent EI Alert  

In addressing RQ3 which asked what factors affect the likelihood of a subsequent 

EI intervention after the initial EI intervention for those EI flagged officers, results from 

the logistic regression analysis examined this risk of a subsequent EI intervention to 

determine which officer and supervisor demographic and occupational factors and EI 

case factors predict this risk occurring.  

Two logistic regression models were produced, as the first model included the 

three EI memo outcomes examined in RQ2 (supervisor met/spoke with officer, provided 

individual summaries of incidents, and asked officers about stressors) as separate 

variables, and the second model included these three policy requirements together as a 

scale variable to see if any combination of these factors would cumulatively affect the 

likelihood of a subsequent EI intervention. Results of the first logistic regression model 

are presented in Table 10.  

The results demonstrate that the performance indicator for chargeable vehicle 

accidents was significant with a coefficient of -1.29 and an odds ratio of 0.27. Thus, 

officers that received their initial EI alert during this study period based on meeting or 

exceeding the threshold for unconfirmed sick leave decreased the likelihood of the officer 

receiving a subsequent EI alert by a factor of 0.27.  
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In addition, the time to initial EI alert was found to be significant with a 

coefficient of -0.01 and an odds ratio of 0.99. Thus, for each additional month it takes for 

an officer to receive their initial EI alert during this study period, the odds of the officer 

receiving a subsequent EI alert decreased by a factor of 0.99. 

Finally, the year of the EI alert was significant, with a coefficient of -1.66 and an 

odds ratio of 5.28. Thus, officers whose initial EI alerts were flagged in 2014 or 2015 

decreased the odds of the officer receiving a subsequent EI alert by a factor of 5.28. 
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Table 10 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of a Subsequent EI Alert: Policy Requirements 

Independent (n = 201)  

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational Variables   

 
Officer Race    

 
   Black  0.24 0.50 1.27 
   Hispanic  -0.55 0.48 0.58 
   Other -0.15 0.66 0.86 
Officer Gender    

 
   Male 0.30 0.47 1.35 
Officer Division   

 
   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.11 0.51 0.90 
   Tactical Support Division 0.43 0.53 1.54 
   Other Divisions  -0.30 0.65 0.74 
Supervisor Race    

 
   Black  -0.10 0.47 0.91 
   Hispanic  -0.19 0.51 0.83 
   Other 0.42 0.69 1.53 
Supervisor Gender    

 
   Male  0.67 0.50 1.95 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  0.001 0.002 1.00 
EI Case Variables   

 
Type of Performance Indicator   

 
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents *-1.29 0.61 0.27 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months -1.07 0.60 0.34 
   Other -0.38 0.70 0.69 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave -0.79 0.49 0.46 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) *-0.01 0.003 0.99 
Year of the EI Alert   

 
   2014-2015 ***1.66 0.46 5.28 
EI Process Variables   

 
Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer   

 
   Yes 0.27 0.548 1.31 
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries    
   Yes 0.03 0.35 1.03 
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors     
   Explicitly Addressed -0.23 0.48 0.79 
   Implicitly Addressed -0.16 0.48 0.85 
Constant -0.51 0.87 0.60 
Nagelkerke R2 0.14     
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     
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Next, results of the second model which included these three policy requirements 

together as a scale variable to see if any combination of these factors or lack thereof 

would cumulatively affect the likelihood of a subsequent EI alert. This second model did 

not produce any significant changes from the prior logistic regression model that included 

these policy requirements separately. Thus, the combination of these policy requirements 

does not impact the likelihood of a subsequent EI alert differently than their impact as 

individual predictors. Results are presented in Table 11. 

 The results demonstrate that similar to the previous logistic regression model 

predicting the likelihood of a second EI alert with the process variables included 

separately, when these process variables are included as a scale variable, chargeable 

vehicle accidents was again significant, with a coefficients of -1.30 and an odds ratios of 

0.27. Thus, officers that received their initial EI alert during this study period based on 

meeting or exceeding the threshold for chargeable vehicle accidents decreased the 

likelihood of the officer receiving a subsequent EI alert by a factor of 0.27. 

 In addition, time to the initial EI alert was again found to be significant with a 

coefficient of -0.01 and an odds ratio of 0.99. Thus, for each additional month it takes for 

an officer to receive their initial EI alert during this study period, the odds of the officer 

receiving a subsequent EI alert decreased by a factor of 0.99. 

Finally, again similar to the prior logistic regression model, the year of the EI alert 

was significant, with a coefficient of 1.65 and an odds ratio of 5.21. Thus, officers whose 

initial EI alerts during this study period were flagged in 2014 or 2015, increased the odds 

of the officer receiving a subsequent EI alert by a factor of 5.21. 
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Table 11 

Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of a Subsequent EI Alert: Policy Requirements 

Cumulative (n = 201) 

Variables Coefficient SE Odds 
Demographic and Occupational Variables  

 
 

Officer Race   
 

 
   Black  0.21 0.50 1.23 
   Hispanic  -0.55 0.48 0.57 
   Other -0.17 0.66 0.84 
Officer Gender     

   Male 0.29 0.47 1.34 
Officer Division    

   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.10 0.50 0.91 
   Tactical Support Division 0.42 0.52 1.51 
   Other Divisions  -0.27 0.65 0.76 
Supervisor Race     

   Black  -0.08 0.47 0.92 
   Hispanic  -0.17 0.50 0.85 
   Other 0.45 0.68 1.56 
Supervisor Gender     

   Male  0.67 0.50 1.96 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  0.001 0.002 1.00 
EI Case Variables    

Type of Performance Indicator    

   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents *-1.30 0.61 0.27 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months -1.04 0.60 0.35 
   Other -0.38 0.69 0.68 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave -0.76 0.48 0.47 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) *-0.01 0.003 0.99 
Year of the EI Alert    

   2014-2015 ***1.65 0.44 5.21 
EI Process Variables    

Cumulative Policy Requirements 0.01 0.194 1.01 
Constant -0.41 0.83 0.67 
Nagelkerke R2 0.14     

Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     
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RQ4: Predicting Time to Subsequent EI Alert 

In addressing RQ4 which asked what factors influence the timing between EI 

alerts, results from the survival analysis examined the timing from an officer’s initial EI 

alert and intervention to their first subsequent EI alert during this study period to identify 

which factors may impact repeated EI alerts for officers receiving interventions.18  

First, of the 201 officers who received at least one EI alert resulting in an 

intervention during the study period, 118 officers (or 58.71%) were involved in a 

subsequent EI alert before the end of the study. Of these 118 officers, three officers were 

removed from this risk pool for the Cox regression models examining the relationship 

between one or more predictors and survival time due to these officers’ initial and 

subsequent EI alerts occurring on the same day. With their timing between EI alerts being 

zero days, there is no opportunity for these officers to have time to failure. Given they are 

removed from this risk pool, a discussion of the characteristics of these three officers was 

appropriate here.  

Of these three officers who received their initial and subsequent EI alert on the 

same day, all three were white male officers assigned to the patrol division when they 

received their initial EI alert during the study period. Regarding the supervisors who 

handled these EI alerts and potential intervention, all three were white male supervisors 

with an average tenure of 142 months or slightly over almost 12 years at the time of the 

                                                 
18 Days from an officer’s initial EI alert to the initial intervention was considered for inclusion in this model 
to account for the difference in time between the identification of the at-risk behavior (i.e., EI alert) and the 
intervention with officer. However, the dates the supervisor met or spoke with the officer was not always 
provided in the supervisor response memos. The supervisor response memo date was considered for acting 
as a proxy for this intervention date, but 41 of the supervisor response memos did include dates they were 
written. Similarly, days from an officer’s initial intervention to the subsequent EI alert was also considered 
for inclusion in this model to account for the time after the intervention to the officer’s subsequent EI alert 
but could not be included due to the lack of dates for the 41 supervisor response memos. 
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EI alerts. Concerning the EI case variables, two (or 66.67%) of the performance 

indicators were for a combination of five in six months and one (or 33.33%) was 

triggered for use of force. The average time to the initial EI alert for those three officers 

was 12 months, with all three officers’ initial EI alerts occurring between 2014 and 2015. 

Regarding the EI process variables, two (or 33.00%) supervisors met or spoke with the 

officer about the EI alert and potential intervention, two (or 66.67%) supervisors 

provided individual summaries of the incidents that triggered the EI alert, and only one 

(or 33.33%) supervisor addressed whether officers had any personal or job-related 

stressors during the EI review process. None of the three EI alert outcomes resulted in 

formal action taken with those officers. 

Next, the results of the life table analysis, presented in Table 12. This life table 

represents an officer’s time to failure, or the time until an officer’s subsequent EI alert. 

The table is clustered into 2-month intervals until 24 months and is then presented in 

yearly intervals. This table also shows the total number of officers at the beginning of the 

sample, the number of failures (i.e., those officers receiving subsequent EI alert, and 

those officers censored at each interval (i.e., did not receive a subsequent EI alert during 

the study period). This table also indicates the aggregate proportion of officers who 

survive (i.e., do not receive a subsequent EI alert) at the end of each interval. 

For the 118 officers who failed, the average time to failure was 22 months, or 

almost two years. However, within eight months, slightly more than half (or 52.54%) of 

the officers received a subsequent EI alert following their initial EI alert and intervention 

during this study period. Finally, of the officers who failed, 84.75% did so within the first 

two years of receiving their initial EI alert during this study period. 
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Table 12 

Life Table for Officers Time to Failure (Received a Subsequent EI Alert) (n= 201)  

Interval (months)a 
Total 

Subsequent 
EI Alert Censored Survival SE 95% CI 

0 2 201 16 4 0.92 0.02 0.87 0.95 
2 4 181 18 5 0.82 0.03 0.77 0.87 
4 6 158 15 3 0.75 0.03 0.68 0.81 
6 8 140 13 6 0.68 0.03 0.61 0.74 
8 10 121 8 3 0.64 0.03 0.56 0.70 
10 12 110 3 6 0.62 0.04 0.54 0.68 
12 14 101 7 3 0.58 0.04 0.50 0.64 
14 16 91 8 1 0.52 0.04 0.45 0.59 
16 18 82 7 0 0.48 0.04 0.40 0.55 
18 20 75 4 0 0.45 0.04 0.38 0.53 
20 22 71 1 1 0.45 0.04 0.37 0.52 
22 24 69 0 3 0.45 0.04 0.37 0.52 

24a 36 66 7 6 0.40 0.04 0.33 0.47 
36 48 53 5 9 0.36 0.04 0.29 0.44 
48 60 39 3 12 0.33 0.04 0.26 0.41 
60 72 24 3 14 0.29 0.04 0.22 0.37 
72 84 7 0 7 0.29 0.04 0.22 0.37 

Note: a Clustered into 2 month intervals until 24 months (2 years) and then presented yearly.  
 

The results of the Kaplan-Meier failure estimate, examining the probability of 

failure from officers’ EI alert to their subsequent EI alert is graphically presented in 

Figure 1. This represents the cumulative failure function over time. As seen in Figure 1, 

the probability of failure function increases sharply at the beginning of time, suggesting 

the risk of a subsequent EI alert is highest in the months immediately after the officer is 

involved in their initial EI alert. This failure function also reveals that for over 91% of 

officers’, failure occurs within the three years from their initial EI alert during this study 

period. 
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Figure 1 

Failure Rate of Officers Receiving a Subsequent EI Alert 

 

 

In addressing RQ4 to examine the relationship between one or more factors with 

the survival time, two Cox regression models were produced, as the first model included 

the three policy requirements examined in RQ2 (supervisor met/spoke with officer, 

provided individual summaries of incidents, and asked officers about stressors) as 

separate variables, and the second Cox regression model included these three policy 

requirements together as a scale variable to see if any combination of these factors would 

cumulatively affect the timing between the initial and subsequent EI alert. In addition, 
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each of these models included Results of the first Cox regression model are presented in 

Table 13.19  

The results from the Cox regression model were similar in some ways and 

different in other ways to the logistic regression model. In a Cox regression model, 

positive coefficients indicate a greater rate of risk of failure or shorter survival times, 

whereas negative coefficients indicate a slower rate of risk of failure or longer survival 

times (Cox, 1972).  

First, while not significant in the logistic regression model, being a Hispanic 

officer was significant in this Cox regression model with a coefficient of -0.69 and a 

hazard ratio of 0.50. Specifically, Hispanic officers decreased their rate of failure by a 

factor of 0.50, having a longer time to a subsequent EI alert as compared to white 

officers, all else equal. 

Second, supervisor tenure was significant in the Cox regression model with a 

coefficient of 0.002 and a hazard ratio of 1.00. While supervisor tenure in months was an 

important measurement for some supervisors hired closer to the beginning of the study 

                                                 
19 The final sample of 201 officers from prior models was reduced to 198 officers for these two Cox 
regression models due to three officers having failed, or receiving their initial and subsequent EI alert, on 
the same day. Thus, their time at risk was zero days, and they were removed from the risk pool. The prior 
logistic regression models were run with both this sample of 198 officers and compared to the sample of 
201 officers, and there were no significant differences across models. Furthermore, the logistic regression 
models are predicting likelihood, while the Cox regression models are predicting timing, which are 
independent concepts, and thus, this difference in sample sizes are appropriate. In addition, while using the 
second and third EI alert rather than the first to second EI alert during this study period for these three 
officers was considered, the central focus of this study is the prediction of any subsequent EI alert, to 
address the supervision and accountability of officers. Furthermore, the type of performance indicator from 
the first to second EI alert for these three officers was use of force and the combination of any five or seven 
performance indicators in six months. This is an important distinction as the reasons for the EI alert and the 
determination of an appropriate intervention for each of these two performance indicators or EI alert should 
be evaluated independently by supervisors, regardless of occurring on the same day. Finally, not using the 
second to the third EI alert for these three officers allows for consistency in examination, as the processes 
for supervisors may be different from the across EI alerts and interventions based on policy changes, 
training, assignment, supervisors, etc. Thus, it was important for this study to remove these three officers 
from the risk pool for the Cox regression models to maintain the examination of the first to second EI alert 
during this study for all officers. 
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period, to assist with interpretation, supervisor tenure was rescaled to years and included 

again in the Cox regression model. This resulted in officer tenure with a coefficient of 

0.03 and a hazard ratio of 1.03. Thus, officers who had more tenured supervisors handle 

their initial EI alert during this study period had a shorter time to a subsequent EI alert, 

compared to those officers who had less tenured supervisors handle their initial EI alert 

during this study period, all else equal. 

Third, and similar to the logistic regression model, the Cox regression model 

results indicated that the performance indicator for chargeable vehicle accidents was 

significantly related to officers receiving a subsequent EI alert, with a coefficient of -0.99 

and a hazard ratio of 0.37. Specifically, officers who’s initial EI alert was triggered due to 

chargeable vehicle accidents decreased their rate of failure by a factor of 0.37. Thus, 

officers who received their initial EI alert due to meeting or exceeding the threshold for 

chargeable vehicle accidents had a longer time to a subsequent EI alert, compared to 

officers whose initial EI alert was triggered by the use of force, all else equal.  

Fourth, results demonstrated that the performance indicator for the combination of 

any five or seven performance indicators in six months and unconfirmed sick leave were 

also significantly related to officers receiving a subsequent EI alert, with coefficients of -

0.69 and -0.89 and hazard ratios of 0.50 and 0.41, respectively. Specifically, officers 

who’s initial EI alert was triggered due to either the combination of any five or seven 

performance indicators in six months or unconfirmed sick leave decreased their rate of 

failure by factors of 0.50 and 0.41, respectively. Thus, officers who received their initial 

EI alert due to meeting or exceeding the threshold for either the combination of any five 

or seven performance indicators in six months or unconfirmed sick leave had a longer 
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time to a subsequent EI alert, compared to officers whose initial EI alert was triggered by 

use of force, all else equal. 

Fifth, the results indicated that the time to the officers’ initial EI alert was 

significant, with a coefficient of -0.004 and a hazard ratio of 1.00. While the time to the 

officer’s initial EI alert in months was an important measurement for some officers hired 

after the beginning of the study period, to assist with interpretation, time to the officer’s 

initial EI alert during this study period was rescaled to years and included again in the 

Cox regression model. This resulted in the time to the officer’s initial EI alert with a 

coefficient of -0.05 and a hazard ratio of 0.95. Specifically, for each additional year 

without receiving an initial EI alert, an officer’s rate of failure decreased by a factor of 

0.95, increasing their time before being involved in a subsequent EI alert, all else equal.  

Finally, the year of the EI alert was significant, with a coefficient of 0.60 and a 

hazard ratio of 1.82. Specifically, officers whose EI alerts were flagged in 2014 or 2015 

increased their rate of failure by a factor of 1.82. Thus, officers whose EI alerts were 

flagged in 2014 or 2015 had a shorter time to a subsequent EI alert, compared to officers 

whose EI alerts were flagged between 2016 and 2020, all else equal. 
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Table 13 

Cox Regression Predicting Time to Failure: Policy Requirements Independent (n = 198) 

Variables 
Coefficient SE Hazard 

Ratio 
Demographic and Occupational Variables  

 
 

Officer Race   
 

 
   Black  0.23 0.29 1.26 
   Hispanic  *-0.69 0.34 0.50 
   Other -0.40 0.42 0.67 
Officer Gender   

 
 

   Male 0.22 0.30 1.25 
Officer Division  

 
 

   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.21 0.32 0.81 
   Tactical Support Division 0.43 0.31 1.54 
   Other Divisions  -0.28 0.39 0.75 
Supervisor Race   

 
 

   Black  -0.04 0.32 0.96 
   Hispanic  0.13 0.33 1.13 
   Other 0.40 0.38 1.49 
Supervisor Gender   

 
 

   Male  0.17 0.39 1.19 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  *0.002 0.001 1.00 
EI Case Variables  

 
 

Type of Performance Indicator  
 

 
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents *-0.99 0.48 0.37 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months *-0.69 0.33 0.50 
   Other -0.12 0.44 0.89 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave **-0.89 0.30 0.41 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) *-0.004 0.002 1.00 
Year of the EI Alert  

 
 

   2014-2015 *0.60 0.27 1.82 
EI Process Variables  

 
 

Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer  
 

 
   Yes 0.24 0.33 1.28 
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries    
   Yes -0.14 0.21 0.87 
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors     
   Explicitly Addressed 0.11 0.29 1.11 
   Implicitly Addressed 0.11 0.31 1.12 
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     
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Next, results of the second Cox regression model included the three policy 

requirements together as a scale variable to see if any combination of these factors or lack 

thereof would cumulatively affect the timing between an officer’s initial EI alert and 

intervention and subsequent EI alert. Results are presented in Table 14. 

 The results demonstrate that while being a Hispanic officer and supervisor tenure 

became slightly insignificant in this model, chargeable vehicle accidents, the combination 

of any five or seven performance indicators in six months, unconfirmed sick leave, time 

to the initial EI alert, and the year of the EI alert all remained significant in this Cox 

regression model. Specifically, the performance indicators of chargeable vehicle 

accidents, the combination of any five or seven performance indicators in six months, and 

unconfirmed sick leave were significantly related to officers receiving a subsequent EI 

alert, with coefficients of -0.93, -0.66, and -0.90, and hazard ratios of 0.39, 0.52, and 

0.41, respectively. Thus, officers who’s initial EI alert was triggered due to chargeable 

vehicle accidents, the combination performance indicator, or unconfirmed sick leave 

decreased their rate of failure or had a longer time to their subsequent EI alert by factors 

of 0.39, 0.52, and 0.41, respectively, compared to officers who initial EI alert was 

triggered by the use of force performance indicator.  

In addition, the time to the officers’ initial EI alert was again significant, with a 

coefficient of -0.003 and a hazard ratio of 1.00. Again, to assist with interpretation, time 

to the officer’s initial EI alert was rescaled to years and included in the Cox regression 

model. This resulted in the time to the officer’s initial EI alert with a coefficient of -0.05 

and a hazard ratio of 0.95. Specifically, for each additional year without receiving an 
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initial EI alert, an officer’s rate of failure decreased by a factor of 0.95, thus increasing 

their time before being involved in a subsequent EI alert, all else equal. 

Finally, the year of the EI alert was also significant, with a coefficient of 0.48 and 

a hazard ratio of 1.61. Specifically, officers whose initial EI alerts were flagged in 2014 

or 2015 increased their rate of failure by a factor of 1.61. Thus, having a shorter time to a 

subsequent EI alert, compared to officers whose EI alerts were flagged between 2016 and 

2020, all else equal. 
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Table 14 

Cox Regression Predicting Time to Failure: Policy Requirements Cumulative (n = 198)  

Variables 
Coefficient SE Hazard 

Ratio 
Demographic and Occupational Variables  

 
 

Officer Race   
 

 
   Black  0.25 0.29 1.29 
   Hispanic  -0.62 0.33 0.54 
   Other -0.44 0.42 0.64 
Officer Gender   

 
 

   Male 0.27 0.30 1.32 
Officer Division  

 
 

   Criminal Investigations Division   -0.16 0.31 0.85 
   Tactical Support Division 0.47 0.30 1.60 
   Other Divisions  -0.23 0.38 0.80 
Supervisor Race   

 
 

   Black  -0.07 0.32 0.93 
   Hispanic  0.13 0.32 1.14 
   Other 0.43 0.38 1.53 
Supervisor Gender   

 
 

   Male  0.18 0.39 1.20 
Supervisor Tenure (in months)  0.002 0.001 1.00 
EI Case Variables  

 
 

Type of Performance Indicator  
 

 
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents *-0.93 0.46 0.39 
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months *-0.66 0.33 0.52 
   Other -0.16 0.43 0.85 
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave **-0.90 0.29 0.41 
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) *-0.003 0.002 1.00 
Year of the EI Alert  

 
 

   2014-2015 *0.48 0.25 1.61 
EI Process Variables  

 
 

Cumulative Policy Requirements 0.091 0.12 1.10 
Note. *p≤.05. **p≤.01. ***p≤.001.     

 

The results of the Kernel-Smoothed hazard estimate, a graphical representation of 

an officer’s rate of risk of a subsequent EI alert at any given point in time is presented in 

Figure 2. This represents the cumulative failure function over time. This hazard rate 
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reflects the instantaneous relative rate of risk of the officer being involved in a 

subsequent EI alert at any point in time, given they have survived up to that point. As 

seen in Figure 2, each hazard rate is greatest shortly after an officer received their initial 

EI alert and quickly declines thereafter.  

Figure 2 

Kernel Smoothed Hazard Rate of Officers Receiving a Subsequent EI Alert 

 

 

Overall, the analyses presented above help to highlight which officers are at a 

higher risk of being flagged by the EI system, and which individual, occupational, and EI 

case and process factors matter in this police agency’s EI system including when the 

supervisors are handling these initial and subsequent EI alerts and interventions with EI 

flagged officers. This current study has offered key findings that provide important 

insights into these four research questions and how this impacts police agencies and their 
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use of EI systems including handling EI alerts and interventions. This also offers 

important direction for future research in this area, and critical policy implications. These 

areas will be discussed in this next section. 
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CHAPTER V 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This final chapter provides an overview of this current study and future 

considerations and is divided into seven sections. The first section of this chapter 

summarizes the prior EI system scholarship and its gaps. The second section highlights 

the importance of the current study in addressing the gap in prior EI research and restates 

the goal and purpose of this study, including the research questions addressed. The third 

section highlights the key findings for each of the four research questions addressed in 

this study and their relationship to both prior literature and the big picture. The fourth 

section discusses the limitations of this current study, while the fifth section offers 

opportunities for future research surrounding EI systems or programs including EI alerts, 

the EI review process, and the EI interventions and their outcomes. The sixth section 

outlines the empirical and policy implications of this study’s key findings. The empirical 

implications outline the methodological contributions to the EI literature while the policy 

implications are key for police agencies who have implemented or are considering 

implementing an EI system or program. The seventh and final section offers a conclusion 

including the importance and impact of this current study.   

Summary of Extant Scholarship 

EI systems are data-driven, supervisory management and accountability tools that 

track performance indicators to identify and address at-risk officer behavior early. This 

type of accountability tool is critical given that a small proportion of officers are 

consistently responsible for most problematic behavior and high-risk or critical incidents 

(Brandl et al., 2001; Christopher Commission, 1991; Harris, 2011, 2014; Kane & White, 
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2009; McCluskey & Terrill, 2005; McElvain & Kposowa, 2004, 2008; Terrill & Ingram, 

2016; Walker, 2001; Walker et al., 2000; White & Kane, 2013) and early onset of officer 

misconduct increases the risk of a longer duration and higher frequency of problematic 

behavior (Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2011; Harris & 

Worden, 2014; Kane & White, 2009).  

As of June 30, 2016, roughly 68 percent of mid- to large-sized U.S. police 

agencies have implemented an EI system (U.S. DOJ Bureau of Justice Statistics LEMAS, 

2020). Yet only a limited number of EI systems studies have been conducted (Bazley et 

al., 2009; Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 

2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Helsby et al., 2018; James et al., 2020; 

Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden 

et al., 2013). While most studies have found that EI systems have a positive effect on 

officer misconduct and accountability, this is primarily based on a reduction in 

performance indicators such as complaints or uses of force (Bobb et al., 2009; Briody & 

Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Lersch et al., 2006; Macintyre et al., 

2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). Beyond this, some EI 

studies have found that a prior history of adverse events and misconduct investigations or 

secondary employment were the most predictive performance indicators of future adverse 

events (Carton et al., 2016; Cubitt et al., 2020; Helsby et al., 2018).  

However, this extant EI scholarship has yet to examine the EI interventions or the 

supervisors’ execution of this EI review process. This assessment is critical given that a 

high number of supervisors’ reviews of EI alerts may have an outcome of “no 

intervention necessary” or officers may be flagged numerous times by the EI system, 
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questioning the impact of the EI inventions themselves. This current dissertation study is 

an attempt to fill this critical gap in EI literature regarding the supervisors’ execution of 

the EI review process including EI alerts and interventions with officers. 

Summary of the Current Study 

This current study took a progressive approach to examine four key areas: 1) the 

characteristics that distinguish officers who have and have not been flagged by the EI 

system; 2) the process and outcomes of EI interventions including how they are handled 

by supervisors; 3) the predictors of the likelihood of repeated EI alerts; and 4) the 

predictors of the timing between repeated EI alerts.  

Key Findings 

To examine the factors that affect the supervisors’ execution of the EI review 

process or policy requirements and intervention outcomes, and the likelihood and timing 

of initial and repeated EI alerts occurring, this current study utilized EI data and 

supervisors’ response memos articulating their review and determination of EI alerts and 

interventions from a large, metropolitan police agency in the U.S. Officer and supervisor 

demographic and occupational factors, and EI case and process factors were considered. 

A summary of the key findings is presented in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Summary of Findings 

 

Variables
RQ1: An 
Officer 

Receving 
an EI Alert 

(n=647)

RQ2: 
Supervisor 
Met/Spoke 
w/ Officer  
(n=201)

RQ2: Supervisor 
Provided 
Individual 
Summaries 

(n=201)

RQ2: Supervisor 
Asked Officer 

About Stressors 
(n=201)

RQ3: A 
Subsequent 

EI Alert 
(n=201)a

RQ4: Timing 
Between EI 

Alerts 
(n=198)b

Demographic and Occupational 
Variables
Officer Race 
   Black NS NS NS NS NS NS
   Hispanic NS NS NS NS NS (-)
   Other NS NS NS NS NS NS
Officer Gender 
   Male (+) NS NS NS NS NS
Officer Tenure (in months) (-) -- -- -- -- --
Officer Division
   Criminal Investigations Division  NS NS NS NS NS NS
   Tactical Support Division NS NS NS NS NS NS
   Other Divisions (-) NS NS NS NS NS
Supervisor Race 
   Black -- NS (+) NS NS NS
   Hispanic -- NS NS NS NS NS
   Other -- NS NS NS NS NS
Supervisor Gender 
   Male -- NS NS NS NS NS
Supervisor Tenure (in months) -- (-) NS NS NS (+)
EI Case Variables
Type of Performance Indicator
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents -- NS NS NS (-) (-)
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six -- NS NS NS NS (-)
   Other -- NS NS NS NS NS
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave -- NS NS (-) NS (-)
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months) -- NS NS NS (-) (-)
Year of the EI Alert
   2014-2015 -- (-) (+) (-) (+) (+)
EI Process Variables
Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer
   Yes -- -- NS -- NS NS
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries
   Yes -- NS -- NS NS NS
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors 
   Explicitly Addressed -- -- NS -- NS NS
   Implicitly Addressed -- -- NS -- NS NS
Cumulative Policy Requirements -- -- -- -- NS NS

Significant for the Likelihood of…

Note.  (+) = significant increase, (-) = significant decrease, NS = non-significant, and -- = not applicable. a This model did not 
substantially change whether the process variables were combined into the cumulative policy requirements variable or remained 
separate. b Hispanic officers and supervisor tenure became slightly insignificant when the cumulative policy requirements 
variable was included in the model.
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Key Findings for Predicting Non-Flagged and Flagged Officers (RQ1)  

In considering the four key areas examined in this current study and their 

associated research questions, the first research question (RQ1) examined the 

characteristics that distinguish non-flagged and flagged officers. This first research 

question only examined officer demographic and occupational factors given that non-

flagged officers were included in this sample and thus, supervisor and EI case factors 

would not be associated with them during this study period. 

Demographic and Occupational Factors. Regarding officer demographic and 

occupational factors for the EI review and intervention process, results demonstrated that 

officer gender, tenure, and division were significantly associated with the likelihood of 

receiving an EI alert during this study period.  

Specifically, being a male officer increases the odds of receiving an EI alert 

before the end of the study period. This aligns with prior literature that has found male 

officers have a higher likelihood of officer misconduct including involvement in use of 

force incidents and receiving complaints, compared to female officers (Brandl et al., 

2001; Harris, 2010a; Hickman et al., 2000; Lawton, 2007; Lersch & Mieczkowski, 1996; 

McCluskey & Terrill, 2005; Paoline & Terrill, 2007; Willits & Makin, 2018).  
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Officer tenure was also significant, with each additional month of experience 

decreasing the odds of receiving an EI alert during this study period. While more than 

half of the officers were hired prior to the beginning of the study period and may have 

had more time to gain maturity and experience on the job, it is noted that this data does 

not reflect any EI alerts received prior to this time. However, prior research has found 

young and inexperienced officers receive more citizen complaints, are more likely to be 

investigated for use of force allegations, and are more likely to engage in misconduct, as 

compared to older and more experienced officers (Brandl et al., 2001; Harris, 2009, 

2010a, 2014; Harris & Worden, 2014; Lersch & Mieczkowski, 1996, 2000; McElvain & 

Kposowa, 2004; Terrill & Ingram, 2016). 

Finally, officers that were assigned to the other divisions category, reduced their 

likelihood of receiving an EI alert during this study as compared to officers working in 

the patrol division. This finding is not surprising given the other divisions category 

includes administrative units (e.g., personnel and recruiting, jail, training academy, 

warrants, etc.) not regularly working in the field, while officers in patrol division 

consistently make traffic and pedestrian stops and arrests and interact with community 

members. Prior research has also found officers working busier or high crime areas often 

result in being involved in more use of force, receiving more complaints, having more 

officers on-scene with them, and making more arrests (Brandl & Stroshine, 2013; Gullion 

et al., 2021a; Harris, 2014; Harris & Worden, 2014; Lersch, 2002; Lersch et al., 2006). 
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Key Findings for Predicting EI Memo Outcomes (RQ2)  

The second research question (RQ2) in this study examined the EI review and 

intervention process (i.e., EI memo outcomes for policy requirements) handled by 

supervisors.  

Demographic and Occupational Factors. Regarding officer demographic and 

occupational factors for the EI review and intervention process, results demonstrated that 

while officer demographic and occupational factors did not reach significance for any of 

the process models, the supervisor demographic and occupational factors reached 

significance across two of the three process models. Supervisor race and tenure were both 

significant across one of the three process models. Specifically, black supervisors 

increased the likelihood of the supervisor providing individual summaries of the incidents 

that triggered the initial EI alert during this study, as compared to white supervisors. 

While prior literature has yet to examine EI intervention memos, it may be that black 

supervisors feel at risk of more scrutiny by command staff and thus, provide individual 

summaries more often compared to white supervisors. Another possibility is that black 

supervisors may be more compliant with agency policy due to their being better leaders, 

the desire to promote to positions held less often by minorities, or believing in the agency 

mission, vision, and values including its leadership more so than their counterparts. 

Additionally, supervisor tenure decreased the odds of the supervisor meeting or speaking 

with officers regarding their initial EI alert and intervention during this study. Thus, for 

each additional month of supervisor tenure, the odds of the supervisor meeting or 

speaking with officers regarding their initial EI alert and intervention during this study 

was significantly reduced. As supervisor tenure or experience at this agency increases, it 
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may lead these supervisors to feeling their daily and ongoing supervision with officers in 

their unit is sufficient, and therefore meeting or speaking with officers about their EI alert 

is unnecessary. In addition, these more experienced supervisors may decide to informally 

monitor these officers rather than meet or speak with them directly.   

EI Case Factors. Regarding EI case factors for the EI review and intervention 

process and EI memo outcomes, results demonstrated that the type of performance 

indicator and the year of the EI alert during this study period were both significantly 

associated with one and all three of the process models, respectively. Specifically, 

officers initial EI alert being triggered for meeting or exceeding the threshold for 

unconfirmed sick leave decreased the likelihood of supervisors asking those officers 

about any personal or job-related stressors as compared to officers with an initial EI alert 

during this study that was triggered for use of force incidents. Given that supervisors 

were less likely in those early years between 2014-2015 to ask officers about any 

personal or job-related stressors, it may have been that the agency placed less importance 

on officer mental health and wellness than they did in the later years from 2016-2020. 

While they required supervisors to ask about these stressors in their agency policy early 

on, it may have not been as emphasized as it was after national conversations were had 

and research supporting officer safety and wellness came out, such as in the President’s 

Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015). Another possible explanation may be that if 

their commanders were not providing oversight of the EI alert and intervention process 

during those earlier years, supervisors may have felt they would not be held accountable 

for not complying with policy. Therefore, supervisors may have felt that broaching the 
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subject of personal or job-related stressors with officers was not worth the effort or what 

they might have seen as an uncomfortable or unwarranted conversation.  

Additionally, the year of the EI alert decreased the likelihood of both supervisors 

meeting or speaking with officers regarding their initial EI alert and intervention during 

this study period and asking those officers about any personal or job-related stressors. 

Thus, for officers whose initial EI alert was flagged in 2014 or 2015, the odds of the 

supervisor meeting or speaking with officers regarding their initial EI alert and 

intervention during this study and asking those officers about any personal or job-related 

stressors was significantly reduced. In contrast, for officers whose initial EI alert during 

this study period was flagged in 2014 or 2015, the odds of the supervisor providing 

individual summaries for the incidents that triggered the initial EI alert and intervention 

during this study period was significantly increased. Given the integration into the new 

records management system in 2014, one explanation may be supervisors were in the 

practice of providing individual summaries prior to 2014, but that the increase in more 

strict policy requirements for the EI process in other areas may have increased 

supervisors’ awareness of complying with the EI policy including meeting with the 

officer and asking about stressors in those later years from 2016-2020. 

Key Findings for Predicting a Subsequent EI Alert (RQ3) 

Research question three (RQ3) in this study examined the likelihood of an officer 

receiving a subsequent EI alert after their initial EI alert and intervention during this 

study period. While officer demographic and occupational factors were again not 

significantly associated with the likelihood of officers receiving subsequent EI alert 

during this study period, several EI case factors were found to be significant. 
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EI Case Factors. Regarding the case factors for the EI alert outcomes, results 

demonstrated that the type of performance indicator, the time to the initial EI alert, and 

year of the EI alert were all significant with officers receiving a subsequent EI alert 

during the study period.  

Specifically, initial EI alerts during this study period that were triggered due to 

meeting or exceeding the threshold for chargeable vehicle accidents decreased the 

likelihood of officers receiving a subsequent EI alert during this study period. One 

potential explanation for this significance may be the visibility that comes with officers 

being involved in a chargeable vehicle accident has enough stigma or embarrassment 

attached to it that officers reduce their field activities or proactive engagements so that 

future EI alerts or interventions do not occur. Another explanation may be that 

chargeable vehicle accidents by their nature usually result in disciplinary action, whether 

formal or informal, and therefore such discipline is enough of a deterrent to prevent 

future EI alerts and interventions. Another final potential explanation is that officers may 

rely more on their partners driving their police vehicle after their initial chargeable 

vehicle accident, and thus, reduce their risk of receiving another chargeable vehicle 

accident or combination threshold that includes this type of performance indicator. 

Time to the initial EI alert was also significant, decreasing the likelihood of 

officers receiving a subsequent EI alert after their initial EI alert and intervention during 

this study period. Thus, for each additional month until an officers’ initial EI alert during 

this study period, the odds of receiving a subsequent EI alert was significantly reduced. 

This finding suggests that the timing of repeated EI alerts is important, and that perhaps 

those officers receiving more tailored or appropriate interventions with their supervisors 
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for earlier EI alerts are modifying their behavior more so than their counterparts, 

resulting in a reduced likelihood of receiving future EI alerts.  

Finally, the year of the EI alert was significant, increasing the likelihood of 

officers receiving a subsequent EI alert after their initial EI alert and intervention during 

this study period. Thus, for officers’ whose initial EI alert was triggered in 2014 or 2015, 

the odds of receiving a subsequent EI alert significantly increased. One potential 

explanation may be that the supervisors’ process for the execution of these EI alerts and 

interventions were different in these earlier years before an annual audit of the EI policy 

and program began in 2016. Supervisors may not have been adhering to the policy 

requirements such as meeting with the officer, providing individual summaries, or asking 

about stressors prior to 2016, which meant that officers were not receiving appropriate 

interventions and thus not modifying their behavior, resulting in repeated future EI alerts.   

Key Findings for Predicting Time to Subsequent EI Alert (RQ4) 

The fourth and final research question (RQ4) in this study examined the timing 

between officers initial EI alert and intervention and their subsequent EI alert during this 

study period.  

Demographic and Occupational Factors. Regarding officer demographic and 

occupational factors for the EI review and intervention process, results demonstrated that 

officer race was significantly associated with the timing between officers initial and 

subsequent EI alert during this study period. Specifically, Hispanic officers decreased 

their rate of risk of failure (i.e., receiving a subsequent EI alert) or resulted in a longer 

time to their subsequent EI alert as compared to white officers, all else equal. While prior 

literature has yet to examine the timing between EI alerts, it may be that Hispanic officers 
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feel at risk of more scrutiny in future incidents after receiving EI interventions from their 

supervisors as compared to white officers, and thus, reduce their risk of future incidents 

by engaging in less proactive policing. Another possibility is that Hispanic officers may 

take their EI interventions with supervisors more seriously due to their desire to promote 

to positions held less often by minorities, and thus modify their behavior by increasing 

their communication skills and de-escalation techniques more so than their counterparts. 

 In addition, supervisor tenure was also found to be significant, increasing the rate 

of risk of failure (i.e., receiving a subsequent EI alert). Thus, for each additional month of 

supervisor tenure for handling those officers receiving their initial EI alert during the 

study period, an officer’s rate of failure increased. Thus, officers that have more tenured 

supervisors handle their initial EI alert during this study period have a shorter amount of 

time before receiving a subsequent EI alert, compared to their counterparts. One possible 

explanation may be that more tenured supervisors may take the execution of EI alerts and 

interventions less seriously than their younger or less tenured counterparts, which may be 

perceived by those officers receiving EI interventions as less important to be concerned 

with modifying their behavior.  

EI Case Factors. Regarding EI case factors for the EI review and intervention 

process, results demonstrated that the type of performance indicator for the initial EI alert 

during this study period, time to the initial EI alert, and year of the EI alert were all 

significantly associated with time to a subsequent EI alert.  

Specifically, officers initial EI alert being triggered for meeting or exceeding the 

threshold for chargeable vehicle accidents, the combination of any five or seven 

performance indicators, or unconfirmed sick leave all decreased their rate of risk of 
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failure. Thus, officers with an initial EI alert during this study period that was triggered 

for any of these three performance indicators had a longer time before receiving a 

subsequent EI alert, compared to officers with their initial EI alert triggered for use of 

force incidents. One explanation for these findings may be that chargeable vehicle 

accidents, the combination of any five or seven performance indicators, or unconfirmed 

sick leave may not be viewed as high-risk activities in danger of repeated EI alerts in a 

shorter time as opposed to use of force incidents. Another explanation may be that the 

problematic behavior surrounding these particular performance indicators might be more 

visible for a supervisor to review and provide appropriate intervention for, than is use of 

force incidents that are less evident unless the supervisor is on-scene or reviews the 

officer’s body worn camera footage to identify problematic behavior.   

In addition, time to the initial EI alert was also significant, decreasing the rate of 

risk of failure for officers during this study period. Thus, for each additional month 

without receiving an initial EI alert during this study period, an officer’s rate of failure 

was significantly decreased, and thus having a longer time before being involved in a 

subsequent EI alert, all else equal. Again, this finding suggests that the timing of repeated 

EI alerts is critical and that perhaps more tailored or appropriate interventions with 

supervisors for earlier EI alerts are modifying officers’ behavior more so than their 

counterparts receiving less appropriate interventions, resulting in a shorter time to their 

receiving future EI alerts. 

Finally, the year of the EI alert was significant, increasing the rate of risk of 

failure during this study period. Thus, officers’ whose initial EI alert was triggered in 

2014 or 2015 significantly increased their rate of failure, and thus having a shorter time 



131 
 

 

before being involved in a subsequent EI alert, all else equal. Again the supervisors’ 

process for the execution of these EI alerts and interventions may have been different in 

these earlier years before an annual audit of the EI policy and program began in 2016, 

resulting supervisors not providing appropriate interventions, and thus officers not 

modifying their behavior, leading to repeated future EI alerts in a shorter time frame.   

Limitations 

While this dissertation study has provided valuable insights in the EI review 

process and supervisors’ execution of EI alerts and interventions, it is not without 

limitations. Given this study examined data from one police agency, this limits the 

generalizability of these findings across other police agencies. Also, due to limitations in 

the availability of measures in the performance indicator data (e.g., use of force incidents, 

complaints, vehicle pursuits, etc.), other measures of individual, situational, 

organizational, and community characteristics affecting the EI process outcomes, and the 

likelihood of and timing between EI alerts may not be accounted for.  

Such factors may include officer and supervisor workgroups, education, prior 

military experience, supervisor styles and length of supervisor-officer relationship, and 

for incidents that triggered the EI alerts, citizen demographics, proactive stops, level of 

force, complaint allegation, number of officers on-scene, area occurred, neighborhood 

composition, outcome for citizens (e.g., injury, arrest, etc.), and disciplinary action for 

officers, among other factors. Additional EI case factors that may be beneficial to explore 

include the total number of prior EI alerts, the types of incidents that triggered prior EI 

alerts and their outcomes (i.e., any formal action taken) throughout the officer’s career, 
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and whether the types of incidents that triggered the EI alerts were the same or different 

between EI interventions.  

Additionally, this study also examined officers’ initial and subsequent EI alert that 

occurred during this study period and recognized that this may limit these findings. Many 

of the officers included in this study likely had at least one if not multiple EI alerts and 

interventions prior to January 1, 2014, the beginning of this study period. Furthermore, 

while an officer’s total number of EI alerts after the initial and subsequent EI alert was 

not examined in this study, officers received up to 15 EI alerts during this study period. 

Specifically, of the 253 officers with at least one EI alert during this study period, 107 

officers (or 42.29%) had one EI alert, 118 officers (46.64%) had between two and five EI 

alerts, 21 officers (or 8.30%) had between six and ten EI alerts, and 7 officers (or 2.77%) 

had between 11 and 15 EI alerts during this study period. Thus, analyzing officers’ 

additional EI alerts may provide insight for factors affecting the EI process outcomes, and 

the likelihood and timing of their future recurrence of officer misconduct. This may also 

be informative for whether the EI interventions are achieving their intended purpose of 

addressing at-risk officer behavior early.  

The current study also relied on the examination of EI alerts that were triggered 

for sworn officers in this police agency. Sworn personnel such as first-line supervisors, 

mid-level managers, and commanders nor civilian employees were included in this study. 

The idea was to focus on officers that worked in patrol or in the field, or had regular 

interactions with the community, and thus engaged in higher-risk activities tracked by the 

EI system. Given this, these EI alerts and interventions are not representative of all EI 
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alerts and interventions handled in this police agency during this same study period, 

limiting generalizability. 

Another limitation of this study includes the inability to verify the accuracy of the 

information in each supervisor response memo. It is unknown whether the information 

provided by the supervisor accurately represents the experiences of those involved. This 

includes what the police officers are aware of and find important regarding the EI review 

process and execution of their EI alert and intervention and the incidents that triggered 

the EI alerts, as well as the mindset and reasoning behind the decisions made by 

supervisors in handling these EI alerts and interventions with officers.  

The accuracy and timing of the data collection across all the performance 

indicators tracked by the EI system may also limit these findings and their 

generalizability. Furthermore, because this is the first study to examine EI interventions 

and specifically the supervisors’ EI review process and execution of the EI alerts and 

interventions, replication is required before strong conclusions can be reached.  

Future Research 

Limitations notwithstanding, there are many opportunities for future research in 

this area of EI systems, especially given that prior EI studies have yet to examine the EI 

interventions themselves. Given the large number of EI systems utilized, the cost to 

implement and maintain an EI system, and the research demonstrating mostly positive 

results of EI systems, scholars should continue evaluating how EI systems are utilized 

and whether they are successful. Scholars are also encouraged to explore EI systems 

specifically as it relates to the EI review process by supervisors and the execution of 

these EI alerts and interventions with officers. Having an effective EI system to hold 
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officers and agencies accountable will assist in addressing and preventing at-risk officer 

behavior, ensuring police legitimacy and procedural justice, and building community 

trust and partnerships. 

Future research should examine EI data including EI alerts, interventions, and 

supporting materials surrounding the EI review and execution process from other police 

agencies in other regions and of varying agency sizes. In addition, this should include an 

examination of additional measures that may affect the process requirements and the 

likelihood of and timing between EI alerts and interventions. These measures could 

include individual, situational, organizational, and community characteristics both within 

the EI data and related to the incidents that triggered the EI alerts.  

Forthcoming scholarship could also compare across groups such as partnerships, 

shifts, units, and patrol areas to determine if factors affecting the likelihood and timing of 

misconduct are similar or diverge for certain officers or groups. For example, Ouellet et 

al. (2019) examined officer misconduct using network analysis and found officers in 

networks with a greater proportion of fellow officers previously named in force 

complaints were at an increased risk of being named in future force complaints. 

Additionally, future scholars should explore any follow-up monitoring that may have 

been conducted by supervisors, whether formal or informal, and the officers’ activities 

post-EI intervention. 

Future research would also benefit from exploring or expanding other areas of EI 

alerts and interventions. Such as exploring prior officer EI alerts and interventions as well 

as continued officer misconduct beyond the subsequent EI alert during a study period to 

determine if different factors are in effect. In addition, future scholars should consider EI 



135 
 

 

alerts and interventions outcomes and officer activities or behaviors beyond the 

performance indicators tracked by this agency’s EI system. This may include arrests, 

alcohol and drug use, claims and lawsuits, domestic violence issues, secondary 

employment, and traffic and pedestrian stops, as well as positive behaviors such as 

awards, comments and commendations, and performance evaluations to see how these 

affect recurrent EI alerts and interventions. Moreover, considering employees beyond 

sworn police officers may be an opportunity to compare groups of employees by 

workgroup and assignment and to determine different effects for the upper ranks and 

civilian employees on how EI alerts and interventions modify their behavior. 

Additionally, future EI studies should consider the accuracy and timing of the EI 

data collection process across the EI system itself as well as the other databases that are 

the sources for maintaining the incidents that trigger these EI alerts. For example, while 

scholars may use strong methodological approaches and statistical designs in their 

studies, if the accountability data is of poor quality such as being inaccurate, untimely, or 

incomplete, this may lead to questioning the validity of the results produced. Thus, future 

research should consider examining the quality of the data inputted into these 

accountability systems prior to assessing their effectiveness. This is especially key given 

the importance of real-time and accurate data for an effective EI system, and the impact 

of its EI alerts and interventions on modifying officer behavior and preventing repeated 

EI alerts and interventions.  

Beyond the accuracy and timeliness of the EI data and its associated performance 

indicators, other supporting materials that are examined regarding the EI review process 

and execution of the EI alerts and interventions must be considered for whether it 
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accurately represents the experiences of those involved. For example, while supervisor 

response memos may have sometimes documented those supervisors met or spoke with 

officers regarding the EI alert and intervention, it is difficult to know what the police 

officers are aware of or what they were told regarding this EI review process and 

execution of the EI intervention. Furthermore, it is equally challenging to understand the 

mindset and decision-making process for these supervisors handling these EI alerts and 

interventions with these officers, as the supervisor response memos do not tell the whole 

story.  

Thus, future research should consider using qualitative methodological 

approaches to examine police accountability, specifically, EI systems and their alerts and 

interventions. For example, officer interviews would help provide insight regarding why 

officers engage in these repeated behaviors, the impact of receiving EI alerts and 

interventions from supervisors, and whether or how it modifies at-risk officer behavior. 

Equally important, supervisor interviews would help shed light on supervisors’ mindsets 

and decision-making in handling these EI alerts and interventions with officers including 

why they met or speak with some officers and not others, reasons for no formal action 

taken, and other such process and intervention outcomes. Qualitative research would also 

provide further insight into the underlying reasons EI alerts and interventions may be 

effective or not and how to improve these EI systems, contributing to the big picture of 

EI systems and their overall value.  

Implications 

Building on prior EI systems research and contributing to the paucity of EI 

scholarship by examining the EI review and execution process for EI alerts and 
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interventions, findings from this current study inform several key empirical and policy 

implications.   

Empirical Implications  

This current dissertation study makes significant contributions to the extant EI 

scholarship in a number of ways including in its methodological and statistical analyses 

approach. 

First, the data utilized in this dissertation study included supervisor response 

memos that outlined the review and execution process for these EI alerts and their 

interventions with officers. EI interventions and specifically supervisors’ articulation of 

the review and execution of these EI interventions with officers has not yet been 

examined in prior literature. Utilizing these supervisor response memos, this current 

study was able to determine whether supervisors were adhering to this agency’s EI policy 

requirements, which should be considered a critical component of whether the EI 

interventions with officers are appropriate and timely in addressing these EI alerts and 

preventing future EI alerts. In addition, these supervisor response memos provided key 

insights into this EI alert review and intervention process between supervisors and 

officers to better understand the EI system processes to determine what works and how.  

Second, because this critical data was obtained including supervisor response 

memos articulating the process required by EI policy, it allowed this study to consider 

these policy requirements as outcomes in the logistic regression analyses. This statistical 

approach has not been conducted in prior research and provided insight into the factors 

that impact these policy requirements and supervisor’s adherence to them.  
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Third, this current dissertation study performed survival analysis to examine the 

timing between EI alerts and interventions, or their time to failure, and the factors that 

may affect this timing. While survival analysis has been utilized previously in policing 

literature (e.g., Gullion et al., 2021a, 2021b; Harris, 2014; Harris & Worden, 2014; 

McElvain, & Kposowa, 2008), it has not yet been used to examine the likelihood and 

timing between EI alerts and interventions. Such an examination of EI alerts and 

interventions using survival analysis provides critical insight regarding the timing 

between EI alerts and interventions and thus whether these EI interventions are 

modifying at-risk officer behavior. In addition, the factors affecting this likelihood and 

timing provided valuable information regarding which officer and supervisor 

demographic and occupational and EI case factors most impact the likelihood and timing 

between EI alerts. Agencies can be more informed regarding which factors should be 

focused on when providing managerial oversight of these EI interventions and when 

assessing the EI program overall including the design and implementation of EI alerts 

and interventions. 

Fourth, this current study is the first of its kind in the area of EI system research 

related to EI interventions with officers. Findings from this current dissertation study 

contributes not only to the knowledge that has been lacking in prior EI literature 

regarding supervisors’ review and execution of EI alerts and interventions with officers, 

but also reveal a path forward in conducting more research in this area. Specifically, this 

current study’s findings provide a baseline for future EI system research for determining 

which officer and supervisor demographic and occupational and EI case factors had and 

likely will have significant impact on EI alerts and interventions. Future EI system 
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scholars that have access to EI data including the review and execution process of EI 

alerts and interventions can now make more informed decisions on which factors to 

include in their own study for further exploration in this area. This dissertation study also 

demonstrates the need for more research to determine the effectiveness of EI systems in 

addressing and preventing at-risk behavior. 

Policy Implications 

In addition to these empirical implications, findings from this current study 

inform several key policy implications worth discussing, including specifics for the EI 

system or program, as well as those related to supervision, guidance and mentoring.  

EI System or Program Specific. First, the results of this study demonstrated that 

the type of performance indicator can be significant on the EI policy requirements, and 

the likelihood of and timing between a subsequent EI alert during this study period. 

While these findings may be associated with how supervisors handle the execution of EI 

alerts and interventions, these findings also suggest that agency-defined thresholds must 

first be appropriately defined and regularly assessed to ensure the EI system is properly 

identifying the police agency’s at-risk officers. Police experts and scholars agree that an 

agency’s thresholds should be based on its history and culture, including a review of the 

number of past incidents involving the agency and its officers (Alpert & Walker, 2000; 

Shjarback, 2015). The findings regarding these performance indicators could reveal that 

the thresholds are not appropriately defined or that supervisors are not executing EI alerts 

and interventions with officers as appropriately as they could.  

Second, given the combination of any five or seven performance indicators was 

significant for the timing between EI alerts, agencies should consider having an overall 
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combination type of performance indicator that triggers an EI alert when a combination 

of various types of incidents meet or exceed a certain threshold. The agency for this 

current study did have a combination threshold in 2014 and 2015 that they chose to 

eliminate it due to what they indicated was redundancy. However, these combination 

thresholds are invaluable to capture at-risk officers that engage across multiple 

performance indicators in a short time. This is especially key given that prior research 

demonstrates that a small proportion of officers are responsible for most problematic 

behavior and high-risk or critical incidents including uses of force, complaints, arrests, 

officer-involved shootings, among others (Brandl et al., 2001; Christopher Commission, 

1991; Harris, 2011, 2014; Kane & White, 2009; McCluskey & Terrill, 2005; McElvain & 

Kposowa, 2004, 2008; Terrill & Ingram, 2016; Walker, 2001; Walker et al., 2000; White 

& Kane, 2013). 

This particular agency’s issue was not with the combination threshold itself, but 

with the thresholds defined for some of the other performance indicators. For example, 

the use of force threshold was defined as six use of force incidents in 90 days while the 

combination thresholds were defined as any five or seven incidents in six months. Given 

the high number of uses of force required to trigger an EI alert, redundancies would 

naturally occur between the use of force and the combination thresholds. One 

recommendation for this agency would be to lower the use of force threshold, for 

example, to three use of force incidents in a 90-day period. This would not only help 

elevate redundancies with the combination threshold but lowering the use of force 

threshold is also important to identify and address at-risk officers early. This is critical 

given an EI system is non-disciplinary in nature, intended to intervene with officers prior 
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to more serious incidents occurring. Especially given the broader impact use of force 

incidents can have on officers, citizens involved, and the community-at-large, such as 

safety, mental health and wellness, legitimacy, and community trust and support.  

Third, this study found that supervisor race, type of performance indicator and 

year of the initial EI alert during this study period were all significantly associated with 

the EI memo outcomes handled by the supervisors. In other words, whether the 

supervisor complied with those EI policy requirements. These findings suggest that 

agencies must ensure that they have a comprehensive and quality EI program. This 

includes a clear and concise policy that outlines the EI system’s purpose and processes, 

including identifying the roles and responsibilities for supervisors and managers, and 

providing agency-wide messaging and training for successful review and execution of EI 

alerts and interventions. Communicating the EI system’s purpose and process, such as 

performance indicators, thresholds, alerts and interventions, and articulating officers’ and 

supervisors’ expectations are essential (Bertoia, 2008; Bouche et al., 2016). For all 

agencies, it is equally critical to understand the EI system’s limitations and the reasoning 

behind the performance indicators and thresholds (Alpert & Walker, 2000). 

Fourth, other policy considerations for this agency and agencies everywhere can 

be offered. This includes requiring a deadline for the review process and execution of EI 

alerts and interventions (while this agency provided due dates, many supervisors did not 

meet the required deadline) to ensure timeliness in addressing at-risk behavior. Given that 

half of the officers in this study had their subsequent EI alert within eight months of their 

initial EI alert, supervisors handling EI interventions swiftly and appropriately, including 

post-intervention monitoring, is vital to prevent repeated misconduct (Gullion & King, 
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2020; Walker & Archbold, 2013). Furthermore, documenting the details regarding the 

meeting or conversation with officers including the date for when the supervisor meets or 

speaks with the officer (for this study, some included this date while most did not) and 

documenting what was specifically discussed including asking officers about personal or 

job-related stressors is essential to ensure officers are aware of these EI alerts and to hold 

supervisors accountable to these EI policy requirements.  

Fifth, given the significance in both directions for many of the demographic, 

occupational, and EI case variables on the likelihood of receiving an EI alert, the 

likelihood of receiving a subsequent EI alert, and the timing between EI alerts, agencies 

should take a closer examination at whether these EI interventions are achieving their 

intended purpose of addressing at-risk officers early, modifying officer behavior, and 

preventing future EI alerts and interventions. Supervisors must consider whether any 

informal or formal action should be taken in these EI interventions, especially given the 

lack of formal action taken with officers in this current study and yet repeated EI alerts 

are occurring within a relatively short period of time. This is key given EI systems are 

non-disciplinary and intended to supervisor and mentor officers which may include re-

training, enhanced supervision, EAP referrals, or any number of other non-disciplinary 

actions. Furthermore, managerial oversight of the execution of these EI alerts and 

interventions by supervisors is also key to understand their decision-making processes 

and outcomes. Especially given that almost all these EI interventions resulted in no action 

taken with officers. 

Finally, substantial lack of supervisors complying with these policy requirements 

as found in the EI memo outcomes including supervisors meeting with officers, providing 
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individual summaries of the incidents that triggered the EI alert, asking officers about 

stressors and taking any formal action emphasizes the need for managerial oversight of 

the execution process of EI alerts and interventions handled by supervisors. Either this 

agency’s managers are not conducting periodic reviews of these memos, or the actions 

taken by these managers to correct supervisors’ compliance with this EI policy is not 

working. Specifically, agencies having managers conduct periodic reviews of EI alerts 

and interventions handled by supervisors can offer valuable insight into which 

supervisors are providing appropriate oversight, executing EI alerts and interventions 

properly, or offering mentorship to their subordinates (Walker et al., 2001). This current 

study’s police agency does produce an annual EI report which assesses the EI program 

including alerts and interventions, and identifies areas for improvement, which is a best 

practice for any agency. 

Supervision, Guidance, and Mentoring Specific 

Specific to this study’s results, the demographic and occupational variables 

including offender gender, officer division, supervisor tenure, and the EI case factors for 

the type of performance indicator, time to the initial EI alert, and the year of the EI alert 

were significantly associated with one, two or all three outcomes. These include the 

likelihood of an EI alert or a subsequent EI alert during this study period, and the timing 

between an officer’s initial and subsequent EI alert during this study period. These 

findings reveal the opportunity agencies have to provide augmented field supervision, 

guidance, and mentoring throughout an officer’s career. This may consist of enhancing 

officers’ communication skills and de-escalation techniques taught by the training 

academy and during in-service training, ensuring mental health and wellness, and 
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adhering to the tenets of procedural justice and fair and impartial policing to improve the 

outcomes of police-citizen encounters. It is also essential to provide on-scene supervision 

during high-risk and critical incidents, when possible, especially within the two years of 

the officer receiving an EI alert and intervention related to high-risk activities. 

Furthermore, agencies can capitalize on those supervisors who are handling these EI 

alerts and interventions more appropriately and have them provide mentoring and 

training to other supervisors in the agency.  

Police agencies should also consider implementing a BWC policy and program 

designed to review BWC footage and identify positive (e.g., good de-escalation 

techniques and communication skills) and problematic behaviors displayed in police-

citizen encounters. That video, in turn, could be used during officer in-service training or 

in supplemental re-training for officers who have had repeated EI alerts for complaints, 

proactive stops, or incidents resulting from high-risk activities. This BWC footage review 

is also key given that much police discretion and many critical incidents including use of 

force occur in low-visibility situations where supervisors may not observe their actions.  

Also, given this study found that officer and supervisor tenure were both 

significant for the likelihood of receiving an EI alert and subsequent EI alert during this 

study period and the timing between EI alerts, this suggests the opportunity agencies have 

to establish a formal mentoring program both for officers and supervisors, to capitalize on 

the knowledge and experience of those personnel. Older and more experienced officers 

may mentor younger less experienced officers regarding handling critical incidents and 

everyday police-citizen encounters including utilizing those communication skills and de-

escalation techniques and adhering to the tenets of procedural justice and fair and 
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impartial policing to improve the outcomes of these encounters. This mentorship should 

also include those more seasoned officers ensuring the safety, mental health and wellness 

for the less seasoned officers. Such mentorship among officers may improve officers job 

performance and health and wellness which may result in a reduction of EI alerts and or 

may impact the timing between EI alerts if those EI interventions are modifying officer 

behavior.  

For the formal mentoring between supervisors given the significance of 

supervisor tenure found in this study, such a program may enhance the review and 

execution of EI alerts and interventions and result in better decision-making processes 

and outcomes for addressing at-risk officer behavior. More tenured supervisors may 

impart their knowledge and experience on how to best tailor these EI interventions with 

officers, and how to identify patterns of officer behavior in the EI alerts that may be 

problematic rather than based on high productivity. While managerial oversight of the 

execution of these EI alerts and interventions is still key, a mentoring program among 

supervisors allows for more accessibility and resources for those younger less 

experienced supervisors that are navigating the execution of these EI alerts and 

interventions. Though the communication and training on EI policy is still critical, new 

supervisors that are putting the EI policy and training into practice would likely benefit 

from a more tenured supervisor that has had experience executing these EI alerts and 

interventions with officers. In addition, seasoned supervisors may have also received 

feedback from their managers on prior EI alerts and interventions that enhanced their 

method of handling the EI review process that they can share with these new supervisors.  
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this current study was to explore the supervisors’ review process 

and execution of EI alerts and interventions and inform police agencies and scholars 

about the process and effectiveness of EI systems’ alerts and interventions. This is 

particularly critical given the prevalence of EI systems across U.S. police agencies and 

the time, money, and resources to maintain them. Few studies have examined EI systems, 

though most have found a positive effect on officer misconduct and accountability (Bobb 

et al., 2009; Briody & Prenzler, 2020; Davis et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2002; Lersch et al., 

2006; Macintyre et al., 2008; Shjarback, 2015; Walker et al., 2001; Worden et al., 2013). 

More importantly, EI interventions have not yet been examined in prior EI research. The 

current study contributes to this gap by examining individual, occupational, and EI case 

factors affecting EI process and intervention outcomes, as well as the likelihood of and 

timing between EI alerts.  

Specifically, this study demonstrated that factors such as officer gender, tenure, 

and division have the greatest correlation with an officer receiving an EI alert. For the EI 

process outcomes, supervisor race and tenure, the type of performance indicator, and the 

year of the EI alert also had strong associations to supervisors complying with the 

agency’s EI policy for handling EI alerts and interventions with officers. Regarding EI 

case factors and their impact on the timing between EI alerts, officer race and supervisor 

tenure were significantly associated with the timing between the officer’s initial EI alert 

and intervention and their subsequent EI alert. Additionally, the type of performance 

indicator, the timing of the initial EI alert during this study period, and the year of the EI 
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alert all had a strong correlation to both the likelihood of a subsequent EI alert and the 

timing between EI alerts.  

Additionally, many of the supervisor demographic and occupational factors and 

the EI case factors had an effect on the process outcomes of the supervisors complying 

with EI policy. Given the impact of these EI case factors, supervisors must tailor EI 

interventions based on officer demographic, occupational, and EI case factors that would 

have the greatest opportunity for preventing future at-risk behavior. Concerning the 

impact of these supervisor demographic and occupational factors, agencies must ensure 

these EI interventions receive ongoing oversight to make any necessary modifications 

with specific officers and with general EI intervention expectations across the agency.  

Ultimately, the goal for police agencies is to provide proper supervision, 

guidance, and accountability within their organization. This current study is a step toward 

informing agencies how to capitalize on EI systems including how supervisors handle EI 

alerts and interventions to address at-risk officer behavior. Future research should 

examine the likelihood of and timing and duration between EI alerts and interventions, 

repeated misconduct, and other officer activities as this is an unexplored area worthy of 

examination. The timing component is necessary for the overall picture of the predictors 

impacting officer behaviors and potential officer misconduct. 

 

 



148 
 

 

REFERENCES 

Adams, K. (1999). What we know about police use of force. In K. Adams (Ed.), Use of 

force by police: Overview of national and local data (pp. 1-14). National Institute 

of Justice. 

Alpert, G. P., & MacDonald, J. M. (2001). Police use of force: An analysis of 

organizational characteristics. Justice Quarterly, 18(2), 393-409. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820100094951 

Alpert, G.P. & Walker, S. (2000). Police accountability and early warning systems: 

Developing policies and programs. Justice Research and Policy, 2(2), 59-72. 

https://www.doi.org/10.3818/JRP.2.22000.59 

Archbold, C. A. (2021). Police Accountability in the USA: Gaining Traction or Spinning  

Wheels? Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 15(3), 1665-1683. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/police/paab033 

Artstein, R., & Poesio, M. (2005). Bias decreases in proportion to the number of  

annotators. In Proceedings of FG-MoL 2005: The 10th conference on Formal  

Grammar, ed. Gerhard Jaeger, Paola Monachesi, Gerald Penn, James Rogers, and  

Shuly Wintner, pp. 141–150. CSLI. 

Bazley, T. D., Mieczkowski, T., & Lersch, K. M. (2009). Early intervention program  

criteria: Evaluating officer use of force. Justice Quarterly, 26(1), 107-124.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820801989742 

Bertoia, T. (2008). Developing an early intervention system for police misconduct in a 

Law Enforcement Agency. Police Integrity Commission. 



149 
 

 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.538.2788&rep=rep1&t

ype=pdf 

Bishopp, S.A., Worrall, J., & Piquero, N.L. (2016). General strain and police misconduct: 

The role of organizational influence. Policing: An International Journal, 39(4), 

635-651. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-10-2015-0122 

Bobb, M.J., Barge, M., Mazar, Y., Naguib, C., & Shugrue, T. (2002). Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department: 15th semiannual report. Police Assessment Resource 

Center. https://www.clearinghouse.net/chDocs/public/PN-CA-0001-0015.pdf 

Bobb, M.J., Barge, M., Mazar, Y., Naguib, C., & Shugrue, T. (2009). Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department: 27th semiannual report. Police Assessment Resource 

Center. https://www.clearinghouse.net/chDocs/public/PN-CA-0001-0029.pdf 

Bouche, K. A., Davis, R. L., Grant, S. C., Gullion, C. L., Heintze, A. F., Johnson III, W. 

D., & Medrano, E. (2016). An assessment of the Calexico Police Department. 

Collaborative Reform Initiative, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. 

https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=803809 

Bradford, B., Quinton, P., Myhill, A., & Porter, G. (2014). Why do ‘the law’ comply? 

Procedural justice, group identification and officer motivation in police 

organizations. European Journal of Criminology, 11(1), 110-131. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370813491898 

Braga, A. A., Winship, C., Tyler, T. R., Fagan, J., & Meares, T. L. (2014). The salience 

of social contextual factors in appraisals of police interactions with citizens: A 

randomized factorial experiment. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 30(4), 

599-627. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-014-9216-7 



150 
 

 

Brandl, S. G., & Stroshine, M. S. (2013). The role of officer attributes, job characteristics, 

and arrest activity in explaining police use of force. Criminal Justice Policy 

Review, 24(5), 551-572. https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403412452424 

Brandl, S. G., Stroshine, M. S., & Frank, J. (2001). Who are the complaint-prone 

officers? An examination of the relationship between police officers' attributes, 

arrest activity, assignment, and citizens' complaints about excessive 

force. Journal of Criminal Justice, 29(6), 521-529.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(01)00114-3 

Briody, M., & Prenzler, T. (2020). The New Zealand Police Early Intervention System: A 

review of implementation and impact issues. International Journal of Police 

Science & Management, 22(3), 297-307. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1461355720931891 

Brown, B. (2015). Cops and chaos: A historical examination of the police role in riot  

control. Journal of Applied Security Research, 10(4), 427-465. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19361610.2015.1069532 

Burke, R., Waters, J.A. & Ussery, W. (2007). Police stress: History, contributing factors,  

symptoms, and interventions. Policing: An International Journal, 30(2), 169-188. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510710753199 

Carton, S., Helsby, J., Joseph, K., Mahmud, A., Park, Y., Walsh, J., & Ghani, R.  

(2016). Identifying police officers at risk of adverse events. In Proceedings of the  

22nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data  

Mining. pp. 67-76. https://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939698 

 



151 
 

 

Charette, B. (1994). Early Identification of Police Brutality and Misconduct: The  

MetroDade Police Department Model. In Zahm, D., Stiff, C., & Finn, M. (Eds.),  

Human Resources in Criminal Justice (pp. 53-59).  

https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/Digitization/153059-152066NCJRS.pdf 

Cheng, C., & Long, W. (2022). The effect of highly publicized police killings on 

policing: Evidence from large US cities. Journal of Public Economics, 206, 

104557. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104557 

Christopher Commission. (1991). Report of the independent commission on the Los 

Angeles Police Department. Diane Publishing. 

Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA) (2019). 

Standards Manual. (6th ed.). https://www.calea.org/node/11406 

Cox, D. R. (1972). Regression models and life-tables. Journal of the Royal Statistical 

 Society: Series B (Methodological), 34(2), 187–202. 

Cubitt, T. I., Wooden, K. R., & Roberts, K. A. (2020). A machine learning analysis of 

serious misconduct among Australian police. Crime Science, 9(1), 1-13. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40163-020-00133-6 

Davis, R.C., Henderson, N.J., Mandelstam, J., Ortiz, C.W., & Miller, J. (2005). Federal 

intervention in local policing: Pittsburgh’s experience with a consent decree. 

Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. 

https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=463256  

Davis, R. C., & P. Mateu-Gelabert. (1999). Respectful and Effective Policing: Two 

Examples in the South Bronx. Vera Institute. 



152 
 

 

Davis, R.C., Ortiz, C.W., Henderson, N.J., Miller, J., & Massie, M.K. (2002). Turning 

necessity into virtue: Pittsburgh’s experience with a federal consent decree. Vera 

Institute of Justice. https://samuelwalker.net/wp-

content/uploads/2010/09/PittsburghCD-VeraTurningNecessity.pdf 

DeJong, C., Mastrofski, S. D., & Parks, R. B. (2001). Patrol officers and problem 

solving: An application of expectancy theory. Justice Quarterly, 18(1), 31-61. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820100094811 

Dhont, K., Cornelis, I., & Van Hiel, A. (2010). Interracial public–police contact: 

Relationships with police officers’ racial and work-related attitudes and 

behavior. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 34(6), 551-560. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004 

Dias, C. F., & Vaughn, M. S. (2006). Bureaucracy, managerial disorganization, and 

administrative breakdown in criminal justice agencies. Journal of Criminal 

Justice, 34(5), 543-555. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2006.09.009 

Engel, R. S. (2000). The effects of supervisory styles on patrol officer behavior. Police 

Quarterly, 3(3), 262-293. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611100003003003 

Engel, R. S. (2001). Supervisory styles of patrol sergeants and lieutenants. Journal of 

Criminal Justice, 29(4), 341-355. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(01)00091-5 

Engel, R. S. (2002). Patrol officer supervision in the community policing era. Journal of 

Criminal Justice, 30(1), 51-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(01)00122-2 

Engel, R. S. (2003). How police supervisory styles influence patrol officer behavior. 

Research in practice. U.S. Department of Justice 



153 
 

 

Engel, R. S. & Worden, R. E. (2003). Police officers’ attitudes, behavior, and supervisor 

influences: An analysis of problem solving. Criminology, 41(1), 131-166. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2003.tb00984.x 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (2020). Crime Data Explorer. https://crime-data-

explorer.app.cloud.gov/pages/home  

Garner, J., Maxwell, C., & Heraux, C. (2002). Characteristics associated with the 

prevalence and severity of force used by the police. Justice Quarterly, 19(4), 705–

747. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820200095401 

Gershon, R. R., Barocas, B., Canton, A. N., Li, X., & Vlahov, D. (2009). Mental, 

physical, and behavioral outcomes associated with perceived work stress in police 

officers. Criminal justice and behavior, 36(3), 275-289. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854808330015 

Gibbs, M. & Kendrick, C. (2011). San Diego Police Department. Enhancing cultures of 

integrity. Building law enforcement early intervention systems. Technical 

assistance guide. U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented 

Policing Services. https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=7368 

Goldstein, H. (1977). Policing a free society. Ballinger. 

Geurts, P., Ernst, D., & Wehenkel, L. (2006). Extremely randomized trees. Machine 

learning, 63(1), 3-42. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-006-6226-1 

Gullion, C. L. & King, W. R. (2020). Early intervention systems for police: A state-of-

the-art review. Policing: An International Journal, 43(4), 643-658. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-02-2020-0027 



154 
 

 

Gullion, C. L., Orrick, E. A., & Bishopp, S. A. (2021a). Who is at-risk? An examination 

of the likelihood and time variation in the predictors of repeated police 

misconduct. Police Quarterly, 24(4), 519-546. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10986111211013048 

Gullion, C. L., Orrick, E. A., & Bishopp, S. A. (2021b). Examining the risk of recurring 

use of force incidents among newly hired police officers. Crime & Delinquency. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287211052445 

Guyot, D. (1977). The organization of police departments: Changing the model from the 

army to the hospital. Criminal Justice Abstracts, 9(2), 231-256. 

Haas, N. E., Van Craen, M., Skogan, W. G., & Fleitas, D. M. (2015). Explaining officer 

compliance: The importance of procedural justice and trust inside a police 

organization. Criminology & Criminal Justice, 15(4), 442-463. 

 https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895814566288 

Harris, C. J. (2009). Exploring the relationship between experience and problem 

behaviors: A longitudinal analysis of officers from a large cohort. Police 

Quarterly, 12(2), 192-213. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611108327314 

Harris, C. J. (2010a). Problem officers? Analyzing problem behavior patterns from a 

large cohort. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(2), 216-225. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.01.003 

Harris, C. J. (2010b). Longitudinal patterns of internally generated complaints filed 

against a large cohort of police officers. Policing & Society, 20(4), 401-415. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2010.523112 



155 
 

 

Harris, C. J. (2011). The relationship between career pathways of internal and citizen 

complaints. Police Quarterly, 14(2), 142-165. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611111404141 

Harris, C. (2014). The onset of police misconduct. Policing: An International 

Journal, 37(2), 285-304. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-01-2012-0043 

Harris, C. J., & Worden, R. E. (2014). The effect of sanctions on police 

misconduct. Crime & Delinquency, 60(8), 1258-1288. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128712466933 

Hassell, K. D., & Archbold, C. A. (2010). Widening the scope on complaints of police 

misconduct. Policing: An International Journal, 33(3), 473–489. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639511011066863 

Hastie, T., Tibshirani, R., & Friedman, J. (2009). The elements of statistical learning: 

Data mining, inference, and prediction. Springer. 

Helsby, J., Carton, S., Joseph, K., Mahmud, A., Park, Y., Navarrete, A. & Patterson, M. 

E. (2018). Early intervention systems: Predicting adverse interactions between 

police and the public. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 29(2), 190-209. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403417695380 

Hickman, M. J., Piquero, A. R., & Greene, J. R. (2000). Does community policing 

generate greater numbers and different types of citizen complaints than traditional 

policing? Police Quarterly, 3(1), 70–84.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611100003001003 

Hickman, M. J., & Poore, J. E. (2016). National data on citizen complaints about police 

use of force: Data quality concerns and the potential (mis) use of statistical 



156 
 

 

evidence to address police agency conduct. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 

27(5), 455–479. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-01-2012-0043 

Hough, M., May, T., Hales, G., & Belur, J. (2018). Misconduct by police leaders in  

England and Wales: An exploratory study. Policing and society, 28(5), 541-552. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2016.1216989 

Huberts, L.W.J.C., Kaptein, M., & Lasthuizen, K. (2007). A study of the impact of three 

leadership styles on integrity violations committed by police officers. Policing: 

An International Journal, 30(4), 587-607. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510710833884 

Ingram, J. R. (2013). Supervisor-officer fit and role ambiguity: Re-assessing the nature of 

the sergeant-officer attitudinal relationship. Policing: An International Journal, 

36(2), 375–398. https://doi.org/10.1108/13639511311329750 

Ingram, J. R., & Lee, S. U. (2015). The effect of first-line supervision on patrol officer 

job satisfaction. Police Quarterly, 18(2), 193-219. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611114567781 

Ingram, J. R., Weidner, R. R., Paoline III, E. A., & Terrill, W. (2014). Supervisory 

influences on officers’ perceptions of less lethal force policy: A multilevel 

analysis. Policing: An International Journal, 37(2), 355-372. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-05-2013-0051 

Ivkovlc, S. K., & Shelley, T. O. C. (2007). Police integrity and the Czech police 

officers. International Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal 

Justice, 31(1), 21-49. https://doi.org/10.1080/01924036.2007.9678759 



157 
 

 

James, S., James, L., & Dotson, L. (2020). Evaluating the effectiveness of a police 

department’s early intervention system. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1-

15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-019-09397-8 

Johnson, R. (2008a). Effectively communicating performance expectations to 

subordinates: Patrol officer perceptions. Law Enforcement Executive Forum, 8, 

103-112.  

Johnson, R. (2008b). Field supervisor behavior and officer on-duty personal business. 

International Journal of Police Science and Management, 10, 205-217. 

Johnson, R. R. (2011). Officer attitudes and management influences on police work 

productivity. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 36(4), 293-306. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-010-9090-2 

Johnson, R. R. (2015). Leading by example: Supervisor modeling and officer-initiated 

activities. Police Quarterly, 18(3), 223-243. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611115570896 

Kane, R. J. (2002). The social ecology of police misconduct. Criminology, 40(4), 867-

896. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2002.tb00976.x 

Kane, R. J. (2007). Collect and release data on coercive police actions. Criminology & 

Public Policy, 6, 773. 

Kane, R. J., & White, M. D. (2009). Bad cops: A study of career‐ending misconduct 

among New York City police officers. Criminology & Public Policy, 8(4), 737-

769. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2009.00591.x 

Kerstetter, W. A. (1979). Peer accountability as a primary control mechanism in  



158 
 

 

police agencies. Criminal Justice Review, 4(2), 113-120.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/F073401687900400211 

Kop, N., & Euwema, M. C. (2001). Occupational stress and the use of force by Dutch  

police officers. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 28(5), 631-652.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/009385480102800505 

LaFree, G. (2018). Losing legitimacy: Street crime and the decline of social institutions  

in America. Routledge. 

Lawton, B. A. (2007). Levels of nonlethal force: An examination of individual,  

situational, and contextual factors. Journal of Research in Crime and  

Delinquency, 44(2), 163–184. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427806297738 

Lee, H., Lim, H., Moore, D. D., & Kim, J. (2013). How police organizational  

structure correlates with frontline officers’ attitudes toward corruption: A  

multilevel model. Police Practice and Research, 14(5), 386-401.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2011.635483 

Lee, H., & Vaughn, M. S. (2010). Organizational factors that contribute to police  

deadly force liability. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(2), 193-206.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.02.001 

Lersch, K. M. (2002). Are citizen complaints just another measure of officer  

productivity? An analysis of citizen complaints and officer activity measures.  

Police Practice and Research, 3(2), 135–147.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/15614260290033639 

Lersch, K.M., Bazley, T. & Mieczkowski, T. (2006). Early intervention programs:  

An effective police accountability tool, or punishment of the  



159 
 

 

productive? Policing: An International Journal, 29(1), 58-76.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510610648485  

Lersch, K. M., & Mieczkowski, T. (1996). Who are the problem-prone officers?  

An analysis of citizen complaints. American Journal of Police, 15(3), 23.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/07358549610129613 

Lersch, K. M., & Mieczkowski, T. (2000). An examination of the convergence  

and divergence of internal and external allegations of misconduct filed against  

police officers. Policing: An International Journal, 23(1), 54-68. 23 No. 1, pp.  

54-68. https://doi.org/10.1108/1363951001031461 

Lim, H., & Sloan, J. J. (2016). Police officer integrity: A partial replication and  

extension. Policing: An International Journal, 39(2), 284-301.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-10-2015-0127 

Los Angeles Police Department. (2020). 2020 3rd Quarter Los Angeles Police   

Department Manual.  https://www.lapdonline.org/lapd_manual/ 

Macintyre, S., Prenzler, T., & Chapman, J. (2008). Early intervention to reduce  

complaints: An Australian Victoria police initiative. International Journal of  

Police Science & Management, 10(2), 238-250.  

https://doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2008.10.2.77 

McCluskey, J. D., & Terrill, W. (2005). Departmental and citizen complaints as  

predictors of police coercion. Policing: An International Journal, (28)3, 513-529.  

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510510614582 

McElvain, J. P., & Kposowa, A. J. (2004). Police officer characteristics and  

internal affairs investigations for use of force allegations. Journal of Criminal  



160 
 

 

Justice, 32(3), 265–279. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2004.02.006 

McElvain, J. P., & Kposowa, A. J. (2008). Police officer characteristics and the   

likelihood of using deadly force. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35(4), 505-521.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854807313995 

Milton, C., Halleck, J., Lardner, J., & Albrecht, G. (1977). Police use of deadly  

force. Police Foundation.  

Murphy, K., Mazerolle, L., & Bennett, S. (2014). Promoting trust in police:  

Findings from a randomised experimental field trial of procedural justice  

policing. Policing and Society, 24(4), 405-424.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.862246 

New Zealand Police. (2016). Annual report 2015-2016.  

 https://www.police.govt.nz/sites/default/files/publications/plc448_ann_rep_web.p

df 

Nix, J., & Wolfe, S. E. (2016). Sensitivity to the Ferguson Effect: The role of  

managerial organizational justice. Journal of Criminal Justice, 47, 12-20.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.06.002 

Ouellet, M., Hashimi, S., Gravel, J., & Papachristos, A. V. (2019). Network  

exposure and excessive use of force: Investigating the potential for social  

transmission of police misconduct. Criminology & Public Policy, 18(3), 675–704. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12459 

Paoline, E. A., & Terrill, W. (2007). Police education, experience, and the use of  

force. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(2), 179–196.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854806290239 



161 
 

 

Pate, T., McCullough, J.W., Bowers, R.A., & Ferrara, A. (1976). Kansas City  

peer review panel: An evaluation report. Police Foundation. 

Peacock, R. P., Ivkovich, S. K., Van Craen, M., Mraović, I. C., Borovec, K., & 

Prpić, M. (2021). External procedural justice: Do just supervisors shape officer trust and  

willingness to take the initiative with the public? International Criminal Justice  

Review. https://doi.org/10.1177/1057567721996790 

Phoenix Police Department. (2017). Phoenix Police Department Operations  

Order Manual.  

https://www.phoenix.gov/policesite/Documents/operations_orders.pdf 

Police Agency Annual Report. (2020).  

Police Agency Early Intervention Policy. (n.d.). 

Police Agency Personnel Manual. (2021). 

Police Agency Racial/Bias-Based Profiling Policy. (2017). 

Police Agency Use of Force Policy. (2020). 

Police Agency Vehicle Pursuits Policy. (2016). 

Police Executive Research Forum (PERF). (2013). Civil rights investigations of local  

police: Lessons learned. 

 https://www.policeforum.org/assets/docs/Critical_Issues_Series/civil%20rights% 

20investigations%20of%20local%20police%20-

%20lessons%20learned%202013.pdf 

Porter, B. & Dunn, M. (1984). The Miami riot of 1980: Crossing the bounds.  

Lexington Books. 



162 
 

 

Prenzler, T. (2009). Police corruption: Preventing misconduct and maintaining integrity. 

CRC Press.  

President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing. (2015). Final report of the president’s 

task force on 21st century policing. U.S. Department of Justice, Office of 

Community Oriented Policing Services. 

https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-p311-pub.pdf 

Ross, J.S. (1979, May 29). Citizen complaints against police officers.  

Memorandum from Commander John S. Ross to Chief Kenneth I. Harms. Miami  

Police Department. 

Schafer, J. A., & Martinelli, T. J. (2008). First‐line supervisor's perceptions of  

police integrity. Policing: An International Journal, 31(2), 306-323.   

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510810878749 

Schafer, J. A. (2010a). Effective leaders and leadership in policing: traits, assessment, 

development, and expansion. Policing: An International Journal, 33(4), 644-663. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639511011085060 

Schafer, J. A. (2010b). The ineffective police leader: Acts of commission and 

omission. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(4), 737-746. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.04.048 

Schuck, A. M., & Rabe-Hemp, C. (2005). Women police: The use of force by and  

against  female officers. Women & Criminal Justice, 16(4), 91-117.  

https://doi.org/10.1300/J012v16n04_05 

Seattle Police Department. (2021). Seattle Police Department Manual.  

https://www.seattle.gov/police-manual/title-3---employee-welfare/3070---early-  



163 
 

 

intervention-system 

Shjarback, J. A. (2015). Emerging early intervention systems: An agency-specific pre-

post comparison of formal citizen complaints of use of force. Policing, 9, 314-

325. https://doi.org/10.1093/police/pav006 

Stephens, D. W. (2011). Police Discipline: A case for change. New Perspectives in 

Policing. National Institute of Justice. 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/234052.pdf 

Sun, I. Y., & Payne, B. K. (2004). Racial differences in resolving conflicts: A  

comparison between Black and White police officers. Crime & Delinquency,  

50(4), 516-541.https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128703259298 

Sunshine, J., & Tyler, T. R. (2003). The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in  

shaping public support for policing. Law & society review, 37(3), 513-548. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5893.3703002 

Tankebe, J. (2010). Identifying the correlates of police organizational  

commitment in Ghana. Police Quarterly, 13(1), 73-91.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611109357324 

Tankebe, J., Reisig, M. D., & Wang, X. (2016). A multidimensional model of  

police legitimacy: A cross-cultural assessment. Law and Human Behavior, 40(1),  

11. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/lhb0000153 

Terrill, W. (2001). Police coercion: Application of the force continuum. LFB  

Scholarly  Publishing. 



164 
 

 

Terrill, W., & Ingram, J. R. (2016). Citizen complaints against the police: An eight city 

examination. Police Quarterly, 19(2), 150-179. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611115613320 

Terrill, W., & McCluskey, J. (2002). Citizen complaints and problem officers: Examining  

officer behavior. Journal of Criminal Justice, 30(2), 143-155. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(01)00132-5 

Terrill, W., & Reisig, M. D. (2003). Neighborhood context and police use of  

force. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 40(3), 291-321. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427803253800 

Thompson, C. W. (2021, January 25). Fatal police shootings of unarmed black  

people reveal troubling patterns. NPR.org.  

 https://www.npr.org/2021/01/25/956177021/fatal-police-shootings-of-unarmed-\

black-people-reveal-troubling-patterns 

Toch, H., Grant, J. D., & Galvin, R. T. (1975). Agents of change: A study in  

police reform. Schenkman. 

Tyler, T. R. (2004). Enhancing police legitimacy. The Annals of the American  

Academy of Political and Social Science, 593(1), 84-99.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716203262627 

Tyler, T. R., Callahan, P. E., & Frost, J. (2007). Armed, and dangerous (?):  

Motivating rule adherence among agents of social control. Law & Society  

Review, 41(2), 457-492. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2007.00304.x 

Tyler, T. R., & Huo, Y. J. (2002). Trust in the law: Encouraging public cooperation with  

the police and courts. Russell Sage Foundation. 



165 
 

 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2020). United States populations and people.   

 https://data.census.gov/cedsci/all?q=United%20States%20Populations%20and%2

0People  

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. (1984). Confronting racial isolation in Miami.  

Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. (2019). 

 Law enforcement best practices: Lessons learned from the field. 

https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-w0875-pub.pdf 

U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division, Special Litigation Section. (2017). The 

Civil Rights Division’s pattern and practice police reform work: 1994-present. 

 https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did5803391 

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. (2009). 

Building trust between the police and the citizens they serve: An internal affairs 

promising practices guide for local law enforcement. 

https://www.theiacp.org/sites/default/files/all/b/BuildingTrust.pdf 

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. (2019). 

Law enforcement best practices: Lessons learned from the field. 

https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-w0875-pub.pdf 

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics 

(2020). Law Enforcement Management and Administrative Statistics Surveys 

(LEMAS), 2016. Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research 

[distributor]. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR37323.v1 



166 
 

 

Van Craen, M., & Skogan, W. G. (2017). Officer support for use of force policy: The role 

of fair supervision. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 44(6), 843-861. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854817696341 

Walker, S. (2001). Searching for the denominator: Problems with police traffic stop data 

and an early warning system solution. Justice Research and Policy, 3(1), 63-95. 

https://doi.org/10.3818/JRP.3.1.2001.63 

Walker, S. (2003). Early intervention systems for law enforcement agencies: A planning 

and management guide. U.S. Department of Justice. 

https://www.cops.usdoj.gov/files/RIC/Publications/e07032003.pdf 

Walker, S. (2005). Supervision and intervention within early intervention systems: A 

guide for law enforcement chief executives. U.S. Department of Justice. 

Walker, S. (2007). Police accountability: Current issues and research needs. In National 

Institute of Justice (NIJ) policing research workshop: Planning for the future. 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/218583.pdf 

Walker, S., Alpert, G. P. & Kenney, D. J. (2000). Early warning systems for police: 

Concept, history, and issues. Police Quarterly, 3(2), 132-152. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611100003002001 

Walker, S., Alpert, G. P., & Kenney, D. J. (2001). Early warning systems: Responding to 

the problem police officer. National Institute of Justice. 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/188565.pdf 

Walker, S., & Archbold, C. (2000). Mediating citizen complaints against the police: An 

exploratory study. Journal of Dispute Resolution, 2000(2), 231. 

Walker, S. E., & Archbold, C. A. (2013). The new world of police accountability. Sage. 



167 
 

 

Walker, S., Milligan, S. O., & Berke, A. (2006). Supervision and intervention within early 

intervention systems: A guide for law enforcement chief executives. Police 

Executive Research Forum. https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-p093-

pub.pdf 

Weitzer, R. (2002). Incidents of police misconduct and public opinion. Journal of 

Criminal Justice, 30(5), 397-408. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(02)00150-2 

Weitzer, R., & Tuch, S. A. (2006). Race and policing in America: Conflict and reform. 

Cambridge University Press.  

Wheatcroft, J. M., Alison, L. A., & McGrory, D. (2012). The influence of trust on senior 

investigating officers’ decision making in high-profile critical incidents. Police 

Quarterly, 15(4), 386-413. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611112447610 

White, M. D. & Kane, R. J. (2013). Pathways to career-ending police misconduct: An 

examination of patterns, timing, and organizational responses to officer 

malfeasance in the NYPD. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 40 (11), 1301-1325. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854813486269 

Willits, D. W., & Makin, D. A. (2018). Show me what happened: Analyzing use of force 

through analysis of body-worn camera footage. Journal of Research in Crime and 

Delinquency, 55(1), 51–77. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427817701257 

Wolfe, S. E., & Piquero, A. R. (2011). Organizational justice and police 

misconduct. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 38(4), 332-353. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854810397739 

Wolfe, S. E., Rojek, J., Manjarrez Jr, V. M., & Rojek, A. (2018). Why does 

organizational justice matter? Uncertainty management among law enforcement 



168 
 

 

officers. Journal of Criminal Justice, 54, 20-29. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2017.11.003 

Worden, R. E., Kim, M., Harris, C. J., Pratte, M. A., Dorn, S. E., & Hyland, S. S. (2013). 

Intervention with problem officers: An outcome evaluation of an EIS 

intervention. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 40(4), 409-437. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854812458095 

Worden, R. E., & McLean, S. J. (2017). Research on police legitimacy: The state of the 

art. Policing: An International Journal, 40(3), 480-513. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-05-2017-0062 

 

 



169 
 

 

APPENDIX A 

Descriptive Statistics for Officers' Initial EI Intervention Resulting in Formal Action 

Taken (n = 7)  

Variables n % or 
Mean SD Range 

Demographic and Occupational Variables  
 

  
Officer Race   

 
  

   White (reference) 5 71.43   
   Black  1 14.29   
   Hispanic  0 0.00   
   Other 1 14.29   
Officer Gender   

 
  

   Male (reference) 5 71.43   
  Female  2 28.57   
Officer Division  

 
  

   Patrol Division (reference) 5 71.43   
   Criminal Investigations Division   0 0.00   
   Tactical Support Division 2 28.57   
   Other Divisions  0 0.00   
Supervisor Race   

 
  

   White (reference) 7 100.00   
   Black  0 0.00   
   Hispanic  0 0.00   
   Other 0 0.00   
Supervisor Gender   

 
  

   Male  7 100.00   
   Female  0 0.00   
Supervisor Tenure (in months)   153 32 108-192 
EI Case Variables  

 
  

Type of Performance Indicator  
 

  
   Use of Force (reference) 0 0.00   
   Chargeable Vehicle Accidents 2 28.57   
   Combination of Any 5 or 7 in Six Months 0 0.00   
   Other 3 42.86   
   Unconfirmed Sick Leave 2 28.57   
Time to Initial EI Alert (in months)  107 68 47-227 
Year of the EI Alert  

 
  

   2014-2015  2 28.57   
   2016-2020 (reference) 5 71.43   
EI Process Variables  
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Supervisor Met or Spoke with Officer  
 

  
   Yes 5 71.43   
   No 2 28.57   
Supervisor Provided Individual Summaries  

 
  

   Yes 3 42.86   
   No 4 57.14 

  
Supervisor Asked Officer About Stressors   

 
  

   Explicitly Addressed 2 28.57   
   Implicitly Addressed 1 14.29   
   Not Addressed (reference) 4 57.14   
Formal Action Taken  

 
  

   Coaching/Mentoring 2 28.57   
   Letter of Counseling 1 14.29   
   Memo to File 1 14.29   
   Referred to EAP 2 28.57   
   Remedial Training 1 14.29     
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APPENDIX B 

IRB Approval from SHSU on June 9, 2021, for Early Intervention Systems’ Interventions 

Dissertation Study  
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