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A growing body of evidence suggests that the performance of police officers depends on individual dispositions. Although 
predictive studies of police performance using personality measures often focus on academy training, in this study the authors 
fitted a longitudinal structural equation model to examine the predictive validity of the training process for actual performance 
after graduation. To do so, the authors used behavioral and self-reported personality measures as predictors in a sample of 
2,010 police candidates enrolled at the Catalan Institute for Public Safety. While academic qualifications alone predicted 
27.3% of performance variance, the predictive power was greatly improved when training was included as a mediator of 
personal dispositions. The full final model accounted for 60% of performance variance. Results suggest that actual job per-
formance is indeed influenced by personality, but that this influence is mediated by training.
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Psychological testing has been considered a useful tool for assessing law enforcement 
officers since the 19th century (Drees, Ones, Cullen, Spilberg, & Viswesvaran, 2003). 

Today, a growing body of evidence suggests that job performance depends to a large extent 
on features that are not entirely knowledge or skills, that is, on individual dispositions 
(Barrick & Mount, 2005; Conard, 2006; Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2005). And although 
cognitive abilities have traditionally been used as the main measure to select police candi-
dates, meta-analytic studies have shown the benefits of assessing personality traits as  
job predictors (see Aamodt, 2004a, 2004b; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997; Tett, 
Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991).

Historically, personality assessment has been far from being the norm, perhaps because 
of the impact of situationist criticisms of the use of personality measures in personnel 
selection (Guion & Gottier, 1965; Mischel, 1968). Even though pure situationist perspectives 
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have for the most part been abandoned (Funder, 2008), dispositional variables do not seem 
to have fully reestablished themselves as a key component in personnel selection. Barrick 
and colleagues (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001) reported that no one method has been 
systematically used to compose a small, manageable set of personality predictors. They also 
note lack of clarity in the definitions of the traits being measured. However, there are also 
problems of a methodological nature. For instance, the Minnesota Multiphasic Persona-
lity Inventory (MMPI; Hathaway & McKinley, 1940), which is not a “pure” personality 
measure but a psychopathology screening tool, is often used in personnel selection, 
despite the fact that its clinical orientation may render it inappropriate in this setting because 
psychopathology rates in job applicants cannot be considered more frequent than in the 
general population (Costello, Schoenfeld, & Kobos, 1982). As a result, the MMPI has 
demonstrated weak prediction power in personnel recruitment, in particular in the context of 
law enforcement (Tett et al., 1991; Varela, Boccaccini, Scogin, Stump, & Caputo, 2004). It 
must be noted however that some recent research is more favorable to the use of the MMPI-2 
(see e.g., Sellbom, Fischler, & Ben-Porath, 2007, and references cited therein).

In general, however, much of the evidence argues in favor of the use of nonclinical 
personality assessment methods in the selection of law enforcement personnel. Highly 
influential meta-analytic studies by Barrick and Mount (1991), Tett et al. (1991), and 
Salgado (1997) included police officers as one of their occupational groups to illustrate the 
validity of personality predictors for performance appraisal. In his comprehensive report, 
Aamodt (2004b) reviewed a great many studies using personality variables to assess 
different police performance outcomes, highlighting the importance of personal dispositions 
for predicting performance in these contexts. Other meta-analytic studies also indicate the 
usefulness of personality measures as screening tools in law enforcement contexts (Varela 
et al., 2004).

To complete the picture, we should bear in mind that the favorable reception of the Five 
Factor personality model (Costa & McCrae, 1992) in personality psychology has led to 
something of a revival in personality assessment. The Five Factor model has served as  
a communication tool between professionals on personality results and has renewed 
interest in trait assessment during training and personnel selection (Barrick & Mount, 
1991; Mount & Barrick, 1995; Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2005). In recent years, two studies 
have empirically explored the predictive validity of personality questionnaires with regard 
to police performance (Black, 2000; Detrick, Chibnall, & Luebbert, 2004). In the first 
study, Black (2000) found significant univariate correlations between the Neuroticism (N), 
Extraversion (E), and Conscientiousness (C) domains of the NEO Personality Inventory–
Revised (NEO PI-R) and a global measure of performance that included academic 
performance, physical performance, handling firearms, driving, and other skills. Black 
considered the isolated effect of personality on prediction and performed a multivariate 
analysis with domain scores to predict global performance. The Conscientiousness domain 
added predictive power to the isolated measures of cognitive ability used, attaining a 
multiple correlation of .42 when using both sources of information. Detrick et al. (2004) 
extended the findings of Black in an American sample using disciplinary outcomes as an 
outcome criterion. First, they explored academic performance, finding positive relationships 
at the facet level between performance and the facet values from the Openness (O) domain 
and Excitement-Seeking from the Extraversion domain. These domains accounted for a 
significant percentage of performance variance (24% to 25%). These authors also found 
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more specific relations between personality and individual skills. For firearms performance, 
Anxiety was the facet that was the best predictor. Physical performance was predicted at 
the facet level by Deliberation (Conscientiousness), Fantasy (Openness), and Activity 
(Extraversion). With respect to Absenteeism, the model had an overall predictive accuracy 
of 95%; significant predictors were Self-Consciousness (N), Altruism (Agreeableness), 
Feelings (O), Order (C), Positive Emotions (E), and Vulnerability (N). Interestingly, Detrick 
and colleagues found that trainees who did not graduate from the academy scored 
significantly higher on Depression, Impulsiveness, and Vulnerability scores (N) and lower 
on Competence (C).

All these findings are in agreement with the results of meta-analyses by Barrick and 
Mount (1991) in the United States and by Salgado (1997) in the European Union, which 
identified these traits as important personality factors for police performance. These results 
also corroborate the existing literature on job personality and job performance in law 
enforcement and non–law enforcement populations (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Piedmont & 
Weinstein, 1998; Salgado, 1997; Tett et al., 1991).

In spite of this support for trait assessment in personnel selection, different occupational 
contexts demand different personality traits, and assessment tools can be explicitly aimed 
to appraise these traits either in isolation or in combination (Tett et al., 1991). With this in 
mind, some tools have been specifically used to predict police officer performance. Perhaps 
the most specific measurement system devoted to detect high performers among applicants 
is the Law Enforcement Assessment and Development Report (LEADR; IPAT, 1987; IPAT 
& Staff, 1998), which focuses on personality patterns. It consists of a set of composite 
scores based on the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF-5; Cattell, Cattell, & Cattell, 
1993) and the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire (CAQ; Krug, 1980). These questionnaires 
have shown adequate validity in officer selection (Hart, 1981) and have demonstrated good 
predictive power for police officer performance in a number of outcomes such as supervisor 
ratings (Fabricatore, Azen, Schoentgen, & Snibbe, 1978; Schuerger, Kochevar, & Reinwald, 
1982) or academy achievement (Topp & Kardash, 1986; Waugh, 1996).

LEADR scores have shown good test–retest reliability, with an average of 0.83 in a 
short-term interval (up to 2 days) and one of 0.64 in a long-term interval (more than 4 
years). The report has shown good criterion validity based on various job performance 
criteria, such as direct evaluation from superiors, commendations, tenure, and disciplinary 
sanctions (IPAT, 1987). LEADR scores have also yielded good discriminating power: 
Scores on several dimensions have been found to differ significantly in employed law 
enforcement officers and non–law enforcement populations. The LEADR performance 
index yields higher values in law enforcement officers than in the general population and 
higher even than in military personnel—a result that indicates that the report is sufficiently 
sensitive to discriminate performance in tasks specifically related to the duties of law 
enforcement officers.

Although there are exceptions, law enforcement performance prediction studies have 
mainly focused on predicting performance at the police academy. Studies that concentrate 
on personality measures are no exception. The reason is obvious: Assessment processes in 
this context are designed to screen out potentially unsuccessful applicants and thus 
maximize the efficiency of the training courses. Arguably though, the main goal of 
performance prediction is to predict not training outcomes but actual job performance after 
graduation. In the case of police officers, this is a matter of public concern.
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To achieve this goal, the potential relationships and predictive power of personality 
scores should not be isolated from the context where the skills are developed, that is, from 
academy training. In this study our main aim was to examine the predictive validity of the 
whole training process as well as personal dispositions such as personality and motivation 
on actual professional performance. To do so, we gathered information from several 
sources (probations, reprimands, and supervisor ratings) to construct a latent job performance 
proxy variable. A secondary aim was to provide data on police officer selection in a non–
English-speaking context.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS

The sample comprised 2,010 police candidates enrolled in the Catalan Institute for 
Public Safety (ISPC), assessed and trained during the years 1999 through 2001, who 
successfully completed the full training course. Cohort sizes were as follows: 1999, n = 
670; 2000, n = 694; 2001, n = 644. These cohorts of candidates comprise the full population 
during this period. Average age of the full sample was 25.4 years. All were European; 
women accounted for 18.6% (n = 374) of candidates and men for 81.4% (n = 1,636). The 
minimum educational level required to be accepted in the ISPC is high school or equivalent 
(46.5% of the sample; n = 935), and the highest educational level attained in this population 
was college (53.5% of the sample; n = 1,075). There were no significant differences 
between cohort groups concerning gender, age, or educational level. The assessment 
process is compulsory for all candidates, and so in the context of the selection and training 
process, they received no compensation for their participation in the study.

THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS

All candidates completed the 16PF-5 (Cattell et al., 1993) and CAQ (Krug, 1980). 
Scores on these two measures may contribute to LEADR dimensions either positively (i.e., 
higher scores contribute to higher LEADR dimension scores) or negatively (i.e., lower 
scores contribute to higher LEADR dimension scores). The dimensions are:

1. Emotional Adjustment: Overall adjustment and coping style as suggested by the pathology-
oriented scales of the 16PF and the CAQ.

2. Integrity/Control: Organization, planning, and ability to adapt to group standards.
3. Intellectual Efficiency: Judgment ability in situations requiring problem solving.
4. Interpersonal Relations: Information about the style of relationship with others.

Table 1 displays 16PF and CAQ descriptive statistics as well as their relation with the 
LEADR scores. Two additional LEADR subscales were used: accident/error proneness 
(AC) and leadership (LE). LEADR scales were reported in a sten metric (standardized 
scores with a mean of 5.5 and standard deviation of 2) allowing comparisons with obser-
vational values.

The CAQ (Krug, 1980) was used because of empirical evidence demonstrating that 
clinical information is relevant for behavioral adjustment to law enforcement tasks 
(Hargrave & McKinley, 1989; Inwald, Knatz, & Shusman, 1982; Shusman, Inwald, & 
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Landa, 1984). This questionnaire has been used in police selection with good results 
(Bishop et al., 2001; Lorr & Strack, 1994), and its application is mandatory for computing 
the Emotional Adjustment scale of the LEADR. Additional predictive questionnaire 
information was based on the CAQ second-order factors Depression, Psychoticism, 
Sociopathy, Neuroticism, and Anxiety.

Behavioral data are a key component of the ISPC assessment process. Behavior infor-
mation was compiled using an assessment center format, which was conducted during 
academy training for the purposes of both training and evaluation. Assessment centers have 
been found to be useful for selection purposes in law enforcement contexts (Coulton & 
Feild, 1995; see also Aamodt 2004b). In accordance with suggestions by several authors 
(Arthur, Day, McNelly, & Edens, 2003; Hough & Oswald, 2000; Lievens, 1998), a board 
of experts designed an observational coding protocol along with an operative definition of 

TABLE 1:  Descriptive Statistics for 16-PF and CAQ Subscales and Their Weight in LEADR Report

 Weight in LEADR

 Scale Average Score SD Positive Negative

16-PF A 16.60 4.19 IR P
 B 10.57 2.33 EA, IE, P 
 C 18.65 3.36 EA 
 E 14.32 3.05 EA 
 F 12.74 3.19 EA, IR P
 G 18.03 3.83 EA, IC, P 
 H 17.72 4.33 EA, IE 
 I 7.27 4.06  EA, P
 L 2.52 3.59  EA, IE
 M 2.83 2.56  EA
 N 7.30 4.52 EA, P 
 O 3.33 3.35  EA, IE, P
 Q1 2.19 4.36  
 Q2 0.89 2.55 IE, IR IR
 Q3 16.47 3.84 EA, IC 
 Q4 1.85 3.19  EA, IE
CAQ D1 0.45 0.82  EA
 D2 0.64 1.38  EA
 D3 10.13 2.30  EA
 D4 5.30 2.14  EA
 D5 0.19 2.20  EA
 D6 2.49 2.60  EA
 D7 1.26 1.62  EA
 PA 1.48 2.54  EA
 PP 12.73 2.32  EA
 SC 2.26 1.38  EA
 AS 6.29 1.74  EA
 PS 4.08 2.02  EA

Note. 16PF = 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire; CAQ = Clinical Analysis Questionnaire; LEADR = Law 
Enforcement Assessment and Development Report; LEADR scale names: EA = Emotional Adjustment; IC = 
Integrity/Control; IE = Intellectual Efficiency; IR = Interpersonal Relations; P = Performance; 16 PF scale names: 
A = Warmth; B = Reasoning; C = Emotional Stability; E = Dominance; F = Liveliness; G = Rule Consciousness;  
H = Social Boldness; I = Sensitivity; L = Vigilance; M = Abstractedness; N = Privateness; O = Apprehensions;  
Q1 = Openness to Change; Q2 = Self-Reliance; Q3 = Perfectionism; Q4 = Tension; CAQ scale names: D1 = 
Hypochondriasis ; D2 = Suicidal Depression; D3 = Agitated Depression ; D4 = Anxious Depression; D5 = Low 
Energy Depression; D6 = Guilt and Resentment; D7 = Boredom and Withdrawal; PA = Paranoia; SC = 
Schizophrenia; AS = Psychastenia; PS = Psychological Inadequacy.
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the variables to be measured. The following aspects of police training were appraised 
during practical exercises using this protocol:

 1. Training Attitude: Suitability of attitude and behavior in different training situations.
 2. Job Efficacy: Level of achievement during the completion of a training task.
 3. Motivation for Police Tasks: Attitude toward improvement in a police task.
 4. Responsibility: Disposition toward the acceptance of duties and obligations.
 5. Practical Judgment: Accuracy when judging situations and facts.
 6. Initiative and Autonomy: Ability to conduct a task without help or support.
 7. Adaptation to Norms: Compliance with the ISPC rules and orders.
 8. Integration in the Team: Ability to work collaboratively as part of the team.
 9. Social Skills: Ability to establish effective communication and relationships.
10. Tolerance/Flexibility: Acceptance of other people’s attitudes, opinions, and behaviors.

All these aspects were evaluated at the ISPC by three trainers during three different 
simulation sessions, each one with specific settings and objectives. Final qualifications 
were reported on a 10-point scale, ranging from unacceptable to excellent. The qualifica-
tion was based on an observational record protocol developed for the assessment of each 
setting. This protocol showed good indexes of agreement for all 10 subscales (average 
kappa = 0.92).

At the end of academy training, candidates underwent a final evaluation to summarize 
their performance during training. Two aspects were evaluated. First, candidates were 
graded according to their behavioral performance during an exercise. The ISPC used the 
same observational record protocol as the previous behavioral exercises for the assessment. 
Second, academic performance was evaluated averaging exam scores for the different 
courses: human rights, statutory law, traffic law, criminal law, administrative law, public 
safety system, sociology, geography, first aid, criminal investigation, police intervention, 
report briefing, mediation in conflicts, and theory contents of self-defense training. All 
candidates had to achieve a grade of 5 or more points on both the observational and the 
academic exam to graduate from the ISPC. Candidates with qualifications below 5 points 
on either exercise were excluded from subsequent training.

Another performance predictor was based on the results of an interview conducted at the 
end of training. During this interview, psychologists evaluated the trainee’s ability to cope 
with stressful situations. Besides an extensive written report for each interview, the final 
appraisal was ranked in three ordinal categories of predicted adjustment: low (3.1% of the 
total sample), medium (21.1%), and high (75.7%).

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

After academy training, successful candidates spent 1 year of real-life practice on at least 
one professional assignment. After this year of training, graduates received a supervisor 
rating summarizing their performance during the year, consisting of an overall score 
evaluating several aspects of performance. This score (PGA-01) was based on a questionnaire 
covering the aspects assessed during the academy assessment center and had a theoretical 
range between 0 and 162. In addition, supervisors were asked a more general checking 
question (QPGA-01): “In which group do you consider the candidate’s performance should 
be classified: (1) bottom 25%; (2) between 25% and 75%; (3) top 25%?”
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Supervisors were asked the same checking question 6 years after graduation (QPGA-07). 
Note that fully trained, experienced police officers were being evaluated at this point  
in time.

We also recorded the number of disciplinary sanctions, disciplinary proceedings, and 
probations received by candidates at the end of the 6-year period as well as the number of 
commendations for excellent performance and medals and individual or team commendations 
registered in the service record. Table 2 displays zero-order correlations between the 
different predictor measures and outcomes.

DATA ANALYSIS

We fitted a structural equation model (SEM) to compute the amount of variance 
explained by LEADR and observational records using raw scores. Regarding the perfor-
mance criteria, the number of commendations and sanctions and the scores on the PGA 
questionnaires were treated as quantitative data variables. Checking questions QPGA-01 
and QPGA-07 were treated as ordinal data.

The main structural equation modeling was conducted using MPLUS 4.1 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2006) with a diagonally weighted least squares estimator (DWLS; Christoffersson, 
1977), using mean and variance corrections (Satorra & Bentler, 1994) for the fit indexes, 
so that the analysis provided exact p values. This estimator is denoted as WLSMV in 
MPLUS. Although demographic variables were initially considered, their inclusion in the 
model did not yield substantial differences in the fit or prediction power, so they were 
removed for the sake of parsimony.

RESULTS

DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS

All LEADR and observational variables were converted to a common sten metric. Table 
3 displays means, medians, and minimum and maximum scores for graduates on the 
variables studied.

The average number of commendations and sanctions was very low (see Table 3), and 
the frequency distribution of these outcomes was highly skewed, meaning that the 
continuous measure was not of great use for analytical purposes. However, the award of at 
least one commendation (variable commendation) or at least one sanction (variable 
sanction) was not an uncommon event over the 6-year period. We therefore transformed 
these variables into dichotomous variables providing information on the presence/absence 
of these performance criteria. As a result, 15.6% of the sample had at least one commendation 
and 45.2% had at least one sanction or reprimand during the 6-year period.

Interview reports were also treated as dichotomous variables. The categories low 
performance and medium performance were collapsed because the frequency of the first 
category was just 3.1%. Interview reports were thus analyzed dichotomously, using a joint 
low category (24.3%) and the original high category (75.7%).

PGA-01 and PGA-07 continuous scores were rejected for modeling purposes due to 
their restricted range and low variance. Concerning the dependent variables, the QPGA-01 
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checking question obtained 23.2% responses for the first option, 48.4% for the second, and 
28.4% for the third. Using the QPGA-07, 23.0% of candidates were assigned to the first 
option, 50.2% to the second, and 26.8% to the third. Commendations and reprimands were 
infrequent. Due to the low occurrence and low standard deviation of the number of 
commendations and sanctions, they were not used as quantitative variables for analytical 
purposes, but as dichotomous indicators of latent performance. Commendations and 
sanctions, along with the QPGA-01 and QPGA-07, served as categorical indicators for a 
law enforcement performance latent variable generated by a measurement model inserted 
in the full performance model. The factor model for latent performance showed acceptable 
fit indexes: root mean squre error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.048, Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI) = 0.94, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.95.

SEM MODEL FOR POLICE PERFORMANCE

An important guideline when constructing the model was the sequence of the different 
measures. The assessment schedule was organized in three different, consecutive instances: 
(a) Phase I, comprising a questionnaire and observational assessment of candidates during 
instruction; (b) Phase II, consisting of the exams for the final grade and graduation at the 

TABLE 3:  Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reported, Behavioral, and Outcome Measures in the Study

    Standard    
  Mean Median Deviation Minimum Maximum

LEADR Emotional Adjustment 5.46 6.00 1.91 1.00 10.00
 Integrity/Control 5.48 6.00 1.97 1.00 10.00
 Intellectual Efficiency 5.43 6.00 2.01 1.00 10.00
 Interpersonal Relations 5.48 6.00 1.98 1.00 10.00
 Performance 5.48 5.00 1.96 1.00 10.00
 Accidents 5.44 5.00 1.99 1.00 10.00
 Leadership 5.47 5.00 1.95 1.00 10.00
CAQ Neuroticism 5.49 5.00 1.98 1.00 10.00
 Anxiety 5.46 5.00 1.99 1.00 10.00
 Sociopathy 5.49 5.00 2.00 1.00 10.00
Observational Training Attitude 5.45 5.50 0.59 3.00 8.00
 Job Efficacy 5.30 5.00 0.63 2.50 7.50
 Motivation Police Task 5.36 5.00 0.58 3.00 8.00
 Responsibility 5.41 5.50 0.63 2.50 8.00
 Practical Judgement 5.30 5.00 0.64 2.00 7.50
 Initiative 5.24 5.00 0.59 2.00 8.50
 Adaptation to Norms 5.48 5.50 0.61 2.50 8.00
 Integration into Group 5.46 5.50 0.58 2.50 8.00
 Social Skills 5.28 5.00 0.62 2.00 8.00
 Tolerance/Flexibility 5.32 5.00 0.56 3.00 8.00
Exam Qualification Academic 7.23 7.27 0.65 2.50 8.95
 Behavioral 5.74 5.75 0.57 2.87 7.98
Criteria Number of sanctions 0.13 0.00 0.53 0.00 3.00
 Number of commendations 0.27 0.00 0.62 0.00 5.00
 PGA-01 122.45 123.00 6.76 94.00 153.00
 PGA-07 122.88 123.00 9.22 64.00 157.00

Note. LEADR = Law Enforcement Assessment and Development Report; CAQ = Clinical Analysis Questionnaire; 
PGA-01 = overall score evaluating several aspects of performance; PGA-07 = overall score evaluating several 
aspects of performance 6 years later.
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end of ISPC training; and (c) Phase III, postgraduation assessment once the candidates 
had completed training and were already engaged on a specific assignment. Thus, the  
final model respects the stages of the assessment process, guaranteeing that the model is 
really modeling performance temporally and making predictions in the same chrono-
logical sense.

Initially, a direct effects model from Phase I questionnaire data to law enforcement  
performance yielded very poor results, accounting for just 3% of the variance in law 
enforcement performance. The only significant predictors of this questionnaire model were 
Emotional Adjustment (β =.17, p = .03), Accident (0.21, p = .02), and CAQ-Anxiety (β = 
.18, p = .02). A direct effects model from Phase I observational data to law enforcement 
performance showed that the indicators did not result in significant predictions of latent 
performance (using α = .05).

A second direct effects model was used with Phase II academic and behavioral qualifica-
tions as predictors of latent performance. This model accounted for 27.3% of performance 
and the paths showed that academic and behavioral qualifications were positively related 
with performance (βacademic = .35, p < .01; βbehavioral = .28, p < .01).

The final model gathered all the information in a sequential process. Questionnaire 
information and observational records from Phase I were added to the Phase II direct 
effects model. The final performance model is displayed in Figure 1, along with the 
standardized estimated parameters. The criteria used to assess overall model fit were (a) the 
RMSEA, which must be below 0.08 to show acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and 
(b) the Comparative Fit Index and the Tucker-Lewis Index, which compare the covariation 
of the theoretical model to that of a null model (a model where all correlations or covari-
ances are zero), with values above 0.90 indicating excellent fit to the data. In the final 
model, solid arrows represent significant paths (p < .05), and dashed arrows represent 
nonsignificant paths. This model has 231 degrees of freedom and shows excellent 
approximate fit (RMSEA = 0.051). Incremental fit indexes also yield excellent values for 
the model (CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95).

The full model showed outstanding predictive power for law enforcement performance, 
explaining 60% of the variance of this variable. Table 4 displays indirect and specific 
effects of predictors on individual criteria. Observational indicators had the greatest indirect 
effect on Law Enforcement Performance, with values ranging from .40 to .51. Initiative was 
the sole observational indicator that did not yield substantial effects for prediction purposes, 
but it must be noted that this was also the only indicator without a significant factor loading 
on the Observational factor. Questionnaire data showed lower indirect effects, although 
LEADR’s Integrity/Control, Accidents, and Intellectual Efficiency demonstrated moderately 
high indirect effects, yielding values over .10. Interestingly, clinically oriented second-
order factors Anxiety and Sociopathy from the CAQ yielded indirect effects of 0.15 and 
0.13, respectively.

As expected, specific effects of predictors on performance indicators were smaller. 
Specific effects on QPGA-01 and QPGA-07 were similar, with slightly higher values for 
the first assessment (QPGA-01). Specific effects on Commendations were very close to 
zero, as explained by the low factor loading of this indicator on the latent performance 
variable (λ = 0.11). Predictably, specific effects on the indicator Sanctions were negative, 
although they were greater in magnitude than for any other indicator in light of their factor 
loading on the latent performance variable (λ = –.39).
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DISCUSSION

Many ancillary studies of police performance have centered on predicting performance 
during training, based on personality and cognitive measures. In contrast, the present study 
focused on the long-term professional performance of successful graduates from the 
Catalan Institute of Public Safety, using a number of indicators in a three-stage assessment 
protocol. During Phase I candidates were assessed using the CAQ (Krug, 1980) and the 
16PF-5 (Cattell et al., 1993) to compute LEADR report scores (IPAT, 1987). The LEADR 
is a set of composite scores devised by experts to serve as indices of performance in law 
enforcement environments. We also used a behavioral observation protocol specifically 
developed to appraise attitudes, dispositions, and interpersonal skills during training. Using 
this information, we developed a model for job performance with a measure indicated by 
two different sources: (a) reports from superiors and supervisors and (b) the presence of 
disciplinary action and/or commendations in the service record. The model included 
academy qualifications as a mediator of questionnaire measures.

Figure 1: Final Structural Model for Law Enforcement Performance Prediction
Note. Values display standardized parameters. Dashed arrows represent nonsignificant paths. QPGA-01 = general 
checking question; QPGA-07 = general checking question 6 years later.
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Interestingly, the Phase I predictors accounted for 18.9% of the variance in academic 
qualification and 79.5% of the variance in behavioral qualification (these two variables 
being the Phase II predictors). These values are consistent with previous empirical research 
(Detrick et al., 2004). Phase I predictors showed good short-term power to evaluate 
performance at the academy, even when only candidates who graduated were considered. 
Nevertheless, a number of direct effects models using questionnaires and observational data 
as predictors did not find that these sources of information allowed good predictions of 
performance after academy training. For their part, Phase II predictors comprising only 
academy qualifications explained 27.3% of the latent performance variable. As was to be 
expected, academy training had a crucial effect on candidates’ subsequent performance. 
This result validates the success of the training program.

In order to make valid predictions, we gathered all possible information in a sequential 
SEM model that included Phase I and Phase II predictors. In this model, personality and 
observational measures were mediated by academy training performance to predict actual 
job performance. This model thus integrated the effects of candidates’ dispositions and 
motivation into training results. The key concept was that the model not only tried to 
predict training results but also put these results together to predict actual professional 
performance.

Officer performance information was gathered from sources that spanned the 6 years 
after graduation. Both the data gathering process and the fitted model were longitudinal: In 
the model, each phase contributed to the prediction of all the subsequent phases. 

TABLE 4: Indirect and Specific Effects on Law Enforcement Performance and Specific Effects on Criteria 
Indicators

  Indirect Effect on  Specific  Specific  Specific  Specific  
  Law Enforcement  Effect on  Effect on  Effect on  Effect on  
  Performance QPGA-01 QPGA-07 Commendations Sanctions

LEADR Emotional Adjustment .06 .02 .01 .01 –.02
 Integrity/Control .19 .05 .04 .02 –.07
 Intellectual Efficiency .10 .03 .02 .01 –.04
 Interpersonal Relations .07 .02 .01 .01 –.03
 Performance .08 .02 .02 .01 –.03
 Accidents .13 .03 .03 .01 –.05
 Leadership –.04 –.01 –.01 .00 .01
CAQ Neuroticism .02 .01 .01 .00 –.01
 Anxiety .15 .04 .03 .02 –.06
 Sociopathy .13 .04 .03 .01 –.05
Observational Training Attitude .49 .13 .11 .05 –.19
 Job Efficacy .47 .13 .10 .05 –.18
 Motivation Police Task .49 .13 .11 .05 –.19
 Responsibility .51 .14 .11 .06 –.20
 Practical Judgment .48 .13 .11 .05 –.19
 Initiative .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
 Adaptation to Norms .40 .11 .09 .04 –.16
 Integration into Group .43 .12 .10 .05 –.17
 Social Skills .47 .13 .10 .05 –.18
 Tolerance/Flexibility .51 .14 .11 .06 –.20
 Observation (latent) .64 .17 .14 .07 –.25

Note. QPGA-01 = general checking question; QPGA-07 = general checking question 6 years later; LEADR = Law 
Enforcement Assessment and Development Report; CAQ = Clinical Analysis Questionnaire.
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Consequently, questionnaire variables allowed a certain amount of prediction from Phase  
I to Phase II, particularly for academic qualification. Even though a direct effects model 
from Phase I to Phase III did not yield substantial prediction power, it greatly improved 
prediction accuracy when mediated by final training performance inside the academy. 
These results suggest that actual job performance is indeed influenced by psychological 
variables but that these influences pass through training. Hence, the models presented here 
suggest that training is a mediator of personal dispositions. In practice, this result would 
imply that psychological assessment in law enforcement personnel selection should be 
conducted with an eye on the academy training program. In our study, direct influences of 
personality on actual performance were weak; their true effect was captured much better 
when mediated by training. Thus, the capacity of police officers seems to depend on how 
their psychological dispositions are modulated by formal training. Whether this training 
effect is restricted to this specific job environment or is a generalized phenomenon of medi-
ation is not discussed here, although it seems an interesting topic for further research.

All questionnaire measures were found to be significant predictors of academic 
qualification, but not all of them were related to behavioral qualification. Of all LEADR 
measures, Integrity/Control was the best positive predictor of academic qualification  
(β = .25), whereas Interpersonal Relations was the highest negative predictor (β = –.28). 
Interpersonal Relations is a composite related to Extraversion. Although Extraversion is 
often positively correlated with performance in early educational periods (Entwistle, 
1972), it has been found to be negatively related with performance after secondary stages 
of education (O’Connor & Paunonen, 2006). It is worth noting that Intellectual Efficiency 
and Performance, two LEADR subscales associated with cognitive ability and execution, 
had similar, positive weights in academic prediction (around .20). Integrity/control was 
also the LEADR subscale most associated with behavioral qualification (β = .21). Other 
subscales associated with this qualification were Emotional Adjustment (β = .17) and 
CAQ Sociopathy (β = .17). On the whole, these values give the impression that successful 
police officers tend to be less anxious and more controlled than their less successful 
counterparts. This result is in agreement with those of other studies, which suggest a 
profile of low emotional vulnerability and high conscientiousness as a predictor of 
performance in law enforcement samples (Detrick et al., 2004; Piedmont & Weinstein, 
1998). This personality pattern may be associated with better coping styles in law 
enforcement job environments (Bishop et al., 2001).

Major efforts have been devoted to producing ecologically valid measures at the ISPC, 
especially for observational protocols. The development of practical exercises and the 
assessment of variables that are sensitive to task adjustment have received significant human 
and economic investment. These efforts have clearly paid dividends; in our study, observational 
measures of trainees’ behavior turned out to be excellent predictors of Phase II and Phase III 
outcomes. The latent observational factor is a very good predictor of both academic 
qualification (β = .34) and behavioral qualification (β = .90). This factor seems to reflect a 
fairly unspecific dimension of adjusted functioning during training. As the factor loadings 
indicated, the major effects come from Responsibility, a scale designed to measure 
dispositions related to Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience factors of the NEO-PI 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). As we mentioned earlier, Integrity/Control was one of the 
questionnaire’s chief predictors of academy performance and, indirectly, of professional 
performance after graduation. This result is in line with previous research supporting this 
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dimension as a core predictor of general job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Piedmont 
& Weinstein, 1998; Salgado, 1997; Tett et al., 1991) and law enforcement performance 
(Bishop et al., 2001; Black, 2000; Cortina, Doherty, Schmitt, Kaufman, & Smith, 1992; 
Detrick et al., 2004). Another interesting result in the observational subscales concerns 
Tolerance/Flexibility, which was also related to Openness to Experience. On the other hand, 
Training Attitude and Motivation for Police Tasks were motivational measures of individual 
commitment to training and to an agent’s various duties. In any case, all these observational 
measures were of great value for predicting both qualifications (except for initiative, which 
had a nonsignificant factor loading, λ = 0.02, on the Observational factor).

The focus of this study was to fit a longitudinal model for predicting law officer 
performance several years after training. Previous research has provided sound evidence 
that personality dimensions are predictors of performance in police training (Aamodt, 
2004b; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Black, 2000; Detrick et al., 2004; Tett et al., 1991; Varela 
et al., 2004). Here, we propose a model that goes beyond mere association studies and 
proposes a sequential, causal path for postacademy performance that includes training 
results and personal dispositions as predictors.

Nevertheless, the fact that the study does not take into account cognitive functioning 
measures is an important shortcoming when predicting long-term performance. Cognitive 
abilities have proved to be essential measures in performance prediction in law enforcement 
selection (Aamodt, 2004b) and in other contexts (e.g., Colom, Escorial, Shih, & Privado, 
2006). Cognitive abilities must be included in any consideration of the capacity of a police 
cadet because a police officer’s everyday tasks require reading comprehension, attention to 
detail, verbal aptitude, and so on. Integrating these measures into the model would surely 
provide a great deal of information on future performance. As previous research has noted, 
cognitive abilities would be expected to correlate with job performance in general (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991).

Another weakness of this study is that all models are devoted to detecting potential high-
performance trainees. Current research in law enforcement personnel selection concentrates 
heavily on screening out potentially nonsuccessful or problematic applicants (for extensive 
coverage of this topic, see Aamodt, 2004a, 2004b). Incorporating nonsuccessful applicants 
and trainees into the model would provide much fuller information by comparing their 
measures with those of high-performance and low-performance graduates.

Despite these limitations, our findings suggest that it is possible to predict high-
performance police officers accurately at very early stages of their training. Personality is 
a major predictor, but its effect is mediated by training. Our results have clear implications 
for training design and personnel selection.
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