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[bookmark: _Toc307329179]Abstract:

The fundamental reason for law enforcements existence is service to the community. Decades ago, officers recognized their badge was a symbol of the public's trust and as a result of this trust, their personal motivations, attitudes; biases and prejudices were subject to public scrutiny. Recently, the primary function of police services has strayed from its original intent customer service and into a paramilitary organization designed to react to circumstances of unrest. The natural consequence of this loss of focus has been a corresponding loss of public trust and organizational credibility. This research was designed to demonstrate how the adoption of marketing principles in conjunction with the established business theories of customer relationship management (CRM), innovative service recovery systems (SRS), and resource-based view (RBV) can reverse the current trend and dramatically improve the professions reputation, public image and branding.
As part of  the research 125 police administrators in Idaho, and 50 Peace Officers Standards and Training POST directors were surveyed in the United States to gain insights into law enforcements ingrained attitudes, patterns and perspectives surrounding its primary SRS, officer decertification correlated to its negative reputation and public image.  Additionally, research included qualitative interviews designed to surface the industry's view on organizational transparency with regards to ethics, morality and politics.  
The findings demonstrated law enforcement is on the cusp of a crisis in regards to public trust, branding and the industry's ability to self-police. This research further indicated, successful application of the principles of CRM, SRS, and RBV can reverse the current trends of community cynicism and enhance organizational reputation, credibility and community support through strategic alliances between citizens, business organizations, the media and law enforcement. 
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[bookmark: _Toc307329182]Chapter 1.0: - Introduction - Contextual Background: 

Law Enforcement within the United States has become the target and primary focus of local and national news media organizations. Sensational headlines involving corruption, abuse, and police officer criminal misconduct continue to be a source of public concern. This has resulted in a growing distrust of the law enforcement industry, its professional standing, and reputation. Technological advances in police equipment and the increasing mobilization of society has resulted in the isolation of individual officers from regular non-enforcement interactions with the community members whom they serve.  Within the complexity of today's society and crimes, officers need to possess abilities that inspire trust, ensure accountability, and develops as a by-product community support (Drummond, et.al. 2000). 
This research has demonstrated very few police administrators fully grasp or even recognize the reality of law enforcement as a service industry rather than a para-military organization designed to react in situations of unrest.  There appears to have been a subtle shift away from law enforcements original function, where Sir Robert Peel claimed ' … the police are the public and the public are the police' (Bloy, 2010).  Over years this shift has diminished the professions image and reputation, resulting in a severe distrust of law enforcement by community members.  
This research has demonstrated how the adoption and application of sound marketing principles coupled with the established business theories of Resource-Based View (RBV), Customer Relationship Management (CRM), and innovative Service Recovery Systems (SRS), can dramatically improve the public image of law enforcement and enhance its reputation, thus branding the profession as delivering a service that improves the quality of life for citizens within the community.  Furthermore, understanding these forces and synergies explain how some police departments consistently outperform others in terms of employee retention rates, recruitment abilities, professional status, and positive media portrayals.  


[bookmark: _Toc307329183]1.1: The Industry's Problem & Dissertation Gap:

During the last decade public sector employees in the United States have gained significant increases in terms of wage and benefit concessions.  As a result there is a corresponding expectancy from citizens demanding efficiency and customer service.  Public sector employees, especially those within law enforcement, have been reluctant, even lethargic in adjusting to these new expectations.  This reluctance has been seen as public sector employees embracing an entitlement mentality.  Private sector employees and more generally taxpayers have become inherently skeptical, and distrusting, even to the point where motivation of police administrators and individual officers are suspect.  As consumers and stakeholders in police services, citizens, being fueled by widespread media reports of officer malfeasance and police services failures, are demanding progressive reforms in the areas of morality, political transparency, and ethics. 
Law Enforcement's traditional remedy for officer malfeasance and its primary service recovery system (SRS) has been officer decertification.  Traditionally, the focus of decertification has been 'to limit activities of those who betray the public trust' (Puro, Goldman, & Smith, 1997).  Unfortunately, except for all but the most egregious offenses, the public perception is dismal. This sporadic enforcement has been subjected to political influences from police administrators, and elected officials at the local, state, and national levels. Further complicating the matter are some police administrators who refuse to disclose problematic behaviors of their officers to certifying agencies and background investigators of another agency.  In order to ensure the investigating agency hires their officer, transferring these problematic behaviors to the new employing agency, with little or no regard for that agency, the general public, or society.  These actions actually undermine the intent of decertification regulations and damage the public image for the entire law enforcement profession. 
The focus of this research was to investigate, interpret, analyze and understand the need, as a profession, for law enforcement to shift paradigms and return to its original customer service function, in which the necessity for 'building strong relationships with citizens is an essential function of government coupled with the need for citizens to be viewed as customers and shareholders of public services' (da Silva & Batista, 2007). 
Most research on officer decertification has revealed the decertification decision as being the final and only public remedy for officer malfeasance.  Police Officer certifications fall under the authority of the individual states' Peace Officer Standards & Training (POST).  Within each of the states, POST is granted the statutory authority to certify police officers within their jurisdiction.  In the past two decades, most POST organizations have received decertification authority (Goldman & Puro, 2001). However, most of these certifying agencies lack the statutory authority to publically censure officers for malfeasance or temporarily suspend state certification.  The gap missing within the debate is the lack of intermediary steps prior to the ultimate decision of decertification. This void negatively affects public perceptions and law enforcements overall branding. 
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 'Decertification is similar to removal of licenses common to most other professions' (Puro, Goldman, & Smith, 1997), and in most States, grounds for officer decertification are fairly consistent. In the past, an officer adjudicated of a felony resulted in automatic decertification. Further convictions for crimes of violence and domestic battery generally resulted in decertification because the courts often imposed restrictions on possessing firearms. The authors’ professional experience has demonstrated decertification's are often based solely upon the single case in front of the decertification board. In which, an officer's service record and history of misconduct isn't thoroughly examined during the proceeding (Puro, Goldman, & Smith 1997). Given all police officers receiving their peace officer certification must swear to follow and abide by the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics, an Administrative Oath, the United States Constitution, as well as their local State Constitution, it seems to reason any conviction or subsequent plea bargain for a violation of law involving violence or moral turpitude, Administrative Oaths failures, or Law Enforcement Code of Ethics violations, should subject an officer to decertification proceedings.  The authors professional experience suggests something contrary.  While it is documented most POST Directors have represented Code of Ethics violations regularly result in decertification, the author submits this to be accurate only in the most egregious of circumstances.  
From this perspective, the research intended to investigate and understand how incorporating a Customer Relationship Management approach within the Resource-based view performance model coupled with an innovative approach to service Recovery Systems can improve an agency's branding and public image when service failures occur.  The research was designed to solicit answers to the following:
· Do individual/employee rights impact decertification decision-making, and if so, to what effect, either positively or negatively?
· Will standardized intermediate disciplinary procedures be enhanced by CRM, and/or RBV, and should POST have such authority?
· How will generational cohorts be impacted by the internal marketing of CRM and RBV paradigm shifts, and how will these synergies impact an agency's branding and public image?
Data collection was accomplished via triangulation which allowed greater scrutiny both of the data collected and the results achieved. Quantitative analysis of two separate surveys to Police Administrators in Idaho, as well as POST Directors in all Fifty States, has been conducted via frequencies and correlations specifically focused upon any contradictory outcomes. Response rates for both surveys achieved a 20% response allowing the results to be generalized geographically to the law enforcement industry.  Qualitative analysis was conducted via personal interviews using analogies, projective tests, and personification techniques surrounding the term moral turpitude. The raw data is available from the author and has been sanitized to reflect only verifiable valid responses.  
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The purpose of this research was to analyze and understand how the adoption and application of marketing principles involving Internal Marketing (IM) in conjunction with accepted business strategies of Customer Relationship Management (CRM), Service Recovery Systems (SRS) and Resource-Based View Theory (RBV) can enhance Law Enforcement's public reputation, image, and branding.  Whether these specific strategies and practices are related to public image and reputational enhancement, and how such improvements can be accomplished while simultaneously improving core competencies of the organizations adopting such an approach.  Especially when police organizations are dealing with service failures, resulting from officers decertification that had previously tarnished the agency's reputation and damaged public trust.
This study was limited geographically to Idaho with regard to generalized police administrator responses and to the POST Directors throughout the United States. The marketing principles and business strategies were analyzed within the context of public image, reputation, and the need for the Law Enforcement profession to shift its paradigms regarding politics, morality, and ethics surrounding police disciplinary procedures including officer decertification.  This research further demonstrated the industry's need for shifting paradigms away from its current reactionary approach to one of a Resource-based view.
The author expected this research to demonstrate Police Administrators in Idaho recognized the core function of law enforcement is customer service, while simultaneously failing to recognize how negative word of mouth (NWOM) from community members and elected officials can threaten the economic vitality of their agencies. Additionally, it was anticipated administrators would deny law enforcement is viewed as lacking trustworthiness, while admitting their officers believe their respective elected officials are not supportive, especially in time of critical incidents. 
From the POST Directors the expectation was agreement that officer decertification improves the tarnished reputation of agencies where officer malfeasance has become public, and agreement that officer's reputations effect public perceptions.  It was further anticipated POST directors would disagree law enforcement lacks trustworthiness or is subjected to undue political pressures during officer decertification proceedings. Additionally, it was further anticipated POST Directors would agree POST should have the statutory authority for public censures and certification suspension prior to officer decertification.  Finally, it was anticipated POST Directors would suggest officers are regularly being decertified for code of ethics violations. Yet, the author suggested from personal and professional experience violations of The Law Enforcement Code of Ethics are not being enforced to the extent outlined in the code of ethics. Fundamentally, their primary duty is to serve the community.
· To keep their private lives unsullied and to serve as examples, not to discredit themselves or their agency.
· Honest in their thoughts and deeds in both their personal and professional life.
· To be exemplary in obeying the law and to maintain confidences given to them.
· Not to act officiously, or allow prejudices, political beliefs, personal feelings, aspirations, animosities or friendships to influence their decisions.
· To recognize a symbol of public faith and trust their badge represents.
· Not to condone acts of corruption, bribes, or any such acts when committed by other police officers.
· They are responsible for their own competency, conduct, and professional performance.

These aforementioned requirements are not being upheld to the extent the profession professes, demonstrating a systematic failure in law enforcement's primary Service Recovery System (SRS), with an unawareness or denial of the effects of negative word of mouth (NWOM) comments.  The denial of public perception, upon the reputation and image of the law enforcement industry indicates the need to shift paradigms from current traditional approaches to that of a resource-based view. 
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[bookmark: _Toc307329187]2.0:  Service Recovery Systems - Reputation & Resource-based View:

One of the major components to any service organizations success is how the inevitable service failures are handled. Traditionally, police services have looked to officer decertification as the primary response to officer malfeasance, ignoring the factors of agency reputation, public image, public trust and ultimately the corresponding public's view of the agency's credibility.  The failure of police administrators to recognize the importance of developing their agency's reputation has diminished their organizations ability to manage or capture the synergistic benefits of local business 'interdependencies and complex relationships' (Boyd, Bergh, & Ketchen, 2010), leading to the development of a competitive advantage. 
Research conducted by Rindova, Williamson, Petkova & Sever (2005 cited by Boyd, Bergh & Ketchen, 2010) suggests organizational reputation is comprised by two distinct dimensions, 'quality rooted in economic orientation and market prominence based upon sociological tradition with antecedents that include the media, expert affiliations and premiere organizational status.'  For police services, possessing a reputation for providing a quality service has a direct correlation to sustainable taxpayer funding based upon the local business community and citizens desire to influence elected officials on the police departments’ behalf.  A department's prominence within the community enables the development of long-term synergistic affiliations, strengthens internal employee market orientation, enhances selection/recruitment programs and enables greater flexibility for service recovery options. Application of these marketing principles have been minimal within the police services industry, to its own detriment, as witnessed by law enforcements traditional approach captured in the following literature.     
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[bookmark: _Toc307329189]2.1.1: Malfeasance:

The most prolific research conducted on police decertification issues during the last two decades have been accomplished by Roger Goldman & Steven Puro (1987, 1997, 2001).  They initially joined efforts in 1987 when examining police decertification in light of the United States Supreme Court decision in Mapp v. Ohio for dealing with evidence suppression based upon police misconduct or illegal police action, commonly known as the 'exclusionary rule,'(Goldman & Puro 1987).  The courts have consistently recognized the need to deter police misconduct and have steadfastly resisted becoming 'accomplices in the willful disobedience of a Constitution they are sworn to uphold' (1987:46).  The courts also simultaneously prevented police profiting '…from its unlawful behavior, thus minimizing the risk of seriously undermining popular trust in government' (1987:46).  Clearly, the courts recognized the inherent necessity for governmental transparency and the absolute mandate for law enforcement to maintain public trust in the policing of its own profession, as well as when dealing with an officer's inappropriate behaviors and actions.
The exclusionary rules design and purpose was to eliminate or prevent police misconduct in gathering evidence during the investigative process.  Goldman & Puro argued individual states can accomplish essentially the same result as the exclusionary rule through effective revocation of individual officers’ certification when misconduct merits. Without state certification it is impossible to be employed as a police officer, (1987:47).  Goldman & Puro further submitted revoking an officer's certification would have a greater impact than termination from employment given the high probability an officer terminated from one agency would find work with another in the same state (1987:49).  While termination is an effective strategy and position to take, personal experience demonstrates few POST decertification boards have the political will to remove an officer's right to work, especially if the officer's agency failed to appropriately discipline the officer's misconduct.  This failure demonstrated the need for intermediary disciplinary protocols, except in the most severe of circumstances.  
[bookmark: _Toc307329190]2.1.2: Police Decertifications:

While the exclusionary rule worked for the courts in suppressing wrongfully or illegally obtained evidence, it didn’t eliminate the officer's right to remain employed in his/her chosen profession.  A violation of the fourth amendment on the part of individual police officers does subject the department as well as the individual to potential criminal prosecution as well as civil ramifications via Title 42 of the United States Code, Section 1983, (1987:51).  Goldman & Puro focused on police decertification as a mechanism to eliminate the probability of recurring misconduct by a specific officer, while ignoring the need for individual agencies and the law enforcement industry to maintain, even enhance, its reputation and public image.  Improve upon the public's trust through the application of appropriate service recovery systems which build citizen's trust and hold the offending officer responsible for their malfeasance.
While one cannot dispute the effectiveness of Goldman & Puro strategy in preventing a particular officer from recurring incidents, it was seen by the author as addressing only the symptoms and not effectively addressing or correcting the underlying causes. Often decertification was viewed as the only remedy to prevent similar recurrences without the progressive and corrective actions of education, counseling, and remedial training being employed prior to officer decertification.  
In an updated study Goldman, Puro & Smith (1997) completed on police decertification for the decade covering 1985-1995. Extensive statutory improvements had occurred during this timeframe with states previously lacking revocation authority having gained such authority. The study still focusing upon decertification as the major remedy for officer malfeasance specifically sought to answer whether states had a broad, narrow, or unchanged decertification authority.  Broad authority was defined as POST having the authority to revoke officer certifications for convictions or subsequent plea bargains for crimes designated as a felony, misdemeanor crimes involving moral turpitude, as well as Code of Ethics violations, incompetence on the part of the officer, dishonesty in one's official capacity, and dependence on drugs or alcohol (1997:487).  Narrow authority was defined as POST lacking the ability to revoke police certifications for unspecified acts or omissions.  Generally, Goldman, et. al, found the '… more specific a statute is in defining revocation offenses, the more limited the POST authority becomes in revoking an officer's certification,' (1997:487).  One improvement during this and subsequent decades came from reporting requirements obligating Chiefs and Sheriffs to report all changes in employment status and misconduct of their officers involving, state statutes, POST regulations, and Code of Ethics violations (1997:488-89).  The second improvement came in the form of qualified immunity for agency heads who report officer misconduct to POST.  Without qualified immunity many agency administrators feared retribution from their officers in the form of civil litigation claiming defamation (1997:492).  Today, however, in most states, disclosure of officer misconduct is still shrouded in mystery, protected as private personnel matters, and not subject to public disclosure.  A crucial element in RBV theory for gaining public trust for law enforcement is transparency and disclosure in regards to specific officer behaviors and actions whether deemed positive or negative.  The law enforcement community must eventually acknowledge and acquiesce to its customers and stakeholders need for transparency in all aspects of policing if the profession is to gain the trust, respect, and confidence of the public served.
By 2001, Goldman & Puro had recognized forty-three (43) of the fifty (50) state POST Academies had been granted statutory revocation authority.  They concluded law enforcement's traditional approach of leaving officer misconduct disciplinary procedures to agency administrators had failed because of administrators inability or refusal to appropriately address or terminate officers for malfeasance, (2001:2-3).  But once again, they failed to consider intermediary disciplinary steps of education, counseling, and remedial training being employed prior to officer decertification.  Goldman & Puro began calling for a mechanism, either on a state or national level, for certification revocation (2001:3).  While improvements had been made with regard to POST certification and revocation authority, many states were beginning the contrary process of reducing this revocation authority and attempts were initiated classifying POST as an educational facility versus a certification agency (2001:9-10).  Inconsistencies regarding officer selection and acceptance criteria which involved factors that eliminated individuals from being granted entry into a POST Academy for certification purposes, were not being considered grounds for decertification for officers possessing the same factors after receiving state certification (2001:11-12).  More specifically, officers committing offenses that prevented individuals from gaining state certification initially were not considered as viable grounds for decertification after possessing state certification. The effect of these inconsistent decisions and actions by POST academies and decertification boards across the United States continued to erode the public's trust in law enforcements ability to self-regulate damaging the industry's reputation and public image.
Next Goldman & Puro began calling for a 'National Decertification Database (NDD)', containing the names of officers who have been decertified. Since no federal agency felt compelled to establish or monitor such a database, the International Association of Directors of Law Enforcement Standards and Training (IADLEST) created such a database, 'NDI'.  As of this writing, Idaho was one of a handful of states supplying such information which allows all POST directors instant access to the basic information for those individuals whose state certification has previously been revoked. This information is critical in minimizing the possibility of decertified officers receiving certification from another state POST Academy (2001:15).  It is intriguing only a handful of states are supplying decertification information to IADLEST when the topic of certification revocation is consistently one of the most wrestled with dilemma's facing the Fifty (50) POST Directors.  Especially since at one time, there was agreement by most of the IADLEST members to create a decertification database.  The failure of all members except Idaho and a few others to provide information to the database brings into question law enforcement's true motivation for self policing. This has further eroded public trust and fueled the demand for greater transparency.
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In reviewing other issues involving police SRS it was noted national police problems involve male police officer's making sexual advances or harassing female officer's had been an on-going issue in which the lack of intermediary disciplinary steps of education, counseling, and remedial training had been incorporated in officer malfeasance cases  (Collins, 2003).  Collins in her research pointed out how the Florida Legislature 'empowered [the Florida POST] Commission to serve as the ultimate gatekeeper and disciplinarian for all criminal justice disciplines in the state of Florida, thereby establishing that the requisite standards are being met,' for certifying and decertifying officers within the state (2003:513).  Collins explained sexual harassment violates Title VII of the Civil rights Act.  However, unless a complainant seeks relief from the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) or the courts, no mechanism exists compelling an investigation by the Officer's employer or POST, despite clear indications sexual harassment violates the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics and moral turpitude clause.  This lack of enforcement and mandatory Civil rights protection puts the complaining officer at risk of retaliation from her police administration where this cultural norm has been allowed, or at a personal safety risk because other officers refuse, as a result of her complaint, to respond to her calls for back-up in a timely manner. 
 Additionally, in Florida officers who do not maintain required standards for "good moral character" are subject to decertification (2003:515). Yet, because of personnel privacy issues, Collins concluded without the ability to conduct a survey of the officer’s personnel files it is not possible to determine the sanctions, if any, imposed by the officer's employer or Florida POST.  It was clear the lack of transparency only breeds contempt for law enforcement, and its willingness to properly police itself.  Collins implied a lack of trust in the integrity of the law enforcement profession to appropriately address the issues raised.  The prevention and subsequent failure of the public, scholars, and researchers like Collins to gain access to officer disciplinary records, agency procedures or corrective actions, especially if the malfeasance had previously generated media attention and exposure further demonstrates the importance of shifting paradigms to a RBV.  Failure to do so continually undermines public trust and damages the agency's reputation for appropriately addressing the specific malfeasance. Collins concluded the Florida POST was arbitrary and capricious in its handling of sexual harassment cases and woefully inadequate in its enforcement of law enforcements code of ethics. All this despite the fact Florida has broad statutory authority, including the ability to censure and suspend officer certification. She also noted the limiting factors in her research resulted from incomplete employer investigations, although independent investigations by Florida POST generally corrected this issue, and the fact complaining female officers receive greater harassment as a result of their complaint. This allows the encouragement of such inappropriate behavior within present organization cultural standards, resulting in significantly reducing complaints from female officers for fear of further retaliation. Transparency must become the mandate for all law enforcement nationwide as the major required component in Service Recovery Systems (SRS), in order to eliminate the inconsistent enforcement of established ethics and statutory standards. As we will see in subsequent reviews reputation maintenance and political transparency are required in a Resource-based View (RBV), and Customer Relationship Management (CRM) approach. 
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The foundation for the Resource-based view theory is organizational sustainability and competitive advantage in all types of environments and markets. Much of the RBV research deals with an organizations reputation as the basis for achieving a competitive advantage, it is upon the organizations stellar reputation consumer and/or public trust is developed and translates to the organizations ability to maintain its prominence and sustainability. It has been said, organizational 'reputation is perhaps one of its most important strategic resources' Flanagan & O'Shaughnessy (2005:445 cited in Boyd, Bergh, & Ketchen, 2010).   Organizations determined to achieve greater results must possess greater insight, and foresight, than their competitors (Kunc & Morecroft, 2010:1166).  Never has this position been more appropriate for police services than now, with the national economic downturn, municipalities are seeking to reduce expenses and avoid further taxing their citizenry. 
Elected officials tend to look at the largest users of public funds in order to make the greatest budgetary cuts. Unfortunately, in most municipalities the greatest consumers of taxpayer funds are municipal police services.  Police administrators who understand the value of marketing principles tend to fare better than those administrator's who don't.  Organizational reputation, public trust, and department prominence equates to a competitive advantage for police services over competing municipal departments. Developing a competitive advantage over competing departments ensures police services organizational sustainability.    
[bookmark: _Toc307329193]2.2.1: Sustainability:

Scholars recently evaluated a firm’s potential sustainability via a 'reputation-performance relationship' within the context of the RBV Theory (Boyd, Bergh, & Ketchen, 2010). Their findings indicated 'Reputation is an intangible resource that has financial consequence,' (2010:603). It is important for decision makers involved in the police services industry to understand an agency's reputation is comprised of both internal and external factors that create a synergistic dynamic through casual ambiguities, which generate beneficial performance implications (2010:588).  As mentioned earlier understanding these forces and synergies explain how some police departments consistently outperform others in terms of professional status, and positive media portrayals.  
Status and prestige are interconnected to reputation. According to Boyd, et.al., the differences are clear, prominence refers to the notoriety of the organization, while reputation reflects the public's opinion of whether the organization is positive, negative, or undetermined, (2010:593). This prestige or prominence assists police organizations with retention rates, recruitment processes and in the securing of budget revenue.  Some police agencies attempt to utilize this marketing position in recruitment efforts with their initial letters to applicants inviting them to become a member of the "best of the best" in law enforcement.  Unfortunately, most agencies miss the interconnectivity of prominence and reputation.  
Reputation is a key factor in why some organizations frequently outperform similar organizations.  Key decision makers need to constantly evaluate the organizations image not only externally but also from within the organization.  As administrators compete in rapidly changing, and ever-increasing complex public police service environments, the recognition of their agency's professional reputation being an intangible asset with multi-dimensional and departmental interconnectivity opportunities (2010:606) can create an organizational competitive advantage and produces unparalleled organizational performance.
Prominence specifically relates to the manner in which the organization is viewed by others.   Its reputation, name recognition, branding and notoriety. Police organizations with positive reputations based upon performance tend to possess a high prominence valuation from employees, community members, and the media (2010:593). The importance of organizational reputations cannot be oversimplified nor should they be undervalued by progressive police administrators.  Research clearly indicates interconnectivity between reputation, consumer and/or public trust, organizational prominence and competitive advantage all of which translates into organizational sustainability (Boyd, et.al. 2010; Kunc & Morecroft, 2010).
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Building upon organizational reputation as a basis for competitive advantage within the RBV theory and specifically looking at managerial decision-making, Kunc & Morecroft (2010) considered administrative decisions within a RBV paradigm from a three pronged approach, 'resource conceptualization, resource development, and firm performance' (2010:1166).  In the first phase of conceptualization administrators become involved in strategically valuing individual employees and organizational attributes in an effort to anticipate future organizational performance (2101:1166). Too often administrators view their employees and organizational abilities from a limited scope.  It is during the conceptualization phase, administrators must make difficult strategic decisions as to which employees they believe will yield the greatest return for the investment in order to develop resource expertise. By making these difficult management decisions early on and investing significant revenue in employee training. It becomes too costly for competitors to imitate thus producing a competitive advantage for the organization within its marketplace. 
Under the development phase or perhaps more succinctly stated implementation, administrators establish performance goals and objectives which have organizational synergistic components that embrace connectivity with other departments.  Employees and assets are realigned in order to best ensure goals and objectives are being met, if not exceeded. During strategy implementation administrators make decisions while often times facing insufficient, unclear, or conflicting information (2010:1168).  While this is very familiar territory for most police administrators in tactical or rapidly changing critical incidents, it is foreign with regards to budgetary performance objectives, agency branding, image, reputation, or measurable organizational performance results.  Police administrators are extremely comfortable with debriefing critical incidents, yet they struggle with debriefing organizational performance, reputation, or service failures within the management hierarchy. Police administrators often fail to grasp the concepts or importance of 'internal casual ambiguity' in which resource development dovetails into and often enhances organizational performance. Furthermore, little focus is given to 'external casual ambiguities' which develops from competitive market forces or the surrounding agencies inability to respond to such changes and understand the cause and effect relationship, brought about by either a positive or negative organizational reputation (2010:1169) .  As a result of these administrative failures to accurately measure an organizations performance, from a customer relationship management or service recovery system, a resource-based view becomes difficult and blurred making it difficult to measure specific results.
[bookmark: _Toc307329195]2:3: Customer Relationship Management:

Customer Relationship Management in its most basic form involves an organizations culture, philosophy, and business strategy designed to consistently earn the customers satisfaction, trust, and loyalty.  Within the police service industry it involves earning the public's trust in all functions of police work.  It is establish by the police administrator and embedded downward into all levels of the organization.  It empowers employees to solve customer's problems at lowest possible level in order to enhance customer value and organizational sustainability.  
[bookmark: _Toc307329196]2.3.1: Internal Marketing and Brand Establishment:

Within the police services industry CRM requires a paradigm shift away for law enforcements traditional approach of conflict resolution to a marketing approach in which police employees and the public work together in unison to accomplish a synergistic strategic alliance.   This concept was demonstrated when Mawby & Worthington (2002) highlighted the need for Police to re-brand themselves away from being a police force into a police service (2002:872).  Their research, conducted on the British Police, demonstrated the primary objective for accomplishing the newly branded image for police was bogged down primarily due to an inability of most police administrators to persuade their subordinates and staff to embrace concepts of marketing, customer service, and public image maintenance in order to improve the reputation of the profession.  Mawby & Worthington demonstrated the best principle to produce this type of radical change begins with the concept of 'internal marketing' (IM) (2002:858).  Without expressing the frustrations the general public was sensing, which included a lack of transparency on the part of police services and distrust in policing oneself, it was surmised the communication ability of individual officers as well as the entire police industry, was ineffective.  Communication needs to be vastly improved both internally and externally, in order to meet the demands and pressures being brought to bear upon all police services internationally. From the authors personal and professional experience Mawby & Worthington's (2002) observations, findings, and criticisms appear valid for Law Enforcement in Idaho, and the United States. 
Customer Relationship Management (CRM), branding, media relations, and internal marketing are lacking and have become significant problems facing the police services industry.  They must be addressed first at the administrative levels, and then embedded downward into an organization as an operating philosophy and strategic focus.  Without this top down implementation strategy police organizations and the police services industry cannot expect this type of radical philosophical change to occur.  Without a radical philosophical change, the police profession should expect a growing dissatisfaction and distrust of police on the part of the general public, thus leading to greater civilian oversight in all aspects of police services. 
[bookmark: _Toc307329197]2.3.2: Citizen Focused Police Services:

The concept of consumer choice, within the context of 'delivering citizen-centric public services' was analyzed (King, 2007:48), via effective customer relationship management (CRM). While this study was conducted for local government in the United Kingdom, the principles and concepts are applicable to any public service provider.  A critical component of King's analysis was that all service provided from the 'public purse' (2007:48) should be subjected to greater scrutiny, including its recipients. While consumers won't be able to choose which police services will be provided by the organization, they should and will be able to influence, if not outright determine, through political pressure applied to elected officials, the level of funding their police department will receive annually.  CRM allows administrators to better analyze and understand their constituents’ needs, wants and desires, this allows administrators the ability to design programs and provide acceptable services to their customers and stakeholders.  Providing citizen-focused, appropriate services from the outset enhances an administrator's ability to secure an adequate and sustainable flow of funding from the limited public purse.  This type of citizen focused strategy cannot be accomplished without a great deal of political transparency, honesty and humility when service failures do occur, for whatever reason. 


[bookmark: _Toc307329198]2.3.3: Building Life-Long Relationships with Citizens:

The importance of developing strong relationships with citizens as being a critical function of government was recognized by da Silva & Batista (2007).  They pointed out the existence and importance of lifetime relationships beginning at birth and terminating with death.  This point is especially poignant as it relates to police services in which both occurrences have started and ended as a result of specific police actions.  Each of these instances has the potential of dramatically affecting the department’s reputation both positively and negatively.  It was noted in their research, there is a general citizen belief that government is abusing its power against the citizenry causing citizens to disengage politically for fear their intentions will be misconstrued by those in positions of authority.  Thereby, further exasperating the commonly held belief government is wasteful, inefficient or totally ineffective in providing adequate services in exchange for the revenue it receives (2007:592).  Public sector employees are often seen as rude, lazy, and lacking any customer service initiative.  These attitudes often become polarized when dealing with citizen and police services relationships. News coverage of police corruption furthers these stereotypes, which are exasperated by the law enforcement professions reluctance to take appropriate disciplinary action against its own members.
It is to the shame of the law enforcement profession that administrators consistently fail to recognize or acknowledge an organizations 'reputation embodies the history of people's experiences with the service provider' (2007:594). Police administrators consistently neglect the two key factors involved in making up an organizations reputation. How the customers perceive the organization, and how its employees perceive the organization (2007:595).
[bookmark: _Toc307329199]2.3.4: Employee Perception & Internal Marketing:

 Employee perception of the organization often dictates how the employee interacts with its customers, whether they value the customer/citizen or whether they view them as a nuisance.  CRM is designed to create a seamless interface between customer service functions and productivity which in the case of police services relates to internal marketing, reputation, branding and sustainable funding sources for the police organization.  Ultimately, law enforcement administrators can improve their organizations reputation, branding and image by educating the public about police functions, opening up lines of communication with citizens and the media, exercising transparency in service failures, and 'incorporating customer input into decision making processes' (2007:600).
[bookmark: _Toc307329200]2:4: Service Recovery Systems:

The law enforcement function is fraught with contradictions.  Officers are instructed to be culturally sensitive, politically correct, polite in their speech, firm in their presence, authoritative when gaining control of a situation, and directive in others movements.  Officers are required to have the patience of Job, the communication skills of a great mediator, and still keep themselves and others safe and out of harm's way in some of the most vile and demanding situations.  As human beings, officers are subject to the same feelings and emotions as others.  There will be times when they lack compassion, become cynical and skeptical of others, and they will at times lack tact or an appropriate demeanor.  It is usually during the times of extreme high stress when a police services failure occurs.
How a service failure is handled by police supervisors and administrators is critical to a police organizations reputation and public image.  Administrators being far removed from the incident have the ability to recover for officer failures without criticizing the individual officer.  When an officer failure occurs, the administrator can view the failure from the victim or complainants' perspective and address the issue appropriately.  If an apology is needed, apologize. If some action was left undone make sure it gets completed in a timely manner. Service recovery systems are designed to bring healing for a strained relationship between the customer and an organization, while providing another opportunity to correct a customer/citizen's bad image of the police organization (Lin, 2008). 
According to Lin (2008), the greater freedom an employee is granted in solving a customer's problem without supervisory interference, the better the service recovery system performance becomes (2008:907).  Furthermore, Lin found the more authoritative the management hierarchy was, the weaker the employee became in their service recovery solutions (2008:907).  This single factor is key for law enforcement supervisors and administrators to understand and adjust.  In a profession where a para-military chain of command approach thrives, frontline boots on the ground officers are reluctant to address minor problems and correct them.  Instead, the trained response is to kick the problem up to the sergeants’ level for resolution.  While this may be the correct organizational response it runs counter-intuitive to an effective service recovery system. As administrators of police services begin to understand marketing principles better, public image and reputational concerns will allow greater flexibility for the individual officers to address and correct minor failures on the street, thus eliminating the need for the citizen to complain.   As the issues are appropriately addressed and resolved at the lowest possible level within the police organization, the greater the likelihood the police organization will be viewed by its community as responsive to citizens concerns, and progressive in its management. The single question a police supervisor or administrator should ask themselves and their subordinates are how will the anticipated action consistently earn the public's trust?
Does a moral and ethical void currently exist within the law enforcement industry? Has self-regulation failed and has the primary service recovery system for law enforcement, decertification, failed in the area of compliance to the standard set, through the established and universally accepted Law Enforcement Code of Ethics?  The author contends categorically self-regulation has failed at every level of the industry, with the only exception being for the most egregious of violators.  Furthermore, given the current level of regulation within the law enforcement industry why are our regulators, administrators, POST directors, and decertification board's compliance alarms not resounding loudly?  And, if they are why aren't these problems being resolved?  The author suggests law enforcement is headed for an ethics and morality crisis tantamount to that of the United States banks in '2008 after the collapse of Lehman Brothers … [in which] the survival of the financial system hung by thin thread of trust … almost completely torn apart by the magnitude of the crisis' (Rossi, 2010).  As Rossi points out this type of unethical behavior is easily explainable when leaders in a particular industry do 'not subscribe to the stakeholder approach' (2010:817), as in the current actions and make-up of the law enforcement industry.  But it is not too late for the law enforcement profession to 'transpose the analogies and lessons learned' (2010:817), return to a stricter adherence to the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics, and rebuild public trust lost over the last two decades (2010:817-818).  Understanding 'reputations are crucial when decisions are being made' (2010:819) in relation to officer disciplinary actions and/or decertifications.


[bookmark: _Toc307329201]Chapter 3: - Research Methodology:

This chapter outlines the contextual foundation for the chosen research design underpinning the research objectives, its reliability and validity, use of both quantitative and qualitative research methods, confidentiality and ethics contained within this Dissertation process. Additionally, the research sought to evaluate, analyze and understand established attitudes, patterns, and perspectives regarding law enforcement decertification authority as the industry's primary service recovery system and whether such authority was either broad or narrow, (Collins, 2004; Goldman & Puro, 1987, 1997, & 2001; Lin, 2010, & Rossi, 2010). This research analyzed the impact of reputation on law enforcements public image, sustainability and branding as it specifically dealt with consumer/citizen trust within the context of the resource-based view theory, (Boyd, Bergh & Ketchen, 2010; Kunc & Morecroft, 2010).  Finally, the research evaluated the need for a paradigm shift away from law enforcements traditional approach of conflict resolution to a marketing approach in which police employees and the public work together to accomplish a synergistic strategic alliance, within the context of customer relationship management, (da Silva & Batista, 2007; King, 2007; & Mawby & Worthington, 2002), primarily from the perspective of agency administrators and POST directors. 
[bookmark: _Toc307329202]3.1: Pilot Study:

A pilot study was initiated with the assistance of six law enforcement professionals whose professional designations included one (1) Police Chief, one (1) POST Director, one (1) County Sheriff, one (1) Deputy Prosecutor, one (1) Police Officer, and one (1) Police Administrative Support Supervisor. Each of these individuals were selected for their professional candor and knowledge of law enforcement cultures, prejudices, and potential biases in order to ensure the survey questions specifically asked for the information sought by the author.  After several discussions, proper phrasing for the closed-ended original questions was selected, eliminating ambiguities' and pinpointing the actual information sought prior to the research being conducted. The results from the pilot study were not included in the dissertation analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc307329203]3.2: Survey Designs:

 Data was collected from two survey respondent groups comprising Idaho Chiefs of Police and Sheriff's and POST Directors in the United States, via two independent research survey's using a five point Likert-type scale.  Answers were given a numerical value range:
1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Neutral
4. Disagree
5. Strongly Disagree

Given the response rates, the findings can be geographically generalized as being statistically valid to the law enforcement profession in Idaho as well as POST Directors nationwide.  Frequencies and their percentages were measured in both surveys as the first step of analysis, with respondent totals being the base (McDaniel & Gates, 2010:493).  Anchor questions for survey one were Q1, Q4, Q8, and Q9.  Frequencies were analyzed in survey one between:  Q4 -'Law enforcement is a community service function and as such Officer Reputations are essential to gain public trust' and Q9 -'Negative comments from community members are seen as a threat to the economic viability of this department?'  Additional analysis between Q4 - and Q1 - 'This State POST has broad officer decertification authority?'  Finally analysis between Q4 - to Q8 - 'Officer training results in improved value and added return for this community?'  

For study two, anchor questions were represented by Q2, Q3, Q5, Q6, Q11, and Q15. Total respondent as a base for Frequencies (2010:493) were analyzed in survey two between:  Q2 - 'This certifying board believes Law Enforcement lacks trustworthiness' and Q5 - 'A Police Officer's reputation effects public perceptions.' Additionally, Q3 - 'Code of Ethics violations regularly result in Officer Decertification.' and Q15 - 'Misdemeanor convictions involving violence or moral turpitude should result in Officer Decertification.'  Finally, Q6 - 'Officer decertifications are often hindered by political pressures.'  And Q11 - 'Individual/Employee rights negatively affect decertification effectiveness.'  Data was analyzed using the SPSS analytical software system.  
[bookmark: _Toc307329204]3.3: Quantitative Analysis:

After collecting, entering, and editing the data anchor questions previously identified were analyzed utilizing the bivariate regression correlation technique, Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation (2010:592). Specifically, the strength of relationship between questions was measured to determine the association between variables (2010:592) through the categories of very weak, weak, moderate or strong, with the authors’ interpretation of the results compared and contrasted within the context of the Resource-based view theory.  
[bookmark: _Toc307329205] 3.4: Qualitative Interviews:

Qualitative analysis was conducted from the data collected, by utilizing personal interviews of two (2) POST Directors, , two (2) Chiefs of Police, three (3) Prosecutors, one (1) Idaho POST decertification board member, and one (1) middle management police sergeant, representing twenty-five (25%) percent of the survey respondent groups. These interviews were conducted utilizing analogies, projective tests and personification techniques surrounding the term moral turpitude.  Each interview ranged between fifteen and forty five minutes in length, and involved a random sampling from the two research survey respondent groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc307329206]3.5: Research Confidentiality & Ethics:

A cover letter was sent with each potential survey respondent explaining the purpose of the survey, estimating the survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete and was for academic purposes. The letter indicated that by completing the survey the respondents were agreeing to participate in the research project and data analysis.  The cover letter also assured each participating respondent their personal and department identities would remain confidential.  Those respondents participating in telephone interviews agreed to participate in the research project and were provided the same assurance of confidentiality.  All respondents involved in this research project voluntarily agreed to participate in the data gathering and analysis process. 


[bookmark: _Toc307329207]3.6: Research Validity & Reliability:

In the past, criticisms have been levied against business dissertations by academic examiners for a lack of clarity and focus in their research methodology, and more specifically, for data collection not being organized or acceptable for the subject being analyzed (White, 2000:23). In order to avoid these criticisms, the researcher must consider the role of validity and reliability within the analysis being conducted. Research validity ‘is concerned with the idea that the research design fully addresses the research questions and objectives’ trying to be measured by the researcher (White, B., 2000:25; McDaniel & Gates 2010:316). If the analysis instrument utilized does 'not yield consistent results' over time it is deemed to lack reliability (McDaniel & Gates, 2010:316).  White (2010:25) further points out that reliability allows for consistency throughout the analysis to the point where a different researcher could use the same design and achieve similar results, even though their interpretation of the results could differ dramatically. 
In analyzing the research performed from a 'criterion-related validity' perspective (McDaniel & Gates, 2010:318), the surveys conducted contained 'content validity' despite the small respondent group sampling size because each survey utilized extensive literature review of the subject matter being surveyed. Legal and law enforcement experts helped design the survey's pinpointing the actual information sought prior to the research being conducted, via a pilot study that adequately measured and assessed the study topic, as well as 'predictive and construct validity' (2010:318, 19). The research supports this position because police administrators future behavioral patterns of  acknowledging the importance of reputation, yet ignoring its impact regarding financial consequences has been demonstrated, and can now be measured within the resource-based view.  'Construct validity' exists because this behavior is observed in accordance with the foundational theory behind the prediction, i.e. the need for law enforcement to shift its paradigm to a resource -based view (2010:320).  The same holds true for POST Directors in regards to reputation in decertification procedures for misdemeanor convictions and code of ethics violations, within the context of RBV and service recovery systems theory.  


[bookmark: _Toc307329208]Chapter 4: - Quantitative Research Results:

Study one was conducted targeting all Idaho Chiefs of Police and Sheriffs, a total of 125 surveys were distributed, with 26 responses, of which one survey was incomplete and deemed invalid, for a 20% response rate. The results of each survey question were charted for greater clarity as follows:  

Gender totals for respondents: 96% were male or 25 male respondents and 4% female consisting of 1 female respondent. The following anchor questions for survey one were compared and their corresponding results were converted into percentages.  
	Questions Compared

	n

	Case frequencies
Positive%     Neutral%   Negative%              

	Q4
Q9                                                 
	26 
26              
	    96.2               0.0             0.0
    23.1             34.6           38.5

	Q4
Q1
	26
26
	    96.2               0.0             0.0
    76.9               7.7           11.5

	Q4
Q8
	26
26
	    96.2               0.0             0.0
    96.2               0.0             0.0



The anchor questions Q1, Q4, Q8, and Q9 for survey one outlined below clearly indicate a significant disconnect in Idaho, regarding police administrators understanding and view of officer reputations and how both positive and negative reputations can affect future funding for the organization, including the possible need for citizen oversight groups. The following groups of questions had previously been identified as the anchor questions for survey one and significant correlations were found between Q1 & Q4, and Q4 & Q8. For a comprehensive review of Survey results please refer to Exhibits A1 and A2 in the appendix. 

[bookmark: _Toc307329209]4.1: Q4 - Officer Reputation vs. Q9 - Economic Viability

The responses to Q4 'Law enforcement is a community service function and as such Officer reputations are essential to gain public trust?' demonstrate police administrators believe officer reputations affect public trust, with 96% either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this question.  But, contrary to these findings, Q9 -'Negative comments from community members are seen as a threat to the economic viability of this department?' we see 73.1% of Idaho police administrators either remaining neutral 34.6% or disagreeing 38.5% with the contention negative word of mouth (NWOM) comments threaten the economic viability of their department. 

 Furthermore, when O4 to Q9 frequencies and percentages are analyzed utilizing Pearson's Product-Moment bivariate correlation analysis (Exhibit A2) we see a statistically weak .213 strength of relationship value.  Supporting the position Idaho police administrators fail to recognize the connection of officer reputations to community members’ negative word of mouth communications (NWOM) upon future organizational budgetary funding opportunities. While these types of disconnected findings can be generalized to Idaho police administrators based upon survey ones findings, the author suggests this phenomena isn't  isolated to Idaho alone, and similarities should be seen throughout the law enforcement industry nationwide. The general consensus among police administrators is NWOM doesn't impact future funding potential.


[bookmark: _Toc307329210]4.2: Q4 - Officer Reputations & Q1 - Post Decertification Authority: 

In comparing and contrasting Q4 'Law enforcement is a community service function and as such Officer reputations are essential to gain public trust?' with Q1 'This State POST has broad officer decertification authority?', the study measured the perception of the law enforcements self view, as expressed through law enforcements perception of community support.  From Q4 we see 96.2% of police administrators in Idaho either agreed or strongly agreed that reputation impacted public trust.  By contrasting the State authority of POST in decertification proceedings Q1 with POST's perceived authority, study one reveals 76.9% of Idaho police administrators believe POST has broad decertification authority while 7.7% of the administrators remained neutral and 11.5% disagreed with the scope of POST's statutory authority.  

Utilizing Pearson's Product-Moment bivariate correlation analysis we see a statistically moderate .488 strength of relationship value.  This supports the belief that police administrators feel in the realm of officer decertification, POST is regularly exercising their statutory ability when dealing with code of ethics violations and misdemeanor convictions of officers. However, these results clearly demonstrate a significant break down in law enforcements primary service recovery system, because perception and actual practice do not dovetail according to the authors’ professional experience.  In reality decertification for code of ethics violations occur only in the most egregious of circumstances. 
[bookmark: _Toc307329211]4.3: Q4 - Officer Reputation vs. Q8 - Officer Training:

In looking at how police administrators viewed the role of reputation Q4 'Law enforcement is a community service function and as such Officer reputations are essential to gain public trust?' and police training in the community Q8 - 'Officer training results in improved value and added return for this community?' we see 96.2% of the Idaho police administrators believe the training of officers results in added value to their community.  

Using the Bivariate regression via Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation there is a statistically strong .549 strength of relationship value.  In this instance police administrators truly recognize the correlation between the training of their officers, their performance, and the public trust, lending credence to the CRM principle of providing the correct service to the customer from the beginning of the relationship transaction.
The anchor questions in survey two were designed to examine law enforcements internal perception against its perceived public image, to measure its perception of external political pressures against officer decertification effectiveness and the professions adherence to and enforcement of the industry's established Code of Ethics. Study two was conducted targeting all POST Directors within the United States.  A total of 50 surveys were distributed, with 10 responses for a 20% response rate.  The results for each survey question were then charted for greater clarity as follows: 
Gender totals for respondents: 70% were male or 7 male respondents and 30% female consisting of 3 female respondents.  The following anchor questions Q2, Q3, Q5, Q6, Q11 and Q15 for survey two were compared and their corresponding results were converted into percentages. The following groups of questions had previously been identified as the anchor questions for survey two and no significant correlations were found between the anchor questions in survey two. For a comprehensive review of Survey two results please refer to Exhibits B1 and B2 in the appendix.  
	Questions Compared

	n

	Case frequencies
Positive%     Neutral%   Negative%              

	Q2
Q5                                                 
	10 
10             
	       0.0             30.0           70.0   
   100.0               0.0             0.0

	Q3
Q15
	10
10
	     40.0             30.0           30.0
     90.0             10.0             0.0 

	Q6
Q11
	10
10
	     30.0             10.0           60.0
     10.0               0.0           90.0



[bookmark: _Toc307329212]4.4: Q2 - Law Enforcement Trustworthiness vs. Q5 - Officer Reputation:

From the perspective of POST Directors nationwide we find from Q2, This certifying board believes Law Enforcement lacks trustworthiness?' that 70% disagreed that law enforcement lacks trustworthiness and 30% remained neutral on this point.  What is tremendously revealing is not one POST director respondent disagreed with the contention Q5 - 'A Police Officer's reputation affects public perceptions?'. 

Bivariate regression analysis between Q2 and Q5 using Pearson's Product-Moment correlation revealed a moderate .306 strength of relationship.  Clearly indicating POST Directors nationally fail to grasp the core RBV principle that reputation drives public trust, which is perhaps why law enforcement is experiencing a crisis in citizen and stakeholder loyalty. The authors’ position is public's perception is absolutely contrary to this position as revealed through the onslaught of negative word of mouth comments (NWOM) from community members and media reports.  Even though with Q5 we see 100% of the POST Directors agreeing officer reputations effects public perceptions.  
[bookmark: _Toc307329213]4.5: Q3 - Code of Ethic Violations vs. Q15 - Moral Turpitude:

With regards to officer decertification stemming from code of ethic violations - Q3 'Code of Ethics violations regularly result in Officer decertification?' the survey reveals a lack of consistency nationwide with 40% of the respondents believing code of ethics violations, regularly result in decertification, 30% of the respondents remained neutral on this position, and 30% disagreed.  While Q15 'Misdemeanor convictions involving violence or moral turpitude should result in Officer decertification?', reveals 90% of the POST director respondents believe misdemeanor convictions or their subsequent plea agreements involving violence or moral turpitude should result in officer decertification, with 10% remaining neutral. 

 Bivariate regression analysis reveals a weak .096 strength of relationship indicating a failure of the police services professionals to connect the reality that any conviction of violence or moral turpitude automatically violates the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics (See Exhibit "C") in the appendix.
[bookmark: _Toc307329214]4.6: Q6 - Political Pressures vs. Q11 - Individual/Employee Rights:

In considering Q6 'Officer decertification's are often hindered by political pressures?', being exercised against decertification boards, survey two reveals, 60% of POST directors do not feel like outside pressures hinder the decertification process, with 10% remaining neutral on the question, and 30% claiming outside political pressure from either police administrators or elected officials does affect the outcomes of decertification hearings. Finally Q11 'Individual/Employee rights negatively affect decertification effectiveness?', reveals 90% or the respondents disagree individual and employee rights negatively affect decertification decisions, while 10% of the respondents do feel outcomes are affect by outside political pressures. 

Once again, bivariate regression reveals a weak .056 strength of relationship correlation. Yet, during qualitative interviews with police administrators and prosecutors several individuals revealed a failure to take more severe actions fearing the officer might appeal the decertification board's decision to the courts resulting in a reversal of the board's decision resulting in a complete restoration of the officer's individual/employee rights.
[bookmark: _Toc307329215]4:7: - Qualitative Interview Results:

Qualitative interviews were conducted involving a random sampling of 9 police services professionals representing a 25% sample from the two research survey respondent groups. These interviews were conducted utilizing analogies, projective tests and personification techniques surrounding the term moral turpitude.  Each interview ranged between fifteen and forty five minutes in length. The use of qualitative interviews in conjunction with quantitative data analysis involves triangulation which allows for a more complete analytical review of the research and conclusions reached.  Reviewing the same problem utilizing differing perspectives provides the researcher broader clarity thereby 'building into the methodology validity and reliability' (White, 2000:25).
During the interviews a consensus was reached that any code of ethics violation involving unlawful violence, dishonesty, substance abuse, and fraud would constitute a moral turpitude violation in Idaho, with every respondent interviewed unequivocally answering "yes", when asked if these actions should subject the officer involved to disciplinary action, up to and including state decertification? A significant disconnect in reasoning occurred when the discussion centered upon who would be responsible for administering the disciplinary actions.  Police administrators believe the responsibility is incumbent upon the officers administrator to appropriately administer discipline and not the state certifying agency, fearing an abuse of political power by outside sources including other police administrators imposed upon POST's decertification board.  The converse was also expressed that the decertification boards’ increased political clout might result in greater consequences against the officer than deemed appropriate by the officers administrator.  Respondents believe such disciplinary authority must remain with the officers administrator and not the state certifying agency. Thus explaining and illuminating the multiple decade stalemate with its resulting systematic breakdown of law enforcements primary service recovery system. 
 The interviews also revealed while police administrators, prosecutors, and POST directors recognize this systemic problem, none have been willing to yield their political position or authority to any other entity resulting in inconsistent enforcement of officer malfeasance industry wide. These inconsistencies have been recognized by the public, media and the courts.  Even though significant progress has been made in the realm of granting statutory authority to POST directors and decertification boards largely due to the work of Goldman & Puro, insignificant progress has been accomplished in the effective utilization of enforcement when it pertains to less egregious moral turpitude violations. When asked if an officer receiving a first time driving under the influence of alcohol (DUI) conviction should result in decertification most police administrators said "No."  When asked what discipline should be imposed for a subsequent second DUI conviction? The majority of the respondents suggested sanctions involving a suspension or leave without pay and mandatory counseling through an Employee Assistance Program (EAP).  It was not until a third DUI conviction occurred that most respondents felt the officer should be decertified citing a pattern of behavior.  One Idaho Chief of Police said if  the officer received two or more convictions for DUI early in their career, for example within the first five years of service they should probably be decertified. But if the officer received a DUI conviction after every ten years of service, something short of decertification should occur.  When asked about officers convicted of other moral turpitude violations involving petit thefts, fraudulent check writing, and Fish and Game offenses, the overwhelming response was to decertify the officer. The respondents were then questioned as to their personal beliefs on whether law enforcement was consistent in their imposition of decertification discipline? The majority of the respondents claimed they either didn't know or didn't believe this was occurring on a consistent basis, or in an objective manner.  The result of the professions reluctance to establish intermediary disciplinary procedures of public censures and certification suspensions in most states has resulted in seemingly minor moral turpitude violations remaining unpunished by police administrators. This has increased animosity towards police services by its customers and stakeholders the taxpaying public, demonstrating the crucial need for law enforcement to shift paradigms and embrace principles of marketing and RBV theory. 
Often during these interviews respondents would express a sense of helplessness and frustration in finding a solution to the recognized and revealed dilemma above. These professionals recognized the importance and need for positive individual, organizational, and professional reputations without recognizing the ramifications from an economic and organizational funding perspective.  There was virtually no consensus on how moral turpitude issues should be addressed. Police administrators believe disciplinary actions should be taken by them but when confronted on what to do when administrators fail to discipline appropriately, most suggested it was up to the elected officials or community members to have the police administrator removed. Unknowingly, those interviewed revealed the root cause for the failure of law enforcements primary SRS, that being an apathy towards appropriate and effective self-regulation while demonstrating the mandate for understanding the 'reputation-performance relationship' of RBV (Boyd, Bergh, & Ketchen, 2010).  Additionally, these respondents highlighted choice for the consumer (King, 2007), as a requirement for change while neglecting the importance of establishing strong synergistic relationships with citizens (da Silva & Batista, 2007) both of which are major components of CRM.
When the author proposed the possibility of granting statutory authority to POST thus granting the ability to publically censure or suspend officer certifications for moral turpitude malfeasance, police administrator's objected citing how outside political pressures from citizens and elected officials could influence the outcomes.  When the inconsistencies of this thought and logic process were pointed out from the previous contention, it was the citizens and elected officials responsibility to remove administrators why would officers be any different, many softened their stance.  As this discussion progressed the majority of those interviewed suggested this approach would be acceptable as a secondary mechanism should the police administrator fail to act appropriately in administering discipline for their employee’s malfeasance.  
During these interviews the author explored sentiments from the respondents regarding public service employees with a 50% or greater portion of their salaries being paid by tax revenues, being subjected to public information disclosures in all disciplinary actions.  Initially, many of the respondents objected to the concept, citing private sector employees aren't subjected to the same type of disclosure. However, when it was explained private sector employees aren't being paid from public funds in the form of tax revenues, and as such are, entitled to such privacy.  While public sector employees are paid out of the public funds having accepted their positions understanding this fact, and their right to privacy shouldn't outweigh the publics' right to know the manner in which tax dollars are being expended.  Surprisingly, every respondent revised their position and agreed public sector employee’s disciplinary investigations, findings and subsequent actions, should be a matter of public disclosure.  
The belief from the respondents was public disclosure of disciplinary actions would serve two functions.  It would meet the public sectors need to become more transparent in their day to day operations, while simultaneously forcing administrators to disclose performance failures, and subject the administrators disciplinary decision to greater public scrutiny. The underlying belief being with greater scrutiny a greater sense of accountability was provided for the police services profession.  It was also noted by the respondents this public disclosure process gives the public a voice in regards to the police administrators’ performance via public comment procedures allowable during open sessions of City Council or County Commissioner meetings.  Since CRM incorporates customer/citizen interaction as a basis to 'co-produce the public services they consume' (King, 2007), it only stands to reason providing accurate information regarding the decisions of police administrator's would promote 'participative democracy' while providing a foundation for improving police services and governmental responsiveness (da Silva & Batista, 2007).  
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In a July 4, 2011, Los Angeles Times article, Joel Rubin, claimed a 2008 disciplinary process being instituted by the Los Angeles Police Department was failing to hold officers involved in malfeasance accountable for their actions.  The procedure is called a "conditional official reprimand;" and, in 2008, 14 officers were issued these reprimands but the totals jumped to 109 in 2010 (Rubin, 2011).  Apparently, these reprimands were being issued to Officers who had been convicted of criminal violations such as driving while intoxicated, domestic violence, excessive use of force, and even in circumstances involving racial slurs.  In a public meeting a police commissioner questioned Deputy Chief Perez, who heads the Professional Standards Division, and is the person responsible for designing this program, about the ethics of the program. Stating, 'the way it's [the new disciplinary procedure] being handled minimizes the seriousness of these situations' (Rubin, 2011).  These sentiments were echoed by the Commission president, "We need to make sure that this process does not distort our value system" (Rubin, 2011).  
Yet, LAPD officials suggest there is no need for definitive boundaries or guidelines for these reprimands because they want flexibility and not to be tied down to specific guidelines in executing officer discipline (Rubin 2010).  Understandably, the current citizen oversight isn't accepting its lack of definitive boundaries. In a police organization fraught with past serious ethics violations (Rampart Division, Rodney King beating, and locker room racial slur from Detective Mark Fuhrman, revealed during the O.J. Simpson trial). Insistence upon no definitive consequences for officer malfeasance gives the appearance of a cultural practice in law enforcement often referred to as the "thin blue line," where officers will either claim no knowledge of a questionable behavior or outright lie for another officer claiming a fictional or different set of circumstances.  Furthermore, the authors’ professional experience demonstrates the complete opposite.  When definitive guidelines are set and adhered to via progressive disciplinary procedures, officer compliance becomes second nature and an organizational culture of ethics and morality becomes the norm. This of course requires management consistency and involves officer terminations for those who refuse to comply with the department's expectations and standards.  Initially, retention rates will drop, but morale also improves as the ethical officers support managements adherence to established professional standards.  The lack of perceived consistency pointed out in this article highlights the culture of the law enforcement profession and its willingness to hold citizens to a higher standard than they hold themselves.  Is it any wonder law enforcement is experiencing branding and trust issues from those they have sworn an oath to treat fairly and impartially?  It becomes especially offensive to the general public because officers have promised to be exemplary in obeying the laws they enforce in their personal and professional lives. This promise to the citizens is contained in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics and is no less significant than the officers promise to uphold the Constitution.   
For over two decades, scholars and law enforcement professionals have pointed out these types of short comings and wrestled with mechanisms to best solve these failures on the part of the law enforcement industry.  While this article is directed towards LAPD, these issues and responses are not isolated solely to the Los Angeles Police Department.  It doesn't matter the size of the police organization, all police agency's wrestle with the same issues in policing.  Progress has been made, but the key issues remain and haven't been appropriately addressed yet .   Confusion still abounds with what the primary function of police services are today.  The author suggests many of law enforcements woes can be resolved by simply returning to our original function of customer service through appropriate customer relationship management, resource-based view, and establishment of effective services recovery systems.    
It is apparent an enormous dichotomy exists between how law enforcement views itself and how the public views law enforcement.  The survey results above clearly indicate law enforcement professionals view themselves as possessing a reputation for trustworthiness, yet media portrayals indicate a branding and public image crisis for police service organizations.  A lack of effective communication skills continue to plague the police services industry even though it has been estimated 97% of all police work requires effective communication and the more accommodating the officer appears, the higher the likelihood of perceived trust on the part of media and the general public (Meyers, et. al, 2008). If nothing else, the above Los Angeles Times article highlights the reasons for police organizations to consider shifting paradigms from their traditional approach of problem solving to a resource-based view in which customer relationship management and service recovery systems are given credibility and analyzed based upon their merits and not the good old boy approach of 'this is the way we've always done things around here.'  The traditional approach isn't working and needs to be changed. Those within the profession can choose to bring about change voluntarily or it will be forced upon police services organizations by external forces.
The results of the two surveys and qualitative interviews conducted demonstrate either a naivety on the part of police administrators and POST directors, or a refusal to accept reality resulting in many decision makers ignoring the issue by figuratively sticking their head in the sand hoping the crisis will self correct.   Both police administrators and POST directors, disagree with the contention law enforcement lacks trustworthiness, as demonstrated  by the responses for Q2 in which 69.3% and 70% respectively, clearly demonstrating an unrealistic self view.  For police administrators to miss the connection between organizational reputation Q4 and negative word of mouth (NWOM) comments Q9 is disturbing and a critical element in correcting the professions public image.   Likewise, for POST directors to report decertification for Code of Ethics violations Q3 in 40% of the cases and miss the connection for Q15 decertification for moral turpitude violations in which they overwhelmingly supported its need in 90% of the responses, demonstrates the disconnect between what is actually occurring and what needs to be done.  POST directors overwhelmingly reject external political pressures Q6 -60% and that employee rights Q11- 90% do not hinder officer decertification effectiveness. However, according to the LAPD Professional Standards, holding officers accountable via imposed consequences is ineffective, because its effectiveness is overridden by police unions offering insurance policies covering the officers salary while under administrative suspensions (Rubin, 2011).  From the authors perspective these comments indicate political forces at work via police unions applying political pressures onto police services administrators. 
Furthermore, Puro, Goldman & Smith point out police officer decertification's 'can provide broad legitimacy for police behavior and may also serve as a safety valve for unions and police administrators to resolve questions of police misconduct' (1997:489).  There simply must exist the political will to correct police malfeasance on the part of police administrators, union representatives, POST directors, and decertification boards not only because it is the right thing to do, but also to restore community faith and trust in the ethics and morality of the law enforcement profession once again.
In the LAPD example used above, we see a classic early service recovery system failure, that being a lack of collaboration between all the stakeholders, (i.e.) police professional standards, police commission, police officers, union representatives, administrators, citizens and the media. Quality SRS requires the ability to involve key decision makers in the process for the improvement of the entire organization at all levels. According to Ibarra & Hansen in their July/August  2011, Harvard Business Review article,  'Collaborative leadership is the capacity to engage people and groups outside one's formal control and inspire them to work toward common goals - despite differences in convictions, cultural values, and operating norms.' (2011:73).  The primary goal of a SRS is 'system survivability when the organization, its structures, reputation, image, and personnel are suffering from attacks, fault, or accidents, which often require balancing its resources to maintain stability' (Paputungan & Abdullah, 2009).  Thus far, the police services industry has been unable to reach an acceptable balance, resulting in a poor public image and unsatisfactory professional reputation.
From a CRM point of view, this research indicates a need for an overall cultural change in the law enforcement profession where collaboration, customer/citizen involvement, and professional standards are adhered to and enforced, understanding that 'cultural changes must clarify the [organizations] purpose, improve its chain of command, communications systems, and employees must embrace the service concept as a reality of policing' (Mawby & Worthington, 2003).  Finally, from RBV we see the law enforcement profession has failed to recognize its employees are an 'indispensible asset of the organization that requires proper management' (Progoulaki & Theotokas, 2009).  Proper management requires supervision and training of all employees encompassing progressive disciplinary procedures. Progressive discipline requires supervisors and administrators to hold subordinates to an established level of performance as determined through policies, procedures, and ethical standards.  Employees failing to abide by the standards need to be counseled, then warned through appropriate documentation, educated through remedial procedures, and ultimately disciplined.  In the case of police services, employee discipline can involve suspensions, demotions, termination from employment, and decertifications.
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From a resource-based view the law enforcement profession is on the cusp of a crisis in regards to public trust, reputational issues, and the public's belief in the industry's faithfulness or ability to appropriately self-police.  As a service industry, law enforcement has failed to learn from its history, and like any organization failing to learn from past mistakes, it is bound to repeat them.  The law enforcement industry must take charge of its own destiny; stop blaming the courts, the law, defense attorneys, legislators, and the media for the woes it is currently experiencing.  The significant branding and reputational issues the police services industry is experiencing is a self-inflicted wound, which has resulted from police services failing to embrace CRM concepts.  Instead police services nationally chose to establish and maintain a culture of inflexible, procedure-driven, fiscally inefficient programs, incapable of effectively serving its human clientele (King, 2007:48).  It is time for law enforcement professionals to constructively evaluate and critically analyze their failures and understand that by incorporating marketing principles with a strategic CRM focus, positive relationships with citizens can develop into strategic alliances for lifetime value for both the police organization and customer/citizens it serves.  Innovative SRS programs, based upon political transparency, consistency in its application and adherence to professional standards, will build trust and establish credibility when shifting paradigms. 
 Self deception is devastating for any organization, and this industry has had the luxury longer than most private industry organizations.  What is especially offensive about these failures is it comes at the taxpayers' expense.  Critical public funds have continually been squandered from the publics' purse.  The fact that only 15.4% of police administrators and none of the POST directors recognize or are willing to admit that law enforcement lacks trustworthiness, shows the severity of the self-deception within this industry. Internal marketing is a top down driven strategy and when administrators fail to grasp the significance of their self-deception, subordinates lack sufficient information to make appropriate adjustment within the CRM paradigm regarding the customer service being provided. When employee orientation is based upon organizational strategy and culture it becomes an antecedent to external market orientation (Mawby & Worthington, 2002; Gounaris, 2007:401), producing a systemic result which is either positive or negative.   
Blame-shifting and a victim mentality mind set which have plagued police administrators and continues to plaque this profession at astounding rates, are the very mindsets that have created the market orientation of the industry and produced the publics' distrust for law enforcement.  Individual officers who encounter and overcome such rationalizations daily fail to recognize them within their own ranks.  Perhaps this is why the profession is so lenient on officers committing misdemeanor crimes and Code of Ethics violations.  A double standard exists.  Citizens committing such offenses go to jail, yet police officers committing the same offenses are often over-looked by other officers, police administrators, POST directors, and decertification board members.  The existence of the "thin blue line" is real, and must be changed if this profession is to improve its branding and regain the respect, admiration, and support of the general public (2002:872).
Failure is unavoidable in any service industry, and law enforcement isn't immune to it. Learning from one's failure is optional, a willingness to learn and correct one's failures is critical to any organization, and in most cases unwillingness becomes devastating.  In American society we have been programmed to believe failure is always bad, but it is not (Edmondson, 2011).   'In actuality, a culture that makes it safe to admit and report on failure can - and in some organizational contexts must - coexist with high standards for performance' (2011:50).  This is the proactive basis of an innovative service recovery system, the ability for employee's of the organization to admit and if possible correct and reverse the failure for its customer (Lin, 2010:891). Edmondson's admonition has clearly delineated the plight for the police services industry. As a profession, polices officer are called to conduct themselves at a higher standard than most other professionals, witnessed by the industry's Code of Ethics and Oaths sworn by every commissioned officer.  The police services industry has been bestowed all the necessary statutory authority to ensure this standard.  The only exception being, in most states, use of public police officer censures and certification suspensions for the certifying agency are lacking.  However, what the industry really lacks is the political will to hold its members accountable to the standards it professes to embrace.  In most police departments 'any failure that can be hidden is hidden as long as it is unlikely to cause immediate or obvious harm' (Edmondson, 2011:52).  In all reality it should be the desire under RBV, CRM, and SRS, to expose and correct any such failure 'before it has mushroomed into disaster' (2011:52).  We see from Puro, Goldman & Smith, (1997), Goldman & Puro (2001) and Collins (2003), police malfeasance continues to be largely hidden on the part of police administrators, even with the mandatory reporting requirements established in most states, demonstrating the reasons for the lost of public support, trust, and sustained funding for police services nationally.
As a profession, law enforcement must develop the political will to confront, analyze, and correct its failures. But doing so requires understanding, commitment, transparency, patience, and a level of tolerance for casual ambiguity, in which thoughtful reflection is a must (Edmonson, 2011:54).  It has been said according to Peter Drucker, 'a company has only two basic functions: marketing and innovation' (Bettencourt & Bettencourt, 2011). If one accepts this premise, how are such functions analyzed and implemented from a police services perspective?  
Marketing and innovation in police services must begin at the administrators level, 'resource conceptualization' (Kunc & Morecroft 2010), coupled with a specific implementation strategy and strategic plan, 'resource development' (2010:1166), then be infused downward into the organization to the level of the officers on the street, 'firm performance' (2010:1166).  Resistance to such a philosophical and organizational change will be extremely high at all levels in the organization.  Yet such a strategy can be successfully implemented, personal experience attests to this fact.  Retention rates most likely will drop during this implementation phase, as some officers refuse to accept the organizational change in direction.   But the end result was vastly improved employee morale, a department cohesiveness which never existed in the organization prior, community and local media support of the police department, which in the past had not been favorable or existed to the extent it is currently being vocalized in City Council meetings and media coverage.  This type of organizational transition is never easy and the difficulties an organization experiences during implementation and from an internal marketing orientation can be troublesome.  The administrators’ employment status will most likely be questioned, not only by the employees in the organization, but also by the community's elected officials.  Employee turn-over is expensive and understanding and communicating how change initiatives often achieve incomplete results (Oakland & Tanner, 2007:572) will assist administrators in gaining elected officials and community leader buy-in prior to strategy implementation for this type of radical organizational change. 
Once an administrator has accomplished innovation conceptualization, marketing initially begins via an internal marketing (IM) structure.  This internal marketing structure is developed as a top down process in which the administrations vision is solidified by the actions of the administrator, ultimately communicating the new organizational values which assist employees in determining whether the suggested course is worth following (Wieseke, et. al., 2009).  Within the police services field, it is critical to understand individual police officers and frontline employees (2009:139) have significant impact upon the successful implementation of strategic programs. Without their buy-in, an organizations customer relationship management and market orientation can be jeopardized if not outright thwarted (Gounaris, 2008).  Boots on the ground, frontline employees must be trained and accept the significance these strategies and business models can have on the improvement of their own job satisfaction, security, and promotion potential (2008:400).  Internal marketing focuses upon employee satisfaction in order to ensure a more customer-focused organizational approach (2008:400).  When employees are content in their job satisfaction and security, they have a greater propensity to concern themselves with customer or stakeholder satisfaction, thereby improving the organizations reputation and branding within the organization itself, as well as within its marketplace or community.
The task of shifting paradigms from the industry's traditional approach to ethics, morality, and politics to a resource-based view is an enormously daunting one. This is especially true given the professions long standing history of inadequate SRS and self-policing failures.  Scholars and academics have evaluated the symptoms of these issues yet, to date, have failed to address the root causes.  The underlying root cause is the industry culture in which many of the moral and ethical failures of individual officers are tolerated or downright overlooked by police administrators, POST directors, and decertification boards.  From the authors perspective nothing violates RBV theory more clearly or can be more frustrating than conducting a thorough Internal Affairs (IA) investigation, clearly demonstrating officers in their official capacity were dishonest and then be told by the decertification investigator they will not be recommending decertification, because they don’t believe the District Court will support the removal of the officers employment rights given the circumstances.  Despite the fact, Idaho Administrative Code IDAPA 11.11.03 clearly delineates the following; 'The [POST] Council shall decertify any officer who … willfully or otherwise falsifies or omits any information to obtain any certified status; or violates any of the standards of conduct as established by the council's code of conduct or code of ethics as adopted and amended by the council.'  Furthermore, IDAPA 11.11.04(d) requires that an officer 'not lie, give misleading statements, or falsify written or verbal communications in official reports … where it is reasonable to expect such information may be relied upon because of position or departmental affiliation.'  Additionally the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics clearly forbids officers or police administrators from engaging in acts of dishonesty whether by thought or deed, in either their official or personal life. Police Officer's are required to enforce the law without cowardice or favoritism, are prohibited to participate in or encourage acts of corruption, bribery, or overlook such acts when committed by fellow officers.  Every refusal to take corrective action on the part of the police administrator or state certifying agency undermines the value of RBV theory. Every circumstance of alleged officer malfeasance contains nuisances which often prevent the literal interpretation of every line in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics or the officer’s organizational Code of Conduct.  The problem isn't on an individual basis, where the code of ethics is analyzed and used to decertify officers for malfeasance.  It is the professions reluctance, if not outright refusal, to enforce the spirit of their ethical code.  Each refusal to act or communicate appropriate actions taken violates RBV and CRM principles which rely upon customer/citizen relationships as a means of building loyalty and trust. The professions problem of cover-ups and rationalizations for officer malfeasance has become so pervasive, even accepted, that a strict adherence to the standards law enforcement professes to abide by, has become a slippery slope for police administrators, POST directors, and decertification board members to justify their decisions publically.
The police services profession, along with individual officers, need to recognize the enormous trust bestowed in them by the general public, state legislatures, and municipalities. The public faith their badge represents has a statutory authority unprecedented to most professions.  The police badge allows officers to take away an individual's personal freedom, with force if necessary, up to and including the termination of one's life.  This trust should never be received lightly or in a cavalier manner.  It must always be regarded in the manner it was bestowed, with respect, dignity, and unwavering public trust.  It is for this reason alone those entering the police services must hold themselves and those within the profession to a much higher standard of conduct and performance, in both their professional and personal lives. This higher standard of conduct was agreed upon by every individual entering the law enforcement profession by their affirmation to the industry's Code of Ethics and their individual organizations code of conduct.  Failure to abide by these standards, in the authors opinion, should subject that individual to more stringent sanctions or decertification procedures.
Bringing about this type organizational change is never a simple task. Academic literature and personal experience demonstrate change initiatives often fail to reach their stated or desired results; but the attempt to bring about organizational change isn't always a complete failure.  Many times the organizational direction gets bogged down, becomes misguided, or achieves partial results (Oakland & Tanner, 2007:572).  Internal and external circumstances often force adjustments to the strategic plan which delays completion or causes organizational strategic drift, with perhaps the most crucial ingredient of change being leadership.  Police administrators and POST directors must be prepared to re-establish public trust, professional integrity, and customer/stakeholder acceptance through paradigm shifts away from its traditional approach and into implementation of effective customer relationship management and innovative service recovery systems, all within a resource-based view model.  These changes require police administrators and POST directors to understand and accept the vision of these business models, to clearly develop an implementation plan, and then to honestly evaluate and analyze organizational and industry performance.  Failure to do so from and industry wide standard will result in a continued erosion of public confidence and trust.
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It is clear law enforcement must shift its paradigms away for its traditional approach to ethics, morality, and politics and embrace customer relationship management (CRM), develop new and innovative service recovery systems (SRS), and implement the accepted practices of a resource-based view model.  This approach must be the new mandate industry wide in order to reverse the ever swelling tide of public distrust, cynicism, and negative word of mouth (NWOM) responses to police actions involving officer malfeasance.  By devising a nationwide strategy through the POST Directors, with a state-specific implementation structure involving the use of intermediary disciplinary procedures of public censures and certification suspension for officer malfeasance, tied to adherence of the universally accepted standards in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics.  It is believed law enforcement's branding and public image can be significantly improved over the next decade.
While it is equally clear the current methodology employed involving officer decertifications isn't entirely effective, most of the advancements in police decertification procedures have not been without a great deal of validity and progressive planning.  Advancements pointed out by Goldman, Puro & Smith over the last two decades have resulted in significant change and improvements for the law enforcement profession in the United States. The following recommendations are meant to build upon and enhance the progress accomplished in the area of police officer malfeasance, as well as enhance the professions public image, branding, and organizational reputations.  
As noted earlier, law enforcements primary service recovery system for officer malfeasance has consisted of a two pronged approach. Initially, the officers employing organization has a duty to address, train, remediate, discipline and report officer malfeasance to the particular state certifying agency, POST.  The administrator of the officers’ organization should be responsible to investigate, analyze and report the organizations findings, conclusions, and disciplinary procedures utilized.  In Idaho, the police administrator also needs to indicate whether the organization wishes to recommend officer decertification to the POST director.  However, regardless of the police administrator’s recommendations, POST's professional standards division shall review the officers' actions and determine if POST will instigate a decertification investigation based upon case file review.  If it is determined POST intends to pursue decertification of the particular officer, the police administrator is notified in writing.  At this point, a potential conflict is established between the certifying agency and the police administrator.  Especially, if the administrator feels their organization has addressed the malfeasance correctly, and yet the certifying agency is pursuing additional sanctions contrary to the administrators’ recommendations. 
A simple way to correct this potentially adversarial dynamic while simultaneously enhancing customer relationship management (CRM) programs is to require officer disciplinary actions to become a matter of public record. In Idaho, simply removing the exception of personnel matters from the public open records law, as it pertains to police personnel, or any other public sector employee whose salary is funded at or in excess of 50% by tax revenues, would accomplish this goal.  This RBV approach, becomes beneficial from a public and political transparency perspective, and would significantly minimize or prevent police administrators from hiding police malfeasance within their own organizations. While it is recognized this proposal may inflame the ire of some police services personnel, one must not forget the purpose of such rules are to reduce the opportunities for officers to violate the public's trust (Puro, Goldman, & Smith, 1997).  It doesn't matter whether this betrayal is from an individual officer or police administrator. Furthermore, since police services are funded primarily from taxpayer revenues, under the resource-based view the public has the right to disclosure of events affecting the expenditures of funds from the public purse. Additionally, according to Sir Robert Peel, the ability of police services to function appropriately in performance of their duties requires the publics' approval of law enforcements actions (Bloy, 2010).  Some administrators might object on the basis public disclosure of disciplinary actions might prejudice members of the community against the specific officer. This is true and very well might, but this fact was fully disclosed to the individual officer upon their affirmation of the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics. The officer clearly accepted this public scrutiny potential when he/she agreed to keep their private life unsullied and to live as an example to other in regards to compliance with the law.  Once again the public trust and statutory authority bestowed upon police officers requires a higher standard of performance.  For those not wishing to be subjected to such public scrutiny they always had and continue to have the option of choosing a different career path. 
The research conducted revealed a majority of responding POST directors 90% indicated officer misdemeanor convictions involving violence or moral turpitude should result in decertification Q15, while Q3 code of ethics violations regularly result in decertification, revealed 40% agreeing and 60% remaining neutral or disagreeing. There is obviously a huge disparity between states as to what constitutes moral turpitude, and an even greater gap in its enforcement.  The belief based upon qualitative interviews with both police administrators and POST directors would indicate if intermediary steps were statutorily provided to POST directors and decertification boards, greater enforcement for code of ethics violations would occur, thereby, forcing greater compliance under RBV and CRM theory to the code of ethics by commissioned police services personnel.  For instance, in most cases and in most states a police officer being convicted of the misdemeanor offense of driving while under the influence of alcohol (DUI), rarely results in an officer decertification and is left solely up to the officers agency to discipline as it best determines. While some police organizations will discipline appropriately, others will not. By establishing public records disclosure and the certifying agency’s’ statutorily approved right to intermediary processes like public censures of police officers or the ability to suspend an officers certification, provides the opportunity for POST decertification boards to hold officers accountable when their police organizations choose not to.  For example, with an officer first DUI conviction a public censure should result.  A second DUI conviction should result in a minimum 90 to 180 day certification suspension and mandatory counseling.  A third DUI conviction in an officer’s career should result in an automatic decertification. 
Other misdemeanor convictions might require immediate decertification.  For example, domestic violence convictions involving the use of physical force, thefts, dishonesty in an official capacity, perjury, false or misleading statements in police reports, investigations, or courtroom testimony are all clearly violations of the moral turpitude clause, in the Law Enforcement Code of Ethics and police organizations Code of Cnduct. Each violation and its corresponding circumstances must be thoroughly investigated, analyzed, and its findings and corresponding actions or sanctions must be open for the publics' review under a RBV practice, if law enforcement is to gain the media and publics' trust.  
Service recovery isn't a new concept to law enforcement, although viewing it from the CRM perspective of the community member/stakeholder may be.  Routine complaints against individual officers typically revolve around the officer’s actions, i.e. issuing a ticket the recipient didn't feel was necessary or particularly warranted, or demeanor, i.e. the officer didn't smile or their words were harsh and not appreciated. In most police services organizations these complaints are handled at the patrol sergeant’s level.  Often these sergeants have little or no training in customer service, service recovery concepts or conflict mediation and resolution.  Patrol sergeants are tasked with many competing functions regarding personnel supervision.  Because of these competing functions when a non-criminal officer complaint is received it is a low priority, and often isn't addressed immediately.  If it is handled immediately, the complainant feels rushed, or as if their objection to the officer’s actions fell on deaf ears.  Marketing studies continue to demonstrate less than ten percent of those receiving a service actually complain.  Those complaining generally are individuals in higher socioeconomic positions and tend to be more versed in the particular service protocols, but when individuals perceive they possess a lack of power in the particular circumstance, they tend not to voice their complaint (Lovelock & Wirtz, 2007:392, 3).  Furthermore, when a complaint is logged people expect to be treated fairly.  When these individuals sense they were not treated fairly, reactions become immediate, volatile, and long lasting if not permanent (2007:394).  Because patrol sergeants are extremely busy they often appear uninterested, detached, and gruff to the citizen who feels they have a valid complaint. The service recovery system further collapses when the patrol sergeant, wishing to move onto a more important task, tells the complaining party words to the effect: take it to court that’s how the process or system works. 
 Analyzing this exchange in light of the above findings we see how quickly customer relationship management and service recovery systems can breakdown.  Police service organizations are very adept at shifting the balance of power away from the complainant and onto themselves minimizing the customer/stakeholder and the results have become volatile and permanent in the United States. In order for law enforcement to reverse this ground swell of community and media hostility, the industry needs to implement effective service recovery systems, giving community members a mechanism to have their complaints heard by police personnel trained in customer relationship management (CRM) and service recovery systems (SRS).  Customer/community opinions need to be actively solicited by police organizations and implemented in their service recovery procedures.  Service failures must be addressed immediately, in a transparent manner, and with open honest communication in keeping with RBV theory.  If the organization was wrong, administrators need to admit the organizations failure and accept responsibility. These simple CRM steps on the part of police administrators and organizations will vastly improve the organizations and industry's reputation as a responsive, trustworthy profession. 
Perhaps the greatest need for police services organizations in Idaho particularly, and the United States globally, is to critically evaluate itself in an open, unbiased manner.  Police administrators need to recognize police services are not closed systems with limited input from outside sources. In fact, police service organizations are actually open systems in which a vast amount of input is received externally. Learning to manage this flow of information within a CRM context and having the strength and moral conviction to confront criminal and ethical failures within their own organization when committed by their own employees is mandated by a resource-based view. Developing the political will for transparency in decertification procedures as required by the RBV, demanding adherence to the professions code of ethics, coupled with effective and adequate discipline for those individuals refusing to comply with these standards under CRM practices will result in the organization and its leaders earning the publics' trust, and developing prominence and status within the profession.
Shifting the dynamics in law enforcement away from its traditional approach is a complex and enormously intricate task.  Just establishing a viable service recovery system (SRS) for police decertification nationwide is overwhelming and involves the buy-in from police administrators, POST directors, legislators, and decertification board members. These issues are further complicated by generational cohorts in which police administrators fall into two categories and middle management falls within two differing categories.  Currently most police administrators fall within the Traditionalist cohort, those born between 1900-1945, and the Baby boomers born between 1946-1964 cohorts.  Traditionalist tend to be conservative, possess a highly developed work ethic, they respect authority and believe in the top-down chain of command. Baby boomers tend to be highly competitive, and focused upon their promotion and wealth accumulation.  Middle management in police services tend to fall within the Gen Xers cohort, born between 1965 and1976, and Millennial's cohort born between 1977and1999.  Gen Xers tend to distrust major institutions and are both skeptical and cynical in their worldview. Millennial's tend to be technologically proficient, socially concerned, value sensitive and practical.  While these differing cohorts aren't diametrically opposed to one another their differences are significant enough to create dissention within any organization.  Couple this with the traditional top-down hierarchy established by the traditionalist and the "me" generation of the Baby boomers willing to conform because conformance is viewed as the pathway to promotion and wealth accumulation, with the cynicism and skeptical nature of Gen Xers and socially concerned, value sensitive practical technological approach of the Millennial's, you have a melting pot of ideas and philosophical approaches.   The research surveys revealed generational cohort differences did not hinder internal communication. These findings indicate establishing a common ground for internal marketing principles will not be negatively impacted by generational cohorts and actually provide an opportunity for police administrators to build upon the strengths of each cohort in order to develop a synergistic approach to the organizational reputation, public image, and branding.  
In analyzing and applying RBV, CRM and SRS business practices to the law enforcement profession, it is essential to understand the primary purpose is to initially develop and then maintain positive interaction between citizens and law enforcement, for the express purpose of developing loyalty from the community by establishing value for the customer or stakeholder which can be developed into a positive life-long relationship interaction (King, 2006:49).  Law enforcement must understand and embrace the fact it doesn’t operate in a vacuum nor will it be allowed to operate with the autonomy it had in the past.  Citizens as customers are demanding accountability in all aspects of government, and the most visible element in local government are police services.  While the concept of customer loyalty is foreign to most police administrators, it is the CRM business model which has worked in the private sector markets and needs to not be ignored by the public sector any longer.  King (2006:51) further suggests public sector customer relationship management should incorporate three interconnected functions, with each function built upon the other. It should begin with 'improving accessibility', previously stated as transparency, 'organizational transformation' or changing the way law enforcement has traditionally provided its service to the community, and under CRM seeking and utilizing customer input and feedback, ultimately transforming 'service delivery innovation,' primarily involving a major transformation with law enforcements primary SRS.  
Throughout the years the law enforcement profession has developed the self-serving view that it knows what is best for the community and has developed programs around its own worldview. Unfortunately, often the community doesn’t view the circumstances in the same manner or from the same perspective as law enforcement.  Typically, the breakdown occurs because of the perspective that police services administrators, not understanding the business principles and models set forth earlier see community and/or customer involvement as a means for the citizenry to dictate their view of policing strategy and practices onto law enforcement.  
What customer relationship management seeks to receive is customer loyalty and service improvement via enlightened and productive interactions between the customer and service provider.  Police administrators need to fully understand seeking and receiving customer input does not remove their ability or authority to conduct police services according to proper police protocols focused upon officer safety and valid tactical approaches.  What the public wants is not to tell law enforcement how to conduct their operating protocols with regards to day to day enforcement actions; but rather the public is seeking transparency and education as to why certain functions are conducted in the manner they are being conducted.  When the public sees multiple police vehicles on a traffic stop, they see the presence of police officers as over-bearing and excessive.  The key element the public is missing is why the use of three police vehicles is needed to conduct a felony traffic stop, and to understand these requirements are necessary and essential for officer safety.  Transparency is a requirement of RBV and it is critical throughout police services in order to provide a basis upon which customer education is conducted.  The education of key stakeholders and business leaders is a major component of successful customer relationship management and service recovery systems. It has been the professional experience of the author taking time to meet with and educate the media, elected officials, and key stakeholders in the community has forged strong alliances out of previously staunch opponents, developed trust for the police organization through these previous opponents, improved community support for maintaining funding when other departments in the municipality were experiencing cut-backs, and has resulted in improved employee morale, because the frontline officer experiences support during their interactions with the media and local business owners.   
Utilizing the established business strategies of customer relationship management, and innovative service recovery systems resulted in a competitive advantage over other departments within the same municipality and sustained adequate funding for the police services within the community.  The benefit of both internal and external ambiguities was hard for the municipality departments heads competing for the same tax revenues to understand.  They wondered why police services continue to receive the requested funding from the elected officials throughout the budgetary process. Having done the tedious, often difficult work of educating elected officials through countless workshops on the functions of the police department, the necessity for a specific level of staffing due to officer safety concerns, and the admission of past service failures with CRM strategies for correcting these past mistakes, improved the organizations previously tarnished reputation and established goodwill via the RBV model.  Having met with the local media and developed a trust and rapport allowed the author to share more details "off the record" about on-going investigations in order for the media to understand the background which enables them to cover the story with a more in-depth perspective.  When the editor of the local newspaper explained how this background knowledge benefits his staff in covering the story completely, a strategic alliance was formed between the police organization and the news media.  The trust developed through this strategic alliance has substantially reduced, if not eliminated, the animosities once existing between the media and law enforcement because of the RBV requirement of transparency.  Additionally because of this newly developed trust law enforcement is better able to tell its own story, build community support and trust, and develop a reputation for honesty, integrity and moral integrity. With the improved organizational reputation fewer citizen complaints have been lodged against officers and employee morale has improved.  With the improved morale, individual officers have taken it upon themselves as a result of CRM implementation to ensure citizen satisfaction with the calls they handle.  Hence the organization has received the benefits associated with an innovative service recovery system, customer relationship management focus and resource-based view business model in which the frontline officers take it upon themselves to ensure customer satisfaction,  thereby consistently earning the publics' trust and improving organizational branding, public image and law enforcements reputation.  
Idaho law enforcement faces several unique challenges in order to shift paradigms from its traditional approach to that of a resource-based view. There is a need for Legislative changes to the Idaho Public Records Law modifying Code Section 9-340(1) which currently exempts personnel records and professional discipline from disclosure.  The author has previously recommended all public employees who receive 50% or more of their salary, either directly or indirectly, from tax revenues should have all professional discipline subjected to public disclosure.  
Currently, Sheriff's elected within the state do not have to possess POST certification in order to hold their elected position, while all Chiefs of Police must be POST certified.  This creates issues from a SRS decertification standpoint, with Idaho POST currently having little or no recourse against a standing Sheriff for violations of the law enforcement code of ethics. By removing this loophole and subjecting all police administrators in Idaho to the same ethical standards, improvements can be made to states decertification protocols thereby improving law enforcements primary SRS in Idaho..  
Idaho POST must have the ability to regulate and sanction all officer malfeasance and code of ethics violations uniformly.  Police administrators whether elected or appointed need to be held to the same standards as individual officers in terms of ethics, morality and politics in order to maintain a RBV.  Granting POST the authority necessary to impose such standards when police administrators fail to do so, coupled with public record law improvements allows for political transparency, citizen involvement within and greater scrutiny of law enforcements disciplinary processes.  Finally, granting POST statutory authority to issue public censures, and impose certification suspensions, develops a multi-agency review process for police malfeasance.
[bookmark: _Toc307329219]6:2 - Limitations & Future Research:

This study's results and conclusions should be viewed within their scope and limitations.  Two surveys were distributed to police administrators and POST directors totaling (125) for the police administrators with a limited number of respondents (26). The POST directors survey totaling (50) POST directors with (10) responses created significant limitations.  Nevertheless, these response rates represent a 20% response that can be generalized to law enforcement in Idaho, and geographically to the POST directors within the United States.  Qualitative interviews were narrowly focused, specifically to how the term moral turpitude was defined and enforced in differing jurisdictions nationally.  While the study's findings were unified in Idaho, similarities were noted within other jurisdictions nationwide. Opportunities exist to broaden this research nationally.
The author encourages researchers to examine these findings in a broader context, surveying Chiefs of Police and Sheriff's across the United States. With greater survey totals, gender disparity, and geographical segmentation, features allowing for a more thorough quantitative analysis can be utilized. Multivariate regressions can be performed allowing for more conclusive generalized results within law enforcement nationally. 
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The survey below is being conducted as an academic element associated with a Masters of Business Administration in Marketing for the University of Liverpool, England.  By completing this survey, you Agree to participate in this research project  entitled Law Enforcement Decertification: Shifting the paradigms of Ethics, Morality, and Politics from Law Enforcements' traditional approach to a Resource-based view.    All responses will remain confidential. Thank you in advance for your attention in this matter.  I appreciate your willingness to assist with my research project.  
Name: _____________________________________________:
Agency Name:             _________________________________:
Number of sworn officers in your department
|_|  0-25	    |_|  26-50   |_|  51-100   |_|  101-150   |_|  151-250   |_| 251-500   |_|  501 +
Can you please indicate your gender
|_| Male 	|_|  Female
1.   This State POST has broad Officer Decertification Authority?
[bookmark: Check1][bookmark: Check2][bookmark: Check4][bookmark: Check6][bookmark: Check7]|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
2.   It is the position of this department that  Law Enforcement agencies lack trustworthiness?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
3.   Core competencies and/or collective value of the department comes from our employees?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
4.   Law enforcement is a community service function and as such Officer reputations are essential to gain public trust? 
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
5.   Officers feel supported by this administration?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
6.   Business owners know the names of the officers patrolling their area?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
7.   Civic groups are supportive of the department, its officers, and departmental procedures?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree



8.   Officer training results in improved value and added return for this community?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
9.  Negative comments from community members are seen as a threat to the economic viability of this department?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
10.  Individual officers feel supported by elected officials especially in times of critical incidents involving Officers of this Department?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
11.  Law enforcement is considered an enforcement function of the community at large?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
12.  Individual community members are supportive of the police department and its practices?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
13.  Younger Officers (between the ages of 21 to 28) communicate openly and effectively with their supervisors?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
14.  The community responds favorably to changes in police practices?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
15. The Department's PIO Officers or Administration communicates openly with the media and community members?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
16. Rather than simply abiding by them, individual officers support the Departments community policing practices?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
17.  Neighborhood watch programs are currently in operation and thriving within this jurisdiction?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
18.  Officers are involved in youth group activities off duty?  (coaching, faith based civic activities, etc)
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
(Summers, 2010)
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	Statistics

	
	
	A.1
	A.2
	A.3
	A.4
	A.5
	A.6
	A.7
	A.8
	A.9
	A.10
	A.11
	A.12
	A.13
	A.14
	A.15
	A.16
	A.17
	A.18

	N
	Valid
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26
	26

	
	Missing
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	
	Mean
	2.08
	3.88
	1.88
	1.04
	1.73
	2.38
	1.54
	1.35
	2.96
	2.35
	2.04
	1.46
	2.19
	2.38
	1.46
	2.12
	3.27
	1.92

	
	Median
	2.00
	4.00
	2.00
	1.00
	2.00
	2.00
	2.00
	1.00
	3.00
	2.00
	2.00
	1.50
	2.00
	2.00
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	2.00

	
	Mode
	2
	5
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2

	
	Std. Deviation
	.935
	1.366
	.952
	.344
	.667
	.941
	.582
	.562
	1.113
	1.093
	.599
	.582
	.939
	.898
	.706
	.952
	1.218
	.796



 (
A.2
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
2
4
13.8
15.4
19.2
3
3
10.3
11.5
30.8
4
6
20.7
23.1
53.8
5
12
41.4
46.2
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.1
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
4
13.8
15.4
19.2
2
16
55.2
61.5
80.8
3
2
6.9
7.7
88.5
4
3
10.3
11.5
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
)
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A.4
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%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
23
79.3
88.5
92.3
2
2
6.9
7.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.3
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
7
24.1
26.9
30.8
2
14
48.3
53.8
84.6
3
3
10.3
11.5
96.2
5
1
3.4
3.8
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
)
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A.6
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
2
6.9
7.7
11.5
2
12
41.4
46.2
57.7
3
8
27.6
30.8
88.5
4
3
10.3
11.5
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
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100.0
) (
A.5
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%
Valid 
%
Cum %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
7
24.1
26.9
30.8
2
16
55.2
61.5
92.3
3
2
6.9
7.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
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 (
A.8
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
15
51.7
57.7
61.5
2
10
34.5
38.5
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.7
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
10
34.5
38.5
42.3
2
15
51.7
57.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
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 (
A.10
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
4
13.8
15.4
19.2
2
11
37.9
42.3
61.5
3
5
17.2
19.2
80.8
4
5
17.2
19.2
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.9
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 
%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
2
6.9
7.7
11.5
2
4
13.8
15.4
26.9
3
9
31.0
34.6
61.5
4
10
34.5
38.5
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
)
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A.16
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%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
5
17.2
19.2
23.1
2
12
41.4
46.2
69.2
3
6
20.7
23.1
92.3
4
2
6.9
7.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.15
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
14
48.3
53.8
57.7
2
9
31.0
34.6
92.3
3
2
6.9
7.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.14
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%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
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3.8
1
2
6.9
7.7
11.5
2
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37.9
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3
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38.5
92.3
4
2
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100.0
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26
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100.0
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3
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Total
29
100.0
) (
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%
Valid 
%
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%
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
4
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15.4
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2
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3
7
24.1
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4
2
6.9
7.7
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
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100.0
) (
A.12
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%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
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0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
12
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46.2
50.0
2
13
44.8
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System
3
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100.0
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A.11
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%
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%
Valid
0
1
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1
1
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2
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100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
)

 (
A.17
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
1
3.4
3.8
7.7
2
3
10.3
11.5
19.2
3
10
34.5
38.5
57.7
4
7
24.1
26.9
84.6
5
4
13.8
15.4
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
) (
A.18
Freq
%
Valid 
%
Cum
 %
Valid
0
1
3.4
3.8
3.8
1
6
20.7
23.1
26.9
2
13
44.8
50.0
76.9
3
6
20.7
23.1
100.0
Total
26
89.7
100.0
Missing
System
3
10.3
Total
29
100.0
)
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The survey below is being conducted as an academic element associated with a Masters in Business Administration in Marketing for the University of Liverpool, England.  By completing this survey, you Agree to participate in this research project  entitled,  Law Enforcement Decertification: Shifting the paradigms of Ethics, Morality, and Politics from Law Enforcements' traditional approach to a Resource-based view.  All responses will remain confidential. Thank you in advance for your attention in this matter.  I appreciate your  willingness to assist with my research project.  
Name: _____________________________________________:
State POST Academy:_________________________________:
Number of sworn officers in your department
|_|  0-25	    |_|  26-50   |_|  51-100  	|_|  101-150   |_|  151-250 	 |_| 251-500   |_|  501 +
Can you please indicate your gender
|_| Male 	|_|  Female
This POST Academy has Statutory Decertification Authority.    |_| Yes  |_|  No
1.   Does your State have broad Officer Decertification Authority?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree    |_|  neutral    |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
2.  This certifying board believes Law Enforcement lacks trustworthiness.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree    |_|  neutral    |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
3.   Code of Ethics violations regularly result in Officer decertification.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
4.   POST should be granted intermediate disciplinary processes prior to Officer decertification.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
5.   A Police Officer's reputation affects public perceptions. 
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
6.   Officer decertification's are often hindered by political pressures.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
7.   An essential function of Government is building strong relationships with its citizens.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree

8.   Officer decertification improves a department reputation which has been tarnished  from Officer malfeasance.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
9.   Officer decertification improves the public's perception of the departments political transparency.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
10.  Officer decertification remedies Officer malfeasance?
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
11.  Individual/Employee rights negatively affect decertification effectiveness.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
12.  Law enforcement is considered primarily an enforcement function within the community.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
13.  Threats of litigation effect decertification board decisions.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
14.  Generational differences and /or preferences reflect Officer's adherence and compliance to Code of Ethics and Administrative Oaths.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
15.  Misdemeanor convictions involving violence or moral turpitude should result in Officer decertification.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
16.  Felony convictions or there subsequent plea bargains should result in Officer decertification.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree
17.  POST Academy should have the authority to suspend Officer certifications for a period of time without decertification.
|_|  strongly agree   |_|  agree  |_|  neutral  |_| disagree |_|  strongly disagree

Thank you for your cooperation in completing this brief survey. 
(Summers, 2010)
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Frequencies
	Statistics

	
	
	P.1
	P.2
	P.3
	P.4
	P.5
	P.6
	P.7
	P.8
	P.9
	P.10
	P.11
	P.12
	P.13
	P.14
	P.15
	P.16
	P.17

	N
	Valid
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10

	
	Missing
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40
	40

	
	Mean
	2.00
	4.20
	2.80
	2.70
	1.10
	3.40
	1.00
	1.60
	1.90
	2.20
	4.10
	3.00
	4.00
	3.30
	1.30
	1.20
	1.70

	
	Median
	2.00
	4.50
	3.00
	2.50
	1.00
	4.00
	1.00
	1.50
	2.00
	2.00
	4.00
	3.00
	4.00
	4.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	
	Mode
	1a
	5
	2a
	4
	1
	4
	1
	1
	1a
	2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1
	1
	1

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.155
	.919
	1.033
	1.252
	.316
	1.350
	.471
	.699
	.994
	.632
	.876
	1.054
	.943
	1.494
	.675
	.632
	1.059

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
 (
P.2
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
3
3
6.0
30.0
30.0
4
2
4.0
20.0
50.0
5
5
10.0
50.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.1
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
4
8.0
40.0
40.0
2
4
8.0
40.0
80.0
4
2
4.0
20.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
)














 (
P.7
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
0
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
1
8
16.0
80.0
90.0
2
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.8
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
5
10.0
50.0
50.0
2
4
8.0
40.0
90.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.6
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
2
2
4.0
20.0
30.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
40.0
4
4
8.0
40.0
80.0
5
2
4.0
20.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.5
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
9
18.0
90.0
90.0
2
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.4
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
2
4.0
20.0
20.0
2
3
6.0
30.0
50.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
60.0
4
4
8.0
40.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.3
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
2
3
6.0
30.0
40.0
3
3
6.0
30.0
70.0
4
3
6.0
30.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
)

 (
P.13
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
2
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
20.0
4
5
10.0
50.0
70.0
5
3
6.0
30.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.14
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
2
4.0
20.0
20.0
2
1
2.0
10.0
30.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
40.0
4
4
8.0
40.0
80.0
5
2
4.0
20.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.11
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
2
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
4
6
12.0
60.0
70.0
5
3
6.0
30.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.12
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
2
2
4.0
20.0
30.0
3
3
6.0
30.0
60.0
4
4
8.0
40.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.10
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
1
2.0
10.0
10.0
2
6
12.0
60.0
70.0
3
3
6.0
30.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.9
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
4
8.0
40.0
40.0
2
4
8.0
40.0
80.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
90.0
4
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
)

 (
P.16
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
9
18.0
90.0
90.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
) (
P.15
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
8
16.0
80.0
80.0
2
1
2.0
10.0
90.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
)






 (
P.17
Freq
%
Valid %
Cum %
Valid
1
6
12.0
60.0
60.0
2
2
4.0
20.0
80.0
3
1
2.0
10.0
90.0
4
1
2.0
10.0
100.0
Total
10
20.0
100.0
Missing
System
40
80.0
Total
50
100.0
)
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Agree	A1 Broad Decertification Authority	A2 LE Lacks Trust-worthiness	A3 Core Competencies from Employees	A4 Officer Reputation Essential for Trust	A5 Officers Supported by Admin	A6 Business Owners Know Officers	A7 Community Support Department Procedures	A8 Officer Training Improves Community Value	A9 NWOM Threatens Economic Viability	A10 Officers Supported by Elected Officials	A11 Enforcement is a Community Function	A12 Community Members Support Police Practices	A13 Young Officers Communicate Openly	A14 Community Favorable to Changes in Practices	A15 PIO Communicates Openly	A16 Officers Support Community Policing	A17 Neighborhood Watch Programs Operating	A18 Officers Involved in Youth Group Activities	20	4	21	25	23	14	25	25	6	15	21	25	16	13	23	17	4	19	Neutral	A1 Broad Decertification Authority	A2 LE Lacks Trust-worthiness	A3 Core Competencies from Employees	A4 Officer Reputation Essential for Trust	A5 Officers Supported by Admin	A6 Business Owners Know Officers	A7 Community Support Department Procedures	A8 Officer Training Improves Community Value	A9 NWOM Threatens Economic Viability	A10 Officers Supported by Elected Officials	A11 Enforcement is a Community Function	A12 Community Members Support Police Practices	A13 Young Officers Communicate Openly	A14 Community Favorable to Changes in Practices	A15 PIO Communicates Openly	A16 Officers Support Community Policing	A17 Neighborhood Watch Programs Operating	A18 Officers Involved in Youth Group Activities	2	3	3	0	2	8	0	0	9	5	4	0	7	10	2	6	10	6	Disagree	A1 Broad Decertification Authority	A2 LE Lacks Trust-worthiness	A3 Core Competencies from Employees	A4 Officer Reputation Essential for Trust	A5 Officers Supported by Admin	A6 Business Owners Know Officers	A7 Community Support Department Procedures	A8 Officer Training Improves Community Value	A9 NWOM Threatens Economic Viability	A10 Officers Supported by Elected Officials	A11 Enforcement is a Community Function	A12 Community Members Support Police Practices	A13 Young Officers Communicate Openly	A14 Community Favorable to Changes in Practices	A15 PIO Communicates Openly	A16 Officers Support Community Policing	A17 Neighborhood Watch Programs Operating	A18 Officers Involved in Youth Group Activities	3	18	1	0	0	3	0	0	10	5	0	0	2	2	0	2	11	0	


Q4	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	25	0	0	Q9	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	6	9	10	
Q4	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	25	0	0	Q1	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	20	2	3	
Q4	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	25	0	0	Q8	Agree	Neutral	Diasgree	25	0	0	
Agree	P1 POSt Has Statutory Decertification Authority	P2 Law Enforcement Lacks Trust-worthiness	P3 CofE Violations Result in Decertification	P4 POST Should Have Intermediate Discipline	P5 Officer Reputations Affect Perceptions	P6 Decertifications Hindered by Pollitical Pressure	P7 Strong Relationships are Essential Function	P8 Decertification Improves Reputation	P9 Decertification improves Public Perception	P10 Decertifi-cation Remedies Malfeasance	P11 Rights Negatively Decertification Effectiveness	P12 LE an Enforcement Function	P13 Threats of Litigation Effect Decertification	P14 Gener-ational Differences  Impact	P15 Violance-Moral Turpitude and Decertification	P16 Felonies and Decertification	P17 POST Suspension without Decertification	8	0	4	5	10	3	9	9	8	7	1	3	1	3	9	9	8	Neutral	P1 POSt Has Statutory Decertification Authority	P2 Law Enforcement Lacks Trust-worthiness	P3 CofE Violations Result in Decertification	P4 POST Should Have Intermediate Discipline	P5 Officer Reputations Affect Perceptions	P6 Decertifications Hindered by Pollitical Pressure	P7 Strong Relationships are Essential Function	P8 Decertification Improves Reputation	P9 Decertification improves Public Perception	P10 Decertifi-cation Remedies Malfeasance	P11 Rights Negatively Decertification Effectiveness	P12 LE an Enforcement Function	P13 Threats of Litigation Effect Decertification	P14 Gener-ational Differences  Impact	P15 Violance-Moral Turpitude and Decertification	P16 Felonies and Decertification	P17 POST Suspension without Decertification	0	3	3	1	0	1	0	1	1	3	0	3	1	1	1	1	1	Disagree	P1 POSt Has Statutory Decertification Authority	P2 Law Enforcement Lacks Trust-worthiness	P3 CofE Violations Result in Decertification	P4 POST Should Have Intermediate Discipline	P5 Officer Reputations Affect Perceptions	P6 Decertifications Hindered by Pollitical Pressure	P7 Strong Relationships are Essential Function	P8 Decertification Improves Reputation	P9 Decertification improves Public Perception	P10 Decertifi-cation Remedies Malfeasance	P11 Rights Negatively Decertification Effectiveness	P12 LE an Enforcement Function	P13 Threats of Litigation Effect Decertification	P14 Gener-ational Differences  Impact	P15 Violance-Moral Turpitude and Decertification	P16 Felonies and Decertification	P17 POST Suspension without Decertification	2	7	3	4	0	6	0	0	1	0	9	4	8	6	0	0	1	

Q2	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	8	0	2	Q5	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	10	0	0	Q3	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	4	3	3	Q15	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	9	1	0	Q6	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	3	1	6	Q11	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	1	0	9	image3.emf
A.1 A.2 A.3 A.4 A.5 A.6 A.7 A.8 A.9 A.10 A.11 A.12 A.13 A.14 A.15 A.16 A.17 A.18

Pearson Correlation

1.000

.571

**

.145

.488

*

.355 .101 .215 .328 .195 .051 .280 .153 .119 .106 .186 .259 .192 .116

Sig. (2-tailed)

.002 .479 .011 .075 .622 .292 .102 .339 .804 .165 .456 .562 .605 .362 .201 .348 .573

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.571

**

1.000

.420

*

.265 .316 .098 .383 .263 .339 .349

.544

**

.070 .080 .266 .306 .103 .284

.396

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.002 .033 .191 .116 .634 .053 .195 .090 .080 .004 .735 .696 .189 .128 .617 .160 .045

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.145

.420

*

1.000 .136 .264 .096

.406

*

.003

.487

*

.463

*

.289 .028 .160 .335 .023 .015 .200 .199

Sig. (2-tailed)

.479 .033 .507 .192 .640 .040 .989 .012 .017 .152 .893 .435 .095 .912 .941 .327 .330

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.488

*

.265 .136 1.000

.396

*

.199 .292

.549

**

.213 .176

.575

**

.307 .224 .209 .253 .108 .356 .303

Sig. (2-tailed)

.011 .191 .507 .046 .329 .148 .004 .296 .390 .002 .127 .272 .305 .212 .599 .074 .132

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.355 .316 .264

.396

*

1.000

.490

*

.595

**

.259 .363 .352 .227 .333

.469

*

.314

.529

**

.618

**

.487

*

.336

Sig. (2-tailed)

.075 .116 .192 .046 .011 .001 .202 .069 .077 .264 .096 .016 .119 .005 .001 .012 .093

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.101 .098 .096 .199

.490

*

1.000

.410

*

.268

.511

**

.293 .257 .174

.411

*

.149 .264

.440

*

.150

.468

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.622 .634 .640 .329 .011 .037 .186 .008 .146 .206 .395 .037 .467 .193 .025 .464 .016

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.215 .383

.406

*

.292

.595

**

.410

*

1.000 .386

.404

*

.513

**

.283

.418

*

.315

.507

**

.637

**

.389

*

.239

.438

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.292 .053 .040 .148 .001 .037 .051 .041 .007 .162 .034 .116 .008 .000 .050 .240 .025

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.328 .263 .003

.549

**

.259 .268 .386 1.000 .214 .253

.435

*

.226 .172 .360 .287 .147 .326 .151

Sig. (2-tailed)

.102 .195 .989 .004 .202 .186 .051 .293 .212 .026 .267 .400 .071 .155 .474 .104 .460

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.195 .339

.487

*

.213 .363

.511

**

.404

*

.214 1.000 .209 .363 .337 .122 .176 .278 .344 .303

.448

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.339 .090 .012 .296 .069 .008 .041 .293 .306 .069 .092 .552 .391 .169 .085 .133 .022

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.051 .349

.463

*

.176 .352 .293

.513

**

.253 .209 1.000

.468

*

.116

.478

*

.633

**

.355

.460

*

.348

.445

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.804 .080 .017 .390 .077 .146 .007 .212 .306 .016 .572 .013 .001 .075 .018 .082 .023

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.280

.544

**

.289

.575

**

.227 .257 .283

.435

*

.363

.468

*

1.000 .292 .200

.418

*

.146 .202

.588

**

.426

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.165 .004 .152 .002 .264 .206 .162 .026 .069 .016 .148 .328 .034 .478 .321 .002 .030

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.153 .070 .028 .307 .333 .174

.418

*

.226 .337 .116 .292 1.000 .270

.489

*

.434

*

.478

*

.382 .339

Sig. (2-tailed)

.456 .735 .893 .127 .096 .395 .034 .267 .092 .572 .148 .182 .011 .027 .014 .054 .090

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.119 .080 .160 .224

.469

*

.411

*

.315 .172 .122

.478

*

.200 .270 1.000 .288

.464

*

.601

**

.268 .021

Sig. (2-tailed)

.562 .696 .435 .272 .016 .037 .116 .400 .552 .013 .328 .182 .153 .017 .001 .186 .921

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.106 .266 .335 .209 .314 .149

.507

**

.360 .176

.633

**

.418

*

.489

*

.288 1.000

.403

*

.414

*

.487

*

.435

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.605 .189 .095 .305 .119 .467 .008 .071 .391 .001 .034 .011 .153 .041 .036 .012 .026

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.186 .306 .023 .253

.529

**

.264

.637

**

.287 .278 .355 .146

.434

*

.464

*

.403

*

1.000

.453

*

.222 .279

Sig. (2-tailed)

.362 .128 .912 .212 .005 .193 .000 .155 .169 .075 .478 .027 .017 .041 .020 .276 .167

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.259 .103 .015 .108

.618

**

.440

*

.389

*

.147 .344

.460

*

.202

.478

*

.601

**

.414

*

.453

*

1.000

.455

*

.223

Sig. (2-tailed)

.201 .617 .941 .599 .001 .025 .050 .474 .085 .018 .321 .014 .001 .036 .020 .020 .273

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.192 .284 .200 .356

.487

*

.150 .239 .326 .303 .348

.588

**

.382 .268

.487

*

.222

.455

*

1.000 .311

Sig. (2-tailed)

.348 .160 .327 .074 .012 .464 .240 .104 .133 .082 .002 .054 .186 .012 .276 .020 .122

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Pearson Correlation

.116

.396

*

.199 .303 .336

.468

*

.438

*

.151

.448

*

.445

*

.426

*

.339 .021

.435

*

.279 .223 .311 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)

.573 .045 .330 .132 .093 .016 .025 .460 .022 .023 .030 .090 .921 .026 .167 .273 .122

N

26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26

Correlations

A.1

A.2

A.3

A.4

A.5

A.6

A.7

A.8

A.9

A.10

A.11

A.18

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

A.12

A.13

A.14

A.15

A.16

A.17
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		Correlations

						A.1		A.2		A.3		A.4		A.5		A.6		A.7		A.8		A.9		A.10		A.11		A.12		A.13		A.14		A.15		A.16		A.17		A.18

		A.1		Pearson Correlation		1.000		.571**		.145		.488*		.355		.101		.215		.328		.195		.051		.280		.153		.119		.106		.186		.259		.192		.116

				Sig. (2-tailed)				.002		.479		.011		.075		.622		.292		.102		.339		.804		.165		.456		.562		.605		.362		.201		.348		.573

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.2		Pearson Correlation		.571**		1.000		.420*		.265		.316		.098		.383		.263		.339		.349		.544**		.070		.080		.266		.306		.103		.284		.396*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.002				.033		.191		.116		.634		.053		.195		.090		.080		.004		.735		.696		.189		.128		.617		.160		.045

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.3		Pearson Correlation		.145		.420*		1.000		.136		.264		.096		.406*		.003		.487*		.463*		.289		.028		.160		.335		.023		.015		.200		.199

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.479		.033				.507		.192		.640		.040		.989		.012		.017		.152		.893		.435		.095		.912		.941		.327		.330

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.4		Pearson Correlation		.488*		.265		.136		1.000		.396*		.199		.292		.549**		.213		.176		.575**		.307		.224		.209		.253		.108		.356		.303

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.011		.191		.507				.046		.329		.148		.004		.296		.390		.002		.127		.272		.305		.212		.599		.074		.132

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.5		Pearson Correlation		.355		.316		.264		.396*		1.000		.490*		.595**		.259		.363		.352		.227		.333		.469*		.314		.529**		.618**		.487*		.336

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.075		.116		.192		.046				.011		.001		.202		.069		.077		.264		.096		.016		.119		.005		.001		.012		.093

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.6		Pearson Correlation		.101		.098		.096		.199		.490*		1.000		.410*		.268		.511**		.293		.257		.174		.411*		.149		.264		.440*		.150		.468*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.622		.634		.640		.329		.011				.037		.186		.008		.146		.206		.395		.037		.467		.193		.025		.464		.016

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.7		Pearson Correlation		.215		.383		.406*		.292		.595**		.410*		1.000		.386		.404*		.513**		.283		.418*		.315		.507**		.637**		.389*		.239		.438*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.292		.053		.040		.148		.001		.037				.051		.041		.007		.162		.034		.116		.008		.000		.050		.240		.025

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.8		Pearson Correlation		.328		.263		.003		.549**		.259		.268		.386		1.000		.214		.253		.435*		.226		.172		.360		.287		.147		.326		.151

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.102		.195		.989		.004		.202		.186		.051				.293		.212		.026		.267		.400		.071		.155		.474		.104		.460

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.9		Pearson Correlation		.195		.339		.487*		.213		.363		.511**		.404*		.214		1.000		.209		.363		.337		.122		.176		.278		.344		.303		.448*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.339		.090		.012		.296		.069		.008		.041		.293				.306		.069		.092		.552		.391		.169		.085		.133		.022

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.10		Pearson Correlation		.051		.349		.463*		.176		.352		.293		.513**		.253		.209		1.000		.468*		.116		.478*		.633**		.355		.460*		.348		.445*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.804		.080		.017		.390		.077		.146		.007		.212		.306				.016		.572		.013		.001		.075		.018		.082		.023

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.11		Pearson Correlation		.280		.544**		.289		.575**		.227		.257		.283		.435*		.363		.468*		1.000		.292		.200		.418*		.146		.202		.588**		.426*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.165		.004		.152		.002		.264		.206		.162		.026		.069		.016				.148		.328		.034		.478		.321		.002		.030

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.12		Pearson Correlation		.153		.070		.028		.307		.333		.174		.418*		.226		.337		.116		.292		1.000		.270		.489*		.434*		.478*		.382		.339

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.456		.735		.893		.127		.096		.395		.034		.267		.092		.572		.148				.182		.011		.027		.014		.054		.090

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.13		Pearson Correlation		.119		.080		.160		.224		.469*		.411*		.315		.172		.122		.478*		.200		.270		1.000		.288		.464*		.601**		.268		.021

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.562		.696		.435		.272		.016		.037		.116		.400		.552		.013		.328		.182				.153		.017		.001		.186		.921

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.14		Pearson Correlation		.106		.266		.335		.209		.314		.149		.507**		.360		.176		.633**		.418*		.489*		.288		1.000		.403*		.414*		.487*		.435*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.605		.189		.095		.305		.119		.467		.008		.071		.391		.001		.034		.011		.153				.041		.036		.012		.026

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.15		Pearson Correlation		.186		.306		.023		.253		.529**		.264		.637**		.287		.278		.355		.146		.434*		.464*		.403*		1.000		.453*		.222		.279

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.362		.128		.912		.212		.005		.193		.000		.155		.169		.075		.478		.027		.017		.041				.020		.276		.167

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.16		Pearson Correlation		.259		.103		.015		.108		.618**		.440*		.389*		.147		.344		.460*		.202		.478*		.601**		.414*		.453*		1.000		.455*		.223

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.201		.617		.941		.599		.001		.025		.050		.474		.085		.018		.321		.014		.001		.036		.020				.020		.273

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.17		Pearson Correlation		.192		.284		.200		.356		.487*		.150		.239		.326		.303		.348		.588**		.382		.268		.487*		.222		.455*		1.000		.311

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.348		.160		.327		.074		.012		.464		.240		.104		.133		.082		.002		.054		.186		.012		.276		.020				.122

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		A.18		Pearson Correlation		.116		.396*		.199		.303		.336		.468*		.438*		.151		.448*		.445*		.426*		.339		.021		.435*		.279		.223		.311		1.000

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.573		.045		.330		.132		.093		.016		.025		.460		.022		.023		.030		.090		.921		.026		.167		.273		.122

				N		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26		26

		**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

		*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).






image4.emf
P.1 P.2 P.3 P.4 P.5 P.6 P.7 P.8 P.9 P.10 P.11 P.12 P.13 P.14 P.15 P.16 P.17

Pearson Correlation

1.000 .314 -.559 .077 -.304 .143 .408 .138 .484 .304 .440 .274 -.204 .258 .000 .000 .000

Sig. (2-tailed)

.377 .093 .833 .393 .694 .242 .705 .157 .393 .204 .444 .572 .473 1.000 1.000 1.000

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.314 1.000 -.070 .058 .306 -.161 .513 .311 .024 .306 -.442 .000 .000 -.291 -.466 -.459 -.046

Sig. (2-tailed)

.377 .847 .874 .390 .656 .129 .381 .947 .390 .201 1.000 1.000 .414 .175 .182 .900

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

-.559 -.070 1.000 -.481 -.272 -.414 -.228 -.277 -.130

-.782

**

-.590 -.408 -.228 -.245 .096 .068 .142

Sig. (2-tailed)

.093 .847 .159 .447 .234 .526 .439 .721 .007 .073 .242 .526 .496 .793 .852 .695

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.077 .058 -.481 1.000 .365

.671

*

.565 -.025 .420 .365 .030 .000

.659

*

.410 -.539 -.477

.679

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.833 .874 .159 .300 .034 .089 .944 .227 .300 .934 1.000 .038 .239 .108 .163 .031

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

-.304 .306 -.272 .365 1.000 .156 .000

.704

*

.035 .444 -.040 .333 .373 -.306 -.156 -.111 .100

Sig. (2-tailed)

.393 .390 .447 .300 .667 1.000 .023 .923 .198 .912 .347 .289 .390 .667 .760 .784

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.143 -.161 -.414

.671

*

.156 1.000 .175 -.047 .364 .156 .056 -.312 .611

.815

**

-.268 -.104 .404

Sig. (2-tailed)

.694 .656 .234 .034 .667 .629 .897 .301 .667 .877 .380 .061 .004 .454 .775 .247

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.408 .513 -.228 .565 .000 .175 1.000 .000 .474 .373 -.269 .224 .250 .000

-.698

*

-.745

*

.445

Sig. (2-tailed)

.242 .129 .526 .089 1.000 .629 1.000 .166 .289 .452 .535 .486 1.000 .025 .013 .198

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.138 .311 -.277 -.025

.704

*

-.047 .000 1.000 .256 .452 .254 .603 .169 -.298 .047 .201 -.030

Sig. (2-tailed)

.705 .381 .439 .944 .023 .897 1.000 .476 .189 .479 .065 .642 .403 .897 .578 .934

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.484 .024 -.130 .420 .035 .364 .474 .256 1.000 .035 .140 .318 .000 .247 .050 .035

.707

*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.157 .947 .721 .227 .923 .301 .166 .476 .923 .699 .371 1.000 .492 .892 .923 .022

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.304 .306

-.782

**

.365 .444 .156 .373 .452 .035 1.000 .161 .500 .186 -.071 -.156 -.111 -.232

Sig. (2-tailed)

.393 .390 .007 .300 .198 .667 .289 .189 .923 .658 .141 .606 .846 .667 .760 .519

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.440 -.442 -.590 .030 -.040 .056 -.269 .254 .140 .161 1.000 .482 .000 .144 .320 .361 -.084

Sig. (2-tailed)

.204 .201 .073 .934 .912 .877 .452 .479 .699 .658 .159 1.000 .691 .368 .305 .818

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.274 .000 -.408 .000 .333 -.312 .224 .603 .318 .500 .482 1.000 -.224 -.564 .156 .000 -.100

Sig. (2-tailed)

.444 1.000 .242 1.000 .347 .380 .535 .065 .371 .141 .159 .535 .089 .667 1.000 .784

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

-.204 .000 -.228

.659

*

.373 .611 .250 .169 .000 .186 .000 -.224 1.000 .473

-.698

*

-.373 .445

Sig. (2-tailed)

.572 1.000 .526 .038 .289 .061 .486 .642 1.000 .606 1.000 .535 .167 .025 .289 .198

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.258 -.291 -.245 .410 -.306

.815

**

.000 -.298 .247 -.071 .144 -.564 .473 1.000 -.099 .165 .344

Sig. (2-tailed)

.473 .414 .496 .239 .390 .004 1.000 .403 .492 .846 .691 .089 .167 .785 .650 .331

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.000 -.466 .096 -.539 -.156 -.268

-.698

*

.047 .050 -.156 .320 .156

-.698

*

-.099 1.000

.885

**

-.326

Sig. (2-tailed)

1.000 .175 .793 .108 .667 .454 .025 .897 .892 .667 .368 .667 .025 .785 .001 .357

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.000 -.459 .068 -.477 -.111 -.104

-.745

*

.201 .035 -.111 .361 .000 -.373 .165

.885

**

1.000 -.232

Sig. (2-tailed)

1.000 .182 .852 .163 .760 .775 .013 .578 .923 .760 .305 1.000 .289 .650 .001 .519

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Pearson Correlation

.000 -.046 .142

.679

*

.100 .404 .445 -.030

.707

*

-.232 -.084 -.100 .445 .344 -.326 -.232 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)

1.000 .900 .695 .031 .784 .247 .198 .934 .022 .519 .818 .784 .198 .331 .357 .519

N

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Correlations

P.1

P.2

P.3

P.4

P.5

P.6

P.7

P.8

P.9

P.10

P.11

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

P.12

P.13

P.14

P.15

P.16

P.17
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		Correlations

						P.1		P.2		P.3		P.4		P.5		P.6		P.7		P.8		P.9		P.10		P.11		P.12		P.13		P.14		P.15		P.16		P.17

		P.1		Pearson Correlation		1.000		.314		-.559		.077		-.304		.143		.408		.138		.484		.304		.440		.274		-.204		.258		.000		.000		.000

				Sig. (2-tailed)				.377		.093		.833		.393		.694		.242		.705		.157		.393		.204		.444		.572		.473		1.000		1.000		1.000

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.2		Pearson Correlation		.314		1.000		-.070		.058		.306		-.161		.513		.311		.024		.306		-.442		.000		.000		-.291		-.466		-.459		-.046

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.377				.847		.874		.390		.656		.129		.381		.947		.390		.201		1.000		1.000		.414		.175		.182		.900

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.3		Pearson Correlation		-.559		-.070		1.000		-.481		-.272		-.414		-.228		-.277		-.130		-.782**		-.590		-.408		-.228		-.245		.096		.068		.142

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.093		.847				.159		.447		.234		.526		.439		.721		.007		.073		.242		.526		.496		.793		.852		.695

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.4		Pearson Correlation		.077		.058		-.481		1.000		.365		.671*		.565		-.025		.420		.365		.030		.000		.659*		.410		-.539		-.477		.679*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.833		.874		.159				.300		.034		.089		.944		.227		.300		.934		1.000		.038		.239		.108		.163		.031

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.5		Pearson Correlation		-.304		.306		-.272		.365		1.000		.156		.000		.704*		.035		.444		-.040		.333		.373		-.306		-.156		-.111		.100

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.393		.390		.447		.300				.667		1.000		.023		.923		.198		.912		.347		.289		.390		.667		.760		.784

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.6		Pearson Correlation		.143		-.161		-.414		.671*		.156		1.000		.175		-.047		.364		.156		.056		-.312		.611		.815**		-.268		-.104		.404

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.694		.656		.234		.034		.667				.629		.897		.301		.667		.877		.380		.061		.004		.454		.775		.247

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.7		Pearson Correlation		.408		.513		-.228		.565		.000		.175		1.000		.000		.474		.373		-.269		.224		.250		.000		-.698*		-.745*		.445

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.242		.129		.526		.089		1.000		.629				1.000		.166		.289		.452		.535		.486		1.000		.025		.013		.198

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.8		Pearson Correlation		.138		.311		-.277		-.025		.704*		-.047		.000		1.000		.256		.452		.254		.603		.169		-.298		.047		.201		-.030

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.705		.381		.439		.944		.023		.897		1.000				.476		.189		.479		.065		.642		.403		.897		.578		.934

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.9		Pearson Correlation		.484		.024		-.130		.420		.035		.364		.474		.256		1.000		.035		.140		.318		.000		.247		.050		.035		.707*

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.157		.947		.721		.227		.923		.301		.166		.476				.923		.699		.371		1.000		.492		.892		.923		.022

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.10		Pearson Correlation		.304		.306		-.782**		.365		.444		.156		.373		.452		.035		1.000		.161		.500		.186		-.071		-.156		-.111		-.232

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.393		.390		.007		.300		.198		.667		.289		.189		.923				.658		.141		.606		.846		.667		.760		.519

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.11		Pearson Correlation		.440		-.442		-.590		.030		-.040		.056		-.269		.254		.140		.161		1.000		.482		.000		.144		.320		.361		-.084

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.204		.201		.073		.934		.912		.877		.452		.479		.699		.658				.159		1.000		.691		.368		.305		.818

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.12		Pearson Correlation		.274		.000		-.408		.000		.333		-.312		.224		.603		.318		.500		.482		1.000		-.224		-.564		.156		.000		-.100

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.444		1.000		.242		1.000		.347		.380		.535		.065		.371		.141		.159				.535		.089		.667		1.000		.784

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.13		Pearson Correlation		-.204		.000		-.228		.659*		.373		.611		.250		.169		.000		.186		.000		-.224		1.000		.473		-.698*		-.373		.445

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.572		1.000		.526		.038		.289		.061		.486		.642		1.000		.606		1.000		.535				.167		.025		.289		.198

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.14		Pearson Correlation		.258		-.291		-.245		.410		-.306		.815**		.000		-.298		.247		-.071		.144		-.564		.473		1.000		-.099		.165		.344

				Sig. (2-tailed)		.473		.414		.496		.239		.390		.004		1.000		.403		.492		.846		.691		.089		.167				.785		.650		.331

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.15		Pearson Correlation		.000		-.466		.096		-.539		-.156		-.268		-.698*		.047		.050		-.156		.320		.156		-.698*		-.099		1.000		.885**		-.326

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1.000		.175		.793		.108		.667		.454		.025		.897		.892		.667		.368		.667		.025		.785				.001		.357

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.16		Pearson Correlation		.000		-.459		.068		-.477		-.111		-.104		-.745*		.201		.035		-.111		.361		.000		-.373		.165		.885**		1.000		-.232

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1.000		.182		.852		.163		.760		.775		.013		.578		.923		.760		.305		1.000		.289		.650		.001				.519

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		P.17		Pearson Correlation		.000		-.046		.142		.679*		.100		.404		.445		-.030		.707*		-.232		-.084		-.100		.445		.344		-.326		-.232		1.000

				Sig. (2-tailed)		1.000		.900		.695		.031		.784		.247		.198		.934		.022		.519		.818		.784		.198		.331		.357		.519

				N		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10		10

		**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

		*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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