













































































source of tension and conflict within the police work environment (Bender,
2005). Generational differences have attracted so much attention that most police
training programs, including the University of Illinois’s Police Training Institute,
Northwestern University’s School of Police Staff and Command, the FBI National
Academy, and the International Association of Chiefs of Police now include blocks
of instruction advising police supervisors and managers how to successfully deal
with generational differences. Many police trade publications and police journals,
including this one, have printed articles devoted to generational conflict among
police officers (e.g., Bender, 2005; Junginger, 2008; Massoni, 2009). As with public
sector data, many accounts of generational strife in police work seem to rely on
ad hoc or anecdotal information rather than systematic research. For a topic that
has generated such interest in writing and training, there is an alarming scarcity
of data drawn from police officers themselves. This study attempts to address
that deficiency by exploring generational differences in a sample of Illinois police
officers. Specifically, this study explores the effect of generational difference on the
“traditional” police culture by asking the following questions: Do generational
differences really exist in policing? If so, what are the friction points? How are
generational differences affecting “traditional” police culture? and What are the
implications of these differences for recruitment, retention, management, and
the future of community policing? Data presented here identify several areas of
tension between younger and older officers; however, widespread generational
differences may not be as prevalent or powerful as some literature suggests.
Nevertheless, several areas of generational difference are noted—several of which
are disturbing. In short, this examination of police values produced a mixed bag of
findings, some of which are summarized below:

¢ Evidence of generation value difference in most values did not emerge. In most
areas of presumed generational difference, the values of older and younger
officers were virtually indistinguishable.

* Generational difference did emerge in several values, but variance was not
always in the direction predicted in the literature.

* Evidence of generation value difference that did emerge centers around
Recreation, Fun, and Job Identity; but, even in these values, the impact of
generation appears weak.

* Younger officers in this sample are less supportive of supervisors and managers
than older officers; younger officers are more suspicious of department policy
than older officers; and younger officers value departmental secrecy more
than older officers. These values are not consistent with a community-oriented
approach to policing.

* Many values considered to be the province of specific generations are almost
randomly distributed among all age groups.

® Rank and Seniority might be better predictors of value difference in some areas
than generation.

Generation

The basic assumption common in the generation literature holds that cohort
members, by virtue of shared experience, come to share similar values and beliefs
(Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). Cohort members experience the same historical
events during the same life phase (Sheehy, 1976, 1995). Members of each cohort
are molded by the unique intersection of history and biography they share, and
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come to internalize similar values and worldviews (Mills, 1959; Strauss & Howe,
1991). Each generation, therefore, is branded and identified by this combination of
shared values. This dynamic creates a similarity of values among individuals of
similar age.

The literature identifies at least five strategies for classifying generation. The most
common strategy recognizes generation as individuals born between specific
dates. The Strauss and Howe (1991) Model, for example, identifies five distinct
generations: (1) the “G.I” generation born between 1901 and 1924; (2) the “Silent”
generation born between 1925 and 1942; (3) the “Baby Boom” generation born
between 1943 and 1960; (4) “Generation X” born between 1961 and 1981; and
(5) the “Generation Next” born in 1982 or later.

The Lancaster and Stillman (2002) Model identifies four generations: (1) the
“Traditional” generation (1900-1945); (2) the “Boomers” (1946-1964), (3) the Xers
(1965-1980), and (4) the “Millennials” (1981-1999). The Sheehy (1995) Model
recognizes five generations: (1) the “World War II” generation (1914-1929), (2) the
“Silent Generation” (1930-1945), (3) the “Vietnam” generation (1946-1955), (4) the
“Me” generation (1956-1965), and (5) the “Endangered” generation (1966-1980).

A second strategy for identifying generation, the defining events approach, involves
an examination of the significance historical events hold for individuals. If the
way in which one experiences specific historical events shapes one’s values,
generational identification should become apparent by the relative importance
individuals attach to these momentous historical events. For example, the
relative importance individuals ascribe to historical events such as World War II,
the Cold War, Vietnam, Watergate, Iran Contra, etc., should serve to identify
individuals whose values, beliefs, and worldviews were similarly influenced by
these events. Generation therefore is conceptualized as individuals who have been
similarly and significantly influenced by the same historical events, which has
shaped their values and worldviews.

A third strategy for identifying generation, the generation values approach, involves
an examination of the very values believed to distinguish generations. The
World War II generation is believed to value hard work, conformity, patience,
adherence to rules, loyalty, and respect for authority. Baby Boomers are believed to
value youth, optimism, teamwork, involvement, and personal growth. Generation
Xis believed to value diversity, informality, fun, “recreation,” self-reliance, techno-
literacy, and global thinking. Millennials are believed to value optimism, civic duty,
morality, diversity, confidence, sociability, and achievement. If conflicting values
truly are the source of generational tension, value differences should provide the
best way to identify generational groupings (Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2000).

A fourth strategy for identifying generation involves empathetic identification. Many
individuals consider themselves to be a member of a specific generation and refer
to themselves as such (e.g., “I am a World War II veteran and a member of the
‘Greatest Generation,”” or “I am an aging Baby Boomer”). This self-identification
creates a sense of generational unity and affinity, and a tendency to internalize
and identify with values generally attributed to the group as a whole. All one
needs to do to identify generational affiliation is to ask the respondent with which
generation he most readily identifies.

Law Enforcement Executive Forum « 2011 « 11(1) 21



A fifth strategy for identifying generation involves age. Ultimately, generation is a
function of age. Various age categorizations, distinct from those used in the models
discussed above, may prove useful in identifying generations.

Although not a measure of generation per se, anthropologist Joan Barker (1999)
hypothesizes career stage as an important determinant of police values and
worldview. Following her 20+-year longitudinal study of officers in the Los Angeles
Police Department, which apparently includes her husband as a data point, Barker
asserts individual values change as officers progress through the police career.
Barker colorfully identifies five career stages, which she labels “hitting the street”
(enthusiasm), “hitting their stride” (productivity and competence), “hitting the
wall” (disillusionment), “regrouping” (redefinition and recommitment), and
“deciding to retire” (quiet productivity). Each career phase is characterized by a
distinctive set of values as enthusiasm, commitment, and contentment ebb and
flow, and officers periodically reevaluate and redefine their roles. Barker (1999)
assigns ranges of “years on” (seniority) to approximate the onset of each career
phase (pp. 60-61). Due to the similarity and expected overlap between the Barker
typology and generation, the Barker Model was examined as well.

Traditional Police Values

The traditional police culture, as used here, refers to that constellation of values described
in the “classic” police literature of scholars such as Westley (1951/1970), Skolnick (1966),
Niederhoffer (1967), Wilson (1968), Bittner (1970), Rubenstein (1973), and Reuss-lanni
(1983), and summarized more recently in the work of Crank (1998), Paoline (2001),
and others. “Traditional” police culture is characterized by values such as suspicion
of the public, solidarity within police ranks, territoriality, and a preoccupation with
force issues and edge control or danger. Additionally, the traditional police culture is
represented as an acceptance of si (i.e., heavy alcohol use and sexual promiscuity), an
emphasis on departmental secrecy, distrust of supervisors, and is tinged with elements
of racism and sexism—a belief that police work is best accomplished by white, male
police officers. The traditional police culture, thought to be characteristic of police
officers in the 1960s and earlier, weathered the influx of new values when college-
educated Baby Boomers entered the workforce in the 1970s and 1980s, and is now
thought to be under assault from the influx of new values from Generation X and
Millennials. If generation is a change agent, generational differences with respect to
traditional police values should be apparent. Values associated with the traditional
police culture, as described in the above literature, were operationalized in the form
of survey questions 21 through 33 as presented in Appendix B.

The Study

This research was conducted during the summer and fall of 2006. The Illinois
Law Enforcement Education Foundation, in conjunction with the Fraternal Order
of Police (FOP), Illinois State Lodge, provided funding and operational support
for the project. The FOP is the largest police fraternal and labor organization in
Illinois. Its 24,000 active and retired members represent approximately two-thirds
of all police officers in Illinois. FOP membership rolls include the Chicago Police
Department; the Illinois State Police; and numerous municipal, county, and state
departments of various sizes and locations throughout Illinois.
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Questionnaires were mailed to a random sample of 2,500 active and retired
members of the Illinois State Lodge of the FOP; 455 (18.2%) usable questionnaires
were returned. Of the respondents, 404 (88.8%) are male; 49 (10.8%) are female;
377 (82.9%) are Caucasian; 39 (8.6%) are African American; and 34 (7.5%) are
Hispanic. The Illinois FOP does not keep statistics on the racial or gender makeup
of the membership. Sample characteristics appear to be consistent with national
averages. Nearly half, 197 respondents (43.3%), are from the Chicago Police
Department. Sixty-four respondents (14.1%) are from the Illinois State Police. The
remaining respondents (42.6%) are a combination of municipal, county, and state
officers from jurisdictions of various sizes and locations. FOP officials estimate
State Lodge FOP membership is comprised of approximately 40.0% Chicago
Police Department; 15.0% Illinois State Police; and the remainder (roughly 45.0%)
are a combination of municipal, county, and state officers. Sample characteristics
closely approximate these estimates. Active police officers make up approximately
63.9% (290 respondents), while 169 (37.1%) of the respondents have served in the
military. The FOP estimates approximately 65.0% of their membership is active.
Sample characteristics closely approximate this estimate as well.

Respondent ages range from 21 to 84. Mean age is 50.65 years (median age is 50.0),
which undoubtedly reflects the inclusion of both active and retired officers in the
sample. Mean seniority level is 21.49 years, again most likely a reflection of the
inclusion of retired police officers. Sixty-eight respondents (15.0%) are 65 years of
age or older. This group represents those officers who surely would have entered
the workforce during that era described in the classic literature and would have
been initiated into the “traditional” police culture.

All respondents have completed high school, and most have completed some
college (39.7%). Thirty-six (22.6%) respondents hold bachelor’s degrees, 7.9% hold
graduate degrees, and 5 (1.1%) hold doctorates or law degrees. This study utilized
seven different measures of generation. Generation was operationalized using the
Strauss and Howe (1991), Lancaster and Stillman (2002), and the Sheehy (1995)
Models discussed above. Also, respondents were provided a list of generation
labels (“Baby Boomer,” “Generation X,” and so forth) and asked to indicate the
generation to which they considered themselves to belong. This technique provides
a measure of the Empathetic Identification Strategy for identifying generation as
discussed above.

Various alternative age classification schemes were utilized in statistical tests.
The age grouping considered to be most valid theoretically and most powerful
empirically is referred to here as the Age-Decade Model. The Age-Decade Model
identifies all persons “twenty-something” as a distinct generation, all persons
“thirty-something” as a distinct generation, and so on through the “seventy-
something” generation. Although the age grouping techniques was largely ad hoc
and experimental, the Age-Decade format is the most powerful age grouping
discovered and appears to be at least as powerful a predictor of generational
difference as the Strauss and Howe, Lancaster and Stillman, and Sheehy Models
presented earlier. Finally, generation is operationalized using a k-means cluster
analysis to identify groupings of respondents sharing similar constellations of
values widely considered to be indicative of generational identification and
groupings of respondents identifying similar constellations of defining historical
events as being significant in shaping individual values, beliefs, and worldview.
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K-means cluster analysis was used to identify groups of respondents sharing similar
generation values (the Generation Values Strategy for identifying generation) and
groups of respondents claiming to have been similarly impacted by experiencing
the same historical events (the Defining Events Strategy for identifying generation).
It is important to note that while groups did emerge from cluster analysis of
generation values and defining events, characteristics of the resulting clusters
were not consistent with generational characteristics described in the literature.
Additionally, the generation values clusters, as will be discussed later, do not
correlate at all with age as we would expect them to if value clusters are truly
characteristic of generation. Further attempts to incorporate the generation values
and defining events perspectives were therefore abandoned.

Values representing the traditional police culture were gleaned from the classic
literature. Fifteen core values were identified. These values were operationalized
in questions 21 through 36 of the questionnaire presented as Appendix A. Values
the questionnaire items are believed to operationalize appear in parentheses.

Respondent data were utilized to classify each individual on the basis of generation
according to the seven operational methods described above. Date of birth was
used to assign each respondent to one specific generation classification according
to the Strauss and Howe, Lancaster and Stillman, and Sheehy Models as described
above. Similarly, date of birth was used to classify each respondent on the basis
of Age-Decade as previously defined. Respondent self-identification was used
to assign each individual to one generation on the basis of this response. These
classifications are intended to represent the empathetic identification strategy for
generation identification.

As generation, however defined, is ultimately a function of age, this variable was
explored more closely. The Age-Decade variable described earlier was crosstabulated
with all generation values and all traditional police culture values. Chi-square was
used as a test of significance and Eta’was used as a measure of the strength of
association in these tests. Similarly, linear regression analysis was used to examine
the relationship between respondent Age, Generation Values, and Traditional Police
Culture Values.

Findings (Generation Values)

The first phase of analysis involved examination of the six operational measures of
generation and the degree to which these measures identify generational differences
as represented by the 20 generation values included in Table 1. Examination of data
in Table 1 reveals which operational measures of generation are most useful in
identifying generational difference. Data in Table 1 also indicate which generation
values referenced in the literature best describe differences among police officers.
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Table 1. Summary Table of ANOVA Results (F Scores and Significance
Levels) for Generation Values and Various Measures of Generation

Sample
Age- Self  Strauss/ Lancaster/ Mean

Value Decade Barker ID Howe Stillman  Sheehy and SD
Supervisor Respect (1) - - - 3.662 2,792 - 4.09
0.006 0.040 1.76
Promotion Important (2) - - - 2.531 2.838 - 4.93
0.040 0.038 1.60
Hard Work (3) -- -- - - - - 5.41
1.48
Recreation (4) 13.467 8.023 4.680 15.476 20.639 16.651 411
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.46
Job Most Important 5.165 2.461 2.711 5.900 6.614 6.771 3.33
Role (5) 0.000 0.045 0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.60
Individual Goals - - - - - - 433
Subordinate (6) 1.45
Personal Accomplish. - - - - - - 4.04
Most Important (7) 1.40
Long Term Commitment - 2.666 - - - - 5.59
(8) 0.032 1.35
Parent at Home (9) 6.282 2.438 3.070 6.455 10.031 7.823 4.83
0.000 0.046 0.010 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.74
Fun (10) 2.822 - 2.776 3.934 5.008 3.500 4.52
0.016 0.018 0.004 0.002 0.008 1.52
Technology (11) - - - - - - 5.00
1.36
Optimism (12) 2.587 - - - - 2.425 5.24
0.025 0.047 1.22
Civic Duty (13) - - - - - - 5.37
1.22
Dress (14) 2.317 - - - - - 5.58
0.043 1.15
Patience (15) - - - - - - 5.34
1.23
Seniority (16) - - - - - - 4.19
1.77
Pride in Work (17) - - - - - - 6.13
1.00
Commitment (18) - - - - - - 2.82
1.43
Identify w/Job (19) 4.557 - 3.959 5.983 7.229 7.289 4.19
0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.58
Portability (20) 2.467 - - - 3.768 4.249 3.72
0.032 0.011 0.002 1.52

Note: Bold face type indicates generational difference varies in directions consistent with the literature.
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Table 2. Measures of Association Values (Eta’ and R?) for Generation Values
and Various Measures of Association

Strauss/  Lancaster/
Age-Decade Barker SelfID  Howe Stillman  Sheehy  Age
Value Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ R’

Supervisor Respect (1) 0.021* - - 0.032** - 0.018* -
Promotion Important - - - - - - -
@

Hard Work (3) - - - - - - -
Recreation (4) 0.133*** 0.068**  0.050* 0.123*** 0.123%** 0.131%  0.105***

Job Most Important - - - 0.056* 0.043* 0.058*  0.039***
Role (5)

Individual Goals 0.002* - 0.013* 0.014* - 0.012** -
Subordinate (6)

Personal Accomplish. - - - - - - -
Most Important (7)

Long Term - 0.024* - - - - -
Commitment (8)

Parent at Home (9) 0.066*** - - 0.055*** 0.064***  0.066™**  0.046***
Fun (10) - - 0.031* - 0.033* 0.031*  0.032***
Technology (11) - - - - - - -
Optimism (12) 0.029** - - - - - 0.016***
Civic Duty (13) - - - 0.008* — - -
Dress (14) 0.025%* - - - - - -
Patience (15) - - - . - - .
Seniority (16) - - - - - - .
Pride in Work (17) - 0.018* - - - - -
Commitment (18) - - - - - - -
Identify w/Job (19) 0.049* - 0.043* 0.052** 0.047** 0.062***  0.034***
Portability (20) - - - -- 0.025* 0.037** -

*0.05 level of significance
**0.01 level of significance
***0.001 level of significance

It is interesting to note that in only five of the 20 values did consistent differences
emerge. Expected generational differences in values, such as Hard Work, Respect
for Supervisors, Desire for Promotion, Teamwork, Recognition, Commitment, Optimism,
Civic Duty, Dress, Patience, Pride, Technology, and Seniority, did not materialize. This
is perplexing as some combination of these values forms the foundation for many
generation typologies found in the literature. These data suggest there is little or no
difference among generations with regard to these values.

Generational differences in three values—Recreation, Job Importance, and Parent at
Home—were significant with all six operational measures of generation and are
therefore assumed to represent consistent generational differences. Although
not all significant differences varied as predicted in the literature, five of the
six generational measures identify significant differences in Workplace Fun and
Personal Identification with the Job. Interestingly, only two generational measures
identify Importance of Promotion, which suggests this value, although highly touted
in the literature, may not be a consistent indicator of generational difference in
this sample. Three measures identified generational differences in the Portability
value, but the variation was not as predicted in the literature—older officers, not
younger, placed more value on job portability.
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Although five generation values suggest significant generational differences, strength
of association values for these variables are extremely weak. R* and Eta®values for
these five variables, with the exception of Recreation, range from 0.02 to 0.06, indicating
less than 7.0% of the variance in these variables is attributable to generation. The
only exception is Recreation, for which the R* and Eta® values range from 0.05 and
0.133. These values (twice the strength of the other significant values) are impressive,
suggesting as much as 13.0% of the variance in this value is attributable to generation
and that Recreation is the only generation value that is both significant and robust.
Although other generation value differences exist, they are weak and inconsistent.

Findings (Traditional Police Values)

Many believe the influx of young Generation X and Generation Next police officers is creating
workplace dissension and is changing the traditional occupational culture of policing. Many
older police officers further believe these changes are not necessarily positive. Is the influx
of younger officers changing police values and, if so, how? If generational differences are
stimulating workplace strife, where are the friction points? Data summarizing generational
differences in traditional police values are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Summary Table of ANOVA Results (F Scores and Significance
Levels) for Traditional Police Values and Various Measures of Generation

Age- Self  Strauss/ Lancaster/ Sample Mean
Value Decade Barker ID Howe Stillman  Sheehy and SD

Dept. Stress (21) - - - 3.118 3.056 - 5.09
0.015 0.028 1.68
Racism (22) 3.296 3.032  2.261 2.684 3.642 3.511 2.36
0.006 0.017  0.048 0.031 0.013 0.008 1.56
Gun Control (23) - - - - - - 3.93
2.23
Police Admin. (24) 3.396 3.283 2442 4.884 4.510 3.691 5.21
0.005 0.011  0.034 0.001 0.004 0.006 1.63
Policy Bullshit (25) - 3133 2583 2.592 3.000 - 3.67
0.015  0.026 0.036 0.030 1.62
Sexism (26) 2.818 - - - 3.041 2.723 3.83
0.016 0.029 0.020 1.94
Territory (27) 5.843 2430 4.222 5.726 7.335 6.583 2.92
0.000 0.047  0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.39
Force (28) - - - - - - 2.85
1.41
Street Justice (29) - - - - - - 2.95
1.64
Cover Other Officers (30) - - - - - - 2.47
1.36
Citizen Trust (31) -- - - - -- - 2.78
1.46
Citizen Distrust (32) - - - - - 2.805 3.58
0.025 1.52
Sin (33) 4.937 - 2.330 - 2.915 5.079 3.18
0.000 0.042 0.034 0.001 1.67
Supervisor Trust (34) - - - - - - 3.37
1.46
Sabotage (35) - - - 2.407 - -- 4.06
0.049 1.48
Secrecy (36) 5.599 7374  2.694 4.246 8.900 5.668 3.73
0.000 0.000  0.021 0.002 0.000 0.000 1.56

Note: Bold type indicates responses vary in direction consistent with the literature.
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As with generation values, it is interesting to note which traditional police values
lack evidence of generational conflict. Although the literature predicts otherwise,
no significant generational differences were found in the following values:
Department Stress, Gun Control, Street Justice, Cover Other Officers, Citizen Trust,
Suspicion, Supervisor Trust, and Ability to Sabotage. This suggests the supposed
erosion of traditional police occupational culture is not widespread. With regard
to most occupational values, the responses of officers from younger and older
generations are virtually indistinguishable.

Generational differences are evident in seven of the 16 values representing the
traditional police culture. All six measures of generation identify significant
generational differences in four of these values: (1) Racism, (2) Territoriality,
(3) Police Administration, and (4) Secrecy; however, generational differences in the
latter two values are not in the direction predicted by literature.

Five operational measures of generation identify significant differences in two
additional values—(1) Police Administration and (2) Territoriality—and four
operational measures identified generational difference in the Sin and Policy
Bullshit values. As with generation values, the Eta’® and R* values indicate that
generational influence, though significant, is weak. Strength of association
measures for traditional police values are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Measures of Association Values (Eta*> and R?) for Traditional Police
Values and Generation

Age-Decade Barker SelfID Strauss/Howe Lancaster/Stillman Sheehy
Value Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’

Dept. Stress (21) - - - — - _
Racism (22) - - 0.025* — - _
Gun Control (23) - - - - - -
Police Admin. (24) 0.037* - - 0.042%* 0.030 -
Policy Bullshit (25) - - - - - .
Sexism (26) 0.031** 0.015* - - - -
Territory (27) 0.062*** 0.021*  0.046%** 0.049** 0.047** 0.056***
Force (28) - - - - - 0.012%*
Street Justice (29) - - - - - -
Co;/gr Other Officers - - - - - -

Citizen Trust (31) -- - - - - -
Citizen Distrust (32) -- -- - -- - 0.025**
Sin (33) 0.052*** - - - - 0.044**
Supervisor Trust (34) -- -- - -- -- -
Sabotage (35) 0.017* - - 0.021** - 0.011*
Secrecy (36) 0.060*** 0.063* -- 0.037* 0.057** 0.048**

*0.05 level of significance
**0.01 level of significance
***0.001 level of significance

The strongest strength of association measures for traditional police values when
crosstabulated with Age and Age-Decade returned for Territoriality, Secrecy, and Sin.
Scores range from 0.052 to 0.062 for these values, indicating that age explains less than
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7.0% of the variance in these variables. Strength of association measures for the other
variables are even weaker, ranging from 0.013 to 0.029, meaning age explains less than
3.0% of variance in these values. Seven police values—(1) Guns, (2) Force, (3) Street
Justice, (4) Blue Wall, (5) Suspicion, (6) Distrust Public, and (7) Supervisor Trust—were
not statistically significant. Although Age and Age-Decade are not generation per se,
generation, however defined, must certainly be a function of age.

It is interesting to note that of the 16 variables examined, generational differences
are consistently identified in only six, and the strength of association measures for
these variables are weak. In contrast, two demographic variables—Seniority and
Rank—prove to be far more consistent and powerful indicators of difference in some
values than is generation. Eight of the 16 traditional police values show significant
differences by seniority level (R* values ranging from 0.009 to 0.052). Rank also proves
to be a powerful predictor of value difference among police officers: six of 16 values
showed significant differences by rank with Eta’ values ranging from 0.043 to 0.110.
This provides support for the Reuss-lanni (1983) thesis that there are two distinct
police cultures—(1) a line culture and (2) a management culture—and suggests that
dissension and strife within the police environment might be better explained by rank
than by generation. Indeed, as supervisors tend to be older than their subordinates,
much of the perceived generational differences among police officers might be better
explained by rank. The frustration, as evidenced by the opening epigrams, might
well be more indicative of supervisory angst than generation value conflict.

Additional Analysis (Generation Values)

ANOVA was used to examine generational differences in 20 generation values.
Significant generational differences were identified in five of these values:
(1) Recreation, (2) Job Importance, (3) Fun, (4) Job Identity, and (5) Parent at Home. With
regard to the first four values, generational differences appear to vary as predicted in
the literature. Generational difference is strongest in the Recreation variable. Younger
generations and age groups across all six measures of generation indicate a strong
preference for an equal balance between occupational and recreational pursuits.

Regarding the Parent at Home question, observed generational differences are not
consistent with generational differences described in the literature. This finding is
especially surprising as the belief that one parent should stay at home with young
children is portrayed in the literature as a hallmark of the younger, “latchkey”
generations. These data suggest the opposite. The value of stay-at-home parents
is most strongly expressed by older, not younger generations. Similarly, members
of younger generations who, according to the literature, witnessed their parents’
dreams dashed as the corporate world downsized, learned to eschew agency
loyalty in favor of portable careers. These data suggest the opposite. It is the older,
not younger, generations who are most likely to value career portability.

In summary, 20 values suggested in the literature as significant in identifying
generational differences were examined. Significant generational differences were
identified in four of these. Of the 20 values described in the literature as important
measures of generational differences, only Recreation, Job Identity, Fun, and Job
Importance live up to the expectation. Younger generations do appear to value
recreation as much as work and are less likely than older generations to consider
their work identity as important in defining who they are (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Generation Values, Age, and Demographic Variables

Age- Dept.
Decade Seniority Education Gender Race Rank  Size
Value Eta’ Age R* R? Eta* Eta* Eta* Eta’ R*

Supervisor 0.036* -- -- 0.030* -- -- 0.100*** 0.014**
Respect (1)

Promotion - - - - - - 0.070** -
Important (2)

Hard Work (3) - - - - - 0.009* - -

Recreation (4) 0.130***  0.103***  0.059*** 0.013* -- -- -- -

Job Role -- 0.037***  0.038*** - - - - -
Importance (5)

Individual Goals 0.002* -- -
6)

Personal - - -
Accomplishment
@

0.017** - 0.023**  0.011*

0.026% - - -

Long-Term - - - - - 0.025** - -
Employee (8)
Parent at Home (9)  0.066***  0.044***  0.023*** 0.027*  0.025** - - 0.015**
Fun (10) - 0.029*** - - - - — -
Technology (11) - - - - - ~ 0.002%* -
Optimism (12) 0.029** 0.016** 0.012* - - 0.039** 0.010* 0.017**
Civic Duty (13) - - - - - - - -
Dress (14) 0.025** - - — _ _ _ _
Patience (15) - - - - - - - -
Seniority (16) - - -- - - — — -
Work Pride (17) - - - - - - - -
Commitment (18) - - - - - - - 0.012**
]ol&lg?)ole Identity 0.050* 0.032***  0.035*** 0.035* - - - -

Job Portability (20) - - - - - 0.045**  0.034* 0.010**

*0.05 level of significance
**0.01 level of significance
***0.001 level of significance

Additional Analysis (Traditional Police Values)

ANOVA analysis of 16 values described in the literature as representing the
traditional police culture identified significant differences by generation in seven
of these values. Generational differences in five of these values are consistent with
the literature. Generational differences in two of these values, though statistically
significant, varied in directions opposite of that described in the literature.

Generational differences in traditional values related to Police Administration,
Policy, Sexism, Territory, and Racism varied in directions predicted in the literature.
Younger generations appear to be more suspicious of police administrators, more
likely to view policy negatively, and seem to be less territorial than officers from
older generations. Older officers appear more likely to believe police work is better
performed by white officers rather than persons of color, and by males rather
than females. This generally supports contentions in the literature suggesting
traditional police values are tinged with racism and sexism. Interestingly, as with
the generation values discussed earlier, strength of association measures for these
values are very low.
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ANOVA values for Sin and Secrecy were both significant. However, post hoc analysis
indicates generational differences in these values occur in directions not predicted
by the literature. Alcohol and drug abuse, and sexual indiscretions are, according
to the literature, considered to be occupational hazards; the literature also suggests
that traditionally those officers who succumb to these temptations are to be treated
with a degree of sympathy and understanding (Crank, 1998). Data presented
here suggest this is not the case. Officers from older generations are less likely to
demonstrate understanding or empathy with Sin than are officers from younger
generations. Similarly, the traditional police culture is portrayed in the literature
as valuing departmental secrecy—a desire to keep the internal workings of the
department shielded from the prying eyes of the press and citizenry (Crank, 1998).
Data presented here suggest Secrecy is highly valued by police officers; however, it
is the younger generations (active officers) who value departmental secrecy more
so than officers from older generations (retired officers). Eta’ values for Sin and
Secrecy are 0.053 and 0.059, respectively. The R* value for Secrecy is 0.077; the R*
value for Sin is not significant.

Additional Considerations

In addition to generation, the relationship between police values and several
demographic variables was examined. For all of the excitement surrounding
presumed generational differences in policing, two additional variables—(1) Rank
and (2) Seniority—appear to impact police values more so than generation. The
importance of Rank and Seniority within the police culture has long been recognized
in the literature (e.g., Barker, 1999; Reuss-lanni, 1983). Seniority forms the basis for
Barker’s typology, while Reuss-lanni insists two distinct police cultures exist—
(1) a line culture and (2) a management culture. Univariate relationships between
Rank and Seniority, and police values were compared with univariate relationships
between Age and these same police values. The relative impact of Rank, Seniority,
and Age-Decade on police values is evident from data provided in Tables 4 and 5.
These data suggest Age is a more consistent and powerful indicator of a generation
values difference than Rank or Seniority. The picture changes dramatically,
however, when examining the impact of these variables on traditional police
values. The relationship between traditional police values such as Racism, Sexism,
Police Administrators, Policy, Secrecy, and Age is not nearly as robust as are the
relationships between these values and Rank and Seniority.
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Table 6. Traditional Police Values, Age, and Demographic Variables

Age- Dept.
Decade Age  Seniority Education Gender Race Rank Size
Value Eta’ R? R’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ Eta’ R’
Dept. Stress (21) -- - -- - - - - -
Racism (22) - 0.021***  0.030*** - - 0.091***  0.008* -
Gun Control (23) - - - - 0.017*  0.062** - -
Police 0.037* 0.029***  0.033*** - - - 0.100%** -
Administrators
Policy (25) - 0.017**  0.025*** -- - - 0.110** -
Sexism (26) 0.031** 0.013* 0.009* 0.033* 0.150%** - -- 0.007*
Territoriality (27)  0.062***  0.039***  0.021*** 0.023* -- 0.016*** 0.043* 0.012*
Force (28) - - - - -- - - 0.024***
Street Justice (29) - - - - - - - 0.028***
Cover Fellow - - - - -- 0.011** - 0.024***
Officers (30)
Suspicion (31) - - - 0.023* - - - -
Distrust Citizens - - - - - - - 0.016**
(32)
Sin (33) 0.052** 0.013**  0.017** - - - - 0.015**
Distrust - - - - - 0.026** 0.090*** 0.007*
Supervisor (34)
Undermine 0.017* - - - - - 0.052*  0.052*
Policy (35)
Secrecy (36) 0.060***  0.042***  0.052*** -- -- -- 0.065* --

*0.05 level of significance
**0.01 level of significance
**0.001 level of significance

Summary

Six measures of generation were employed to examine 20 generation values.
ANOVArevealed significant generational differences in only six of these values, and
with only four values was the generation value difference consistent with patterns
described in the literature. Of the 20 generation values examined, generational
differences are evident in Recreation, Job Importance, Fun, and Job Identity, and, with
the exception of Recreation, the strength of association values for these three values
is very weak. In short, data suggest that Recreation (equal emphasis on work and
recreation) represents the most potent generational distinction, distantly followed
by Job Identity and Job Importance.

Six measures of generation were employed to examine 16 traditional police values.
ANOVA revealed significant generational differences in seven traditional police
values: (1) Territory, (2) Administration, (3) Policy, (4) Sexism, (5) Racism, (6) Sin, and
(7) Secrecy. Generational differences contrary to those predicted in the literature
emerged in two of these values: (1) Sin and (2) Secrecy. The literature suggests
traditional police culture was characterized by acceptance of sin (i.e., sex, drug, and
alcohol abuses). If true, older generations would be more accepting of weaknesses
in these areas. Data here suggest the opposite is true. It is younger (active) officers
who expressed more tolerance for these abuses (Eta’= 0.053; R* not significant).
Similarly, the literature suggests traditional police culture valued secrecy—a desire
to hide police activity from the prying eyes of the media and citizenry. Data here
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suggest, again contrary to the literature, that it is younger (active) officers who
value departmental secrecy more than older officers (Eta’= 0.059; R*= 0.077).

Generational differences in the remaining five values varied in the direction predicted
by the literature. Generational differences with regard to the Territory value proved
to be the most robust (Eta’= 0.080; R*= 0.062), indicating younger generations are
less territorial than their older counterparts. Generational differences in Racism and
Sexism also follow patterns predicted by the literature, although the strength of
association measures are weak (Eta®= 0.036 for Racism and 0.031 for Sexism; R*=0.021
for Racism but not significant for Sexism). These data suggest younger generations
are more tolerant of racial and gender diversity than are older generations, although
generation alone accounts for very little of this variance.

It would seem from the data that older officers view police administrators in a more
positive light than do younger officers, although the difference is marginal (Eta’=
0.037; R* not significant); and that older officers view police policy more positively
than younger officers, although both Eta’ and R* values were not significant.

Implications

Data here suggest the essence of generational differences in this sample centers
around the values of Recreation, Job Importance, Job Identity, and Fun. As predicted
in the literature, younger officers are more likely than older officers to value
equal emphasis on work and play, and are less likely to consider the police role
as their primary identity or the police function as their primary mission in life.
Data also suggest younger officers are less supportive of police supervisors
and police policy and that they are more insistent than older officers that the
job be fun. Additionally, younger officers appear to be more tolerant of sin and
more supportive of departmental secrecy. The literature identifies this “lack of
commitment” as a primary source of generational conflict within the workplace.
These values do not bode well for police managers, supervisors, or the general
public. Such a constellation of values translates to, as some literature suggests,
police cadres focused more on personal enjoyment than civic duty and service.
We must not forget, however, that these data suggest younger officers are less
territorial and more tolerant of racial and gender differences.

What are the implications of these generational differences for service delivery
and management? First of all, care must be taken not to make too much of
these differences. The most robust differences in terms of generation values and
traditional police values are weak. It must be remembered that for several values,
variables such as Rank and Seniority are far more powerful in explaining value
differences than generation is.

Weakness of generational impact is more evident with regard to the supposed
erosion of traditional police values. However, “erosion” of traditional police
values, such as it is, is not all negative. These data suggest younger officers are
more tolerant of racial and gender differences and less territorial than their older
coworkers. This should encourage police managers, and in an age of community
policing, these qualities bode well for the profession. Younger officers may be better
equipped than older officers to function in culturally diverse environments.
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We are left with three general points to remember as we deal with generational
differences in the police environment:

1. Generational difference is, to some degree, a “glass half empty or half full”
issue. The vast majority of supposed differences did not materialize in this
study, and many differences that did emerge were weak or varied in directions
not predicted by the literature. It may be dangerous to read too much into
generation as an explanation of value differences among police officers. Variables
such as Rank and Seniority are more explanatory for many police values. Indeed,
many tensions among police officers are more likely reflections of difference in
maturity, work experience, and job responsibilities than of generation.

2. Generational difference is inconsistent. It is very common for younger officers
to express values consistent with older generations and vice versa. We must not
paint all persons with the same brush, but we must seek out those individuals
possessing the traits and values we desire. A thorough hiring process makes it
possible to screen for applicants who meet department standards regardless of
age or generation. In other words, it is still possible to find and recruit qualified
new officers. Candidates who are highly qualified for hire and/or promotion
may well have birth dates later than 1964.

3. Generational difference, small as it is, is not all bad. Younger police officers
appear to be more accepting of diversity and more willing to embrace persons
different than themselves. These characteristics are encouraging.

For the most part, generational differences that exist must be taken with a grain of
salt. Individual candidates and officers will vary across the board in their values.
However, these data suggest the predictive value of generational differences
may be overrated. Good and bad candidates and officers are to be found in all
age groups. We must focus our hiring, promotion, and retention practices not on
generation values but on the values we, as a profession, hope to advance. This will
vary, from agency to agency, but the simple fact is this: the values perpetuated in
any police agency depend on what values that agency considers to be important,
for which values that agency chooses to screen, which values that agency chooses
to instill in its members, and the effort and resources that agency chooses to devote
to the process. This has always been the case. It appears, therefore, that most of
the hoopla about generation is, in some respects, much ado about nothing. As a
profession, we will be better served by identifying those values we wish to nurture
and perpetuate in policing and by devoting our efforts to recruiting, promoting,
and training individuals who share these values, regardless of age. Persons
holding the appropriate values exist at all age levels. We need to take the time to
screen for them.
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Appendix A

Respondents were asked to indicate level of agreement with the following
statements on a 7-point Likert scale where “7” equals “Strongly Agree” and “1”
equals “Strongly Disagree.”

Generation Values

NSO Uk W

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

. Most supervisors have earned their position and deserve my respect.
. Being promoted is very important to me.

Hard work is its own reward.

. Recreational activities are more important to me than work activities.

. My job is the most important role in my life.

. Individual goals should be subordinated to team goals.

. I gain more satisfaction from my personal accomplishments than from team

success.

. When I took my present job, I made a long-term commitment to my

employer.

. It is important for at least one parent not to work and to stay at home with

preschool-aged children.

I will not work someplace where I am not having fun.

Technology is essential to remaining competent in the workplace and is a key
to recreational enjoyment in my private life.

The world is a precarious place, but I am optimistic that the future holds
promise for me personally and professionally.

Civic participation, in some form, is a duty and honor. All citizens should be
eager to participate.

We should all look and dress our best to make the best impression possible on
those with whom we interact.

Patience is a virtue. We must be prepared to sacrifice, work hard, and wait for
our reward.

Young people are entitled to the same benefits as older workers enjoy. There
should be no difference between them if they are doing the same work.

One should have pride in one’s work. If you are not proud of what you do for
a living, you probably should not be doing it.

My work is a way to make a living and pay the bills. How I feel about the job
is not important.

My job is the best descriptor of who and what I am.

Careers are portable. I will change jobs and/or employers to secure the best
situation for myself.
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Appendix B

Respondents were asked to indicate level of agreement with the following
statements on a 7-point Likert scale where “7” equals “Strongly Agree” and “1”
equals “Strongly Disagree.”

Traditional Police Values

21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

38

Most of the job stress I feel comes from my department rather than the public.
White officers make better cops than do people of color.

We need stricter gun control laws to keep guns off the street.

Police administrators are out of touch with the day-to-day experiences of line
officers.

Most police policy is unnecessary “bullshit.”

Men are better suited to perform police work than women.

My beat, cases, and assignments are my business. I resent intrusion from other
officers.

An officer reluctant to use force when treated disrespectfully by a citizen is a
poor police officer.

A little “street justice” is sometimes necessary to compensate for our
inconsistent and undependable court system.

Cops should always “cover” for a fellow officer if he or she does something
wrong.

Citizens cannot be trusted. The only persons I can really trust are other cops.
Most citizens dislike police officers.

Drugs, alcohol abuse, sex, and violence are part of the police officer’s world.
We should be understanding of officers who develop weaknesses in these
areas.

Police supervisors do not trust line officers.

Line officers can easily sabotage management policy and decisions.

Police departments should strive to protect their activities from external
scrutiny by the press and public.
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The Impact of Technology on
Domestic Abuse: The Influence of
Digital Communication on the Theory
of Power and Control

Lynn Atkinson Tovar, EdD, Assistant Professor, Justice, Law and Public
Safety Studies Department, Lewis University

Introduction

Ten years ago, the ritual of relationship building was communicated by the
closeness of partners’ bodies, tone of voice, or the words they spoke. Whether it
is a gentle smile or a stern look, the message is clear—mnot only to the people in
the relationship but to those around them. Now, you look around and you see
people with their heads face down texting messages on their cell phones as fast
as their fingers can fly. Social physical communication has been lost to the age
of technology and digital communication. Because text messaging has become a
global phenomenon, it is important to study the connection between its usage and
relationship building. Cell phones, cameras, and text messaging are considered a
positive, yet sometimes an addicting way of staying in constant contact. Can the
addiction erode into a mechanism to control another person’s behavior? Has it
become another tool for domestic abusers to constantly watch, manipulate, and
dominate the behavior of their partners?

The relevance of power and control in domestic relationships has been studied
extensively by the police, social workers, educators, and theorists. However,
relatively little research has examined power and control in situations where
technology, in particular the usage of the cell phone’s text messaging feature, may
influence domestic abuse and stalking among college students. This paper offers
an examination of digital communication and its availability to control, exert
power, and alter a partner’s behavior within a domestic relationship. Domestic
abuse occurs irrespective of one’s religion, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, age,
or financial status. It occurs in rural and urban communities. It has been referred to
as the “invisible crime” (Joseph, 2006) because it is often perpetrated behind closed
doors. The victim is either embarrassed and/or fearful of reporting the abuse to
police or family members. The economic cost to society is immense as a result of
lost wages due to missing work or school, medical care, police investigations, and
judicial prosecutions.

To have an understanding of the connection between digital communication and
domestic relationships among college students, we first describe domestic abuse,
including the theories of power and control, and psychological and emotional
abuse. We discuss how domestic abusers are using mobile (cellular) phones to
communicate threats, and finally how technology is being utilized by abusers
to stalk their intimate partners. We then analyze data retrieved from a survey
distributed to college students regarding whether digital communication is
being utilized as a means to control or stalk an intimate partner in a relationship.
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Finally, we challenge colleges and universities to educate students to “eliminate
the negative uses of electronic communication while preserving their significant
contributions to education and social connections” (Subrahmanyam & Greenfield,
2008).

The Extent of Domestic Abuse in lllinois

Domestic abuse is one of the biggest crime problems existing in the United States
and in particular in the Chicagoland area. In the U.S., a women is beaten every 15
seconds. Atleast 95.0% of all cases of partner abuse involve a man beating a woman.
Children who witness violence in their homes begin to believe it is normal. They
can believe it is an acceptable way to control someone else (American Medical
Association, 2009). In 2001, the Illinois State Police recorded approximately 95,000
domestic violence offenses representing an 18.5% increase over the year 2000’s
statistics. Eighty-five percent of non-family domestic crimes are accounted for by
a boyfriend/ girlfriend relationship. In the City of Chicago, in the year 2000, over
205,000 domestic violence calls were received. The Chicago Police Department
arrested over 13,000 people for domestic battery alone (Mujeres: Latinas en Accidn,
n.d.). The term domestic abuse is used to describe a variety of abusive or violent
acts occurring in a domestic setting which can include spousal abuse, child abuse,
abuse of another family member, and abuse in dating and same sex relationships.
However, it is male violence against women which generates the most attention.
The Department of Justice along with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
uses the National Crime Victimization Survey to gather information about
the relationship between victim and offender, and they have developed four
categories to describe relationships: (1) intimate, (2) friend/acquaintance, (3)
other family, and (4) stranger. For the purpose of this paper, relationships will
fall into the intimate category. The term intimate is more commonly used to refer
to anyone in a very close personal relationship, frequently a sexual relationship.
The U.S. Bureau of Justice and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) currently use the term intimate partner violence to refer to violence between
spouses; ex-spouses; or separated spouses, cohabiters, ex-cohabiters, boyfriends,
ex-boyfriends, girlfriends, ex-girlfriends, same partners, or ex-same partners
(Ashcroft, 2001; CDC, 2006). Abuse can exist along a continuum from a single
incident of violence to ongoing battering and verbal harassment. Primarily
intimate partner violence can fall into four types of behavior: (1) physical abuse,
(2) sexual abuse, (3) threats, and (4) emotional abuse (CDC, 2006). Physical abuse
is when a person hurts or tries to hurt a partner by using physical force. Sexual
abuse is forcing a partner to take part in a sexual act when the other partner does
not consent. Threats can be of a physical or sexual nature, which might include
the use of words, gestures, weapons, or other means to communicate the intent of
harm on the victim by the offender. Emotional abuse is threatening a partner or their
loved one’s pets or harming the partner’s self-worth. An abuser can stalk, name
call, intimidate, or prohibit his or her partner from seeing friends and family for
the purpose of controlling and exerting power over his or her partner’s behavior
and actions (CDC, 2006). Digital communication technology potentially provides
unlimited accessibility for an abuser to wield control over an intimate relationship,
especially within the college student population who are more comfortable with
the new technology.
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