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Abstract
	There are three levels of socialization regarding the way individuals interested in law enforcement learn their trade: the anticipatory level, the formal level, and the informal level.  Thus, the process of learning necessary skills one can apply to his or her law enforcement career begins at the anticipatory stage of socialization.  This study examines the use of deadly force by surveying individuals in the anticipatory level: criminology students, and any potential differences between those students who wish to pursue law enforcement officer careers and those who choose to seek work in other justice-related professions.  The study was accomplished by survey of 372 participants, utilization of three scenarios, and an analysis applying ordinary least squares regression (OLS).  Findings reveal the levels of use of deadly force by individuals having no desire to become law enforcement officers were higher in each of the vignettes than the levels of use of deadly force applied by individuals who desired to become law enforcement officers.
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Use of Deadly Force and Choice of Justice Career:  Are There Differences Between Criminology Students Who Wish to Become a Law Enforcement Officer Versus Those Who Choose Another Justice-Related Career?
Introduction
Civilized societies exist through what the English philosopher Thomas Hobbes referred to, in 1651 in his book Leviathan, as social contracts.  Vold, Bernard, and Snipes (2002) note that Hobbes refers to a social contract as “something like a peace treaty that everyone signs because they are exhausted from the war of each against all” (p. 16).  In other words, we are engaged in a co-existence defining that each person must give up some of his or her personal freedoms to enjoy the protection of living in a civilized society.  Accordingly, the idea of a social contract implies the necessity of the application of certain mores and values that are prescribed according to the majority, or ruling, members of that society.  Such mores and values may eventually become established as laws.
Law is defined as “a body of rules of action or conduct prescribed by controlling authority, and having binding legal force” (Black’s Law Dictionary, 1979, p. 795).  Chamelin (2006) notes that humans have a history for the need of law.  The laws of a society are designed to protect the members of the social contract by requiring that all members of that society act and behave in a specified manner.  When certain individuals deviate from that specified manner of behavior, they are subject to penalties ranging from nominal discipline, such as verbal warnings and/or paying fines, to custodial discipline resulting in their loss of freedom. 
 Kane (2002) states the argument has been made that formal agents of social control must be used “when communities are unable to exercise informal social control due to the absence of shared values and customs” (p. 869).  We commonly know these formal agents in our society as law enforcement officers.      
As noted by Manzoni and Eisner (2006), being a law enforcement officer means enacting a role that is one of the more dangerous occupations of modern society.  Policing, being one of the more demanding and dangerous occupations, would necessarily involve the possibility of physical risk or harm.  Homant, Kennedy, and Howton (1993) posit that it is a logical assumption that individuals who choose to become a law enforcement officer are aware of and prepared to accept the potential for serious physical harm.  However, whatever the level of risk, these officers are also subject to the same laws they are duty-bound to uphold and enforce.  Moreover, they are bound by certain laws that establish specifically how they are to perform their job duties.  
Police Use of Force and Deadly Force
       According to Alpert, Dunham, and MacDonald (2004) the optimum result in any police-citizen encounter is for the officer to gain control of the situation, ”including using dominating force when officers sense a heightened level of threat from a suspect and believe that an attempt to de-escalate the encounter would be futile” (p. 476).  MacDonald, Kaminski, Alpert, and Tennenbaum (2001) believe that the officer’s level of force in any given situation is influenced by the officer’s belief of the danger being confronted, whether such belief is real or merely perceived.  Other studies show that it is the behavior of the suspect that is the cause for an officer’s deployment of force (Langan, Greenfeld, Smith, Durose, and Levin, D. J., 2001; Son, Davis, and Rome, D. M., 1998).  
	Although Greenfeld, Langan, and Smith (1999), note that officers generally resort to using force in less than one percent of encounters, it is apparent that the use of deadly force by law enforcement officers may be one of the decisions that the officers must make when performing their duties.  Walker and Katz (2008) state such a decision regarding life or death is, unfortunately, the ultimate decision that must be made by certain law enforcement officers in the course of their professional careers.  According to Waegel (1984), this ultimate life-and-death decision has been a social issue of critical proportions since the 1960s and early part of the 1970s.  
	Bittner (1979) states that “the policeman, and the policeman alone is equipped, entitled and required to deal with every exigency in which force may have to be used” (p. 34).  According to Walker and Katz (2008), it is an officer’s ability to utilize coercive force that is the key feature of law enforcement.  Lawton (2007) mirrors this belief by stating it is the threat of use of force, or the actual use of force, that distinguishes the role of the police officer.  
	Law enforcement officers are entitled to use force that is reasonable and necessary to effect arrests or to protect themselves or others (Dempsey, 1992).  Dempsey states that necessary force is using only the amount of force that is necessary to resolve the situation.  According to Petrowski (2005), reasonable force is the necessary force that can be applied to legally resolve a situation.  Lawton (2007) states that using force is in reality the officer’s willingness to use the law, and that the amount of force used is the amount of the law that is being applied to the given situation.  This includes the use of deadly force.  
When a law enforcement officer utilizes deadly force to deal with a specific situation the officer is applying a level of discretion.  Braswell, McCarthy, and McCarthy (2002) have defined discretion as simply “the power to make a choice” (p. 92).  Thus, a law enforcement officer must make a choice regarding whether to use deadly force.  This choice, this discretion, is based on his or her learning during the various stages of socialization which include the anticipatory stage, the training stage, and the informal stage.  If the officer’s discretion allows him or her to apply deadly force when it is not legally appropriate the officer faces the possibility of criminal and civil liability.  
Therefore, it is important to ensure that the law being taught to individuals planning to become, and who become, law enforcement officers comports to the federal laws and mandates regarding the same subject of study.  This includes, but is not limited to, the amount of force a law enforcement officer is legally entitled to use while in the performance of his or her duties.    
Socialization Stages in Law Enforcement
Law enforcement officers, as well as other criminology and/or criminal justice professionals, go through three stages of socialization in the process of becoming part of a criminal justice organization.  Stojkovic, Kalinich, and Klofas (2003) note these three stages of socialization are anticipatory socialization, formal socialization, and informal socialization.  The first stage involves individuals who are anticipating entering into the criminal justice profession; the second stage entails those in training, such as in academies or initial on-the-job programs; and the third stage consists of learning from peers once the individual has become an established criminal justice professional (Stojkovic et al.).  
Stojkovic et al. (2003) note that the first stage, the anticipatory socialization stage, is a reflection of  individuals who “look forward to the demands and expectations of their future job” (p. 223).  Bennett (1984) states that the individuals at this stage begin developing their own attitudes, behaviors, and values to mirror those they believe are part of, or consistent with, the occupation they have chosen to pursue.  Such individuals in the anticipatory socialization stage of their criminal justice careers include criminology students.   
The second socialization stage, formal socialization, is considered to be the stage at which the formalized training begins.  Stojkovic et al. (2003) state that individuals at this stage have actually joined “a particular occupation” (p. 223).  They believe that this level involves a “reference group” that provides recruits, such as law enforcement cadets, with “normative prescriptions for the attitudes and behaviors for the recruits”, while enveloping the “recruits into an occupational role” (Stojkovic et al., 2003, p. 223).  Indeed, as discussed by McCauley and Claus (2007), it is in training that police officers learn to apply a translation of the established laws and policies into the actions the officers will use once they are on the streets.      
The third and final socialization stage, informal socialization, represents the stage at which the individuals become full-fledged members of the organization.  For purposes of law enforcement, this would equate to those who have successfully completed their respective training academies and are now sworn law enforcement officers.  Bennett (1984) concluded that the process of socializing to police norms by new officers continues from level of the formal socialization stage through the inception of this stage.  Moreover, Bennett believes that it is at this stage that the need to gain support and acceptance by the senior officers influences the new officers to quickly learn their job duties.  Stojkovic et al. (2003) believe that this is the stage where peer groups are of utmost importance and influence, and the daily job routine shapes the role of the individual.  They are also quick to warn, however, that it is at this stage that law enforcement officers may experience an etching away of the positive values they attained at the law enforcement academy because of “cynicism, alienation, and even corruption” (p. 224). 
Purpose of Study
McElvain and Kposowa (2008) performed a study that looked, in part, at whether an officer with a college education is more or less likely to use deadly force than an officer without such an education.  The results of their study revealed that officers possessing a college education were 40% less likely to shoot in a situation than were officers without a college education.  Therefore, interest was stirred for the present study to look at whether levels of shooting would vary among college educated individuals in a criminology discipline depending on whether they intended to enter law enforcement as an officer.        
Thus, this study utilized individuals in the anticipatory socialization stage of their criminal justice careers; namely, criminology students.  While it can be said that the individuals in the anticipatory socialization stage of their criminal justice careers do anticipate with eagerness the demands and expectations of their future jobs, it cannot be said that all criminology students anticipate or desire becoming law enforcement officers.  Therefore, this study sought to determine whether there is a difference in the levels of use of deadly force between individuals in the anticipatory stage of their criminal justice careers who choose to become law enforcement officers, versus those individuals who choose not to become a law enforcement officer.  
Method
Population and Sample Size
	The population for this study are undergraduate university students who are majoring or minoring in the study of criminology.  For purposes of this research, the minimum number of fully completed surveys needed for the sample was 252 (n = 252).  The researcher derived the minimum number for the sample size by utilizing a general power analysis computer program, described by Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, and Buchner (2007), known as G*Power.  
	The concept of power for purposes of this study is the probability that a test will reject the null hypothesis, that there is no difference in the levels of use of deadly force between criminology students who choose to become law enforcement officers versus criminology students who do not choose to become law enforcement officers, when the null hypothesis is true.  Cohen (1992) notes that a value that is materially smaller than .8 creates the risk of a Type II error.  So, when entering three groups (predictors), a power of .95, and a medium effect size of f = .25 into the G*Power program, the program computed that the minimum total sample should be 252 (n = 252) at the conventional .05 alpha level.  
	By utilizing a minimum sample size of 252, threats to statistical conclusion validity should not be an issue in this research.  A minimum of 252 criminology students who complete the surveys will provide the researcher with a large enough sample from which to draw a necessary degree of assurance that the sample size will accurately represent the undergraduate criminology student population at the university.  It should be noted here, however, that the sample size obtained (N=372) was actually larger than the suggested minimum size, thus increasing the power.        
	The actual survey instrument consisted of scenarios and questions.  By using these scenarios and questions data were collected from the criminology students in relation to their levels of use of deadly force.  Sampling was conducted by using a random sample of 47 undergraduate criminology classes offered in the Spring of 2008 semester at a university.  Random selection was performed by utilization of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), which assured each of the 47 classes had an equal opportunity to be selected for purposes of the study. 
	The surveys administered in each class were assigned in the one of three deadly force laws: No Law (representing a control group); Section 508 of the Pennsylvania Crimes Code (the law governing use of deadly force by law enforcement personnel in Pennsylvania); and the law established under the United States Supreme Court in Tennessee v. Garner.  Thus, when the classes were randomly selected, and the law assignment starting level was determined, the first class in that level was assigned to the No Law (Control) group, the second class selected was assigned to the Section 508 Law group, the third class selected was assigned to the Tennessee v. Garner Law group, etc.  This would allow an observation of the uses of deadly force based on the individuals’ personal beliefs, or application of an established law, depending upon which survey group the criminology student was randomly assigned.  Thus, the examination of levels of use of deadly force can be performed both under three separate vignettes, but also under three separate laws.
Survey Questions
Demographics
	 There were initially 392 surveys distributed for this study.  To ensure that only criminology students who are truly in their anticipatory stage of their criminal justice careers were included in the study, two questions were asked of the participants relating to their major and minor fields of study at the university.   Individuals who participated in the study, but did not indicate a major or minor in criminology, were removed from the study (n = 5).  This was necessary for purposes of assuring that the individuals who participated in this survey were those who are in the anticipatory level of the socialization stage identified by Stojkovic et al. (2003).    
	In addition, responses were elicited from the participants to determine whether they are attending a police academy for purposes of training to be a law enforcement officer, or have ever attended such an academy for this specific training purpose.  This was done for the same rationale as removing those who are not criminology students.  They were removed (n = 5) because they are not in the anticipatory stage of their careers, but are more properly identified as being in their formal socialization stage.  
	An additional group was removed from the survey.  Any of the participants who indicated in their responses to specific questioning that they were, or are, a law enforcement officer were also removed from the study (n = 4).  This was done for the same rationale as removing those that are not criminology students or those that have attended or are attending a police academy for purposes of training to be a law enforcement officer.  They are not in the anticipatory stage of their careers.  In fact, they would be considered in the third and final stage of the profession socialization process, the informal stage. 
	Finally, six individuals chose not to participate in the study.   This was done by either failing to complete a survey, or submitting an incomplete, survey.  The resulting 372 participants constituted a 95% response rate.
	One of the questions asked of the 372 participants was “Ideally, what level or type of law enforcement officer do you wish to become?”  The participants were directed to select only one answer from the list of potential answers provided.  The potential answers range from “Local” to “None”.  These responses were utilized to place each of the criminology students in one of two groupings for purposes of the data analysis. These groups include those interested in becoming a law enforcement officer (designated LE) and those not interested in becoming a law enforcement officer (designated NLE).  
Vignettes
Vignettes have been used in prior research focused on police type actions and behaviors.  Mendias and Kehoe (2006) used vignettes in their study of police discretionary powers.  In addition, Chappell and Piquero (2003) employed the use of vignettes to examine levels of police misconduct.  Moreover, Klockars, Ivkovic, Harver, and Haberfeld (1997) used vignettes when measuring levels of police integrity,  
The following three vignettes were used in this study.  The first vignette was specifically developed for this study.  This hypothetical situation was designed to represent an actual offense in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which takes a theft situation and changes the offense from a misdemeanor to a felony by the fact that the theft is occurring during a man-made disaster, a power outage.  The second vignette is a variation of a vignette used by McCauley and Claus (2007) in a discussion regarding whether Pennsylvania law exceeded the level of the use of deadly force standard set under Tennessee v. Garner.  The third vignette is an adaptation of the actual facts in the case of Tennessee v. Garner.
Vignette 1

You are working the Midnight to 8 a.m. shift.  Your municipality experiences a power outage or failure beginning at 3:15 a.m.  You stop in front of a local convenience store at 3:30 a.m. while on patrol, and you see the store clerk standing in the parking lot of the store talking with the driver of the local refuse truck.  The clerk has a battery powered lantern setting on the counter of the store next to the register.  You enter the front of the store and notice the register is open.  You proceed toward the back to get a bottle of water from the refrigerated area.  As you are selecting the bottle of water, an individual enters the front of the store and looks back out the front window to determine whether the clerk is still talking with the driver.  The individual has not noticed you.  You then see the individual step behind the counter and begin emptying the contents of the cash register into a shopping bag.  You notice a 9 millimeter handgun sticking out of the suspect’s waistband.  You draw your weapon, identify yourself as a law enforcement officer, and order the suspect onto the floor.  The suspect looks at you, yells obscenities, and begins to run out of the store.  

Vignette 2

It is 2:45 a.m. You witness a minor traffic violation.  You pull over the vehicle, and approach to speak with the driver. As you get beside the driver’s side door, you request the driver’s license, vehicle registration, and proof of insurance. The driver seems to be nervous. As you are waiting by the driver’s side door for the driver to comply with your request, you notice a partially closed cardboard box on the passenger side floor in which there are a number of plastic sandwich bags which appear to contain crack cocaine.  You also notice a 9 millimeter handgun sticking out from between the console and the passenger seat. You begin to draw your weapon, while ordering the driver to surrender the firearm. The driver reacts by placing the vehicle in drive and stepping on the vehicle’s accelerator.  

Vignette 3

It is 2:00 a.m. You are dispatched to a “prowler inside” call. You park down the street from the reported break-in, and begin to work your way up the street to the scene of the offense. A neighbor informs you the people that own the house are on vacation, he heard glass breaking in back of the house, and believes “someone” or a “group” illegally entered the house. You draw your weapon and approach the rear of the house. As you walk around to the back of the house, you hear the back door open and see a suspect running out of the house and across the back yard. You notice a 9 millimeter handgun sticking out of the suspect’s back pocket. You identify yourself and order the suspect to stop, but the suspect continues to run.  
	
	No specific demographic variables were placed in the vignettes regarding the suspect’s age, race, gender, etc., so as to control for any variance in the use of force that could be attributed to these demographic variables.  It was also specifically designed that each of the vignette suspects would possess the identical type of firearm.  This was done for purposes of controlling against variation of participant use of force based upon the type weapon possessed by the suspect.  
	Each vignette was designed to test the level of use of deadly force applied by each participant.  Each vignette ends with the same question, “Based on applying the law just discussed regarding the use of deadly force, what is the probability that you as a law enforcement officer will shoot the suspect to prevent the escape?”  This question was specifically designed to avoid situations where the participant may choose to fire what is commonly referred to as a warning shot.  Therefore, it was necessary to explicitly ask if each participant would shoot the suspect in each vignette.  
	In the instructions preceding all three of the vignettes the participants were advised that the vignette suspects were engaging in felony offenses.  The participants were provided with the following assumptions for each of the vignettes: “(1) You are a law enforcement officer assigned to this specific jurisdiction; and (2) This jurisdiction considers each of the offenses in the scenarios to be felonies.”  This was done to apply a level of uniformity to the vignettes, as well as to minimize potential outside influence on the participant’s responses to the vignette questions based on their perceived level of crime severity.  In essence, the study sought to avoid any uncontrolled variance or influence based on the participants’ concern whether the subject in a particular vignette was engaged in a felony, misdemeanor, or summary offense.        
Survey Responses
	Responses to the questions in this survey were recorded by the participants in one of two ways, depending on the response options provided in the survey. The first way was that the participant merely checked the appropriate answer space to the question, or checked the appropriate space and wrote in his or her response, or simply wrote in the response.  The second way responses were measured was by utilization of a visual analog scale, commonly referred to as a ten-centimeter line.  This measure included a response line with a pair of descriptors located at opposite ends of the line.  The arrows between the response line and the descriptors indicated where the end points were for each line.  The descriptors used, depending upon the nature of the question or statement provided, were grouped as “Totally Disagree” and “Totally Agree” or “Definitely Not Shoot” and Definitely Shoot”.  Thus, the participants were offered a continuum for their responses.  
	DeVellis (2003) notes this type of response category is “especially useful for measuring phenomena before and after some intervening event” (p. 82).  Thus, this response category was extremely useful when asking the participants the key question in this survey, “Based on the law just discussed regarding the use of deadly force, what is the probability that you as a law enforcement officer will shoot the suspect to prevent the escape?”  This response category provided a sensitive level of measurement for the participants’ responses immediately following each of the scenarios.  
	The recorded results of the levels of use of deadly force were measured, by using a visual analog, based on the participants’ decision of whether to “Definitely Not Shoot” or “Definitely Shoot”, or any response in between these two descriptors.  The level of either the LE or the NLE group was then recorded for each of the three scenarios.  
Analysis Plan
	The analysis plan uses ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to assess whether there is any causal relationship between the demographic variables, LE and NLE, and the levels of use of deadly force.  Bachman and Paternoster (1997) state the purpose of multiple regression is to estimate the effects of various independent variables on the dependent variable.  Frankfort-Nachmias and Leon-Guerrero (2006) provide that the formula for estimating these effects is:
ŷ = a + b1x1 + b2x2 + . . . bkxk + e
They state that, in the formula, ŷ is the predicted score on the dependent variable; x1, etc. are the scores on the independent variables; a is the intercept variable (constant); and b1, etc. are the changes in y with a one unit change in x1, etc. when controlling for the other independent variables.  
	There are two variables of interest that are used as independent variables (indicators) for purposes of the OLS regression, representing the participant’s interest in law enforcement as a career choice; either LE or NLE.  The dependent variable is the level of use of deadly force in response to Vignettes 1, 2, and 3.    
	Desire to be a law enforcement officer was dichotomized with not interested in becoming a law enforcement officer (NLE) = 0 and Interested in becoming a law enforcement officer (LE) = 1.  The level of law enforcement officer the participant desires to be is recorded as: 0 = None; 1 = Local; 2 = State; and 3 = Federal.  The potential scores for the levels of use of deadly force, based on a ten-centimeter response line, ranged from 0 to 10 inclusive. 
OLS Descriptives and Frequencies
	Descriptive statistics for the variables used in the OLS regression were obtained for the participants.  Appendix A provides the descriptive statistics results.  These descriptive statistics evaluated the participants collectively as opposed to classifying them into one of three groups based on the law they were required to apply in the vignettes.  The results indicate that all 372 of the participants are accounted for with regard to each of the independent and dependent variables.       
Vignette 1 level of use of deadly force. 
	The scores for the use of deadly force in Vignette 1 range from 0 to 10 on the ten-centimeter scale.  The mean for this vignette is 3.37, with a median of 3 and a mode of 1.  The results indicate that the majority of the scores for the use of deadly force in this vignette range between 0 and 3.  The cumulative scores between 0 and 3, inclusive, account for 59.7% of the level of use of deadly force scoring for Vignette 1.        
Vignette 2 level of use of deadly force. 
	The scores for the use of deadly force in Vignette 2 range from 0 to 10 on the ten-centimeter scale.  The mean for this vignette is 3.81, with a median of 3 and a mode of 0.  The results indicate that the majority of the scores regarding the use of deadly force in this vignette range between 0 and 4.  The cumulative scores between 0 and 4, inclusive, account for 60.2% of the level of use of deadly force scoring for Vignette 2. 
Vignette 3 level of use of deadly force.  
	Scores for the use of deadly force in Vignette 3 range from 0 to 10 on the ten-centimeter scale.  The mean for this vignette is 3.34, with a median of 3 and a mode of 0.  The results indicate that the majority of the scores for the use of deadly force in this vignette range between 0 and 3.  The cumulative scores between 0 and 3, inclusive, account for 57.8% of the level of use of deadly force scoring for Vignette 3.   
Desire to be a law enforcement officer.  
	The mean of .60 reveals the majority of participants desire to become law enforcement officers.  The frequencies also indicate that 59.9% of the participants, a total of 223 participants, desire to be law enforcement officers, with the remaining 40.1%, 149 participants, indicating no desire to be a law enforcement officer.  
Level of law enforcement desired.  
	When reviewing the frequencies, the results reveal that, excluding those that have no desire to become law enforcement officials, the majority of participants want to become federal law enforcement officers.  Of the 223 individuals seeking to become law enforcement officers 130 (58.3%) desire to be federal law enforcement officers, 58 (26%) wish to be state law enforcement officers, and 35 (15.7%) want to be local law enforcement officers.       
OLS Regression
	OLS regression was used to assess whether there is any causal relationship or whether these variables are good predictors of response to the levels of use of deadly force.  For purposes of the OLS regression, in each of the scenarios the dependent variables remain the levels of shooting; that is, the levels of use of deadly force.  The independent variables for the regression are the desire to be a law enforcement officer.
	The reporting of the OLS regression results shall focus on the significant independent variables of interest to reveal the linear relationships with the dependent variable.  In reporting those variables, discussion will focus on the R2, F score, t-value, and the Beta weights.  
Model/Vignette 1.  
	Table 1 below reveals the OLS regression results for Model/Vignette 1.  The R2, when converted to a percentage this tells us how much variance in the dependent variable is accounted for or predicted by the independent variable.  Here, R2 = .125.  This indicates there is an association between all variable, including those not related to the desire to be a law enforcement officer, but it is not very strong.  That is, only 12.5% of the variation in the level of use of deadly force is predicted (accounted for) by the independent variables.  There remains approximately 88% of the variation in the level of use of deadly force not accounted for by the independent variables.  This is not problematic, however, as the model used in this study is not designed to explain why, other than the desire to become a law enforcement officer, the individual would shoot but simply whether or not the individual would shoot under the applicable law.

Table 1. OLS Regression Results for Model/Vignette 1

	Scenario 1
 
 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 

	(Constant)
	 1.750
	 1.477
	
	   1.185

	PA survey
	 1.333
	   .351
	      .221
	   3.792***

	TG survey
	  -.061
	   .345
	     -.010
	    -.178

	Desire to be law enforcement officer
	  -.492
	   .313
	     -.085
	  -1.573


           * Significant at the .05 level	                  R2= .125, F= 5.135(***)
           *** Significant at the .001 level

	  The F-test tests the Null Hypothesis (Ho) that all of the slopes in the equation are equal to zero.  It also tests the Null Hypothesis (Ho) that R2 = 0.  Here, the F score is 5.135.  Therefore, the Null Hypothesis is rejected because the f-test is not equal to zero and the significance level is less than .001.  Thus, at least one slope is not equal to zero and the R2 is not equal to zero. 
	The unstandardized regression coefficients, the slopes, tell us the amount of change in the dependent variable (level of use of deadly force) for every one unit increase in the independent variables.  Review of the output reveals that the desire to become a law enforcement officer is not significant under Vignette 1.  While the desire to become a law enforcement officer is not significant, it is of note that as one moves from no desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) to the desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE), there is a decrease of -1.573 in the use of deadly force.  In other words, individuals who do not desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) were more likely to use deadly force in Vignette 1 than those who desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE).  
Model/Vignette 2.  
	Table 2 below reveals the OLS regression results for Model/Vignette 2.  Model/Scenario 2 only accounts for approximately 9% of the variance (R2= .089).  Again, just as in Model/Vignette1, this is not problematic as the model used in this study is not designed to explain why, other than the desire to become a law enforcement officer, the individual would shoot but simply whether or not the individual would shoot under the applicable law.
	Just as in Model/Vignette 1, the desire to be a law enforcement officer was not statistically significant in this Model/Scenario.  However, desire to be a law enforcement officer (sig = .083) is approaching significance in this Model/Vignette.  


Table 2. OLS Regression Results for Model/Vignette 2

	
 Scenario 2
 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 

	(Constant)
	4.410
	1.581
	 
	 2.789

	PA survey
	.913
	.376
	      .144
	 2.426**

	TG survey
	-.046
	.370
	     -.007
	  -.125

	Desire to be law enforcement officer
	-.581
	.335
	     -.096
	-1.736



          * Significant at the .05 level	             R2= .089, F= 3.538(***)
          ** Significant at the .01 level
          *** Significant at the .001 level

Thus, it is, of note that as one moves from no desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) to the desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE), there is a decrease of -1.736 in the use of deadly force.  Just as in Model/Vignette 1, this is a negative association.  In other words, individuals who do not desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) were more likely to use deadly force in Vignette 2 than those who desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE).  
Model/Vignette 3.  
	Table 3 below reveals the OLS regression results for Model/Vignette 3.  Model/Vignette 3 only accounts for approximately 15% of the variance (R2= .146).  Again, just as in both Model/Vignette 1 and Model/Vignette 2, this is not a problem as the model used in this study is not designed to explain why, other than the desire to become a law enforcement officer, the individual would shoot but simply whether or not the individual would shoot under the applicable law.
	For this sample, the variable desire to be a law enforcement officer (t = -2.453, p < .05) had a significant relationship with the dependent variable in this sample.  

Table 3. OLS Regression Results for Model/Vignette 3           

	Scenario 3
 

	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 

	(Constant)
	4.062
	1.428
	 
	 2.845

	PA survey
	1.023
	.340
	      .173
	 3.010**

	TG survey
	-.029
	.334
	     -.005
	  -.088

	Desire to be law enforcement officer
	-.742
	.302
	     -.131
	-2.453*


        * Significant at the .05 level          R2= .146, F= 6.193(***)
           ** Significant at the .01 level
           *** Significant at the .001 level



	It is indicated in this Model/Vignette that individuals desiring to be law enforcement officers were significantly less likely to use deadly force that those participants who did not wish to become law enforcement officers.   Indeed, as one moves from no desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) to the desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE), there is a decrease of -2.453 in the use of deadly force.  In other words, individuals who do not desire to be a law enforcement officer (NLE) were significantly more likely to use deadly force in Vignette 2 than those who desire to become a law enforcement officer (LE).  
	Comparing the standardized slopes strengths, Beta weights, for the listed variables in this model reveals the following.  The best predictor of the level of use of deadly force in Model/Vignette 3 is the PA vignette (.173), which is then followed by desire to be a law enforcement officer (-.131).  
Conclusion
	As observed in each of the vignettes, individuals having no desire to become law enforcement officers used higher levels of use of deadly force than individuals who desired to become law enforcement officers.  This held true regardless of which law was applied for each scenario.  However, the results of these levels were not statistically significant under all three vignettes; only approaching significance in Vignette 2 and actually achieving statistical significance in Vignette 3.   Thus, there is a need for the performance of additional studies to further test whether individuals entering the criminal justice field, who do not desire to become law enforcement officers, will use deadly force at higher levels than those desiring to become law enforcement officers.  Moreover, studies could be developed which delve into the various potential reasons, aside from whether the individual was choosing to become a law enforcement officer, as to why the individual does or does not use deadly force.   
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Appendix A – OLS Descriptives


	
	
Max.
	10
	10
	10
	1
	3
	2

	
	
Min.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Std. Deviation
	2.834
	2.975
	2.775
	.491
	1.324
	.822

	
	
Mode
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2

	
	
Median
	3.00
	3.00
	3.00
	1.00
	2.00
	1.00

	
	Std. Error of Mean
	.147
	.154
	.144
	.025
	.069
	.043

	
	
Mean
	3.37
	3.81
	3.34
	.60
	1.45
	1.02

	N
	
Valid
	372
	372
	372
	372
	372
	372

	N
	
Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Scenario 1 level of shooting
	Scenario 2 level of shooting
	Scenario 3 level of shooting
	Desire to be  law  enforcement officer
	Level of law enforcement employment desired
	Law governing survey (C,TG,PA)
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