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Figure A1. Example Call for Applicants 

 
  



Figure A2: Excerpt from the Chicago Police Department Policy on Performance Evaluations 

(Employee Resource E05-01)  

 

 
  



 

Figure A3. Sensitivity Analysis for Violations of Exclusion Restriction in 2SLS  

 
 

We apply the Union of Confidence Intervals (UCI) method from Conley et al. (2012). The x-

axis, potential values of 𝛾, represents the strength of the violation of the exclusion restriction. 

Specifically, it represents the correlation between the instrument, Manager’s Cohort Complaints, 

and the second-stage error term. Figure A3 displays the results of the UCI approach proposed by 

Conley et al. (2012). The Figure shows that if 𝛾 is negative, then our point estimate would be 

underestimated. The point estimate of 𝛾 must be greater than 0.017 (the point where the lower 

bound crosses zero on the y-axis) to make the estimate of Manager’s Complaints statistically 

insignificant at the 5% level. This is approximately 12% of the first-stage effect (.017/.14).  

 

To assess whether this is large or small requires a “story” about how the exclusion restriction 

could be violated. Our best story is as follows:
1
 In the police academy, officers form social 

connections with their cohort members that last for the rest of their careers. Thus, when the 

officers are promoted to managers, they bring their cohort members around their subordinates. In 

doing so, the manager’s academy cohort members have a direct effect on the manager’s 

subordinates, influencing them to increase their misconduct.
2
 With this in mind, our sensitivity 

analysis suggests that the direct effect of the manager’s cohort members would (in aggregate) 

need to be 12% as strong as the direct effect of the manager on the subordinate’s misconduct. 

Given that only about 4% of a manager’s cohort members even reside in the same unit (cohorts 

are divided into 25 different geographic units after graduating), this seems implausible. 
 

                                                 
1 We thank the Associate Editor for pointing this out as a potential violation. 
2 We find this implausible, given that the manager’s cohort members can only have informal influence on the 

manager’s subordinates and we don’t find any evidence of social influence by the managers themselves (see Section 

5.2, Table 4, Models 3 and 4). Instead, we only find evidence of formal managerial influence (through the annual 

review mechanism; Section 5.2, Table 4, Models 5 and 6). 



Table A1. Data Description  

 

The table below describes the raw data used for the analysis. All data, except the annual review data, were obtained from the Invisible Institute and 

are available for download at https://github.com/invinst/chicago-police-data/tree/master/data/unified_data. Annual review data were obtained by 

the authors through a Freedom of Information Act request.  

 

  

https://github.com/invinst/chicago-police-data/tree/master/data/unified_data


Data Source Description Files Used Period Covered 

and exclusions 

made 

Variables 

Used 

Variable Definition 

Complaints Contains complaints regarding 

Chicago Police. Includes 

complaints made by civilians as 

well as other officers. During the 

period, there were a variety of 

agencies responsible for 

investigating complaints, including 

CPD’s Bureau of Internal Affairs, 

Office of Professional Standards 

(OPS), Independent Police Review 

Authority (IPRA), and Civilian 

Office of Police Accountability 

(COPA). The names of the officers 

accused are included. 

complaints/complaints-

complaints.csv, 

1919-2018 (less 

than 1 percent of 

complaints are 

from before 1980). 

Our analysis only 

uses complaints 

about incidents 

occurring after Jan. 

1, 1980. 

Complaints Count of complaints filed against 

the focal officer for incidents 

occurring in the focal month. 

complaints/complaints-

accused.csv, 

Cohort 

Complaints 

Count of complaints filed against 

the focal officer's cohort 

(excluding focal officer 

complaints) during the training 

period (police academy and field 

training). The variable is 

standardized to have a mean of 

zero and a standard deviation of 

one. 

complaints/officer-filed-

complaints__2017-

09.csv 

Manager's 

Cohort 

Complaints 

Measured the same as Cohort 

Complaints, but for the focal 

officer's assigned manager. 

  Manager's 

Prior 

Complaints 

(5 years) 

Count of complaints an officer's 

assigned manager received in the 

five years before becoming the 

focal officer's manager. 

Demographics Contains name, gender race, date of 

birth, appointed date (hire dates), 

resignation date, and rank as of 

about April 2017, or the officer's 

retirement date (whichever is 

earlier). The file contains all known 

current sworn personnel (as of 

April 2017) and sworn personnel 

who retired from CPD. Sworn 

personnel who later assumed 

civilian positions within CPD, 

officers who work in a covert 

capacity (e.g., undercover), or 

/profiles/final-

profiles.csv 

All data were 

extracted in April 

2017. Appointment 

dates range from 

1936-2018 

(appointment dates 

in 2018 are 

presumably 

planned 

appointment dates). 

Our analysis only 

includes officers 

who were 

Female Dichotomous variable equal to one 

if the officer's gender is equal to 

"female," zero otherwise. 

Race Categorical variable. Officers self-

identify as one of the following:  

White, Black, Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific Islander, Native 

American/Alaskan Native 

Same Race Dichotomous variable equal to one 

if the officer and assigned manager 

have the same race.  



officers with highly public roles do 

not appear in the dataset. 

appointed after Jan. 

1, 1980. 

Same 

Gender 

Dichotomous variable equal to one 

if the officer and assigned manager 

have the same gender.  

Annual 

Reviews 

Contains officer and manager 

names as well as the date the annual 

review was completed. The second 

generation sample is based on 

officer-manager matches from this 

file. 

P604800-

Emp_Supervising-

Sergeant.xlsx 

2009-2020. Data 

before 2009 were 

not available from 

the CPD. We 

exclude annual 

reviews for officer-

manager pairs that 

appeared 

previously in the 

data.  

Before 

Annual 

Review 

Dichotomous variable equal to one 

if the focal month falls after the 

manager's annual review of the 

officer was filed, zero otherwise. 

Unit History Contains the unit assignments of 

Chicago police officers. The file 

includes an officer’s name, the date 

they were appointed to a specific 

unit, the date they left the unit, and 

the unit number. 

/unit-history/unit-

history.csv 

1932-2016 (fewer 

than 1 percent of 

observations come 

before 1957). Our 

analysis only 

includes unit 

appointments after 

Jan. 1, 1980. 

Unit Categorical variable equal to the 

unit an officer was assigned to in 

the focal month.  

Use of Force 

(Tactical 

Response 

Reports) 

Contains data on Tactical Response 

Reports filed by CPD officers. Data 

include the officer’s name, date and 

time of the incident, location of the 

incident, whether a weapon was 

used, whether a taser was used, as 

well as other details about the use 

of force. 

/TRR/TRR-main_2004-

2016_2016-09.csv, 

/TRR/TRR-

charges_2004-

2016_2016-09.csv, 

/TRR/TRR-weapon-

discharges_2004-

2016_2016-09.csv, 

/TRR/TRR-

officers_2004-

2016_2016-09.csv 

2004-2016 Use of 

Force 

Count of Tactical Response 

Reports (TRRs) filed for the focal 

officer in the focal month. 

Weapon 

Discharged 

Count of TRRs for incidents in the 

focal month that involved the use 

of a firearm, impact munitions, 

taser, OC spray, or other chemical 

weapons. 

Taser Count of TRRs for incidents in the 

focal month that involved the use 

of a taser. 

 



Table A2. Second Generation Selection Tests 

 

 

 

Table A3. Alternative Explanations 

 

  
 
  



Table A4. Alternative Dependent Variables 

 


