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Abstract 
 
Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate, which is one of the twelve 
police directorates in the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) Police 
Organization, is the police unit that combating drugs in TRNC. This article 
explores Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate police officers’ 
perceptions about police ethics in TRNC, by using the second version of 
international police integrity questionnaire developed by Klockars and colleagues. 
The questionnaire administered to police officers which employed in Narcotics 
and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate in December 2013. Firstly, police 
officers evaluated eleven hypothetical scenarios. After reviewing each scenario, 
the respondents were asked to report; own and others’ evaluations of its 
seriousness, knowledge of official rules, views about appropriate and expected 
discipline, and own and others’ willingness to report the misconduct. The 
respondents evaluated scenarios described in the questionnaire to range in 
seriousness from the least serious to the most serious. Unlike the results of similar 
surveys, in three scenarios (failure to arrest friend with warrant, cover-up of police 
driving under the influence accident, and sergeant fails to halt beating of child 
abuser) respondents tended to have a higher view of the integrity of colleagues 
compared to their own position. According to the results most of the respondents 
supported and expected dismissal for the theft of knife from crime scene and auto-
body shop 5% kickback scenarios; they only supported dismissal for unjustifiable 
use of deadly force scenario; and they only expected dismissal for false report on 
drug on dealer scenario. Although most of the respondents supported and expected 
some discipline for the rest scenarios described in the questionnaire. We also 
measured the contours of the code of silence and found that the code was much 
stronger for the behaviors evaluated as the least serious and the weakest for the 
behaviors evaluated as the most serious. Finally, we found that, most of the 
respondents believed that other officers in their directorate would be much more 
likely to protect all these behaviors -except unjustifiable use of deadly force, verbal 
abuse, cover-up of police driving under the influence accident, and sergeant fails 
to halt beating of child abuser - in the code of silence than they themselves would. 
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Introduction 
 
The island of Cyprus is located in the intersection of Europe-Asia and Af-
rica. Politically and culturally it is European whereas it is geographically 
Middle Eastern. It is the third largest island in the Mediterranean Sea. 
TRNC is located in the north of island and declared independency in 19831. 
TRNC has 35.04 % of the territory of the island with 3242 km² land area 
(İlseven et al., 2012: 6). According to the results of the census that was 
performed in December of 2011, de-facto population of TRNC is 294,396 
inhabitants (SPO, 2012: 2)2. The Gross National Product per capita is $-
13,721 in 2015 (SPO, 2017: 3). The official language is Turkish and the 
capital is Nicosia3, while currency used is the Turkish Lira. The main pop-
ulation of the TRNC is consist of the Turkish Cypriot natives and Anato-
lian-rooted Turkish immigrants4, and islam is the most dominant religion 
in the TRNC5. Due to its historic background and experiences, the power 
of central administration is deeply rooted in TRNC.  
 
The police organization in TRNC is lead by the Prime Minister through the 
Commander of the Security Forces Commandership (Police Law, 1984: 
Article 3). The Police fulfill their functions under the Commander of Se-
curity Forces. The Commander of Security Forces is responsible for the 
overall work performance, administration, supervision, and inspection of 
the organization (Police Law, 1984: Article 3). The organization has cen-
tral and district forces. District organization consists of 5 district police 

                                                           
1  Turkish Cypriots established various political governing bodies under the names of; “General Committee” 
(from 21 December 1963 to 28 December 1967); “Temporary Cyprus Turkish Administration ” (from 28 
December 1967 to 21 December 1971); “Cyprus Turkish Administration” (from 21 December 1971 to 1 
October 1974); “Autonomous Cyprus Turkish Administration  (from 1 October 1974 to 13 February 1975); 
and the Turkish Federate State of Cyprus (from 13 February 1975 to 15 November 1983) until 1983 (MONE-
YAS, 2010: 47). In this period, prior they accepted Basic Rules in 28 December 1967 as a miniature consti-
tution, and after the Peace Operation they accepted the Turkish Federate State of Cyprus Constitution in 8 
June 1975 (TFSC Constitution, 1975). Finally, Turkish Cypriots declared the establishment of the TRNC, and 
accepted the TRNC Constitution in 5 May 1985 (TRNC Constitution, 1985). 
2 2015 estimate population of TRNC is 326,158 inhabitants (A new mid-year population estimate series has 
been prepared based on the 2006 and 2011 Population and Housing Unit Census) (SPO, 2017: 3). 
3 The TRNC is divided into six districts namely Nicosia (Lefkoşa), Famagusta (Gazimağusa), Kyrenia 
(Girne), Morphou (Güzelyurt), Trikomo (İskele), and Lefka (Lefke). 
4 Additional population of the island is consist of the laborers from Turkey and from other countries and 
students from different countries -at most from Turkey- who came over to pursue educational opportunities. 
In addition 311 Cypriot Greeks  (Dayıoğlu, 2014: 37) and 156 Cypriot Maronites lives in TRNC (Dayıoğlu, 
2014: 89).  
5 Turkish Cypriot natives and Anatolian-rooted Turkish immigrants are Muslims, Cypriot Greeks are Ortho-
dox Christians, and Cypriot Maronites are Maronite Christians. 
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directorates reporting to the 1st Assistant Chief of Police. Central organi-
zation has 12 directorates, out of which 3 report directly to Chief Comman-
dant of Police and 9 report to 1st Assistant Chief of Police. Central organi-
zation has also the Supervisory Board and the Research and Development 
Unit reporting to the 2nd Assistant Chief of Police. Narcotics and Preven-
tion of Smuggling Directorate, which is one of the 3 police directorates that 
report directly to Chief Commandant of Police, is combating drugs in 
TRNC.  
 
This research explores the contours of police integrity among the police 
officers in the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate in 
TRNC. It begins with a short history of policing in Cyprus and TRNC Po-
lice. Then, it gives information about the foundation and development of 
the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate and how it fights 
against drugs in TRNC. After that it explains the metodology of the 
measurement of police integrity. Finally, the study provides a measurement 
of the level of police integrity among the Narcotics and Prevention of 
Smuggling Directorate police officers. 
 
 
Short History of Policing in Cyprus and TRNC Police 
 
The history of the police in Cyprus began in the Ottomans period (1571-
1878)6. When the administration of the island was handed over from Otto-
man Empire to the United Kingdom in 1878, there was already a security 
force on the island, which was called “Zaptiah Organization” consisting of 
mostly the Turks (Kayabaşı, 2016). This organization was reorganised in 
few years by the British and became known as the “Cyprus Military Police 
Force” (Kayabaşı, 2016). During the  restructuring in 1st January 1935, the 
title of the Police was changed from the “Cyprus Military Police” to the 
“Cyprus Police Force” and the police uniforms, training, standarts, ranks, 
and equipment also changed (King, 1936: 4). 
 
After the Greek Cypriot police officers’ decisions to support a faction of 
National Organization of Cypriot Fighters (Ethniki Organosis Kyprion 
Agoniston (Eoka7)) which was formed on 1st April 1955, which resulted in 
police failure to prevent crimes, a group of British police experts, the 
                                                           
6 For more information see KAYABAŞI, Osman (2016). The Building Of The Cyprus Military Police During 
The Period Of Transition From The Ottoman Empire To The British Administration (1878-1881), “The 1st 
International Mediterranean Karpasia Symposium” In History Cyprus, April 11-13, 2016, Mediterranean 
Karpasia University, Journal Of History Studies, Turkish National Police Academy, Nicosia, TRNC. 
7 Eoka was a Greek Cypriot nationalist guerrilla organization that fought a campaign for the end of British 
rule and also Turkish Cypriots in Cyprus, for the island’s self-determination, and for the eventual union with 
Greece.  
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“Cyprus Police Commission”, visited the island in 1956, to examine the 
organization and advised to implement the Anglo-Saxon law enforcement 
system (Armstrong, 1956: 1-48). 
 
When the British government decided to evacuate the island, they revised 
the Police Law in 1958. In 1959, all laws enacted during United Kingdom 
colonial period was revised and published in 354 chapters and 6 volumes. 
Police Law was included in this publication, referred to as “Chapter 285, 
Police Law”. The British left in 1960 with two British military bases 
remaining on the island, and the administration was transferred to the 
Republic of Cyprus which was composed of two ethno-national 
communities (Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots).  
 
Different from the United Kingdom colonial period, according to the 
Zurich and London Agreements which provided the legal base for the 
formation of the new republic, the new law enforcement was supposed to 
consist of two different organizations; police and gendarmerie. The staffs 
of the new organizations were supposed to be 70% Greek Cypriots and 
30% Turkish Cypriots. When the creation of the new state was announced 
on 16 th August 1960, Cyprus Police Force was also formed, urban areas 
being under the responsibility of the police and rural areas being under the 
responsibility of the gendarmerie. Commander of the police was Greek 
Cypriot and the commander of the gendarmerie was Turkish Cypriot. 
 
On 21st December 1963, the reactivation of Eoka, resulted in disintegration 
between the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities of the island 
which forced the Turkish police officers to retreat to Turkish populated 
areas and Greek police officers to retreat to Greek populated areas. This 
enabled them, aside from providing law enforcement, to act as a defensive 
force for their population. The Turkish Cypriots established various 
political governing bodies until 1983 and the police officers performed 
their duties both in districts and center under the military commanders. 
 
When military junta in Greece seized the power in the island in 1974 by a 
military coup that it made by using Greek National Guardian Army and 
Eoka-b8, Turkey fearing the safety of both the Turkish Cypriots and Greek 
Cypriots, initiated the “Peace Operation” and terminated the military 
administration. This operation was followed by a Ceasefire Agreement and 

                                                           
8 Eoka-b, was a Greek Cypriot paramilitary organization formed in 1971, and followed an ultra right-wing 
nationalistic ideology and had the ultimate goal of achieving the enosis (union) of Cyprus with Greece. Enosis 
refers to the movement of various Greek communities that live outside Greece, for incorporation of the regions 
they inhabit into the Greek state. Widely known is the case of the Greek Cypriots for union of Cyprus into 
Greece. 
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later Vienne Agreement which divided the island into two parts, Turkish 
Cypriots in the north and Greek Cypriots in the south of the island. The 
war-related experience exposed Turkish Cypriot police officers to 
considerable violence, while resulting in the relaxation of official rules and 
strengthening of the code of silence. 
 
In 1976, police forces’ connection to military commanders in the central 
administration and also in the districts ended and they were brought 
together under the umbrella of “Police Headquarters” that was formed 
under Commander of Security Forces. After the declaration of TRNC in 
1983, Police Law, a residue from the United Kingdom colonial period was 
repealed and replaced by TRNC Police Organization (Establishment, Duty 
and Authority) Law (Law No 51/1984). The new republic’s vision of a 
better security service was translated into recruitment of more officers and 
allocation of more financial resources to the police organization. 
 
With the year 1991, cooperation with the Turkish National Police 
Academy was started, and resulted in some cadets being sent to Turkey for 
undergraduate police training and also some small scale improvements 
were made to the curriculum of basic police training course for police 
officers at TRNC Police School. With the opening of the borders between 
TRNC and the Greek Administration of South Cyprus in 2003, the 
interaction between the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities 
was renewed. In 2005, many women employed as civilian staff in the 
TRNC Police Organization, were deployed to the borders, which also 
changed the mainly man staffed gender distribution in the organization. 
 
In 2009, to start the cooperation between two communities with regard to 
the internal security problems, “the Office for Information Exchange for 
Crimes and Criminals” was formed in the buffer zone that is under the 
responsibility of United Nations. In 2011, the “Financial Crimes Unit” was 
formed to strengthen the fight against corruption and other related 
offences. Towards the end of 2012, the police initiated the institutional 
reconstruction in the way of modernization.  
 
The Foundation and Development of the Narcotics and Preven-
tion of Smuggling Directorate and Fight Against Drugs in 
TRNC 
 
After the conflict between the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot 
communities in the end of 1963, Turkish Cypriots established various 
political governing bodies until 1983. In this period they started to built 
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legislative, executive, and judgment institutions. In this context, to fight 
against drugs more effectively, Turkish Cypriot Administration repealed 
Chapter 248  “Dangerous Drugs Law” (Law No: 20, 1956) a residue from 
United Kingdom colonial period, and replaced “The Rule of Amending and 
Regulating the Laws Relating to Narcotics” in 1972 (Law No: 4, 1972). 
Following year,  “Narcotic Drugs Regulation” entered into force (Regula-
tion No: 21, 1973). After the legal regulations, Turkish Cypriots Admin-
istration went on with the reconditioning the executive regulations. 
 
The struggle of the Turkish Cypriots against drugs was carried out by the 
District Security Directorates until the end of 1974 (Refik, 1974: 11). The 
foundation of the Directorate of Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling 
dates back to 23 November 1974 when an Operation Unit was founded to 
help the District Security Directorates for narkotics and prevention of 
smuggling activities (Hıfzı, 1975: 23). 
 
In the following years, as there was an increase in offences related to illegal 
drugs, this Unit was renamed as Operations and Narcotics Supervisory 
Unit in 1984 in order to facilitate a more effective fight against these kind 
of crimes (Birgen, 1985: 39). In 2005, the Unit was transformed into a Di-
rectorate and renamed as Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Direc-
torate (PGM, 2006: 45). During 2005-2009, the Directorate of Narcotics 
and Prevention of Smuggling conducted all of its duties and activities at a 
central building in Nicosia. However, in the beginning 2009, Narcotics 
agencies in Famagusta and Kyrenia were established under the survelliance 
of the directorate in order to perform its duties more effectively in the dis-
tricts.  
 
With the aim of enhancing controls at TRNC entry/exit ports, detection 
dogs have been used since 2003 with the contribution of the Turkish Na-
tional Police from Turkey despite not being included in the foundational 
framework of Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate. The 
training of dogs and their handlers has been carried by TRNC since 2008. 
A modern centre for Detection Dog Training was built in 2009 for the use 
of dogs and their handlers. Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Direc-
torate carries out its activities directly under the auspices of the Chief Com-
mandant of Police. The Directorate gathers information on investigations 
approved by the General Directorate of Police and carries out investiga-
tions, conducts operations and when needed, assists other directorates and 
units on relevant matters about drugs and prevention of smuggling.  
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The Metodology of the Measurement of Police Integrity 
 
Klockars and Kutnjak Ivković  designed a survey instrument -police 
integrity questionnaire- that measures the extent of police integrity, in 1995 
(Kutnjak Ivković and Klockars, 1996; Klockars et al., 1997).  Their 
questionnaire includes descriptions of 11 hypothetical scenarios, the 
majority of which address various forms of police corruption, from the 
acceptance of gratuities and gifts to opportunistic thefts and shakedowns. 
Each scenario is followed by the same series of 7 questions that asked of-
ficers to report; own and others’ evaluations of its seriousness, knowledge 
of official rules, views about appropriate and expected discipline, and own 
and others’ willingness to report the misconduct. 
 
Over the span of the last 20 years the first version of the police integrity 
questionnaire has been applied in 23 countries, spanning continents, 
cultures, legal systems, and economic states (Kutnjak Ivković, 2015: 17). 
One of the study used the first questionnaire is the book “Contours of 
Police Integrity” (Klockars et al., 2004a) features chapters  from 14 
countries.  
 
Klockars and colleagues argued that their original survey needed to be 
augmented if inquiry into police misconduct were to be extended beyond 
corruption motivated by personal gain (Klockars et al., 2000: 9-10).  Carl 
B. Klockars, Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, and Maria R. Haberfeld (Klockars, 
1999) developed the second version of the police integrity questionnaire in 
1998, which includes scenarios that cover a variety of forms of police 
misconduct, from police corruption and use of excessive force to a failure 
to execute an arrest warrant and a falsification of the official record and 
planting of evidence. One of the study used the second questionnaire is the 
book “Measuring Police Integrity Across The World: Studies From 
Established Democracies And Countries In Transition” (Kutnjak Ivković 
and Haberfeld, 2015a) features chapters  from 10 countries. Our research 
reports the results of the TRNC survey of police officers using the second 
version of  the international police integrity questionnaire developed by 
Klockars and colleagues. 
 
Questionnaire 
 
The questionnaire includes 11 hypothetical scenarios, 5 of which describe 
examples of police corruption, 4 describe examples of the use of excessive 
force, 1 describes a failure to execute an arrest warrant, and 1 describes a 
falsification of the official record and planting of evidence. 
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Our study of police integrity in TRNC, was conducted in December 2013. 
The respondents were provided with a letter asking them to assume that the 
officer described in the scenarios had been a police officer for 5 years, had 
a satisfactory working record, and had not been disciplined in the past. The 
questionnaires were completed anonymously, and the questions regarding 
demographic information were kept to the absolute minimum.   
 
Upon reading description of each hypothetical scenario, the respondents 
answered seven questions designed to measure the officers’ personal 
views, as well as their assessments of their collegues views, regarding the 
case. In particular, the respondents were asked to provide assessment of 
scenario seriousness, the anticipated and appropriate disciplinary action, 
and willingness to report police misconduct. Each question is followed by 
the possible answers ranging from a five- to a six – point Likert-scale. Most 
of the scales were kept in the original form, but the disciplinary scales had 
to be adjusted for the TRNC conditions. According to the TRNC Police 
Law (1984) for a misconduct, the following disciplinary penalties can be 
applied: 1= “None”, 2= “Warning”, 3= “Written Reprimand”, 4= “Short-
term retention of promotion (up to 6 months)”, 5=“Long-term retention of 
promotion (up to 18 months)”, and 6= “Dismissal or demotion in rank”. 
  
At the end of the questionnaire, the respondents were asked a few 
demographic questions. To increase the respondents’ willingness to 
participate in the study and to exclude the possibility that respondents 
could be identified, demographic questions has been kept to a bare 
minimum, inquiring about the length of the respondents’ police experience 
and current agency experience, rank, whether they were employed in a su-
pervisory position. The question regarding the demographic information 
about rank was modified in accordance with the ranking system of the 
TRNC police.  
 
Finally, the last two questions were asked the respondents to assess 
whether other police officers in their directorate would have provided 
truthful answers and whether they had done so themselves. We used the 
response to the latter question as a screen, for eliminating the filling 
questionnaires from further analyses which the respondents who had stated 
openly that their answers were not truthful. 
 
The Sample  
 
The study aiming at measuring occupational corruption perceptions and 
improving ethics perception was carried out in TRNC in the beginning of 
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December of 2013. Personnel working in the eight directorates affiliated 
to Police Headquarters central institution comprise population of the main 
study9. The directorates are: Administration Police, Criminal Investigation, 
Intelligence, Traffic, Immigration, Administrative and Personnel Affairs, 
Communication & IT., Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling; whereas 
Fire-fighters; Sea, Air and Ports; Police School; and Special Forces 
directorates are not included in the main study. This study includes only 
the results of the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate police 
officers’ perceptions.  
 
Personnel working in the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Direc-
torate comprise population of this study. Sample is designed to include all 
personnel of this directorate; except the chief of directorate. In the end, 32 
of 37 officers or 86.5% of the population of police officers, employed in 
this directorate, filled out the surveys.  
 
Respondents’ Demographic Characteristics  
 
Our respondents were quite experienced police officers; only 18.8% had 
less than 6 years of total experience, and the majority of the respondents 
(81.2%) had more than 6 years of experience (Table 1). In the other hand, 
the majority of the respondents (75.1%) had less than 11 years of experi-
ence in the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate (Table 1). 
The majority (84.4%) of police officers in our sample are in the lower-rank 
group (police constable- police sergeant). In addition, 56.3% of the re-
spondents were non-supervisor. 
 
The last two questions in the questionnaire asks respondents whether they 
and their fellow police officers responded honestly while filling out the 
questionnaire. The overwhelming majority (71.9%) thought that their fel-
low officers would provide truthful answers. In the other hand, all of the 
participants reported that they personnally had answered honestly, so we 
did not exclude any response from the further analyses. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
9 For the main study see:  KAYABAŞI, Osman (2017). The Contours of Police Integrity in The Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus, II. International Symposium on Multidisciplinary Studies (ISMS), 18-21 May 
2017, Rome, Italy. 
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Table 1: Respondents’ Demographic Characteristics 
 

 Number of Re-
spondents 

Percentage of Respondents 
(%) 

Supervisory Role   
non-supervisor 18 56.3% 

supervisor 14 43.8% 
Length of service 

(total) 
  

3-5 6 18.8% 
6-10 9 28.1% 
11-15 6 18.8% 
16-20 9 28.1% 

over 20 years 2 6.3% 
Length of service 
(current agency)   

Less than 1 year 3 9.4% 
1-2 2 6.3% 
3-5 7 21.9% 

6-10 12 37.5% 
11-15 5 15.6% 
16-20 3 9.4% 
Rank   

Police constable 19 59.4% 
Police Sergeant 8 25.0% 
Sub. Inspector 3 9.4% 

Inspector 2 6.3% 
 
 
Results 
 
1. Perceptions of Misconduct Seriousness 
 
After reviewing each scenario, the respondents were asked to evaluate how 
serious they perceive the behaviors described in the scenarios, as well as 
to estimate how serious most police officers in their agency would evaluate 
them10. They were offered answers on a five-point Likert scale, ranging 
from “not at all serious” (1) to “very serious” (5). The results shown in 
Table 2, indicate that the respondents viewed each of these violations of 
their agency’s rules as serious. Specifically, the mean assessment of seri-
ousness for each of the 11 scenarios was greater than the midpoint (3) of 

                                                           
10 The two questions were worded: “How serious do YOU consider this behavior to be?” and “How serious 
do MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY consider this behavior to be?”. 
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the scale; in 10 scenarios (except scenario 8: cover-up of police DUI 
(3.28)), the mean was well above four (Table 2). 
 
Although the degree to which the officers considered the scenarios serious, 
though high on average, varied greatly across the scenarios. Evaluations 
on seriousness ranged from scenario 3 (describing the theft of a knife from 
the crime scene) as the most serious and scenario 8 (describing cover-up 
of police DUI) as the least serious (Table 2). The respondents’ evaluations 
of seriousness of 11 scenarios could be classified into three categories: the 
least serious, intermediate seriousness, and the most serious scenarios.  
 
Based on respondents’ responses four behaviors (scenario 8: cover-up of 
police DUI accident; scenario 6: officer strikes a prisoner who hurt partner; 
scenario 11: Stg. fails to halt beating; and scenario 7: verbal abuse “arrest 
an asshole day”) were identified as the least serious forms of police mis-
conduct covered by the questionnaire. 
 
Even though the given scenarios describe the severe forms of police mis-
conduct, scenario 8 (cover-up of police DUI), which is a form of police 
corruption, one involving internal corruption from Barker and Roebuck’s 
classification (1973). Prior research on police integrity (Klockars et al., 
2004b: 14) shows that internal corruption has been classified as one of the 
least serious forms of police corruption. In their analysis of the application 
of the second questionnaire, Kutnjak Ivković and Haberfeld (2015b: 342) 
document that the respondents in 8 out of 10 countries evaluated the cover-
up of police DUI accident among the three least serious scenarios.  
 
On the other hand, it is suprising that the two scenarios that involve officer 
misuse of force (scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner; and scenario 11: Stg. 
fails to halt beating child abuser) were evaluated as the least serious sce-
narios in the questionnaire. These two scenarios which are examples of the 
empty hand control and located in the middle of the force continuum; eval-
uated as less serious than the verbal coercion (scenario 7: verbal abuse of 
motorist) which can be viewed as belonging to the start of the force con-
tinuum.    
 
Out of the four scenarios that can be classified as scenarios of intermediate 
seriousness (the values of means are between 4.25 and 4.50), one describes 
gifts from merchants (scenario 1: free meals, gifts from merchants), while 
the other is scenario 2 (fail to arrest friend with warrant) depict violation 
of professional conduct by police officers. In this group, both of unjustifi-
able use of deadly force (scenario 4: unjustifiable use of deadly force), and 
falsification of the official report (scenario 10: false report on drug on 
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dealer) scenarios are the two scenarios which are at the border of most se-
rious scenarios with the values of means 4.5. Keeping in mind that deadly 
force is at the top of the use of force continuum, it is by no means surprising 
to see that the respondents evaluated the use of deadly force as the most 
serious scenario describing the use of force scenarios and, at the same time 
it is surprising that the abuse of deadly force was evaluated as the interme-
diate seriousness level. 
 
On the other end of the scale, with mean values ranging from higher than 
4.5 to 5 (Table 2), respondents placed three scenarios which they consid-
ered to be the most serious types of misconduct. These scenarios include 
the theft of a knife from a crime scene (scenario 3: theft of knife from crime 
scene), the acceptance of a kickback (scenario 9: auto body shop %5 kick-
back), and a biased allocation of services (scenario 5: supervisor offers 
holiday for errands). Out of those three most serious scenarios, theft from 
a crime scene (scenario 3), which encompasses not only the abuse of power 
for personal gain, but also the abuse of trust by citizens put in a vulnerable 
position by a crime, was evaluated as the most serious in this group. In 
their analysis of the application of the second questionnaire in 10 countries, 
Kutnjak Ivković and Haberfeld (2015b: 340) document that the respond-
ents in virtually every country (Armenia, Australia, Croatia, Estonia, Slo-
venia, South Africa, South Korea, Thailand, and USA) other than Russia 
evaluated the theft of knife from crime scene as the most serious out of all 
11 scenarios. This uniformity should not be surprising, opportunistic theft 
is among the most serious forms of corruption in Roebuck and Barker’s 
typology of corruption (1974). Furthermore, in their analysis of the appli-
cation of the first questionnaire in 14 countries, Klockars et al. (2004b: 14) 
document that an earlier version of this scenario, describing a theft of 
watch from the crime scene, that the respondents from almost every coun-
try evaluated it as the most serious or second serious scenario. 
 
Similarly the acceptance of a kickback (scenario 9) was another scenario 
which well deserves to be on the serious side of the scale. Also scenario 9 
illustrating traditional form of corruption in which a police officer abuses 
his official position to obtain an illegal kickback (Roebuck and Barker, 
1974). 
 
It is surprising to see that scenario 5 (supervisor offers holiday for errands) 
is in the same group. This could be probably explained that they might have 
identified themselves with the officers who would have replaced the cor-
rupt officer in our scenarios. In other words, our respondents are potentially 
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reacting harshly not to the supervisor conduct, but to the direct conse-
quences of the corrupt transaction, which they envision facing themselves 
or potentially might have already faced in real life.  
 
The fact that a case of internal corruption (scenario 5: supervisor offers 
holiday for errands) is considered more serious scenario than both scenario 
4 (unjustifiable use of deadly force) and scenario 10 (planting drugs on a 
drug dealer and falsifying the official record) is surprising. Particularly in 
light of the fact that scenario 4 describing the abuse of the most severe form 
of force –unjustifiable use of deadly force-  and scenario 10 describing an-
other severe form of corruption -planting drugs on a drug dealer and falsi-
fying the official record- in the second group. This could be probably ex-
plained by the fact that our respondents are working in the Narcotics and 
Prevention of Smuggling Directorate that fight agains drug dealers and jus-
tification given for the activity – a dose of “street justice”- probably con-
tributing toward making it less serious in the eyes of police officers than it 
should be.  
 
A comparison of the respondents’ own estimates of seriousness and how 
serious they estimated that other police officers in their directorate would 
evaluate the same scenarios revealed several findings.  
 
First, for each scenario (except from scenario 2, 8 and 11), the respondents 
evaluated these scenarios as more serious than they thought the other police 
officers would; the means for evaluations of own seriousness were gener-
ally (except from scenario 2, 8 and 11) higher than the means for others’ 
estimates of seriousness. Second, there were not statistically significant 
differences between the means measuring own estimates of seriousness 
and the means measuring others’ estimates of seriousness. On the other 
hand, all of the mean differences were small (above the 0.50)11. Third, the 
relative order of the scenarios, measured through the ranking of the scenar-
ios, suggests that police officers followed approximately the same internal 
order of seriousness. In fact, the Spearman’s correlation between the rank-
ings of own estimates of seriousness and others’ estimates of seriousness 
is very high (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.902, p< 0.001).   
  

                                                           
11 Klockars and colleagues, “employed a rule of thumb which was to regard mean 
differences of less than 0.5 as not meaningful even though a simple t-test estab-
lishes the difference as significant” (Klockars et al., 2006: 26). 
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2. Assessment of Rule Violations 
 
As part of the evaluation of each scenario, the officers from the Narcotics 
and Prevention of Smuggling Directorate were asked whether the hypo-
thetical cases violates the official rules12. They could select an answer a 
five-point Likert scale, ranging from “definitely not” (1) to “definitely yes” 
(5).   
  
The portion of affirmative answers, shown in Table 2, demonstrates that 
most of the police officers from the Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling 
Directorate correctly evaluated the described behaviors as violations of of-
ficial rules. The respondents’ evaluations of scenarios suggest that the most 
of the scenarios were considered rule-violating behaviors with means clus-
tered in the center (3.50 to 4.69 point scale) (Table 2). More than three 
fourths of the respondents (76.15% on average across the 11 scenarios) 
selected either “4” or “5” on the questionnaire and, thus, affirmed that the 
behavior described in the scenarios violated the agency’s rules. 
  
However, the percentages of police officers who did so varied across sce-
narios, from the scenarios in which a slim majority (56.3%)  evaluated the 
behavior as rule violating (scenario 7: verbal abuse “arrest an asshole day”) 
to the scenarios in which the overwhelming majority (90.6%) did the same 
in three scenarios (scenario 3: theft of knife from crime scene; scenario 5: 
supervisor offers holiday for errands; and scenario 10: false report on drug 
on dealer) (Table 2). 
 
Similar to the rankings of own and other police officer’s seriousness, the 
ranking of violation of official rules can be also categorized into three 
groups: the least, intermediate, and the most violation of official rules. 
 
Based on respondents’ responses, four behaviors (scenario 8: cover-up of 
police DUI accident; scenario 7: verbal abuse “arrest an asshole day”; sce-
nario 6: officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner; and scenario 11: Sgt. fails 
to halt beating) were viewed as the least serious violation of official rules, 
similarly in the same group (the least serious scenarios) of respondents own 
seriousness. 
 
Out of the four scenarios that can be classified as scenarios of intermediate 
level (the values of means are between 4.16  and 4.50) one describes with 

                                                           
12 The question was worded: “Would this behavior be regarded as a violation of official policy in your 
agency?”. 
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minor forms of police corruption, such as the acceptance of gratuities (sce-
nario 1: free meals, gifts from merchants), onether one describes miscon-
duct by a supervisor (scenario 5: supervisor offers holiday for errands) 
while the others  (scenario 2: fail to arrest friend with warrant, and scenario 
4: unjustifiable use of deadly force) describes depict violation of profes-
sional conduct by police officers. These scenarios were identified as inter-
mediate level of violating official rules.  
 
Scenarios ranked highest for the most serious violation of official rules 
were scenario 9 (auto-body shop 5% kickback), scenario 10 (false report 
on drug on dealer), and scenario 3 (theft of knife from crime scene). 
 
Why would some of the respondents have problems recognizing some of 
these scenarios as violations of official rules? It is possible that a substan-
tial minority of the police officers do not know the official rules. On the 
other hand, it is possible that the officers from the Narcotics and Prevention 
of Smuggling Directorate may meet on the grounds of seeing some force 
continuum as a right for their agency to solve the criminal activity about 
drug trafficking. However, in three of four use of force continuum scenar-
ios (scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner (34.4%); scenario 
7: verbal abuse “arrest an asshole day” (28.1%); and scenario 11: Sgt. fails 
to halt beating (28.1%))  almost one third of the police officers seem to be 
unsure of whether the behaviors constitute violations of official rules (Ta-
ble 2).  
 
Finally, the respondents’ evaluations of whether the behavior constitutes a 
violation of official rules is strongly related to how serious they perceive 
the behavior; the more serious they evaluate the behavior, the more likely 
they are to evaluate it as rule-violating. The ranking of scenarios based on 
their evaluations of seriousness and the ranking of scenarios based on their 
evaluations of rule-violating nature of the behavior are very similar (Spear-
man’s correlation coefficient = 0.943; p < 0.001). 
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3. Perceptions of Appropriate and Expected Discipline 
 
In addition to emphasizing the communication of official rules, the 
organizational theory of police integrity predicts that the disciplinary 
actions taken by an agency play a key role in shaping that department’s 
overall integrity levels (Kutnjak Ivković et al. 2015: 317). Accordingly, the 
respondents were asked to select the discipline appropriate for the 
behaviors described in the scenarios as well as to select the discipline they 
thought their agency would mete out in such cases1. Based on the norms of 
the TRNC Police Law (1984), the answers offered in the questionnaire 
included: “none” (no discipline), “warning”, “written reprimand”, “short-
term retention of promotion”, “long-term retention of promotion”, and 
“dismissal or demotion in rank”. 
 
We first explored the respondents’ views of the appropriate discipline for 
the misbehaviors described in the questionnaire. We used four different 
approaches: modes, ranks, means, and percentages2. Similar to the case of 
evaluation of seriousness opinions on the appropriate discipline also vary 
across scenarios.  
 
Among the different appropriate disciplines described in the questionnaire, 
“warning” appeared to be the most frequently regarded as an appropriate 
discipline that should follow in case an officer is engaged in inappropriate 
behaviors (this was the fact in seven cases: scenario 1: free meals, gifts 
from merchants; scenario 2: failing to arrest friend with warrant; scenario 
5: supervisor offers holiday for errands; scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner 
who hurt partner; scenario 7: verbal abuse “Arrest An Asshole Day”; 
scenario 8: cover-up of police DUI accident; and scenario 11: supervisor 
fails to halt beating).  
 
Short –term retention in promotion as the appropriate sanction was selected 
only in one scenario. Respondents thought that scenario 10 (false report on 
drug dealer) was the case when retaining an officer from promotion up to 
six month should be the proper form of disciplinary sanction. According to 
respondents’ modal responses, the three scenarios in which the dismissal 
should be considered the appropriate discipline were scenario 3 (theft of 

                                                           
1 The two questions were worded: “If an officer in your agency engaged in this behavior and was discovered 
doing so, what if any, discipline do you think SHOULD follow?” and ““If an officer in your agency engaged 
in this behavior and was discovered doing so, what if any, discipline do you think WHOULD follow?”. 
2 The answers were reclassified the following way: “none” remained “none”, “dismissal or demotion in rank” 
was shortened as “dismissal”, and all the other disciplinary options (“warning”, “written reprimand”, “short-
term retention of promotion”, “long-term retention of promotion”) were reclassified as “some discipline other 
than dismissal”. 
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knife from crime scene), scenario 4  (unjustifiable use of deadly force), and 
scenario 9 (auto-body shop 5 % kickback).  
 
By comparing the respondents’ views on the appropriate discipline and 
their expectation of the agency’s actual response, the police integrity 
survey offers a gauge of whether the officers perceive the agency’s 
discipline as fair (Kutnjak Ivković et al. 2015: 319). The officers’ modal 
judgments on what they viewed as appropriate and what they expected the 
agency to choose to implement for a discipline did not differ for nine of 
the scenarios (Table 3). It means that the officers perceive the agency’s 
discipline as fair in these nine scenarios.  
 
Our respondents thought that a police officer who use force continuum  
(scenario 4: unjustifiable use of deadly force) should attract more harsher 
discipline, and must meting out a “dismissal or demotion in rank”. At the 
same time, they expected that the agency would discipline somewhat 
lenient, and receive a “long-term retention” instead. On the other hand, 
respondents thought that a police officer who are planting drugs on a drug 
dealer and falsifying the official record (scenario 10 : false report on drug 
on dealer) should receive only a “short-term retention”. But, at the same 
time, they expected that the agency would discipline somewhat more 
harshly, meting out a “dismissal or demotion in rank” instead. According 
to modals, respondents perceive the agency’s discipline as lenient in 
scenario 4 (unjustifiable use of deadly force), and as harsh in scenario 10 
(false report on drug on dealer).  
 
The correlation between the two rankings of modal values suggests a very 
strong correlation (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.950; p < 0.001). 
The police integrity survey allows for a test of whether the officers’ 
evaluation of the seriousness of the misconduct influenced their advocacy 
and expectation of more severe discipline. In this study, the officers’ 
assessments of both appropriate and expected discipline were closely 
related to their evaluations of scenario seriousness. Support for a positive 
relation was demonstrated by the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient 
between modal appropriate discipline and the mean seriousness of the 
misconduct (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.737; p < 0.05) and 
between modal expected discipline and the mean seriousness of the 
misconduct (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.737; p < 0.05).    
 
To further compare the respondents’ views on appropriate versus expected 
agency discipline, we compared the respondents’ mean responses (Table 
3). According to the means, in the five scenarios (scenario 2: failure to 
arrest friend with warrant, scenario 4: unjustifiable use of deadly force, 
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scenario 5: supervisor offers holiday for errands, scenario 6: officer strikes 
prisoner who hurt partner, scenario 7: verbal abuse “arrest an asshole 
day”), the officers expected agency discipline on average would be milder 
than they perceived as appropriate. On the other hand, in the five scenarios  
(scenario 1: free meals, gifts from merchants, scenario 8: cover-up of 
police DUI accident, scenario 9: auto-body shop 5% kickback, scenario 10: 
false report on drug dealer, scenario 11: Stg. fails to halt beating of child 
abuser), the officers expected agency discipline on average would be 
harsher than they perceived as appropriate. In one scenario (scenario 3: 
theft of knife from crime), the mean values of appropriate and expected 
discipline are the same (5.25). The mean responses were differing from the 
past police integrity surveys of USA police agencies (see Klockars at al., 
2006; Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2013, Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2015) which 
found that most officers perceived the appropriate discipline to be slightly 
lighter than the discipline they expected their police agency would mete 
out.  
 
Nonetheless, none of those cases have a difference between mean 
responses that meets the rule of thumb on meaningful differences between 
mean survey responses of 0.5 (Klockars et al., 2006: 26), with the 
respondents expecting that the discipline the agency would mete out would 
be neither less nor more severe than it should have been (Table 3). 
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1. Willingness to Report Misconduct 
 

The police integrity questionnaire offers a means to assess the extent and 
nature of the police code of silence (Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2015: 320). The 
blue wall of the silence refers to the existence of an unwritten rule that 
police officers do not report on the misconduct of their colleagues (Kutnjak 
Ivković, 2005:79-80). The last two questions after each scenario asked the 
respondents to express how willing they would be to report misconduct 
and to estimate how willing other officers in their agency would be to do 
so1. The answers ranged on a five-point Likert scale from “definitely not” 
(1) to “definitely yes” (5).  
 
The answers conveying their (un)willingness to report misconduct, help us 
assess the extent and nature of the code of silence. However, our results 
illustrate the point that the code of silence does not protect all behaviors 
equally. The analysis of the mean values suggests that scenarios could be 
divided into three categories.  
 
First, there are three scenarios (scenario 8: cover-up of police DUI acci-
dent; scenario 7: verbal abuse “Arrest An Asshole Day”; and scenario 6: 
officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner) in which the mean values are near 
the mid-point of the scale (2.97-3.31), suggesting that the behaviors de-
scribed in these scenarios would be well protected by the code of silence. 
In addition, a separate analysis of the code of silence (measured as the per-
centage of the respondents who said that they would not report) shows that 
about one-third of the respondents for each of these scenarios said that they 
would not report a police officer who engaged in misconduct described in 
these scenarios (Table 4). 
 
Second, there are three scenarios (scenario 11: Sgt. fails to halt beating; 
scenario 1: free meals, gifts from merchants; and scenario 4: unjustifiable 
use of deadly force) in the middle group with the means between 3.5 and 
4 and with about one-five of the respondents saying that they would not 
report (Table 4).  
 
Third, there are five scenarios (scenario 5: supervisor offers holiday for 
errands; scenario 3: theft of knife from crime scene;  scenario 9: auto-body 
shop 5% kickback; scenario 10: false report on drug on dealer; and scenario 
2: fail to arrest friend with warrant) for which the means are all from above 

                                                           
1 The two questions were worded: “Do you think you would report a fellow police officer who engaged in 
this behavior?” and “Do you think most police officers in your agency would report a fellow police officer 
who engaged in this behavior?”. 
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4 to close to 5, that are on the reporting side of the scale. At the same time, 
the percentage of the police officers who stated that they would not report 
is the smallest for these scenarios (between 9.4 and 0 percent).  

 
The respondents’ adherence to the code of silence is strongly negatively  
related to their perceptions of scenario seriousness (Spearman’s correlation 
coefficient = 0.906, p< 0.001), likelihood of recognizing it as rule-violating 
behavior (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.977, p< 0.001), and the 
severity of appropriate discipline (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 
0.673, p< 0.05). The more serious the officers evaluated the behavior, the 
less likely they were to say that they would protect it. This findings is con-
sistent with past studies on USA police integrity (Klockars at al., 2006; 
Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2013; Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2015), suggesting that 
willingness to report misconduct is negatively related to the officers’ per-
ceptions that the behavior was serious.  
 
We also compared the respondents’ own willingness to report with their 
estimates of others’ willingness to report (Table 4). The mean values sug-
gest that, in seven scenarios, the respondents seem to be somewhat more 
willing to say that they would report than they estimated that others would. 
On the other hand, in four scenarios  (scenario 4: unjustifiable use of deadly 
force; scenario 7: verbal abuse “Arrest An Asshole Day”;scenario 8: cover-
up of police DUI accident; and scenario 11: Sgt. fails to halt beating) - one 
of them is internal corruption and the rest is levels of force continuum-, the 
respondents say that they would not report than they estimated that others 
would. Although the differences between the means for their own willing-
ness to report and the means for others’ willingness to report are statisti-
cally significant in only 2 out of 11 scenarios (scenario 2: failure to arrest 
friend with warrant, and scenario 9: auto-body shop 5% kickback). None-
theless, following the rule-of-thumb (Klockars et al., 2006: 26) the differ-
ences are meaningful in only one scenario (scenario 1: free meals, gifts 
from merchants). Finally, a comparison of the rankings shows that their 
own willingness to report and their estimates of others’ willingness to re-
port are very strongly related (Spearman’s correlation coefficient = 0.902, 
p< 0.001).  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Our study is the part of the first study of police integrity in Turkish Repub-
lic of Northern Cyprus. The results indicate that police integrity is a com-
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plex phenomenon and Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Direc-
torate’s police officers in TRNC Police Organization do not treat all police 
misconduct equally. We found that the respondents’ evaluations about po-
lice misconduct seriousness were closely related with their knowledge 
about official rule violations and they were also closely related to the se-
verity of discipline and they were negatively related to their willingness to 
report misconduct.  
 
The respondents evaluated scenarios described in the questionnaire to 
range in seriousness from the least serious to the most serious. According 
to the means; “scenario 3: theft of knife from crime scene” and “scenario 
9: auto-body shop 5% kickback” are in the catagory of behaviors of most 
serious scenarios for themselves, their colleagues and their directorates. 
Moreover; “scenario 10: false report on drug on dealer” is in the catagory 
of behaviors of the most serious scenarios for their directorates, but, both 
for themselves and their colleagues it is in the catagory of behaviors of the 
intermediate seriousness. Narcotics and Prevention of Smuggling Direc-
torate’s police officers in TRNC Police Organization considered that; “sce-
nario 2: failure to arrest friend with warrant” is in the catagory of behaviors 
of  the most serious scenarios in terms of colleagues, and they also consid-
ered that it is in the catagory of behaviors of the intermediate seriousness 
in terms of  themselves and their directorates.  
 
According to the means; “scenario 8: cover-up of police DUI accident”, 
“scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner”, and “scenario 7: 
verbal abuse- ‘Arrest An Asshole Day’” are in the catagory of behaviors 
of  the least serious scenarios for themselves, their colleagues and their 
directorates. Unlike the results of the similar surveys, in three scenarios 
(scenario 2: failure to arrest friend with warrent, scenario 8: cover-up of 
police DUI accident, and scenario 11: sergeant fails to halt beating of child 
abuser) respondents tended to have a higher view of the integrity of col-
leagues compared to their own position. 

 
On the one hand, cover-up of police DUI accident (scenario 8), striking a 
prisoner (scenario 6), and verbal abuse of citizens (scenario 7) have been 
evaluated as the least serious forms of police misconduct featured in the 
questionnaire, requiring the most lenient discipline, and the most likely to 
be covered by the code of silence (first group). On the other hand, theft 
from a crime scene (scenario 3), and kickback (scenario 9) have been 
evaluated as the most serious forms of police misconduct in the 
questionnaire, requiring harsher disciplinary sanctions, and lacking strong 
support by the code of silence (second group). These findings are 
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consistent with the main police integrity survey of TRNC (Kayabaşı, 
2017). Besides these findings, in the main police integrity survey of TRNC 
(Kayabaşı, 2017) not stopping the use of excessive force by a supervisor 
(scenario 11) have been evaluated in the first group, and the falsification 
of the official report (scenario 10) have been evaluated in the second group. 

 
The four scenarios used in the questionnaire (scenario 4: unjustifiable use 
of deadly force; scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner; scenario 7: verbal 
abuse of motorist; scenario 11: sergeant fails to halt beating of child abuser) 
could be modeled along the use of force continuum traditionally used to 
model force in police training (NIJ, 2009). The verbal coercion (scenario 
7) can be viewed as belonging to the starting point of the force continuum 
while the use of deadly force (scenario 4) would occupy the end of the 
force continuum, and the other two scenarios (scenario 6 and scenario 11) 
are examples of the empty hand control which located in the middle of the 
force continuum (Kayabaşı, 2017).  
 
In our study, it is surprising that these two scenarios (scenario 6 and 
scenario 11)  which are located in the middle of the continuum, were 
evaluated in the same group (as the least serious scenarios) with the verbal 
coercion but  less serious than it. As deadly force is at the top of the use of 
force continuum, it is by no means surprising to see that the respondents 
evaluated the use of deadly force as the most serious scenario describing 
the abuse of force scenarios and, at the same time it is surprising that the 
abuse of deadly force was evaluated as the intermediate seriousness level. 
On the one hand, these findings are consistent with the main police 
integrity survey of TRNC (Kayabaşı, 2017). On the other hand, they are  
not consistent with past police integrity surveys of USA police agencies 
(see Klockars et al., 2006; Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2013; Kutnjak Ivković et 
al., 2015). 
 
The questionnaire also contains five scenarios describing police 
corruption, spanning a range of seriousness (scenario 1: free meals, gifts 
from merchants; scenario 3: theft of knife from crime scene; scenario 5: 
supervisor offers holiday for errands; scenario 8: cover-up of police DUI 
accident; and scenario 9: auto body shop 5% kickback). The policing 
literature typically views the acceptance of gratuities as the stepping stone 
toward more serious corruption, in itself tolerated by the police culture, 
seen as easily justifiable, and rarely severely disciplined by police agencies 
(Roebuck and Barker, 1974). On the other end of the spectrum, Roebuck 
and Barker (1974) characterized opportunistic theft as one of the most 
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serious types of corrupt activities, typically triggering a negative reaction 
from the police agency.  
 
Our respondents evaluated the cover-up of police DUI accident as the least 
serious form of corruption; the acceptance of free meals and gratuities as 
intermediate seriousness; the  kickback and the theft from a crime scene 
were evaluate as the most serious for themselves, their colleagues and their 
directorates; while the supervisor offers holiday for errands (scenario 5) 
was evaluate as the most serious for themselves, but both their colleagues 
and their directorates it was evaluate as the intermediate seriousness. These 
findings (except scenario 5 own seriousness)  are consistent with the main 
police integrity survey of TRNC (Kayabaşı, 2017), and past police 
integrity surveys of USA police agencies (see Klockars et al., 2006; 
Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2013; Kutnjak Ivković et al., 2015). 
 
Most of the police officers from TRNC correctly evaluated the described 
behaviors as violations of official rules. However, percentages of police 
officers who did so varied across scenarios, from the scenario in which 
from slightly more than a half of the respondents (56.3 %) evaluated the 
behavior as rule violating (Scenario 7: verbal abuse “Arrest An Asshole 
Day”) to the scenario in which the overwhelming majority (90.6%) did the 
same in three scenario (scenario 3: theft of knife from crime scene, scenario 
5: supervisor offers holiday for errands, and scenario 10: false report on 
drug on dealer). It is possible that a substantial minority of the police 
officers do not know the official rules. On the other hand, it is possible that 
the officers, may meet on the grounds of seeing some “street justices” as a 
right for their directorate to solve the criminal activities as a part of their 
work. However, in the three of four  use of force continuum scenarios 
(scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner (34.4%); scenario 7: 
verbal abuse “arrest an asshole day” (28.1%); and scenario 11: Sgt. fails to 
halt beating (28.1%)) nearly one third of the police officers seem to be 
unsure of whether the behaviors constitute violations of official rules.    
 
According to the modes they reported that; “scenario 3: theft of knife from 
crime scene”, “scenario 4: unjustifiable use of deadly force”, and “scenario 
9: auto-body shop 5% kickback” are in the catagory of behaviors that re-
quired the most harsh disciplinary sanctions. In addition they reported that; 
“scenario 7: verbal abuse- ‘Arrest An Asshole Day’”, “scenario 8: cover-
up of police DUI accident”, “scenario 1: free meals, gifts from merchants”, 
and “scenario 6: officer strikes prisoner who hurt partner” are in the cata-
gory of behaviors that required the most lenient disciplinary sanctions.  
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Furthermore, they supported and expected dismissal for the theft of knife 
from crime scene and auto-body shop 5% kickback scenarios; they only 
supported (not expected) dismissal for unjustifiable use of deadly force 
scenario; and they only expected (not supported) dismissal for false report 
on drug on dealer scenario. Although most of the respondents supported 
and expected some discipline for the rest scenarios described in the ques-
tionnaire. By comparing the respondents’ views on the appropriate 
discipline and their expectation of the agency’s actual response, the 
officers’ modal judgments on what they viewed as appropriate and what 
they expected the agency to choose to implement for a discipline did not 
differ for nine of the scenarios, that it means the officers perceive the 
agency’s discipline as fair for these nine scenarios. On the other hand, our 
respondents perceive the directorate’s discipline as lenient for scenario 4 
(unjustifiable use of deadly force),and as harsh for scenario 10 (false report 
on drug on dealer). 
 
We also measured the contours of the code of silence and found that the 
code was much stronger for the behaviours evaluated as the least serious 
and the weakest for the behaviours evaluated as the most serious. These 
results provide further evidence in support, Klockars and colleagues’ 
(2006: 6), Kutnjak Ivković and colleagues’ (2015: 323) and Kayabaşı’s 
(2017) empirical findings of the negative relation between perceptions of 
police misconduct seriousness and the code of silence. Finally, we found 
that, most of the respondents responses that other officers in their direc-
torate would be much more likely to protect all these behaviors -except 
unjustifiable use of deadly force, cover-up of police driving under the in-
fluence accident, and sergeant fails to halt beating of child abuser scenar-
ios- in the code of silence than they themselves would. 
 
Finally, we can clearly said that TRNC Police Organization need to set up 
“police ethics rules set” without further delay and by means of TRNC Po-
lice School need to prepare “police ethics training program” both in the 
basic training and in-service training levels for enhancing police ethics and 
police integrity in TRNC. 
 
 
Bibliography 
 
Armstrong, F. J., H. Studdy, And G. C. White (1956). Report Of The Cyprus 

Police Commission 1956, Printed At The Cyprus Government Printing 
Office, Nicosia. 

Barker, Thomas, And Julian B. Roebuck (1973). An Empirical Typology Of 
Police Corruption, Charles C. Thomas Publisher, Springfield. 



134 Güvenlik Çalışmaları Dergisi  19 (Special Issue)

Birgen, Namık (1985). Kktc Polis Genel Müdürlüğü 1984 Yılı Faaliyet Raporu, 
Hazırlayan: Namık Birgen, Polis Genel Müdürlüğü, Lefkoşa. 

Dayioğlu, Ali (2014). Kuzey Kıbrıs’ın Ötekileri: Rumlar, Marunîler, Romanlar, 
Aleviler, Kürtler, İstanbul Bilgi Üniversitesi Yayınları, İstanbul. 

Dangerous Drugs Law (1956). Cyprus Gazette, No: 20/1956, 6 August 1956, 
Printed At The Cyprus Government Printing Office, Nicosia. 

Hifzi, Kemal (1975). Kıbrıs Türk Emniyet Genel Müdürlüğü 1974 Yılı Faaliyet 
Raporu, Hazırlayan: Kemal Hıfzı, Emniyet Genel Müdürlüğü, Lefkoşa.    

İlseven, Serkan, Gürel Hıdırer Ve Ahmet Tümer (2012). Kıbrıs Coğrafyası, Kıbrıs 
Türk Eğitim Vakfı, Kristal Reklam Matbaacılık San. Ve Tic. Ltd. Şti., 
Lefkoşa. 

Kayabaşı, Osman (2017). The Contours Of Police Integrity In The Turkish Re-
public Of Northern Cyprus, Iı. International Symposium On Multidiscipli-
nary Studies (Isms), 18-21 May 2017, Rome, Italy. 

Kayabaşi, Osman (2016). The Building Of The Cyprus Military Police During The 
Period Of Transition From The Ottoman Empire To The British  Admin-
istration (1878-1881), “The 1st International Mediterranean Karpasia Sym-
posium” In History Cyprus, 11-13 April, 2016, Nicosia, Trnc. 

King, William Cyril Canbell (1937). Report Of The Cyprus Police Force For The 
Year 1936, Printed At The Cyprus Government Printing Office, Nicosia. 

Klockars, Carl B. (1999). Measuring Police Integrity, Videotape Presented At The 
Research In Progress Seminar,  Final Report Submitted To The United 
States Department Of Justice, Office Of Justice Programs, National 
Institute Of Justice, Usa.  

Klockars, Carl B., Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld (2006). 
Enhancing Police Integrity, Springer, New York. 

Klockars, Carl B., Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld (2004a). The 
Contours Of Police Integrity, Editors: Carl B. Klockars, Sanja Kutnjak 
Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, 
California.  

Klockars, Carl B., Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld (2004b). The 
Contours Of Police Integrity, In The Contours Of Police Integrity, Editors: 
Carl B. Klockars, Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld, 1-18, 
Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California.  

Klockars, Carl B., Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, William E. Harver, And Maria R. 
Haberfeld (2000). The Measurement Of Police Integrity, U.S. Department 
Of Justice, Office Of Justice Programs, National Institute Of Justice, 
Washington. 

Klockars, Carl B., Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, William E. Harver, And Maria R. 
Haberfeld (1997). The Measurement Of Police Integrity,  Final Report 
Submitted To The United States Department Of Justice, Office Of Justice 
Programs, National Institute Of Justice, Usa.  

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja (2015). Studing Police Integrity, In Measuring Police In-
tegrity Across The World: Studies From Established Democracies And 
Countries In Transition, Editors: Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. 
Haberfeld, 1-36, Springer, New York. 



135Journal of Security Studies

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja (2005). Fallen Blue Knights, Oxford University Press, 
New York. 

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja, And Carl B. Klockars (1996). Police Perceptions Of Dis-
ciplinary Fairness And The Formation Of The Code Of Silence, Paper Pre-
sented At The 1996 Annual Meeting Of The Academy Of Criminal Justice 
Sciences, Las Vegas, Nevada, Usa.  

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja, And Maria R. Haberfeld (2015a). Measuring Police In-
tegrity Across The World: Studies From Established Democracies And 
Countries In Transition, Editors: Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. 
Haberfeld, Springer, New York. 

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja, And Maria R. Haberfeld (2015b). A Comparative Per-
spective On Police Integrity, In Measuring Police Integrity Across The 
World: Studies From Established Democracies And Countries In Transi-
tion, Editors: Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld, 329-368, 
Springer, New York. 

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja, Maria R. Haberfeld, And Robert Peacock (2015). Police 
Integrity In The United States, In Measuring Police Integrity Across The 
World: Studies From Established Democracies And Countries In Transi-
tion, Editors: Sanja Kutnjak Ivković, And Maria R. Haberfeld, 295-327, 
Springer, New York. 

Kutnjak Ivković, Sanja, Maria R. Haberfeld, And Robert Peacock (2013). Rainless 
West: The Integrity Survey’s Role In Agency Accountability, Police 
Quarterly 16(2) (2013), 148–176, Usa. 

Moneyas (Ministry Of National Education, Youth, And Sports) (2010). Kıbrıs 
Türk Tarihi, 10. Sınıf Ders Kitabı, Korza Yayıncılık Basım Sanayi Ve Ti-
caret Ltd. Şti., Ankara.  

Narcotic Drugs Regulation (1973). Republic Of Cyprus, Official Gazette, No: 
21/1973, 8 May 1973, Printed At The Cyprus Turkish Administration 
Printing Office, Nicosia. 

Nij (National Institute Of Justice) (2009). The Use  Of Force Continuum, Accessed 
January 20, 2015, Http://Www.Nij.Gov/Topics/Law-Enforcement/Officer-
Safety/Use-Of-Force/Pages/Continuum.Aspx. 

Pgm (Polis Genel Müdürlüğü) (2006). Kktc Polis Genel Müdürlüğü 2005 Yılı 
Faaliyet Raporu, Polis Genel Müdürlüğü, Lefkoşa. 

Refik, Mehmet (1974). Kıbrıs Türk Emniyet Genel Müdürlüğü 1973 Yılı Faaliyet 
Raporu, Hazırlayan: Mehmet Refik, Emniyet Genel Müdürlüğü, Lefkoşa. 

Roebuck, Julian B., And Thomas Barker (1974). A Typology Of Police 
Corruption, Social Problems 21(3) (1974), Usa. 

Spo (Trnc State Planning Organization) (2012). Trnc Population And Housing 
Unit Census: First Definitive Results, December 17, 2012, Accessed 
January 10, 2017, Http://Www.Devplan.Org/Nufus-
2011/Nufus%20son_.Pdf. 

Spo (Trnc State Planning Organization) (2017). Economic And Social Indicators 
2015, Prime Ministry, State Planning Organization, Follow Up And 
Coordination Department, Trnc State Printing Office, Nicosia. 



136 Güvenlik Çalışmaları Dergisi  19 (Special Issue)

The Rule Of Amending And Regulating The Laws Relating To Narcotics (1972). 
Republic Of Cyprus, Official Gazette, No: 4/1972, 20 April 1972, Printed 
At The Cyprus Turkish Administration Printing Office, Nicosia. 

Turkish Federate State Of Cyprus Constitution (1975). Tfsc Official Gazette, No: 
34/1975, 17 June 1975, Printed At The Tfsc Government Printing Office, 
Nicosia. 

Turkish Republic Of Northern Cyprus Constitution (1985). Trnc Official Gazette, 
No: 43/1985, 7 May 1985, Printed At The Trnc Government Printing 
Office, Nicosia. 

Turkish Republic Of Northern Cyprus Police Organization (Establishment, Duty 
And Authority) Law (1984). Trnc Official Gazette, No: 51/1984, 20 De-
cember 1984. Printed At The Trnc Government Printing Office, Nicosia. 

 
 


