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ABSTRACT

‘COMPLETED RESEARCH IN HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION RECREATION AND DANCE
State University of New York, College atBrockport
Brockport, New York

Judith L. Jensen
Institutional Representative

ZAPATA, ANTHONY D. An Analysis Of Fitness, Stress and Job Concerns of .
Greensboro, North Carolina and Western New York Police Officers. M.S., in Ed.

1993; 126pp. (S. Mookerjee)

Police Officers who have to handle stress daily, regardless of years on the force,
should be in good physical condition to meet the psychological and physical stress
challenges of police work. Police officers (N = 245) participated in the study. The
officers consisted largely of male uniformed officers between the ages 0 26-30.
Data were collected using a seventy-one item police performance-fitness survey
instrument and analyzed in relation to a Time on the Job (T.0.).) variable for 1) 1 to
5,2)6to 10, 3) 11 to 15, and 4) 15 + years on the job. The study included model
fitness officers from Greensboro, N.C. and survey officers from Western New York
(WNY). The questionnaire was developed to identify if physical fitness is of concern
to the officers surveyed, if officers report physical fitness relates to their stress
management and job performance, if model officers as compared to. survey officers
differ significantly in response to the survey questions and what the sufveyed

" officersreport their departments are doing for them in relation to physical fitness.
The study lasted approximately two years. The level of statistical significance was set
at (P<.05) for chi-square values. Ninety-three percent of the officers surveyed stated
they wanted to be involved in fitness programs. Yet, only 2% of the WNY officers
reported-that their departments require periodic fitness test or standards after
graduation from the academy. These responses were statistically significant for all
T.0.J. groups with the exception of the third group. Of the officersinvolvéd in
fitness programs, 67% feltitimproved theirjob performance. This was statistically
insignificant (P>.05) for all comparisons. Final Communality estimates totalsranged
between 3.50 and 3.96 showing that when sample questions from the survey were
categorized according to stress, diet, department, personal fitness, fitness
performance and health for factor analysis, overall, regardless of T.0.J., there was
little significant difference and that the model and survey groups were more alike
than different in theirresponses to categorized questions. The stddy reveals that
physical fitness is recognized by model and survey officers, but is not being
prdmoted by Western New York Police Departments.
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" CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION

People who have to handle stressful situations on a daily basis, regardless of
age or time on the job, have to be in good physical condition. This can be especially
trueinthe highiy psychologically and physiologicaily stressful occdpétion oflaw
enforcement.

Jones (1989) states the agé ofdeath for-the average white male i's 73years. The
age of death for the average police officeris 57 to 58. What makes pclice officersso
different from the rest of the population -- different enough to cost police officers
14 or 15 yearsof life?

Law enforcement itself has undergone enormous changes such as increased
violence, less police power and budget cuts. All of Which creafesédded stress to an
already difficult occupation. In a survey conducted by the FBI, wh‘ich contacted every
department in the country and had a 90% return rate they asked, “what is the
number one training need in your department?“ Respoﬁdenfs listed everything
from crime scene searches to fingerprint identification to DNA identifications. The .
number one answer was trainin'g in how to handle stress (Resse, 1989).

| Stress is manifested in police work by such duties as emergency driving, ci.tizen
complaints, street disputes and domestic problems an officer faces along with the
internal -- departmental-pressure to appease a currently dissatisfied (with -
government and the law) public. Today’s officers have witnessed increased violencé'
in the street, as well as increased restraints on their power to enforce the law. One
" might correlate this to an officer going out to do the job handcuffed!

Escalation of recent restraints on policing come.in light of community
displeasure with such current issues as the Rt;dney King i.ncident by .police officersin

Los Angeles. In many c‘ities,‘ efforts are being made to form community controlled



police departments with the power to supervise police budgets, conduct and
discipline.

T‘his might create added stress for the police officers, which in.turn, may lead to
poor performance if not “managed” properly. Thisisone contention of this study, |
that a physically-fit officer might be able to handle.job stressors better, re.sulting in
more positive job performance. '

The highly acclaimed Perrier survey of fitness in America, conducted by

Louis Harris and associates, shows that modern-day men and women

strongly believe in the Greek concept “strong mind in astrong body.” The

survey found that those who have a deep commitment to exercise report

feeling more relaxed, less tired and more disciplined. They also report

having greater’self-;onfidence, a sense of Iobkiné better, greater

productivity in work and, in gene'ral', a strong sense of beirig at one with .

themselves (Nieman, 1989).

Nieman (1989) goes on to state.In my'study'of 2,300 Los Angeles:
marathon runners who had been running an average of seven years, over

90% reported that energy.levels were highér, stress was handled better,

and slee.p was improved compared to their pre-running years. Exercise is -

good for both the body and the brain. Through regular, active use of the

body, one can discover a greater sense ofwell being, far greater vitality,
~and a calmer, more relaxed attitude towards daily pressures.

The preceding study serves as a representative case for the argument't_hat there
. might be a relationship between stress, state of well being, behavior and
performance. There isan argument for physically fit police officers because stress is
evidentin daily police work! In light of this, é case can be built that police work is

physically and psychologically stressful.and that police who have to handle stress,



(which is all police-—-either internally or with the public) regardless of age, should be
“in good physical condition as a-“coping mechanism” for their occupationai stressors.

The stress is “generally” the same’fo‘r all uniformed police officers. The
majority of bolice uniformed or plain-clothed experience internal (departmental)
stress. This could be stress brought about by anything from constantly changing
" procedures and expectations, to an over demanding supervisor. For unff_ormed
patrolmen, the stress is basically the same althoﬁgh it.may be presented at different
levels in different de.artments. For example, in rural areas, there may not be as high
awork load ordanger, but Back-up issparse. This may create added stress in itself.
In urban areas, the back-up is usually sufficient, but the workload isusually higher
and the calls more dangerous. The key to stress manifested in police work is howitis
managed. ' _ |
| Binney (1988) suggested physical wéll, being and stress managementofan
individual can be achieved by recognizing how fit one is initially, diet, exercise,
coping methods, and a willihgness to change lifestyle. In this study, physical wellness
isreferred to as a dynamic state of health and fitness in which an individual
progresses towards a hfgher level of performance in achieving an obtimum balance
between internal and external environments (Mpsby’s Medical and Nursing
Dictionary, 1986). . |

In light ;3f the stress produced by daily police work, an officer is required to |
* serve the community in an unbiased profess.ional manner. Most of the time
reactions to stressors have to be held inside. The o-fficer isnottoshow his or her
feelings and he or sHe must not overreact or underreact! G_ilbert, Price and
Whiteside (1988) state “The characteristics of the best officers on the force are a
partnership with the leader, motivation to do the job, proper compartment,
dependability, sense of humor, positive work‘relations ana a tendency to speak up.

The very best officers project a positive image of themselves, their work unit an@u



department to the public.” These are often the personality characteristics of new .

officers who have not been “stressed” by the public or department.

Stress

But what exactly is stress? Since stress means many different things to many
different people, thatis not an easy question to answer. Indeed stress has been
described as one of the most imprecise terms in the dictionéry. One wayto define
stressisto call it the force acting on you that causes you discomfort or strain. Thisisa
stimulus definition of stress because it suggest that stress is the stimulus of force
which acts on you, affecting you in some way, (Matteson & lvancevich, 1982). .

Matteson & Ivancevich (1982) go on to also Astate that instead of describing
stress in terms of being a stimulus, we can viewitasthe response we maketo a
stimulus. Thus,stress becomes the physiological or psycho!ogical response you make
to an external event or condition caused by a stressor. ' |

In the Uni\-/e.rsity of Cal Berkeley Ietter'(1990), stress has never had an adequate
definition, beyond such vague gener-alizat'ions as “stress is how people respond to
demands.” “Stressors” ha;ve been defingd as everything from wa.rs.and famine, job
loss, family ar_gumen.ts, and encounters with the IRS. . .

Binney (1988) states, the way in which stress manifests itself varies from one
individual to another. The body’s first reaction to any potentially harmful demand
‘ (such as issuing an unwanted ticket; controlling a domestic problem of
apprehending a fleeing felon) is to prepare for action. It gets ready to face danger
" (fight) .or to run away (flight). ‘

An officeris taught not to run away. There is a duty to be done! In light of
this, he or she must be cognizant to what he or she is “capable” of doing mentally
and physically and then what he orshe s goir;g todo and-if he or she can'cope with

the decision. For the purpose of this study stress can be referred to-as a mentally or



emotionally disruptive or disquieting influence resulting.in a particular bodily and or
‘performance reaction.

In regard to fight or flight, experience plays a Qreat partin police work. For
example, in a rookie, the enthusiasmis very high. Emotional_‘displays resulting from
stressors are very common. The rookie is quick to argue or fight with an
noncompliant person. The veteran though has oBserved many citizen complaints
and much discipline. Because df this, his enthusiasm may be lower and he becomes a
much better “talker” and “listener” thah an “arguer” or “fighter.” Neither flees as
they are taught, but they may perceive and react to the situation differently.

In closing, the definitions of stress are varied and not consistent. Yet, the
underlying theme of stressseems to be that itis derived from an external event and
thatthe response to that event will be either p'hys-iological (the body always reacts
physiologically to stress, even if it is only to increase the HR and modify respiration)
or psychologi.cél and distinctto the individual. ‘ .

. The preceding serves as an example of some p'roblems faced by the a\)érage law
enforcement officer. These are daily problems creéted by the internal é,nd external
stressors of police work. Itis all too often that this unmanégeci_ stress Ie.ads.to poor
health and,subsequent performance in police work. | |

Despite the seriousness of this problem, police performance as it relates to
- fitness has receivgd little systematic examination from the scientific community. The
literature is distinctly lacking in invésﬁgative inquiries that study an officer's fitness
~and how it relates to his/her performance. The need to understand this r-elati‘onship
extends beyond the clinical analysis of laboratory study. Therefore, a study of what
police officers themselves report concerning fitness, stress and performance, should
be valuable as a means of further understanding police behaviors. . '

The present study provided é description‘ of the attit;Jdes of 245 U.S. police

officers who combleted a survey on their reported stress, fitness and job



petformance. Their r.esponses'contributed insight into positive or negative
.relatio_nships between the preceding.. It also provided insigh{ into responses of a
model fitness department as compared to survey group. Thereisan attempt to
determine if the model and survey groups hold similar kinds of attitudes.

There has been no known study that provided an opinion inquiry derived from
such a vast population of police officers. The precipitating factors identified by
these officers that prove or disprove‘a relationship between an officer’s ﬁtness and
stress and performance, provides a foundation for the understanding and
advaﬁcement_ofthe study of physical fitness asit rel‘afes tostress, and job

performance ofpolice officers.

Statement of the Problem

Police who have to handle stress, regardless of years on the job or location of
assignment, should be in good physical condition to meet the challenges of police

work. ' -

Nature of Information Sought

This s'tudy waé.conductgd to inquire if physical fitness "‘is" a “concern” to the
majority of police officers surveyed. It also attempted to determine if they feel
fitness relates to their stress and job performance. Finally, it attempted to determine
if a model fitness depart_ment differs significantly in survey questionnaire responses -
from a survey group of Western New York police officers on stress, physica.I fitness

and job performance.

Justification of the Study

Regardless of age, time on the job or work location, ihe_ majority of the 245

police o.fficers'surveyed reported.that police work is stressful, that stress can affect



their performance and that overall, they and thelr departments “are not” involved
in fitness as a coping mechanism.

Fitness has long beenidentified as one copir\g mechanism for stress
management. The highly acclaimed, Perrier Survey of Fitness in America, conducted
by Louis Harrjs and Associates, found that those who have a deep commitment to
exercise reporteo feeling more relaxed, less tired and more disciplinéd. They also
reported having greater self confidence, sense of looking better, greater
productivity in work and, in gerreral, a'strong sense of being at one with themselves
(Nieman, 1989). Among the findings uncovered by fhe NWL (Northwestern National
Life) survey of 600 full time employees was that 69% of those surveyed said that high
stress levels reduced their productivity on the job, and 17% said stress had caused
them to miss one or more days of work in 1990 (Walker 1991) |

In light of this, there is an-argument for fltness in police work because as the
police themselves report, stress is evident in daily police work. As_yet, aclear
understanding between stress, fitness and performance in police work does not
exist. To the writer’s knowledge, there has been no study regardmg this.

Itis the belief of the writer that more efforts should be made to detect |fth ose .
factors are interrelated. Police- communlty relations are a growmg concern today
The concern lies mostly with the performance of the police. The publicis dlssatusfred
with negative police behavior. Asstated, the police report their work as stressful.
Secondly, the FBI states the number ope request by police is training in stress
management. Finally, fitness has been identified as a coping mechanism that is not |
being used by the officers or their d'epartrnents in this highly stressful occupation.

As an educator, currentlyinthe field of police work, | see a need for a closer
evaluation of officers’ fitness and how it relates to stress management and job.
performance. The survey shows that 26% of all the officers'survey hold their stress

inside. Once the King oeating started, did stress olay a part? Were the officers



releasing “built up” stress on Mr. King? Céuld this be an example of the potential
behavior of the 26% of police officers surveyed who report holding their stress
inside’."

A major objective of this study was to observe ;che idfferenced of responses of a
model fitness department officers vs. a survey grou'p of officers in relation to stress,
fitness and job performance questions and to further make recommendétions based
on the results of the study. | | .

A possible consequence of this investigation may be that data is provided that
will contribute awareness of a need for change when considering. fitness
participation vs. stress levels and job performance in police work. Awareness by
Departments of the physical fitness concerns of their officers as they relate to s{ress
management and job performance is a desired 'contrib'ution of thisstudy. This being

for betterment ofthe officers, the department arid the public they serve.

Deliminations of the Study

~ This study was'delimited to a sample of 245 police officers, 172 of which were
Western New York Officers (Survey Group) and 73 which were Greensboro, North
Carolina Officers (Model Group). There was a disproportionaté number of male

(211)to female (30) officers participating. (some omitted recording their gendér). ‘

Limitations of Study

This study is an investigation of the attitudes of police officers who c'qmple_ted
~asurvey questionnaire concerning bolice perfbrmanc_e, fitness and stress. '
Specifically, data was collected from 13 police agencies. Additional distribution of
surveys included a highly regarded fitness or.iented.department. That department

w‘as‘Greensboro, North Carolina. The resear&h was limited to 4 urban areas, 5



suburban areasand 6 rural areas. It did not include a large city such as New York, Los
Angeles or Chicago.

Additional limitations of t'he study iﬁcl ude a self-report survey open to
“possible” false reporting. The study shows a disproportionate view of men to
women as 86% of respondents were male and 12% women. It also showed a
disproportionate view of full-time uniformed police officers as they represent71%

- of the surveys respondents. There was no atterrjpt to analyze the interreiations of
responses or to explore the personal backgrounds of the respondents. The survey
also failed to differentiate between responses of officers in specialized units such as

S.W.A.T., Tactical or SCUBA squads.

Definition of Terms

Auspices - Protection or support (America'n.Heritage Dictionary, 1985).

Control Group i A standard of comparison for checking or verifying the results of a
study against a model group (American Heritage Dictionary, 1985). In this

. study Greensboro, North Carolina. ’

Delimitations - Established limits or Boundaries (Am‘érican Heritage.Dictionary,'
1985).

Ectomorphic- Human body characterized by bei'r.wg Iéah in build (American Heritage
Dictionary, 1985). | |

" Endomorphic- Human body characterized By obesity (American Heritage Dictioﬁary,
1985). . |

Mesémorphic- Hurﬁan body characterized by powerful mqsculature (American
Heritage Dictionary, 1985).

Mortality - Frequency of numbers of deathsin prdportion to a population; death
rate (American Heritage Dictionary, 1985). ]

Physical wellness - A dynamic state of health and fitness in which an individual
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progressed towards a higher level of performance achieving an optimum
balance between internal. and external environments (Mosby’s Medical and
Nursing Dictionary,1 986). .

Relation - Logical or natural association betweeh two or more things (American
Heritage Dictionary, 1985). | |

Sample - Aset of elementsdrawp from and analyzed to estiinat_e the characteristics
of a population (American Heritage bictiona‘r)!, 1985).

Stress - A mentally or emotionally disruptive or disqﬁie’ting influence resultingina .
particular bodily and or performance reaction (American Heritage Dictionary,

1985).



CHAPTER Il
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Review of Literature

Despite the current and pressing issue of police stress, little systematic
attention has been given to the benefits of a physically fit officer on stress reduction
aﬁd ifs subsequent positive or negative effects on‘job performance in police work. A
search of the literature on this {opic showed that little dafa based research has been
reported or published showing attitudes of police officers concerning relationships
between stress, physical fitness and their job performance. Additionally, little
research has been doneto observe the “average” police departmentin comparison
to a highly regarded fitness department. The following cha'pter condtains areview of
studies in the area of stress, physical fitness and job productivity relating to law
enforcement.

In reseafching this study, the writer observed that there is an abundance of
studies concerning performance of police. These studies fall primarily info' the realm
of complaints against the police, police abuse., police brutality and poliée stress.
T'here is very little research on physical fitqess in regardsto those involved in law
enforcement as it relates to stress and job pe'rformance thata Writér coulduseasa
model. | . .

In regards to research on fitness, the concerns lie mostly with corporate
" endeavors and h6w it benefits their pfoducfivity. Writing on stress and stress
management are primarily concerned with white éollar worke'rs although police
stress is widely recognized. What the officers want or need to know concerning a
relationship between job performance, stress and physical fitness has been given
little consideration and'less press. In regard to a direct model or study to follovy |

concerning police physical fitness and performance “as reported by police,” the

writer found nothing.
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Inreviewing the literature for the research, the relied heavily on the advice of
Joan Mahoney, M.A., who is currently working on her PhD from University of
Buffalo. She has conducted a major police attitudinal study and has referred several
excellent references to help in constructing the survey questionnaire. |

In looking at Mahoney’s references and what was researched, the author relied
heavily on two sources for the survey's construction. The author used Survey
Questions by Converse and Presser, which is a book on-handcrafting the standard
questions. It gave in-depth illustrations to models of questionnaires such as the
“Self-report Questionnaire”, which was used. The writer-was also referred to the

Experience of Work, better known as “The Cook Book,” a compendium and review

of approximately 250 survey measures and their use. Both assisted in finding a scale

well documented and best suited for the content soughtin the survey' questionnaire.

Opinion Surveys

The drawback of.the self-report survéy is that it is open to false reporting
without a mechanism to detect such. The authorofan obinion survey must put total
confidence in the re_espoﬁdent to answer the quéstions honestly. With the extremely
high workload of police officers, the author must be aware that there may have
been respondents who “filled in the blanks just to complete the survey.”

This opinion survey shows'individual opinions written down by the officers.
There is little factual data other than the profile section of the survey which shows

age, sex, rank etc. -
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The Stress'Problem
‘ Neiman (1989) states, For a long time r.ese'arches have knewn that
psythological states relating to stress can have a profound effect on one’s
physical health. Denial, depression, inflexibility conformity, lack of social ties,
hostility, Bigh levels of anxiety and dissatisfaction, repressed féelings of loss,
and many life changing events have in major studies, been associated with
increased risk of infection, cancer and heart disease.

Jones (1989) adds, Medical research has established that cops are in the
tob three ranks for heart c_iisease, diabetes, and suicide. Such social
researchers as Dr. William Kroes believe that stress may be the paramount
problem facing policemen today.

If this was true in 1976, how much more true is it today? With each
passing year, the nature of our society makes life more difficult and .
stressful. Thenaddtheincreasing stress we e.xperience ascopsdoing the
job. Itis likely that stress kills more cops each year fhan ériminals do. The
leading cause of death among police officers is heart aiseasel Many of our
co-workers have ulcers, Hypertension, or other medical problems. Our
divorce rate is higherthan the national norm, in some studies more thar;»
three times a high. Divorce rates of more than 70 percent within the first
three years on the force in'several departments. Alcoholism is widespread.
And, of course, our suicide rate is higher than that of most occupations. _

Walker (1991) adds, The figurés, she says, are staggering. Among the’
findings uncovered by the NWNL survey of 600 fuil-time employees:



*Almost haff (46 pefcent) of America n'workers felt highly stressed in
1991, and one-fourth believes {hey were suffering from stress-related
illnesses.

*Sixty-nine percent of those surveyed said fhat high stress levels

~ reduced their productivity on the job, and 17 percent said thatstress had
" caused them to miss one or more daysofworkin 1990.

*While workplace stress céused 14 perceﬁt of respondents to quitor
change jobs in the past two years, 35 percent of employees who had been
at a job for less than two years said they had quit their previous job.

Neiman (1989) states, During the past 25 years, a large number of
studies have shown that life events of all types (marriage, divorce, buying a
house, losing one’s job, moving to a new 'Io'cation, surgery for health
problems, etc.) are gignificant stressors, leading to predict'able phyﬁical and
psychological health problems. .

Several recent studies have shown, however, that such life stress has less
negative impact on the health of physically active individuals. |
Nieman (1989) adds, In a four-year siudy of278 managers -from. 12
different corporations,_for example;'it was found that corporate managers

who were active experienced less health problems from the stress.they
experienced than inactive ﬁnanagers. Because it is not always practical or
even possible to avoid many stressful life events, regular aerobic exercise
may be one way to reduce the impact of stress on health.” .
Many other studies Have shown the value of physical éctivity forimproved
psychological health. Researchers at Duke University showed that after 10
weeks of walking and jogging 135 minutes a Week, exercising adults showed

decreased anxiety, depression, and fatigue, with elevated vigor. Dr. Carlyle
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Folkins of the University of California at Davis has shown that regular exercise by
policémen and firemen is associated with decreased anxiety and depressioﬁ.
Neiman (1989) goes on to say, The high acclaimed Perrier Survey 6f

Fitness in America, conducted by Louis Harris and associates, shows that

modern-day men and women strongly believe in the Greek concept of a

strong mind in a strong body. The survey found that those who ha\(e adeep

commitment to exercise reported feeling more rélaxed, less tired, and more

disciplined. They also reported having greater self-confidence, a sense of
looking better, greater productivity in work and, in general, a stronger

sense of being at one with themselves. |

In my study of 2,300 Los Angeles- marathon runners who had been

running an averége of seven years, over 90 percent repqrt_'ed’that energy

levels were higher, stress wag handled better, and sleep was improved

compared to their pre-running years.

In reésponse to the stressrelated problem, the Greensboro, North Carolina
Police Department has_devised a “wellness menu” for its officers . An officer is
expected to bé ableﬁto respond to emergency stress at a movements notice with
effective béhavior. éasic physical and mental Health isimportant for this behavior
(Spitler, Jones, Wade & Williams, 1987). .

Spitler, et al (1987), The Greensboro Police Department, Greensboro, North

Carolina, recently sought to initiate a wellness program for their officers, |

_leading what appears to be a developing trend in police departments across
the country. The days of height/weight charts and strictly pre-employment
physical assessments are ending for the law enforcement field. Gross measures
of body composition do not necessarily provide enc{ugh health or fitness
information about the officer, nor will data collected during his or’her early

career years be representative of an incumbent officer’s current health status.
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The new goal and the critical contepf in this wellness philésophy forlaw
enforcement agencies, is the prevention of.injury and disease by shifting the-
re'sp”ohsibility of health care from medical treatmentto individual action.
This follows a concept of the wellness movement which stresses not treéting
medicine asa “god,” butasa “partner” with the in:divi_dual in promoting physical
wellness. In concordance with this, 44% of the officers surveyed in this sfudy feltthe
individual should be liable for lacking physical capabjlities to performthe job.
Spitler, etal (1987) add; Preventative heal"thhand fitness habits should
be identified then pursued. The officer should then, theoretically, be at a
decreased risk for occupational injury or disease. In spite of, or perhaps
because of, the overabundance of Iiterature' on health and physical fitne-ss,
the Department was overwhelmed in making rational, cost-effective
decisions in establishing a total wellness progfam. The first of these
decisions involved defining what was to be meant by fotal wellness in law
enfo'rceme‘nt.. The Greensboro Police Department adopted and defined
total wellness as: 1. the ability to carry out assigned daily tasks effectively;
2. the ability to meet task-oriented emergencies without exfrgme fatigue
or injury; and 3.- the ability to pursué and enjoy leisure time activities. The

Wellness Menu would involve two main features: a basic health status

feature and a performance feature.

The Greensboro Police Department proposes a Wellness Menu which

incorporates an officers assessment.of job performance along with health

and physical fitness evaluation and preventative action.

Hobbs New Mexico Police

Fitness for Life by Arters and Aaron (1989) concerns énothe(top police agency

in New Mexico which is also a national Iéader_in police fitness. The department’s
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motta for wellnessis a belief that the first step in changing Iifé-style habits for
improved physical fitness is “education.” .Thi's is a theme fhat is prevalentin several
of the articles researched and is included as a question in the survey.

This New Mexico Department goes as far asto provide physical wellness
incentives such as rewards with time and pay. On the.othen; hand, punishment for
improper maintenance of physical wellness runs from pay loss to time loss to possible
termination. Itis becoming increasingly obvious that physical wellness does play a"
critical role in job performance for all aspects of law enforcement. They goonto
st'ate that poor physical condition will no longer be a deadly adversary forits officers

(Arters & Aaron, 1990).

The Federal Bureau of Investigétions ‘

In continuing with research of the Iiferature, the authorregrets not having
been able to contact an outstanding fitness/wellness agency, that being the FBI. An
excellent business like appearance, good health, and the capacity to perférm‘d uties
properly are the goals of the FBI (Slahor 1990).

Slahor (1990) states, A special agent “must” be a person of go‘cladv health
and fitness. They believe fitness has a direct relation to'h'o'w we work, play
and fa.c‘e life. The FBIisso serious about its physical wellness for its officers
that the special agent is taught how to proceed with conditioning in order

- to meefthe fitness test and rating scales which will be used todetermine
whether the individual “stays” in the training program. Fora law
enforcement 6fficer astrong mofivation can be the realization that his/her

_ life could well depend on whether or not he/she is physically fit.

The “Pre-Quantico Kit” booklet goes on to describe the objectives of the FBI's

fitness philosophy and program:
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1. toincrease muscular strength, flexibility and cardiovascular endurance so
as to assist the SA in meeting the demands of the job;

2. to prevent cardiovascular disease and related ailments through early
detection of danger signals;

3. toeducate allemployees of the FBlin attainment and maintenance of
personal wellness standards; )

4. to establish a personalized wellness prescription for each SA;

5. toreduceincidence oflower back pain, obesity, high blood pressure and
other law enforcement-related ailments; and

6. toincrease the ability to cope with the inhergn't,Stress-re'Iated ailments of
the law enforcement profession through physical fitness and positive
lifestyle modifications in order to enjoy life to the fullest.

Fitness and Agility Requirements by Philips (1990) provided an excellent article

on legal issues concerning officers physical Wellness, its relation to job performance
and duties. .'
Philips (1990) states, In Gray v. City of Florissant, 588 S.W. 2d. 722 (Mo.
Ct. App. 1979), a city police officer working vyithout the protection of a
collective bargaining agreement challenged newly-imposed ph.ysi‘cal fitness
standards. The plaintiff, John Gray, had been a city po'lice officer for almost
nine years before the police department promulgated specific minimum-
maximum weight regulatlons for all commissioned personnel as part of its
~Manua| of Policies and Procedures. - - . '
Officer Gray was informed that his weight exceeded the allowable
maximum for his height and that he would have 90 days in which to comply

with the regulation. Seven months later, Officer Gray received notice that

he would lose six recreational days because of his failure to comply with the
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regulation. He appealed to the City Personnel Commission, which, after a
hearing, sustained the Police Chief’s disciplinary order.

On appeal, Officer Gréy unsﬁccessfully.;:héllenged the rule as
unconstitutional and as having been arbitrarily and capriciously applied to
him. The Missouri Court of Appeals for the Eastern District applied a
rational reiationship stahdard and concluded that, under sucha standard, a
regulation that rationally relates to conceivable, legitimate regulatory goals
and that does not offend due process is deemed constitutional.

Philips (1990) adds, In the State Fraternal Order of Police v. State of Ohio,
the Ohio Supreme Courf considered whether Ohio.law required that State
Highway Patrol officers be allotted on-duty time or be paid overtime for time
spent exercisin.g in orderto meet and maintain newly-imposed physical fitness
requirements. State Fraternal Order of Police v. State of Ohio, 446 N.E. 2d 157
(Ohio 1983). The court held that it is not unreasonable that the patrolmgn be
required to maintain.....fitness 6n their own ti.m_e...[and] thatthe state is not
obligated to compensate the officers for their time in maintaining such
required physical fitness. State Fraternal Orde} of Poliée, supra, 446 N.E. 2d AT
162. The court reasoned as follows: The physical fitness standards of the
patrol are not remote unrelated rules forfhe sound operation of this state
police force. The physical demands upon the state patrolmen are many. Not
only is there the necessity for bhysical fitness'in the normal police routines of
highway traffic control, but also there are the more physically demanding
duties involving confrontation with criminals operating intrastate or those
who might be fleeing interstate. Additionally, there are the wide and varied
and often physically taxing duties, including riot control among others... The
need for the basic standards of maintaiﬁing physicai condition and fitness for

continuance of service in the patrol is obvious. Physical soundness of the
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patrolmen not enly serves the state and its citizens well byway of having the
officers fit to respond to a partic'ular problem, but also....serves the officers well
in the sense ofself-protection. _
Philips (1990) concludes,Any rule promulgated‘that prescribes
fitness/agility requirements must, in fact, be related to the performance of
" the functions performed by law enforcement officers. An employer may

not simply impose a set of standards that seek to req uire that every officer

be a perfect physical specimen. It is believed that most courts wiil require

that there be a relationship between the standards and the position.

Persons challenging newly imposed standards should argue that the burden |

should be on the employer to demonstrate the need for and relationship

between the standards and the job. -

Horowitz and Baker (1987) state, few would argue thatas a result of
hazardous duty, job boredom, rotating work shift and role pressures, la‘w .
enforcement officers are exposed to excessive levels of stress that may have a
srgmflcant impact on their productivity in the form of performance

The preceding articles and book reviews present informative reading, but they
come primarily frqm departments orauthors with an mterest in physical frtness. In

reviewing an article called Characteristics of the Best Officer on the Force by Gilbert,

Price and Whiteside, (1988) one finds that there'is no mention of physical fitness
amongthe eight characteristics given as determining traits of the “best” police
‘officers on the force! Those characteristics are: ‘
1. Partnership with the leader .
Technical competence

2

3. Motivation to dothejob
4. Proper comportment

5

Dependability
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6. Sense-of humor
7. Positive working relations
8. Tendency to speak up
Thisis a general article unrelated to police fitness and may give a better perspective

of the slight importance given to fitness in law enforcement.




CHAPTER Il
PROCEDURES -

Nature of the Information Sought

This study was conducted to inquire if physical fitness “is” a concern to the
majority of officers surveyed. Secondly, it attemptéd toinquire if thgy felt fitness
relates to stress management and job performance. Thirdly, it attempted to
determine if a model fitness department reported s’tétistically significant differen ces
vs. the survey group (WNY Police Officers) on fitness, performance and stress

concerns.

Subject Selection

The police performance/fitness surveys wére sent to Western New York (;u rvey)
and the Greensboro, North Carolina (model) Police beparpments. A brief profile of
the Departmen;s used, shows that there are approximately 77,000 New York State
police pefsonn.el Which éverages out to about 48.4% of the total justice employment
(courts etc.). In North Carolina there are in contrast approximately 16,000.police
personnel or about 49.4% of their justice employment. ‘

A compérison of several cities used in the study shows that Rochester, New
York has a approximately 650 uniformed officers with a base salary of approximately

$37,000 (not including overtime pay). Buffalo, New York carries approximately
1,011 uniformed officers with a base salary of $31,000. Greensboro, Nbrth Carolina,
the studies model group, has approximately 451 unifdrmed police officers with a
" base wage of $33,000. The largest bebartment participating in the survey was
Buffalo, New York (1,011 pfficers). The smallest Department was Ogden, New York.
It reported having 12 officers. .
Seven hundred fifty surveys were sent c;ut toa totai of 15 police departments.

The surveys were to be filled out by any male.or female police officer to whose



23

department the surveys were sent. Of the 15 police departments where surveys
‘were sent, 14 included departments in Wesfern New York. The femaining
depart'me!nt was Greensboro, North Carolina. Thisdepartment was selected for
several reason)s. One, it was noted in several readings as a leaderin physical fitness
stgndards for its police officers. Second, in reviewing its programs in comparison to
other top physical fitness departments, its progra'm wasthe best. And last,itwas
highly recommended by other bolice officers and departments involved in fitness;
physical education and héalth as a model department for fitness standards.
Although officers from the Western New York Survey Group may participate in
fitness, the writer chose Greensboro asa model fitness department because of the
aforementioned reasons and its fitness requirements and incentive programs. It is
likely that there are many Western New York officers involved in fitness, but it is
more likely that officers from -G'reenébord where fitness is a requirement and there
are incentive§ will be more knowledgeable and participatory in fitness than survey
officers. Greensboro has an excellent reputation for fitness as was researched by this
writer. There were no Western New York debartments thateven showéd consistent
requirements or incentives for their officers. Several urbah,_suburbén,‘and- rural
departments were picked randomly for representation of differeﬁt sized
departments. | '

Two hundred forty-five officers surveys were included in the study. Eighty- |
. three surveys wer‘e returned too late for prdcessing. Of the officers returning survey
questionnaires, 73 police officers participated in the model group (Greensboro, NC). -
One hundred sevenfyitwo police officers participated in the survey group (WNY).
Twelve WNY Police Departments and the Greensboro Police Department actually
participated in cémpleting the surveys. The model group numberof participating

officers was pre-determined with that depar{ments staff as a number of those who
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would be able and most likely to complete the surveys. The Survey Group number
was determined by a cut off date of April 27, 1992.
The following graphs better depict the characteristics of the model and survey

officers participating in the study.
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Instrument DeVelopment

The questions for the self-report survey/questlonnarres for comparisons among
police stress performance and fitness were originally developed by police officers
from what the writer calls “brainstorming response sheet” (Pilot Study). This sheet
asked the police respondent to list 5-10 concerns they had about police performance
~ and stress and their relation to police physical fitness. Apbroximately 70._random -
~ officers participated in this. The concerns were then ranked according to frequency
of observance. For the purpose of this study, the questions asked by the police that
appeared most frequently were included as a list of the thirteen most important (or
sample) questions (Page 99). Due to the large number of respondents and questions,
for Chi-Square Analysis, only a sample of the data was used which included the |
thirteen most frequently asked questions from the brainstorm sheet.

From the most frequently written concerns on the brainstorming sheet,
including 71 questions relating to police performance fitness and stress were used to
construct the survey instrument. The instrument developed was entitled the Police
- Performance Fitness Survey. The questions were multiple choice, yes-no, true-false,
scale and fill-in the blanks. The questions were randomly arranged so as not to
follow a pattern orlead on therespondent. ‘ |

Several demographic variables that might have an affect on stress, fitness, and
- performance were also included in the questionnaire. These included (in order of
importance as stated by 'officers) the officers time on the job (in years), work shift,

. sex, age, rank, work setting, uniform and build. The comblete questionnaireis
illustrated. (in Appendix E ). Due to the abundance of data presented, the major
analyses and comparisons were made from the time on the job variable since it was
ranked first in importance by the officers.

The questionnaire was given to a sample of 10 officers to see how long it took

them to complete. It took an average of 15-20 minutes. Included with the survey
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was a cover letter stating the purpose of the study, directions, content and author

contact information (See Appendix E).

Data Distribution and Collection

Seven hundred fifty surveys were distributed to 15 police departments in WNY
and the model group in Greensboro, NC. An average of 50 surveys were sent out to
each department (considering size df department). Three hundred twenty-eight
surveys were returned from 13 police departments for an averége return of 25.2
sur\;eys per department. The survey questionnaires were mailed to 10 of the
departmentsincluded in the study. The remaining 5 departments received the
surveys hand delivered. THe survey questionnaires were sentout to 4 urban
departmehts, 5 suburban departments and 6 rurai departments. Allsurveys were
sent or delivered bulk to predetermined contacts in the department who were
primarily supervisors. Actual officer dissemination and collection was determined by
departmént. Included were instructions on how to complete and return the su'rvey.
Also included were instructions to each Debartmeni to return them, as a '
Department group, in the provided self-addressed envelopé to th.e writer’'s home
(postage péid).

One rural department and one suburban.department failed to requmd back

~with any surveys. Thus, 55 surveys were originally lost to attrition; an average of

.07% of the surveys. Forty-seven percent of surveys were returned (750 - 55 = 695
then 328 =+ 695 = .47). Twenty-five percent of the sur.veys received (83 + 328 = .25)

were unable to be used due to deadlines.
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ORGANIZATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
‘Introduction '

1:he purpose of this investigative inquiry was to determine if fitness is acon cern
of the officers surveyed. It also attempted to inqqire if officers feel fitness is related
to their stress management and job performance. Finally, itattempted to determine
if @ model fitness department officers reported “significant” differencesin responses
to survey questions as compare‘d to the survey group of police officers. The analysis.
was done using SAS and SAS/STAT softwares. The level of significance was set at

(P<.05). . |

. There is a substantiated argument for fitness in law enforcement. Slahor
(1990) stated, the FBI emphasizes that physical fitness is often the factor the spells
the difference between success and failure in I,aw~enforcemen't_- even life and Adeath.
It is seen as necessary to enhance the safety of fellow special agents, other law
enforcement officers and innocent citizens.

The approach utilized in this study represents one of the first known éftempts
to gather information on police opinions about stress, fitness and perfc;rm.ance and
how they interrelate while looking at such variabies as an lo_ffi.cer'g timé on the job,
work shift, gender, ége, rank, work setting, uniform, and build. It is also the first
known study to the writer’s knowledge that observes the preceding |n regards to a
comparison of differences between model fitness offiéers and survey officers. It was
anticipated that this approach might yie[d some meaningful insight and direction |
into the study of thé affects of fitness programs on police stress and performance. It
is hoped that the stud'y will make Western New York departments aware that the
officers appear concerned about fitness but, implementation of fitness programs by

departmentsis lacking.
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Data Analysis

Chi-Square Analysis was conducted to determine the probability of significant
) differénce between model and survey responses on a sample of the true and false
question's. (Tables 1-4 and Appendix G ). A factor analysis was perforﬁed on six
categories of questions from a sample of true and false questions. The categories
were listed as follows in arder of importance as ranked by officers; (1) stress and
behavior (2) department, (3) health, (4) dietary (5) fitness performance and (6)
fitness beliefs. Raw data retrieved from the survey re;pondents wasrecorded as
percentages of responses for the survey and model groups. Proportional
percentages of the raw data for the model group in propértion to the survey-group
is algo given in the Raw Data Summary. Demographic informétion is also brok.en
down into percentages of responsesto show the make.up ofthe officers completing

surveys. (see Appendix F).

Comparison
" An analysis of true and false questions using only the time on the job variable

was conducted. That is.1-5, 6-10, 11-15, and 15 + groupings for years of service in

law enforcement.

Data Analysis

Raw Data Summary

Data retrieved from the Police officers on the Survey Questionnaire was

- analyzed using the SAS/SAT softwa.res by (1) percentages of responses f;ir the raw
data, (2) Chi-Square Valugs of significant difference, and (3) Factor analysis (final
communality estimate totals). The results for these statistics will be presented in
Chaptér IV. All raw scores for this study were-originally recorded ona computér

spreadsheet. Using a spreadsheet each answer was given a score of one. When all
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surveys were tallied, each column Wés automatically totaled. The total of each
column’s responses were divided by the total number of surveys for that group to
give the percentage of positivé replies for each column.

The proportional number of mModel to survey responding to, and the
proportional percentagé foreach question on the survey, is presented on'the data
summary sheets (AppendixI). :

Due to time limitations, cost, and the amount of data collected, the writer
eliminated all but true and false questions for analysis using chi-square values and
factorals (factor analysis). Thg QUe'stiQns used that comprised the six categories used
for factor énalysis were true and false questions also! They were categorized as
questions of stress and behavior, diet, department, fitness, performance and health.
These categories were also ranked respectively by officers by importance to them.
Multiple-choice, yes-no, scale and fill -in-fhe-blank questions were analyzed by
percentages and appearin the data summary Appehdix I. These typé questions were
included because they could not be covered under a true and false format and they
were some of the most frequently raised questions on the original “Brainstorm
Response Sheet” that the writer did not want to omitin the study. |

The time on the job variaBIe wasalso the only demographical variable
analyzedin relation to tHe questions sampled due tothe vastness of the data
gathered. Time on the job as stated was observed by officers in the Pilot Study to be

the most im'portant‘variable for an officer.
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INTERPRETING THE STATISTICAL DATA

Chi-Sgﬁare

Percentages for the true/false question pertaini‘ng to groupingscan be
depicted more accurately on the frequency chart and calculation of Chi-Square
Values (Appendix H).

The Pearson Chi-Square statistic involve the differencéé between ;he observed
and expected frequencies. The alternative hypothesis for this statistic is one of
general association. |

‘Chi-Square. The chi-square statistic was used to analyze whether there was a
significant differenAce between the response of the model and survey groups. The
true and false responses were ideal for the calculation of the chi-square values since
a 2 by 2 matrix was easily obtainable with-model and survey as rows and true and
false as columns. | . .

Due to the large sample of respondenis, only a subset of the data with
trqe/false questions (thirteen questions deemed most important by officers) were |
used, and chi-square values caléulated for each of the quest'ions. The probability has
to be less than 0.05 (P<.05) for there to be a significant difference. A value closer to
1.0 shows more probébility of a significant differences between thé model and
survey groups. Referto chi-squa’re tables one through four. Separate analysis was
. _done for respondents with 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 1 1-15.years and 15 + years on the
job. "

Tosee how one ca.n'interpret the statistical re;ults, let us take a few examples
(see Table 1-4).

Example 1. Question 10, 1-5 years on the job. The probability of chi-square is
0.783 (p>.05). The probability of a significan{ difference Es 0.217 (1-0.793).
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Therefore, there is nbt asignificant difference between the model and survey
groups for the question, “Does the out of shape/unhealthy officers create added
stress when dealing with violent suspects.” Becausé (p>.05) and the value is not
close toone.

Example 2. Question 2, 11-15yearson the job. The chi-square probability
" value is 0.000 (the value is rounded to three decimalplace's, the actual value.is
~ approximately 0). Therefore, there is a very sigﬁifica’nf difference for thi§ question
between the two groups. Looking atthé actual question, “Does your department

have a gym, or provide access to, orinformation on one?” may help explain why.

Factor Analysis

All true and false questions were grouped into six categories.

Questions of: .

1. Stress and behavior
2. Diet
3. - Department
4. Fitness
5. Performance
6 Health '

Factor analysis was used to show commonalities, and differences between the
model and survey groups in relatioﬁ tosix categories of questions. |

The factor analysis produces a final communality estimate. The highr this final -
estimate is, the hiéher the disparity between the model and the.survey group for
that category of questions. (See Tables 5-7.

Let us review factor analysis.

Harman (1960) states, In the analysis o} a body of c;bserved data, a simplified

mathematical theory (or model) is frequently postulated. The simplest



mathematical model is a linear one--and that is the fundamental assumption

underlying all of the present day factor analyses methods.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Oneofthe goals of the study was to determine if fitness was a cqncerh

among the officers surveyed. Another goal wasto inquire if officers felt that

stress and performance can be affected by fitness. A third goal wasto determine

what departments do for the officersin relation to fitness. These inquiriesare-

supported by the percentage and proportional findings of the survey (Appendix - -

.I) along with the following:

1.

Of the officersinvolved in a fitnéss progrém, 67% feltitimproved

their job performance.

93% of the officers surveyed stated they wanted to be invqlvéd in

fitness programs. o |

83% of the officers stated they would feel less stress in potentially violent
situétions if they were in better physical shape (strength and
cardiorespitory). . -

76% of surveyed (WNY) officers felt their academy experienc.e did not

inspire them to continue with fitness training.

92% of the officers reported they would use a fitness center provided by

their department.. ‘

2% of the survey (WNY) officers have depa&ments that require periodic
fitness tests or standards. ) |

45% ofthe model officers reported having seen awards given for fitness
attainment'compared to only 9% of survey officers.

90% of officers felt officers should maintain adequate fitness even if they
hated to do so.

92% of officers felt an officer’s'poor physical éppearance caused negative

publicopinion regardl_esS if he or she was capable of doing the job.
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95% of officers of those surveyéd feltthere wasa relationship between
physical wellness and longevity after retirement. 39% believe physical
wellness is related to citizen complaints.
80% of the survey group officersreported taking no medical exams since
leaving the academy compared to 47% fér the model group. 70% of the
officersin proportion reported taking no medical exams si'nce I.eavi'ng the
écademy.
47% of officers stated they have always been involved in fitness pursuits.
89% of the officers surveyed stated being héppy with their job “
performance. 41% reported being happy with-their fitniess level. 47%
reported being happy with their diet. ' .
72% of officers surveyed referred to fhe question concerning smoking as

not applicable.

59% of the policemen and women survéyed reported getting irritated and
annoyed over things they shouldn‘t. ' _

35% of officers surveyed stated they participated in physical activity daily.
54% of officers surveyed in proportioh stated they felt they were
ovefweight. 45% for the model group and 58% for the Western New York
Officers. 8% combined felt that they were underweight. |
Regular eating habits of three meals a day with special attention to
breakfast occurred for only'29% of the officers su rveyed.

49% of officers reported receiving feedback for'job p,erformancé ‘
compared to 24% for apbearance. 72% of officers stated fitnesswas not a
topic of diécussion among police. . |

Since joining thé police force, 43% of the respondents stated their
“psyche” about fitness is seemingly }nqre imporiant now. 8% remaiﬁ

unconcerned.
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Officers with 15 + years service on the police force responded to the survey
the most with a response rate of 33%! In contrast officers for the model

group in the 1-5 year onthe job category responded most for that group.

45% ofthe officersin proportion responding worked days and 20%

midnights.

86% of those who responded were male and 14% female officers. .

The age least likely to fill out the survey was the 20-25 years of age group
with a responseof6%.

36% of the respondents held the rank-of sergeant or above.

60% of those surveyed worked in an urban environment, 28% in the
suburbs and 12% in a rural setting.

81% surveyed stated they were interested in health and mortality statistics
in police Work. ‘ '

73% of the officers stated they had never observed or filled out a survey
that observed police performance in relation to fitness. |

74% of the officers stated that a survey of this nature did interest them.

Chi-Square
A goal of this study was to determine if the model fitness officers differed from

the survey (Western New York) officers in their responses to the survey. For this

analysis the writer used the chi-square model which enabled the probability of a

~ significant difference between the model and survey groups on a particular question

tobe determined.

In relation to the sample selected (true and false questions for time on the job

" groups), let us observe some findings from thé survey: (Refer to Appendix G for

questions and Tables 1-4).
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Chi-Square Findings

When observing the following examples, the findings are a function of time on
the force for both the model and survey groups. The findings compare the model to
the survey group. (1) For question #17: Do you believe officers are sometimes
reluctant to do the job because they are not physically prepared to handle certain
" tasks? The 1to 5 yearson thejoband 11to 15 yearson th‘ejob groups differed
significantly (P <.05) (Table 1 and 3). The 6 to 10 and 15 + Qears on the job groups
showed no statistical difference for this question as (P>.05) (see Tablé 2and 4). This
shows that the model as compared to the survey, respond with sig.nificant difference
(P <.05) in relation to question #17 for both the 1 to 5 years on the job group and
the 11to 15years on the job group. There'is not a statistically significant difference
(P >.05) in response between the model and survey groups surveyed for the 6 to 10
and 15 + years on the job groups for question #17. . '

For the following refe(fo the bar graph on page #56.

(2) Forthe sampled questi6ns, the 1 to 5 yearson the job g.roup overall showed.
more significance in differences (P<.,05) in responses to questions for the model vs.
sdrvey groups than any other time or the job group. 33% of the sample ques.tions
showed staAtisticaI.Iy significant difference (P <.05) when model was Eompared fo
survey. ‘ |
. The 15+ and 6to 10 years‘time on the job groups showed the least-overall .

. statistically significant difference (P> .05) between the model and survey groups for

. its résponses to the sample questions as only 11% of questions éampled showed .
significant difference (p{.OS). This also shows that the 15 + and 6 to 10.ye<;ars onthe
job groups overall appear to agree more closely wi;ch each other on the samplé |
questions regardless if they are in the model or survey group.

*(3) Two questions in the sample questions used showed very significant
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differences when model was compared to survey with values of (p <.05) for1to5
and 6 to 10 years on the job groups. -

Ti1ey are:

1. Does your department have periodic fitness tests or standards you must

maintain? (Question #2 on the Survey) - . Z

2. Haveyou ever observed a policeman receive a reward for fitne.s's?

(Question #60.1 on the survey) | '

If one observes Appendix | (raw data) and then Tables 1-4 (chi-square values),
one will find that the model.group in comparison to the survey group largely states
“true” to the above questions and the models states largely “false” and that. It
shows statistical difference (P <.05) between the model and survey groups. |

From this one could conclude that there is a signi.ficant difference between the
model and survey groups on questions 1 and 2 aone for all years on the job groups
with the exception of the 11 to 15 years on the job group who has a value of (p >.05)
for question #1 and #2 above. This shows statistical insignificance for this question
- when the model group is compared to the survey group.

For the sample of duestions usgd from the questionnaire that showed values of
significant difference (P<.05) the 1 t6 5and 11'tc.> 15, groups finis~he'd‘ 1st and 2nd,
respectively when the percentage of questions with (P% .05) fromthesample
questions were tallied. The 6to 10 and 15 + years on the job ranked third (tie) in
relation to percent of questions in the sample that showed values that have
statis.tically signifigant differences (P<.05) in response between model and survey
groups. For the frequency chart ana calculation of chi-square values see Appendix H.

Letitbe noted also that the validity for chi-square statistics is noted by sample
size. The larger the sample the more valid the chi-square test for statistical

significance of difference will be.
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Table 1

Chi-Square Value

1toSyearson thejob

Police ) .
Perf:ti)trnTeassnce/ Probability of Chi- Sign?friggra\? g'itf)fleorfen ce
Survey square ‘Between modeland
Question - survey officers
2 ‘ 0.000 _ *1
5 0.987 0.013
9 0.761 0.24
10 0.783 | 0217
17 0.028 *0.97
40 - -0.705 . 0.295
41 0.213 0.787
44 0.000 . -
D8 0.042 - . *0.958
60 **None . None
69 0.749 0.251
70 0.097 , 0.903
7 0.458 ' 0.542

The clbser;he value.of the probability of-significant difference is to one,
the more significant difference between model and survey

Signifies question with probability of significant difference (p <.05)
Referto Appendix E for survey question

Row or column sum zero. No statistics computed for thistable.



Table 2

Chi-S@are Value

610 10 years on the job

Police L ‘
rf : Probability of
re F?{,Té??ce/ Probability of Chi- Significant Difference
Survey ‘ Square Between Modeland
Question Survey Officers
2 0.000 "
5 . 0.136 0.864
9 . 0.246 '0.754
10 0.860 | 0.14
17 0.711 ' 0.289
-4 0.178 | 0.822
4 0.348 0.652
44 0.531 0.469
58 0.082 0918
60 0.000 . KX
69 0434 0.566 -
70- 0.860 : 0.14
A 0.268 . 0.732

-- The closer the value of the probability of significant difference is to one,
the more significant difference between model and survey
*  Signifies question with probability of significant difference (p <.05)

-- Referto Appendix E fqf survey question



Table 3

Chi-Square-Value

11to 15 years on the job

%

Police -
' Permce/“ Probability of Chi- | Sign?{icc)gr?gll)llitf)f,:rfence

uestion : y icers

2 0.105 a &O.-8.95

5 0.270 0.73

9 0.159 0,84;1 '

10 0.412 0.588

17 0.008 *0.992

40 0.163 0.837

4 0.274 0.726

44 0.234- 0.766

58 0.639 0.361

60 0.272 0.728

69 - 0.502 0.498 °

70 0.057 *0.943

A 0.639 0.361

The closer the value of the probability of significant difference is to one,

the more significant difference between model and survey

Signifies question with probability of significant difference (p <.05)

Referto Appendix E for survey question

46
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Table 4

Chi;Square Value

15 + years on the job

Police .
f ) Probability of
PerF?tr:;rg?ce/ Probability of Chi- Significant Difference
Survey | Square Between Model and
. guesvtion : Sruvey Officers
2 : 0.000 *q
5 0.775 0.225
9 ' 0.858 } 0.142
10 . 0.126 0.874
17 0.876 " 0.124
40 0.751 ' . 0.249
.M 0.941 ]. 0.059
44 0.498 1 0.502 -
58 0.332 0.668
60 0.004 ' : *0.996
- 69 0.797 ' ©0.203
70 ' 0.179 - 0.821
. 71 ©0.293 0.707

-~ The closer the value of the probability of significant difference is to one, the
more significant difference between model and survey .
*  Signifies question with probability of significant.difference (p <.05)

-- Refer to Appendix E for survey question

Findings
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A goal of this study was to observe differences between a model fitness group
and a survey g}oup of police officerson respdnses to a survey questionnaire
concer'ning 6fficers' fitness, stress and performance.

According to chi-square analysis, (to determiné probability ofsignificant
difference between the model offic(ers and the survey officers on asample of
questions from the survey), ﬂ;;iJeétesignificant differences between the model and
the survey groups officers was observed regardles§ of theirfime on the job. The 1-5
years on the job group showed 'the greatest difference overall in their responses

when the model officers were compared to the survey officers on this sample of

questions. (See Appendix G and next page).



Percentage of Statistically Significant Responses
for the Chi-Square Sample Questions. (Model Group As Compared to Survey group)

% 40

30

20

10

Flll|l|ll|llll|llll|

1-5 6-10 10-15 15+

Yearson The Job

Key

Shows percentage of responses for the sampled questions foreach time

on the job group that showed statistical significant difference (P <.05)

when the model officers were compared to the survey officers. (Ex. 1-5

time on the job group: 31% of the thirteen sampled questions showed statistically
significant difference when model was compared to survey group)
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Factor Analysis

The chi-square statistic was used to analyze whether there was a significant
difference between the response of the rﬁodel and survey groups on sample of
questions. The true and false responses were idéal for the calculation of the chi-
square valuessince a 2 by 2 matrix was easily obtainable with Model and Survey as
rc;ws and true and false as columns. The analysis was done on the computer using.
SAS and SAS/STAT softwares. , |

To analyze the differences between the model and survey groups when
sampled questions were categorized, the author used a Factor Analysis model (See
Pg. 43). _

There were 6 categories of questions used ih this analysis, they were:

1. Stress and behavior |
Department
Health
Diet a

Fitness performance

o v A& w N

Fitness beliefs

A bar graph, showing the six categories ranked respectively ranked by a randomly
selected group of officers from most to least important, follows on page 59. The '

A graph uses the variable “Time on the Job” and is broken down into ferije on the
Job groupings (1-5, 6-10, 11-15and 15 + Years.or"l'ime' on.The Job). These groupings
" are designated bydifferent textures ofthe graph bars. The final communality
estimate totals (F.C.E.T.) for each of the six categories can be observed to the left of
the scale numbered one through five. The higher the F.C.E.T. (Factor 1), the more
the model and the survey group officers differéntiéte in re.gards to that category of

questions. The F.C.E.T. all fall between the numbers three and four on the scale.
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This is due to the number o f participantsin the analysis. Refer to tables five through
seven for final communality estimate totals derived from the factor analysis

performed on the six categories of questions.



HOW THE OFFICERS COMPARED BY TIME ON THE JOB

differentiate.in regards to that category of questions.

Stress/
Behavior

Key for Each Category
N = 245 Model = 73 Survey = 172

Bar 1 = 1-5yearson job

[] Bar2 = 6-10years on job
E Bar3'= 11-15yearson job
E2l Bar4 = 15+ yearsonjob

Diet

Departmeni

Category

Personal
Fitness

Fitness
Performance

*The higher the final communality estimate total, the more the model and survey

(ddd
td d 4

ErrYhyy

Health Status




Table 5 '

Final Communality Estimate Total

. By Category
Category T7.0.) MT MF ST SF Factor
~ B 1-5 Years 128+ 78| 104 +80 ] 205 +11.1 |14.2 + 11.4] 3.83
SB 6-10 Years 139+ 62 | 68+6.0 | 50.7+ 141 |17.8+ 13.5] 3.82
SB 11-15 Years 8.6+4.4 50+4.7 13.9+5.7 8.6+5.7 3.68
SB 15+ Years 9.6+4.6 54+46 39.2+16.6 | 25.4+16.6 ] 3.87
) 1-5 Years 10.8+54 | 12+56 20.7 + 8.1 14+78 | 3.89
DI 6-10Years 13.2+6.0 | 7.74+6.0 27.7+9.0 21.3+9.0 3.96
DI 11-5 Years 76+36 | 6.1+3.2 111442 | 119+42 | 3.67
DI 15+ Years 92+33 | 58+32 | 327+12.1 [314+122] 3.87
| Dpt 1-5 Years, 14.1+5.4 8.6_1'5.2 *16.4+10.9 |17.9+10.6 | 3.51
Dpt 6-10 Years 6.2+42 | 78+42 .| 9.1+7.3 13.9+7.3} 3.86
Dpt 11-15 Years 6.2+4.2 7.8+4.2 9.1+7.3 13.9+7.3 3.86
Dpt 15 + Years 6.7+4.1 8.1+4.2 225+211 | 419209 | 3.51
Mn + SD
*The higher the number under factor.1 (last column ), the more the model an,d. survey differentiate in that category of
questions . ’
Key
Time on Job (years) Category . :
1-5years (N = 58) SB = Stressand Behavior MT = Model True
6-10 years (N =.70) DI = Diet MF = Model False

11-15years (N = 37) °

DPT = Department
15 years + (N = 80)

PF = Personal Fitness
FP = Fitness Performance

ST = Survey True
SF = Survey False
HS = Health Status



Table 6

Final Communality Estimate Totals

By Category
Category| T.O.J MT MF ST SF Factor

" PF 1-5Years | 15.6+6.6 | 7.2+468 |236+11.3|113+114| 3.92
PF 6-10 Years | 14.5+6.4 | 6.1+6.2 |34.1+14.5]|14.8+14.5| 3.90
PF 11-15Years| 9+53 49453 153+6.5 | 74+6.6 3.72
PF 15+ Years | 11+46 | 39+44 | 43+189 [214+187| 3.92
FP 1-5Years | 15.6+75 | 7.3+47.5 |24.4+10.6 | 10.4+10.6 | 3.81
FP 6-10 Years | 14.6+60 | 63+60 |31.1+146]175+143| 3.94
FP 11-15Years| 9.2+35 | 4.4+37 | 13.4+6.2 | 9.2+6.1 3.82
FP 15+ Years | 10+44 | 5+44 |424+159|213+159]| 3.87
HS | 1-5Years | 57447 | 172447 | 11+7.4 | 234+74 | 3.86 -

"HS 6-10Years | 6.3+45 | 13.7+45 | 18+11.0 |302+11.0| 3.78
HS 11-15Years| 3.5+433 | 10.2+33 | 83+4.2 | 143+4.1 | 3.60
HS 15+ Years | 46+3.0 | 97+3.1 ] 22+108 |425+110| 3.72
Mn + SD

* The higher the number under factor 1 (Iast column ), the more the model and survey
differentiate in that category of questions

Key

T.0.J. = Time on Job (years)

1-5years (N = 58)

6-10 years (N = 70)
11-15years (N = 37)
15years + (N = 80)

Category
SB = Stress and Behavior

DI =

Diet

DPT = Department
Personal Fitness
Fitness Performance

PF
FP

MT = Model True
MF = Model False
ST = Survey True

SF = Survey False
HS = Health Status .




Table 7
Final Communality Estimate Total

By Time On The Job
Time on the Job Category Factor 1
N =58/1-5 Years SB 3.83
N =58/1-5 Years . DI 3.89
N =58/1-5 Years DPT 3.51
N =58/ 1-5 Years PF - 3.92
N =58/1-5 Years P - ' 3.81
N =58/1-5 Years HS .- 3.86
N=70/6-10 Years S8 3.82
N=70/6-10 Years DI 3.96
N=70/6-10 Years DPT 3.73
N=70/6-10 Years PF . 3.90
N=70/6-10 Years FP ' -3.94
N=70/6-10 Years HS - 378
N=37/11-15 Years 8. 3.68
N=37/11-15Years ‘ DI 3.67
N =37 1/1-15 Years DPT 3.86
N=37/11-15Years . PF . 3.72
N =37 1/1-15 Years o FP 3.82
N=37/11-15 Years HS - 3.60
N =80/15+ Years 5/B 3.87
N=80 154+ Years D! ’ . 3.87
N=8015+ Years DPT 35~
N=8015+ Years PF 3.92
N=80 15+ Years FP . 3.90
N=8015+ Years - HS. . 3.70
Categories )
'SB = Stress and Behavior FP = Fitness Performance
DI = Diet HS = Health Status

DPT = Department
PF = Personal Fitness

Factor 1 = Final communality estimate. The higher the number in this column, the more the
model and survey groups differentiate in that category of questions.



Findings _
The higher the number of the final communality estimate total F.C.E.T. (Factor

1) the more the model vs. the survey group differentiatesin relation to that
particular categdry.

Whether grouped together undera category such as “Diet” (see Table "5, 6)
or grouped according to “Time on the Job” (see Table 7), the final communality
estimate totals were similar.

There was no substantial difference between the model group police officers
orthe survey group police officers when the questions of fitness, stress an
performance from the survey are categorized in the manner they were. (i.e.
randomly selected true and false questions that apply to the category they were
placedin).

If one were to take the “averages” ofthe final communality estimate totals for
each groﬁping whether it be by “Time on the Job” or a category such as “Diet"”
(Tables 5, & 6, 7 respectively), it would show that the two groups did not diffef. -

For example Table 6 shows that by taking the “average” of the final
coﬁ\munality estimate totals for fitness performance, one gets a final commuﬁality
estimate total average of 3.867 (3.81 + 3.94 + 3.82 + 3.'87 = 3.86 Av.). This
represents the highest (F.C.E.T.A.) final communalify estimate total average for each
of the six categori‘esj Thus, one could say that th‘e category of fitness performance -

shows the greatest difference (F.C.E.T.A.) between the model police officers and the

" . survey police officers. Personal fitness was ;econd with an F.C.E.T.A. of 3.865. Diet

had'a F.C.E.T.A. of 3.84, stress and behavior 3.8, and health status 3.74. The
department category of responses be}ween the model and survey officers showed
the little differentiation with a 3.68 ave. Still if one considers the FCET Averages
overall, there is little difference between groups. The rank order of categories based
on least to most differentiation between ﬁqdel and survey is és follows:

1. Department |

2. Health

3. Stress and behavior -

4. Diet
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5. Personal fitness

6. Fitness performance

Discussion ‘

Itwas contended that a group of model fitn_ess officerswould report that their
fitness levels were higher, their stress levels Ibwer and their performance better as
compared to a survey group of .police officers believed to be lacking in fitness
requirements. . '

The FBI'stated thatin a national survey thatincluded nearly all U.S. law
enforcement agencies, the numberone concern of officers was their stress and how
to manage it. Eighty-three percent of those surveyed in thi's study believed they
would feel less threatened in potentially violent situations if they were in better
physical shape. The study showed that many officers reported that fitness does
relate to their stress reduction and job performance Proportionally, sixty-seven
percent of those involved in fitness actually felt itimproved their performance

Ninety-three percent of the officers surveyed stated they wanted to be
involved in fitness pursuits. Yet, only twenty percent overall report hat/ing observed
an officer receive a reward for good fitness attainment. Where is the incentive?

Seventy-two percent of the officers reported that fitness is not a'topic of
discussion amongst police officers. Eighty-six percent reported their department
does not have periodic fitness test or standards they must maintain. Seventy percent
of the officers report taking no medical exams since leaving the academy.

fhe attitude of fitness found in this study can be summed up as the officer
having an overwhelming concern for fitness but that impetus from their
departmentsis slight. The officers reported thatthey are being stressed and thatit
affects their job performance Those who do maintain a fitness program’ reported

that their fitness helps wnth stress reduction and promotes better;ob performance.



58

Overall the study showed that there are relatively moderate differences
between the model and survey officers on their responses to questions of stress,
fitness and performance. The difference lies primafily in the emphasis given to
fitness by a department and what is actually provided to the officers by them. For
example, the study shows that anly two percent of the survey officers repdrt having
departmentsthatrequire periodic fitness test of standards. Also, forty-five percent
of the model officers report having seen awards given for fitness attainment |
compared to only nine percent of the survey.officers.

Although department seems to be the greatest‘difference between the model
and survey groups, even it is slight. The emphasis given and.the actual
implementation of requirements seems to be the difference. In Western New York
the departments initial impression on the officer, the academy, appears to be-doing
little to inspire the officers 16 continue with fitness. Seventy-six percent of the
survey officers report that their academy fitness training did not inspire them to
continue with fitness bursuits. Follow-up also appéars to be poor, as eighty percent
of the survey group report taking no medical exam since'leaving the-academy. The
study appears to show that Western New York departments are generally concerned
with getting officéts through the academy and onto the street. Health related
requirements are stringentin the academy, buf are all but forgotten once an officer
. hits the streets. An officer comments, “You had to meet certain requirements when
you took the jobso why notonce ybur onthejob”.

The review of literature supports the contention that police work is étressful,
and that fitness can relate to stress reduction and job performance. It also shows
that some fitness programs are being imple.ménted in police departmeﬁts with
reward incentives along with punishments but that they are still lacking. With o.nly
two percent of Western New York (WNY) sur\;ey officers r‘eportin‘g- requiremehts by

their departments for fitness evaluations and standards, it is surely lacking. One
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mightsay that WNY d.e.partménts and their.embhasis on the fitness of their officers
“Do not” go handin hand. “Individually” the interest is there. One WNY officer
states,"‘l would pass on a years raise for the use 6f a health club.”
The evident lack of interest in officers fitness by their departnients, primarily
survey (WNY) officers, are supported by the findings in thisstudy. The findings

correlate to what Gilbert in his Characteristics of the best officers on'the force states.

In his article these characteristics area partnership with the leader, technical
competence, motivation to do the job, proper comportment, dependability, sense of
humor, positive working relations, and a tendency to speak up. AIthqugh good
fitness attainment by officers could actually supplement most of these
characteristics, it is not mentioned; which sadly is the case when police stress and job

performance or factors relating to them are d iscussed. .
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~ CHAPTERV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
This study was designed to observe how survey (Western New York Police

Officers) as compared to the model officers differ in response to questions of police
stress, fitness and performance. It was also designéd to observe if there is a general
concern for fitness amongst officers. . ' |
Due to the larger number of the officers taking the survey and the data
accumulated, only a sample of the questions was used for analysis. This study shows
only a slight.percentage of what can be done with the data brought forth.
Thestudy included two groups. The survey group consisted of 1.72 Western
New York Police Officers who volunteered to complete the sdr;/éy que'stibnnaire.
The model group consisted of 73 Greensboro, North Carolina Police Officers who
volunteered'to complete the survey. The groups were givep two weeks to complete
the survey (April 14-27, 1992). The questions for the gurvéy were devised by 70 '
réndomly picked officers who complet_ed a “brainstorm sheet.” |
An unreléted group of 10 police officers was administered the questionnéire to
.determinelength of time it took to fili it out and the clearnéss of the questions. The
;survey and model groups were administered- a7 que;tions surve).f questionnaire .
" . that consisted of multiple choice, true/false, scale and fill-in the blank questions.
'OnI).l true and false responses were used for statistical analysis. ‘Dissemination of the
survey once they reached the participating departments was random and |
determined by a previously contacted supervisor. |
Thirteen of 15 departments surveyed cdmpleted the surveys and returned
them. Two hundred forty-five surveys were filled oﬁt by ;iolice officers and were

used in the étudy. Eighty-three were returned too late to be used. Fifty-five of 750
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surveys were never returned. Three hundred twenty-eight total surveys were
completed and returned for a 47% rate of return (750 - 55 = 695 +328 = :47).

Data was analyzed on a sample of the survey’s true and false questions. The
true and false responses were ideal for the calculation of the chi-sduare values of
statistically significant differences sincea 2 x 2 matfix was easily obtainable with
" modeland survey asrowsand true and false-as columns. Th,is wasdone "c.o determine
~ statistically significant differences o f responses t')etwe.en the model and survey
groups on sample questions.

Factor analysis was uséd to show commonalities and differences between the
model and survey groups in relation to 6 categories of questions.

The factor analysis produces a final communality estimafe. The higher tHis final
estimate is, the higher the disparity between tHe mbdél and thesurvey groupifor
that category o.f questions. |

The study originally recorded data by taIIyiﬁg on a computer spreadsheet. It
presented the raw scores and percentages of response to the survey questions for
- the model and survey groups in all categories for time on the job and overall
respondents. Italso prbvided proportional raw scores and percentages for them (see
See Appendix 1). | _ ‘

This study was conducted to inquire if physical fithess is a concern for the |
officers surveyed. It also attemptstoinquire if the officers feel their fitness relates to
their stress and job performance. Thirdly, itattempts to determine if there are
significant differences in response to a sample of the survey questions when the

~ model officers are compared to the survey officers.

Conclusions

Several statistical tools were used to determine percentages, proportional

pefce_enfages, probability of significant difference and final communality estimate
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totals (F.C.E.T.). Among the statistical tools used were the chi-square and factor

analysis models.

Findings

1. Percentages based on the raw data show an overwhelming concern among
tHe surveyed police officers (both model and survey) fér fitness. The research shows
that officers report that they believe that fitness does affect their management of
stress and their performance of duties. . -‘

2. Régardless of time on the job, the majority of officers see a need for fitness
amongst police officers. Surprisingly, the significaﬁce of difference between the
model fitness group (Greensboro, N.C. Police) and the survey police group (Western
New York Police Officers) was minimal for categofized or individual questions. If
there was a difference, it was_slig.ht! o | |

' 3. Also of interest was that the “department” categdry of questions showed
the “least” différéntiation of responses between the model and su.rvey officers. The
greatest differentiation between the two groups seemed to lie within the categories

relating to “personal” fitness.

5. Regardless of the category analyzed, thg questions asked, or the time on the
job group observed, the differences in response Between the model and survey
' groups were relatively insignificant. o .

6. What is significantly différent between thé model and survey groups is the
periodic fitness tes.t'or standards that must be maintained. Fofty percent of the -
surveyed model group officers state they have periodic fitn'ess test or have to
maintain fitness standards. Ninety-seven percent of the surveyed Western New York

officers state there are no fitness test or fitness standards ihey must maintain.
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7. Asstated, Regardless of time on the job’ (T.0.).),the majority of officerssee a
need~f.or fitness amongst police officérs. Also regardless of T.O.J. group, a significant
difference between the survey and model groups was not observed).

8. The final communality estimate totals (F.C.E.T.) of the factor analysis also
~ showed minimal differentiation in response to categories of ques_tions between the
survey and model groups. '

9. If one is to average the final communality estimate‘totals for each category -
for a particular time on the job group - little difference is evident. The 6-10T.0..
group showed the greatest differentiation between the survey and model groups
with an average F.C.E.T.A. of 3.855. The 1-5T.0.J. group average was 3.803, the
15+ T.0.J. group 3.793 and the 11-15T.0.J. group showed the least difference with
3.75 average. '

This could be interpreted'.as the officers with the greater amount of time on
the job differéntiaiing less on categorized ‘questions whenthe survey group is

compared to the model group, even though thé difference is slight.

Recommendations

The researcher makes the following recommendations for future research.

1.  Perform asimilar study on officers. from large cities such as New York, Chicago,
orLos Angeles for comparison. |

2. Control those participating in the survey to include those inferested in fitness
and those who are not interested and observe the response rate of survey
return for both.

3. Perform separate studies on male and female officers.

4. Pérform the study on urban vs. rural departments.

5. Perform the study on different agencies such as Féderal, State and Local.
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Perform follow-up study in several years and analyze responses as compared to
t‘hi's study. _

Observe and compare additional factorssuch és age, work shift, gender, work
setting, uniform, body type, and rank to the responses of the sur.vey.

Research in the area of police fitness as it relates to stress and performance of
police is greatly needed and should be continued.

Observe fitness, stress and performance attitudes of other populationssuch as

the military or corporate world and correlate them to the law enforcement ‘

findings.
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Civic Center Plaza .
Rochester, New York 14614

.. Hello!

. I am writing this letter in regards. to an upcoming survey
I would like your department to be included in. My name is
Anthony (Tony) Zapata. I am a member of the Rochester Police
Department's Tactical Unit. I have been with the department for
four years. 1I'm preparing my thesis in conclusion of my masters
degree at S.U.N.Y. Brockport. As part of my thesis, which will
concern the relations between police performance, stress and
physical fitness, I need to conduct a written survey.

I plan to conduct this survey in the late winter or early
spring of 1992. .The survey will include questions pertaining to
police officers beliefs concerning job performance in relation
to their actual physical well being. The survey, which is vol-
untary, will select participants.from various department in
Western New York and a model fitness department. -All gathered
information will be "coded" to insure STRICT CONFIDENTIALITY OF
PARTICIPANTS. Your department and individuals remain anonymous .
throughout the whole process. -Any materials reguested will be
provided to you for your review if so des1red to INSURE YOUR
CONFIDENTIALITY.

Thank you for your cooperation. Approval and participation
by your department in this survey would be "greatly appreciated"!
If there is any restructuring deemed appropriate by your depart-
ment, I am open to suggestions. Your response would be appreci-
ated if returned by November 25, 1991. Enclosed is an example of
gquestions and findings that you could use as a reference to the
content of my survey. Please do not forget to include. the ap-
proximate number of members in your department.

Anthony D. Zapata

EEO Employer/Handicapped




QD Cily of J-’tocheste?ﬁ

Cuwic Center Plaza
Rochester, New York 14614

Examples

l. Are you currently involved in "any" type of physical training,
athletics, or -sports?

Yes No Somewhat
2. What best describes your meal of choice?

A. Home cooked ' B. McDonalds C. Perkins
3. At the end of your shift, how do you often feel?

A. Energetic B. Sluggish C. Tired

4. How many times (approximately) were you absent fro>m work due
to a minor illiness
5. Physically, what 1is the most challenglng7
A. Running after suspects B. Jumping fences C. Controlling
resisters K :
6. Do you eat Breakfast on a regular basis?
Yes No .

. EEO Employeu"/Handicapped



o

gD City of Rochester

Civic Center Plaza
Rochester, New York 14614

RESPONSE SHEET

Please respond by checking the appropriate response.

-My department will participate in-the aformentioned survey.

, :
Please send more information concerning the aformentioned
survey as my department is interested in participating.

Sorry, my department will not part1c1pate in the
aformentioned survey.

The apprbximate number of members. in my depaftment
iS N . .

Please return your response in the. addressed ehvelope provided by
November 25, 1991. Any questions, please feel free to call me at
(716) 254-2774 (days) or (726) 428-6714 (evenings)

EEO _Employer/Hnndiupped



APPENDIX B

BRAINSTORM RESPONSE SHEET



Please list ANY 5-10 guestions/concerns you would like to "know" or address regarding
job related police performance ejther positive or negative as it relates to stress or
fitness, in relation to physical’wellness,

Example: Why do poli‘c.'e’tact':' to this way?
What causes that reaction?

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

10. ) -
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State University of New York \
COLLEGE AT BROCKPORT _ :
Brockport, New York 14420 :

April 1, 1992

Helld)

I am writing this letter in regards to my upcoming survey
concerning police performance and its relation to physical
wellness. The survey, which you stated you would like.to
participate in, is under construction. It will probably be ready
by mid April. Again, thank you for your participating. I will
be contacting you soon. Any questions feel free to éall me at
716-254-2774 (H) or 716—64645271(ég.).

Sincere.ly,

/{74 ya

Antﬁony D. Zapata
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April 14, 1992

Dear Sir,

Enclosed are the police physical fitness/performance surveys
I've been writing you about that your Department agreed to par-
ticipate in. Thank you again for participating. Please return
the surveys as a group in the self-addressed envelope to me by
April 27, 1992. 1If you have any questions, please feel free to
call me at (H) 716-254-2774, (W) 428-6714, or (pager) 464-5271

any time.

Sincerely,

Anthdny D. Zapata
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s 03
POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

Thank you for taking the time to complete the attached questlonnalre All
responses will be keptin strict confidence. Youridentity remains anonymous
‘throughout the process. Please do not putyour name on any pages.

The data gathered from police respondents here in Western New York will be
correlated to such factors as age, time on the job, work shift, gender and work setting. -
It will also compare the responses of WNY officers to the Greensboro North Carolina
Police Department (model). This Department is a leader in physical fitness standards for
its officers. The study looks broadly at views concerning the relationship between
police stress, fitness and performance in WNY polnce officers as reported by themselves.

The questions asked on the attached questionnaire take several forms, some are
multiple choice or true/false, others asked you to respond on a scale of one to ten'with
description given asto what the numbers mean. There are also a few fill in the blank
questlons Yes/No .

Please read all of the questnons’ carefully. It is extremely |mportant to the study that
the responses are honest and that you respond to each question if possible.

The questionnaire Iooks long, butit actually only takes about 15 minutes to
complete. Please return your questionnaire to the provnded large envelope which will
bereturned to me for analysis.

Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions or problems regardmg
this survey or study, please call me at (H) 716/254-2774 or (Pager) 716/464 5271. 1
respectfully req uest your cooperatton in thls study.

A.D. Zapata

| am currently a Western New York Police Officer. The research is being. conducted in
requirement for a Masters Degree in Education from the State University College at
Brockport. Itis being conducted under the auspices of S.U.N.Y. Brockport and is
independent of any police departments or other organizations beliefs, ideas, or benefit.



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

1.

10.
- 11,

12.

Would you use a well equipped physical training center
supplied by your Department? True False

Does your Department have periodic fitness testsor
standards you must maintain? True False

Does your Department have a gym, or provide accessto, or
information on one? True False

To the best-of your recollection, what was the approximate

rating you received on your last performance evaluation, on

ascaleof.1to 10, 1 beinglowand 10 high:1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N/A
-When wasit given? . i Yeargiven...19___

-To the best of your recollection, what was the approxlmate

rating.you recelved on your last fitness examination, on a

scaleof 1to 10, 1 beinglow and 10 high: 1 2 3 456 78910NA
-When wasitgiven? Yeargiven... 19

If you were in better physical shape, would you feel less
threatened in potentially violent/stressful situations?, True False

Do you feel more apt to be abusive towards a fellow officer

or citizen during job performance if you are: A) Mentally

unprepared, B) Physically unprepared, c) Both A & B,

D) Neither A nor B A B CD
-How does your physical wellness contribute to force applied

during arrest situations? A) Positively, B) Negative,

C) No effect A B C

Doyou belief there is a relationship, between on duty police

injuries.and the physical fitness of the said officer? True False.

What best describes the reason an officer would not strive

to bein the best physical condition possible? A) not

enough'time, B) Iaci of available facilities, C) money to : :
join a health club, D) boring and uninteresting : A B €D

Does an officer’s poor physical appearance cause negative
publicopinion whether he/sheis capable of performing the
job correctly? . _ True False

Does the out of shape/unhéaItHy officer create added stress

to you when dealing with violent suspects? ' True False

What do you feel is the number one cause of absenteeism in
your Department? .

Has ﬁour Department provided enough education and counseling on
work stress and effective coping methods in relation to physical
well being or fitness? True False

84



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle Ietter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.-

20.

21,

22.

23.

Do you believe there is a relationship between physical
fitness and longevity after retirement?

-Do you believe there is a relationship between physical
wellness and citizens complaints?

In your opinion, what is your Department’s concern about
what they will do to provide for and maintain physically
fit officers? A) positive, B)”so-so,” C) negative,

.D) uncaring, E) contemplating

What is your supervisor’s feeling on physical appearance?
A) Caring, B) Neutral, C) Uncaring

-What is your feelmg on physncal appearance? A)Caring,
B) Neutral, C)Uncarmg

Do you believe rewards or incentives should be given for
good fitness maintenance asis given for good job performance?

Do you believe officers are sometimes “reluctant” to do
the job because they are not physically prepared to handle
certain tasks? .

If applicable, what would you say.best describes your
Department’s reason for not providing for on going fitness?
A) not enough time, B) no requirements to do so, C ?not enough
money, D) lack of interest, E) justdon't care :

Does your Department “now"” have more or lessofa .
requirement for “fit"” officers since you left the. Academy?
A) more, B) less, C) no change

What do you believe is the percentage of out of shape/
ill-fit officers on your Department? ‘A) 10%, B) 25%,
C)35%, D) 50%, E) over 50% :

What appears to be most importantto citizens?
A) appearance, B) intellect, C) behavior
-What appears to be most important to your Department?

.A) appearance, B) intellect, C) behavior

-What is most important to yourself?

"A) appearance, B) intellect, C) behavior

Who should be liable for an officer not being able to

physically perform duties after he has graduated from
the Academy? A) Officer, B) Immediate supervisor, .
C) Department, D) City, E) Shouldn't be a liability issue

Do you feel diet, exercise, stress and perfprmance are

related?

-Which is the least important to you? A) diet,
B) exercise, C) stress, D) performance

True False

True False

ABCDE

True False

True False

ABCDE,.

ABCDE

> » >
W W W

ABCDE

True False

ABCD



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle letter/word/number, or fiII-in. asrequired)

24.

25.

26.

- 27.

28.

29.

30.

31
32.

33.

34.

"A) fellow of

" B) eating habits

Besides the obvious strength and endurance gains, do you
feel fitness ultimately effects your performance? True False

If by examyou were found to be in poor physical health

due to job related stress, what would you choose to do first?

A) change eating behavnor B) change exercise behavior, :

C) both A and B, D) continue as you are and just slow down,

E) none of the above A BCDE

Who wouldzou likely take your stress out on duty?
icer, B) citizen, C) Supervisor, . :
D) hold inside . ABCD

If applicable, in your current or prior fitness routme if

you stopped training, which best describes why? A) time,

B) too boring, C) too strenuous, D) too costly, E) too tiring,

F) other (what) _ ' A BCDEFTF

Did you Academy fntness training inspire you to contmue
with fitness? True False

On ascale of 1to 10, 1 being low and 10 high, how d jOb
stressors affect each:
A) sleeping habits

\_I\I\I
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C) drinking (alcohol) habits

Does your stress at times cause your eating and drinking
(alcohol) habitsto increase to a point where you become .
uncaring about your health or performance? Yes No Somewhat

Do you know about eating right? . Yes No Somewhat

What best describes your Department’s work-out facility/
A) dungeon, B) below acceptable, C) fair, D) good, .
E) excellent, F) none , .ABCDEF

If applicable, which best describes the reason why you

drink coffee? A) calms nerves, B) taste, C) caffeine

to keep awake, D) Habit, E) not applicable, F) other A B CDEFTF
-If applicable, at what rate has this Increased (Inc) or Inc Dec
Decreased (Dec) since leaving the Academy? A) 25% .

B) 50%, 'C) 75%, D) 100%, E) not applicable ABCDE

If applicable, which best describes the reason why you

smoke? A) calmsnerves, B)taste, C)nicotine to keep

awake, D) Habit, E) notappllcable F) other A BCDTEF
-If applncable at what rate has this Increased (Inc) or Inc Dec
Decreased (Dec) since leaving the Academy?

A) 25%B) 50%, C) 75%, D) 100%, E) not applicable ABCDE



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

45.

46.

47.
48.

Which best describes your “psyche” about fitness since
joining the police force? A) unconcerned, B) seemingly
less important now, C) seemingly more |mportant now,

D) strong concern ABCD
Which best describes your on duty diet?

A)donutshop, B) fast-foot restaurant, C) sit-down

restaurant, D) home (brown bag) ABCD
-Why do you chose thisdiet? A) time limitations,

B) preference C) cost, D) atmosphere, E) other A BCDE
How many medlcal exams has your Department required

you to take since the Academy? 012345678910

On ascaleof 1to 10, 1 being low and 10 high, how fit

are you to do today’s policing? 123456789
-Whatisyour job performancelevel? 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9

On ascale of 1to 10, 1 being low and 10 high, stress
affects my performance:

If applicable, do you believe your current fitness
program assists you in dealing with daily stressful
situations.in police work?

Do you agree that your fitness does improves your
job performance positively?

If applicable, after you took up a fitness program, did
you feel that it improved, hindered, or did not effect
your job performance? A) |mproved B) hindered,
C) no effect, D) never have been in a fitness program
E) not appllcable

Which does stress effect the most foryou: A) physical
condition, B) dietary habits, C) performance, D) other .

I want to be involved in fitness.

Approximately how far could you run pursuing a fleeting
suspect in full gear before you begin to tire? A) 1/2
block, B) 1 block, C) several blocks, D) several

blocks plus, E) I honest|y couldn‘t-run a 1/2 block

While on duty, do you often feel you push yourself past
your physical limits sometimes resulting in poor job
performance? ,

Do you feel your diet compliments yourwork requirements

Are you happy with your job performance?
Are you happy with your fitness level?

Are you happy with your diet?

Does what you eat affect how you feel?

"Does whatyou eat affect howyou perform?

Do you believe: You are what you eat?

12345678910

True

True

A B

True

True
True

True
True
True
True
True
True

False

False

CDE

cD

False

CDE

False
False

False
False
False
False
False
False



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY.

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.

Last year, appro'X|mater' how many times were you absent

from work for a minor ailment you could have gone in with?

A) 0 days, B) 1-3days, C)4-5days, D)67days
E) 8 + days

Last year, how many of these days do you believe were
related to elevated levels of poor fitness, diet, stress,
or fatigue? A) 0days, B) 1-3days, C) 4- Sdays

D) 6-7 days, E) 8 + days

Out of approximately 2  footchases | wasin last year,
I caught the suspect A) 0time, B) 1/4 time, C) 1/2 time,
-Lastyear, out ofapproxlmately ?_confrontations with
resisting suspects, | feltin total pmca! control:

A) 0time, B) 25% time, c) 50% tnme d) 75% time,

E) more than 75% time

I honestly get nervous and feel stress A) 0%, B) 10%,
C)20%, D) 30%, E)40%, F)50%, G) 50% + ofthe time
when performing my job.

Have you ever gotinto a police vehicle accident on duty
time due to fatigue?

\clehat single food do you eat mostfrequently while on
uty?

ABCDE

A BCDE
#
#

ABCDE

ABCDETFG

True False

-What beverage do you drink most frequently?

What best describes your outlet for built up stress and frustration?

A)verbal, B) physical, C) avoidance, D) none
| exercise to control stress.

If you had to choose a partner to work with to do “today’s”

policing, which would you choose? A) unfit, good decision

maker, B) physically fit, below average decision maker,
C) other

-For a partner, which would you choose from this group?
A) smart female, B) strong female C) smart male,

D) strong male

Have you ever suffered a preventable injur that you felt
could have been avoided if you attained a better fltness
level prior?

My Department consists primarily of officers who are:
A) intellectually inclined, B) physically inclined,
C)Both A &B, D).neither A norB

Have you ever observed a policeman recelve areward for
fitness?

-Have you ever observed a policeman receive a reward for

performance?

‘A B CD

"True False

ABC

A BCD
True False

ABCD

True False

True False



A

POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

If provided for on duty time, What would be the program
most suitable/pleasing to you: A) calisthenics,

B) weights, C) aerobics, D) running, E)none . ABCDE

Evenifyou hate toremain fit, do you feel officers

“should” maintain proper physical wellness? Yes No Somewhat

-What do you feel you need to work on the most concerning
physical fitness to help improve your job performance?

89

My job performance tends to directly affect my health. True

If I had a difference job, my health would probably

improve. . True

Problems associated with my job keep me awake at night. True

| am often bothered by acid indigestion or heartburn. True

| sometimes feel weak all over. - ' True

| have a hard time getting to sleep or staying asleep. True

| getirritated or annoyed over things | shouldn’t. True

| may now have a meglical problem but | am afraid to

see a doctor or notify my Department. True

| would consider myself in good or excellent health. True

| would consider myself in tair health. True

I do not have very good health. _ True

| wake up with stiffness or achirig joints or muscles. S True

| seem to tire quickly. : . True

| have “always” been involved in some sort of fitness

pursuit. : : True

Participation in physical activities for me is A) daily, '

B) weekly, C) monthly, D) seldom, E) none. " A B

-Participation in a-vigorous exercise program for me is

A) daily, B) 3x week, C) weekly, D) seldom, E) none. A B

-Doyou feel you're overweight?. True

-Do you feel you‘re underweight? True

-Do you eat a wide variety of toods, something from each

of the following 5 food groups? .

1) meat, fish, poultry, dried legumes, egg or nuts,

2) milk or milk products, 3) bread or cereals,

4) fruits, 5) vegetables

A) each day, B) 3x week, C) seldom, D) never A B

Seven simple health habits are associated with longer

and healthierlife, which do you observe?

1. Regular eating habits of 3 meals a day with

particular attention to breakfast. True

2. Not eating between meals. True

3.Moderate amount of exercise or physical activity. True

4.Sleep seven to eight hours every night. , True
. 5.No smoking. © True

6. Moderate use of alcohol. ' ' True

7:Nosignificant deviations above your ideal weight - True

False

False
False

False -

False
False
False

False
False
‘False
False
False
False

False

CDE

CDE
False
False

False
False
False
-False
False
False
False



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as required)

66. |receive a high degree of feedback concerning:
- My performance
- My physical appearance :
- Fitness is often a topic of discussion amongst police.
67. Thenumberofyearsonthejobis?
A) 1-5, B) 6-1-, C) 11-15, D) 15+
-Do ¥ou work: A) days, 'B) afternoons, C) mldmghts
D) atternoons/nights
-Gender: A) male, B) female
-your age is: A) 20-25, B)26 30, C) 31-35,
D) 36-40, E) 40 +
-1 hold the rank of sergeant or above.
68. |work in the following setting: A)urban, B) suburban,
C) rural
-lwork primarily: A) plain clothes, B) uniform,
C) bothAand B
- consider myself: A) ectomorphic (think build),
B) mesomorphic (medium to muscular build), C) endomorphic
(slightly to obese build) _
69. Doesitinterest you to know about job related health and
"~ mortality statistics in police work?
70. Have you ever heard of or filled out a survey that observes
police performance in relation to one’s physical wellness?
71. Doesa fltness/performance survey like thls mterest you
in any way?
OPTIONAL:

True
True
True

A B

A B
A'B

90

False

False

False
cCD

cD

AB CDE
Yes False

A B

A B

A B

True

True

True

C
C

C
False
False

False

Do you have any questlons or concerns regarding Pollce Performancein relat|ons

to physical fitness or about this Survey/Study?




APPENDIX F
SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS

OFFICERS COMMENTS



10.

11.
12.

13.

14,

DEMOGRAPHICS

The characteristics of the surveyed population of officersused in this study are as
follows:

32% of model group officers had 1 to 5years on the job.
29% had 6to 10 years.

19% had 11to 15 years.

21% had 15 + years.

20% of the survey group officershad 1to 5 yeérs on the job.
28% had 6 to 10 years.
13% had 11to 15 years.

- 38% had 15 + years.

56% of model group officers worked days
26% worked afternoons.
22% worked midnights.

41% of survey group officers worked days.
31% worked atternoons.
20% worked midnights.

84% of the model group were males.
14% were females.

87% of the survey group were males.

12% were females.

8% of the model group were 20-25 yeats old.
32% were 26-30.

25% were 31-35.

18% were 36-40.

19% wered0+. -

5% of the survey group were 20 25 years,old.
26% were 26-30.
22% were 31-35.
23% were 36-40.
24% were 40 + .

27% of the model group were Sergeants or above.
73% were Officers. -

31% of the survey group were Sergeants or above.
69% were Officers. .

All model group Officers work in urban Greensboro, NC.

59% of the survey group work in an urban area.
34% work in asuburban area.
7% work in arural area.

23% of the model group work plain- clothes
73% work uniform.
1% work plain- clothes and uniform.

19% of the Survey group work plam -clothes.
70% work uniform.
11% work plain-clothes and uniform.



OFFICERS COMMENTS

“Itis all relative. The less you exercise, the more you eat, and the more your
performance decrease. Every departmentshould provide the facility for officers to

improve themselves and set minimum standards.”

“I would like to see the results of this survey sent to the Union Presidents of the
Department and notto the Stars and Bars so the rank and file will know how other cops

feel. Good luck on your Masters!”

“Fitness has never really been a concern from the bosses of my Department. My

lack of interest stems mainly from time constraints and interesting ways to exercise.”

“I belongto a gym butdon’t go as much as I should due to time constraints. | feel

bétter mentally/physically when I go.”

“Iwould like tosee the results of this survey.- Having 1 or 2 hours a week while

working (come in early-leave early) would be very helpful for people in our positions.”

“Cannot understand why between the State Police and our union, they can’t come
_ up with aprogram of exercise for all members--neither or above CARE at all about
physical fitness. | would pass on a years raise.for use of health club. There are numerous
State facilities available to use: State Colleges, high séhools. We have totally unfit
tempe.rs on the job but, no one cares.- Some day someone will get hurt or die because of

it.”




“Department gym is 20 miles away. Irregular rotation.”

“A good physical fitness program should be iﬁcorporated into all law enforcement"
agencies, complete with incentive rewards and recognition for meetiﬁg orexceeding
set standards. On duty time should be provided in order to require participation. It is
incumbent upon all police officersto remain physically fit. Their survival may depend
uponit!”
“Would you like to know of Agen;:ies surveyed that have program§ of fitness, |

rewards for fitness, offer time on duty for fitness or provide gym facil ties off duty.”

“Too often, as officers retire from 30 + yearsofservice it seems their health
deteriorates rapidly and in many cases death occurs. Are there any studies or medical
journals which may explain this (seeming) phenomenon. I've read theories relating it

with ineffective ways of dealing with stress and the ‘adrenaline surge’ with no release.”

“I believe it's good. It is making me think about how much more lsﬁpuld be

working on getting more fit for myself and my partner.”

“Would like to know Iffe expectan;y fgr rétired ﬁt officers vs. un‘fit officers.”
“Please send t‘he results of thi§ survey/study to our D.epar,tme.nt."

“Send us results bleése, and good luck!”

“I'm hoping that when my youngest child (1 year old) begins school I'll be able to

get off my lazy --- and begin a proper exercise program égain. I believe mandatory

physical training is necessary to improve job performance and would welcome it.”



“For the past 4 months, I’'ve had the chance to work out (gym) after work, thisin a
small way haslowered my stress level a lot. | think all departments should have some

type of physical training program in-place.”

“Willwe get tosee the result of thissurvey? Maybe a survey like this may push the
departmentin gettin’g (investing) into a.better gym (facility) for the members of the
department. | believe there should be a physical fitness requirément tobe upheldand a -

physical fitness test should be administered at least once a year in our department.”

“Police departments should require a physical fitness test once a year fora

required age group.”

“Excessive work load, long and changing hours that are demanded by.the
department often make*it impossible to abtain adequate sleep, a healtfhy diet, or to
maintain an exercise program. The department gives lip service to the idea of helping
officers maintain good 'physical fitness but thén lo.verworks and stresses the officers until

they are used-up-and burnt-out.”

“I would hope this could be used to convince the Department to provide much

needed facilities and equipment for physical fitness training.”:

“I hope some good comes from your survey and that departments.liisten to the

results!”

“l feellam in fair physncal shape (about 5 Ibs overweight), but I should exercise
regulariy Recreatlonal activities generally seem good for stress reduction (fushmg,

woodworkmg playlng ball with my kldS)



R4

“I'have long felt that a police officer should be mandated to maintain a certain
level of physical conditioning. You had to meet certain requirements when you took

the jobsowhy notonce youronthejob!”

“I believe that stressis a more important factor in job performance than physical

condition.”

“How long does the average officer who engages in a regular exercise program

live after retirement compared to officers who doesn’t regularly exercise.”
“Iwould be interested in the results of your survey/and thesis.”

“The department should be obligated to conduct complgte 'physical exaﬁ\s with
blood workups on every sworn officer yearly. Thisis the first and most important step in
beginning a physical fitness program. Many people think because they don‘t feel bad
or aren’tsick a lot, that they are in good physical condition. Also, early detection for

other medical problems is very important in minimizing the severity of the disorder.”

“Years ago we'got a substantial discount to join a racquetball club/league. 1
would like to see that again/or how about the De;iartment/Cit-y pick up 1/2 join the

YMCA etc.”



9/

“Will we ever get an updated weight room/gym? Can we get access to a
nutritionist for diet planning? Will the Department provide it for us or will it cost the
individual?

“Fitness is very important to the acti\)e, productive police officer.”

“Fitness does relate to my on the job stress reduction and job pérformance. It

hélps both!”



APPENDIX G

CHI-SQUARE

13 SAMPLES QUESTIONS

1o



13 CHI-SQUARE QUESTIONS ANALYZED

Survey Question #

2.

10.

17.

40.

41.

58.

60.

69.

70.

71.

Does your Department have periodic fitness tests orstandards True False

you must maintain?

99

If you were in better physical shape, would you feel less threatened in potentially

violent/stressful situations? ' True False
Does an officer’s poor physical appearance cause negative True . False
publicopinion whether he/she is capable of performing the job correctly?
Does the out of shape/unhealthy officer create added stressto  True False
you when dealing with violent suspects?

Do you believe officers are sometimes “reluctant” todo thejob True False
because they are not physically prepared to handle certain tasks?

If applicable, do you believe your current fitness program-ass'ists True False
you in dealing with daily stressful situations?

Do you agree thatyour fitnessimproves your job performance  True False
positively? |

[ want to be involved in fitness. . ' ‘ : True False
Have you ever suffered a preventable injury thatyou felt could True False

have been avoided if you attained a better fitness level prior?

Have you ever observed a policeman receive'a reward for True False
fitness?
Does it interest you to know about job related health and True False

mortality statistics in police work? _
Have you ever heard of or filled out a survey that observes True False
police performance in relation to one’s physical wellness?

Does a wellness/performance survey like thisinterest you True False

in any way?
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" APPENDIXH

SAS AND SAS/STAT SOFTWARE COMPUTATIONS
FOR |
CHI-SQUARE AND FACTOR ANALYSIS
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FREQUENCY CHART AND CALCULATION OF CHi-SQUARE VALUES
1705 YEARS ON THE JOB '
TABLE 1 OF GROUP BY RESPONSE
CONTROLLING FOR QUESTION-10

Group Response
Frequency
Percent
Row Pct :
Col Pct F T Total
MODEL . 8 15| 23
14.55 127.27 41.82
34,78 65.22
4444 40.54
SURVEY 10 22 . 32
18.18 40.00 58.18
31.25 . 68.75
7 55.56 59.45
TOTAL 18 37] - - 55
: 32.73 67.27 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE 1 OF GROUP.BY RESPONSE -
" CONTROLLING FOR QUESTION-10.

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi-Square _ 1 0.076 0.783

Sample Size - 55

wi



6 - 10 years on the job

- STRESS AND BEHAVIOR

Simple Component Analysis

[AVF4

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FROM " 10 OBSERVATIONS
MODEL, T MODELF . SURVEY T SURVEY F
MEAN 13.9 6.8 30.7 17.8
* STD DEV 6.22629 6.03324 14.0716 13.5466
CORRELATIONS
INITIAL FACTOR METHOD: PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS
MODEL T MODEL F SURVEY T . SURVEYF .
MODEL T 1.00000 -0.99739 0.91652 -0.91450
MODEL F -0.99739 1.00000 -0.91692 0.91439
SURVEY T '0.91652 -0.91692 1.00000 -0.99941
SURVEY F -0.91450 0.91439 -0.99941 1.00000
PRIOR COMMUNALITY ESTIMATES: ONE
EIGENVALUES OF THE CORRELATION MATRIX
TOTAL = 4 AVERAGE = 1
1 2 3 4
EIGENVALUE 3.829566 0:167252 0.002641 0.000541
DIFFERENCE 3.662314 0.164611 0.002100
PROPORTION 0.9574 0.0418 0.0007 0.0001
CUMULATIVE 0.9574 0.9992 0.9999 1.0000
1 FACTORS WILL BE RETAINED BY THE MINEIGEN CRITERIONFACTOR PATTERN
FACTOR1
MODEL 0.97816
MODEL F* 0.97823
SURVEY T 0.97932
SURVEYF | 097815
VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR
FACTOR 1
3.829566 .
FINAL COMMUNALITY ESTIMATES: TOTAL = 3.829566
MODELT MODELF -.SURVEYT SURVEY F
0.956789 0.956938 0.959058 0.956781
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SURVEY RESPONSES



Description

Line 1
Llne 2

Line 10
Line 11

Category:
67.1A

67.1B
67.1C
67.1D

104

KEY TO RAW DATA SUMMARY

Q. 1 1 2 2 3 3

A. True False True False True False

MODEL GROUP

73 69 4 29 44 43 30
95% 5% 40% 60% 59% 41%

SURVEY GROUP

172 156 15 3 - 167 85 - 85
91% 9% 2% 97% 49%. 49%

MODEL AND SURVEY GROUP

104 95 8 - 14 90 54 49

% 92% 8% 13% 86% 52% 47%

Question numbers and part

Answer

Model Group

Number of surveys answermg that question

Percentage of surveys that answered that questlon

Survey Group

Number of surveys answering that q uestion

Percentage of surveys that answered that question

Model and Survey Group

Proportional number surveyed that-answered that question
forModel and Survey Groups

Proportional percentage of the Model and Survey Groups
answering that question

Time on the job response
1to 5yearson the job
6to 10 yearson the job
11to 15yearsonthejob

15 + years on the job



POLICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY $/1/92

-!‘

Q. 1 9 2 2 3 3 4.1 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 4T 41 41 L2 4.2
A. True False True False True False 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .10 NA 92 9N
MODEL GROUP
3 69 4 29 [ 43 30 0 0 0 0 4 3 1 15 24 8 7 25 = 32
95%- SX 407 60% S9% 41X 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% &% 15X 2% 33X 1% 0% 34k 44X
SURVEY GROUP , .
172 156 k- 3 167 85 85 0 0 0 0 ) 15 21 &b 29 8 40 57 45
9% 9% 2. 97X 4L9% 49 0% 073 [¢/3 0% 3% 9% 12% 2% 17X S%x 23% 33x 26%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP -
104 95 8 1% 90 5S4 49 0 0 0 0 4 8 % 25 22 7 20 35 33
X 92% 8% 13% 86% S2X 41X 0% 0% 0% 0% &% T4 13% 24% 2% ™ Wi 33, 31
67.7 1 TO S5 YEARS ON THE JOB
NODEL GROUP ) :
23 .23 0 1 12 7” 6 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 4 S 1 3 1 8
100% OX 48X S2% 7T4x 264 0% 0% 0% /4 4% &% " 30% 1K 2% 4% 13%  48L 35%
SURVEY GROUP .
"~ 35 32 3 1 34 23 12 0 0 0 0 2 7 4 11 2 2 S 14 6
nx 9% 3% 9K 65X 34X 0% 0x: 0% 0% 6x 2072 1% 3 6% 6% WX 4Q% 7%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP )
38 36 2 8 30 26 12 0 0 0 0 2 5 7 10 5 2 5 16 9
b4 95% 5% 2% 9% 69%  31% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 1x 19% 26, 2. Su% 14 4L3. 24,

67.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JoB
MODEL GROUP
21 20 1 1 10 12 9 0 0 0 0 . 2 1 2 6 8 2 0 5 1
95% 5% S2u % ST4, 434 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% SZ 10% 297 38% 0% 0% 24% S52%
SURVEY GROUP ’
49 Ll 4 1 &7 16 33 0 o "0 '0 0 6 6 13 7 2 11 16 13
90.. 8. 4 w  33% 674 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 12% 2% 27% noc22% 33, 27.
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP - . )
30 27 2 5 24 12 8 -0 0 0 0 1 3. 3 8 6 2 5 9 10

%, 91 Px 17h 81 4O % % 0K 0% Ox 3% 105 1% 27k 2% % 16 30. .
67.1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP
1% 13 1 3 0n 6 8 0 0o .0 0 1 1 1 3 7 0 1 5 5
9%. 7 21 79 43% S?» 0. Oxr 0% Ox 7% Ti- TA 2% S0 0% 7i  36L 36k
SURVEY GROUP '
23 21 2 102 11 12 0 0 0 0 .0 0 4 7 5 2 4 9 8
9 9 &% 9%6: 48 52% 0% 0% On .0% O % 17% 30% 2% 9% 7% 39% 35
. MODEL+SURVEY GROUP : ’ . ’
‘23 21 2 2 20 10 12 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 6 7 1 3 9 8
% 92., 8 11 89 % S4% 0. 0% On 0% 3% s A% 27% 32, S. 14 38. 35
67.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB : ) B
MODEL GROUP : .
5 13 2 4 1N 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 5 3 4 8
87% 13 27X T3% S3% 47 Ox Ox O% O%x O% Ox ?% 3% 27% 33% 20% 27% 53%
SURVEY GROUP .
65 59 6 0 64 35 28 -0 0 0 0" & 2 7 13 15 2 20 18 18
N 9% Ox 98% "S4%x 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 3 1% 20% 3% 3% 3. 28. 28.
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP - ]
.8 17 2 1 17 1 8 o 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 4 2 5 5 6
T % 9% 0% 5% 4% S4x  44% 0% 0% O% 0% Sx 3% 10% 9% 24% 9% 29% 28B. .32




'OLICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 43 43 4.3 .3 .3 4.3 4.3 4.3
A. 9% 89 8 87 8 8 8 8- "1 2 3 & 5 7 10  N/A
IODEL GROUP :
e 2 2 0 0 0 0 o -3 0 0 0 1 7 12 6 21
- 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4x 0% 0% % 16% 8L 29
iURVEY GROUP : )
172 8 1 0 1 1 6 0 2 0 0 1 0 1% .10 83
S% % 04X 1 1% 3% o% 1% oX o 1% O 8« 6%  48%
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP :
104 4 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 (o] " 7T A
% & 1 Oox O o 2% Oox 2% 0% Ox 0% O% 1% % 2L
7. A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
IODEL. GROUP
3 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 6
0% O% 0% O%r 0% 0% Ox- - O¢r Ox O%x O O% 9% 17% o  26%
{URVEY GROUP .
35 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 (o} 0 0 0 o 3 - 4. & 6
1% 3% O 3% O% O% ox Ox Ox Ox O» Ox 9% 1% 1% 17%
JODEL+SURVEY GROUP :
38 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 .5 3 8
% % 2% 0% 2% O% 0% 0% Ox O%x Ox O%Z ‘0% 9% 14% ™ 2w
7. 18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
IODEL GROUP . .
21 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 3 4
S% 5% 0% Ox O% O%x 0% 10% O% 5 19% %% 19%
{URVEY GROUP . .
49 4 0 0. 0 1 2 0 ] 0 0 5 3 2
& Oz Ox O% 2% 4% . O% - 0% O% 0% 10% 6% 49
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP
30 2 0. o0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 3 12
% % % 0. 0% 1% 3% 0% 3% Oo% (/3 13% 9: 40
7.1¢ 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
|ODEL GROUP . .
1% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 .0 0 1 1 5
7% T 0. 0 O0x 0% 0% T% 0% 0: 0% 7% 7 360
URVEY GROUP - : C . ’
23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 10
. oz 0% 0% % 0% Ox Ox 0% 0% &% 0% . 17% 4% 435
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP ’ )
23 1 A 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 1 9
% 3% 3 O0%x- 0. On 0% O¢ 3% 0% 3 0% 16% 5% 41%
7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
IODEL GROUP .
15 0 o 0. O 0 0 0o o0 0 0 0 0o 1 3 0 2 6
o~ O0n O 0% % 0% Ox- Oz Ox O% 0% Ox 7% 20% 0%  13% 40
URVEY GROUP
65 0 0 o o0 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 1 3 2 43
o Oz O0: O¢ O0. 6% O%x 3% Ox O% 0: 0% 6% 2% 5% 3 66 |
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP . . ’
18 0 0 0 0. © 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 -1
% oz 0% % O Ox Stz 0. 3% 0% Ox Ox 0% : % 5% % S% 6T,




LICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. b 4L.L 4L L6 GG 4.4 S S 6.1 A 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.2
A. 92 91 9% 89 88 85 True False A B c D A B c
DEL GROUP . . )
(£ 9 18 6 4 3 1 63 10 21 0 26 25 45 4 17
1224 25% 8% S% (Y3 1% 8% WX 294 % 364 34 82U 5% 23%
RVEY GROUP . :
Aare 6 10 6 10 8 ‘6 140 30 27 4 sS? 82 M 6 50
R 6% 3% 6% 5% 3% 81X ATX 16% X XL LBL 65% 3% 29%4
DEL+SURVEY GROUP .
104 6 12 S 6 5 3 86 7 20 2 35 45 66 4 28
. 64X 1% % 6% &% 3% 8% 16X 20% 2% 34X L% 64X % 27%
1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
IDEL GROUP . .
23 S 7 1 2 0 0 21 2 9 6 8 17 1 4
2% 30% (Y4 9% 0% 0% N« 94 394 26% 35% 74l &% T4
IRVEY GROUP .
35 2 2 S 8 . 0 0 32 3 6 14 16 23 0 11
6% 6% %% 23% 0% (074 N« 94 1TX L%  4&O0% 66 0% 31%
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP : L
38 S 6 4 7 0 0 0 35 3 10 13 14 26 1 .10
' 1224  16% 10% 174 0% 0% 0% N« 9% 26% 3% 38L  69% 2% 26%.
'.1B 6 T0 10 ON THE JOB
YDEL GROUP R
21 1 8 0 1 1 20 1 6 7 8 15 1 2
S% 38 0% S% S% . 95% S%  29% 33% 387 7% 5% 10:.
JRVEY GROUP . :
49 1 3 3 0 .2 5 3 40 9 7 16 25 33 1 15
-3 ¥4 6% /4 (YA 10% “ &% 18% 14% 334 SN 674 24 3%
JDEL+SURVEY GROUP ’
30 1 S 2 1 0 1 3 2 26 4 6 10 1% 21 1 7
' T3 6. 6% (YA 1% (Y 9% % 86% 1% 19% 33, 47 69% 3% 24
'.1¢C 1 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
JDEL GROUP N .
1% 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 b 3 7 4 7 2 4
1% 0% 7% 0% 7% 0% 0% 7% 29% 2 S0% % S0% 1L 29%
JRVEY GROUP . .
23 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 19 3. 5 7 10 15 1 7
(3 94 e 0% (Y4 [0/3 0% 8% 13. 224 30% 43X 654 &% 30%
JDEL+SURVEY GROUP .
23 2 1 -1 0 0 0 " 18 [ S 9 9 13 2 7
4 117% S% S 0% 0% 0% 784  19°4 2% 38. 38. 59% 8. 30
7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
JDEL GROUP : : .
15 0 3 2 0 0 0 12 3 3 6 S 6 0 7
. 0% 20% 13% 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 20% 407 33%  40% 0% 47%
JRVEY GROUP t, . .
65 2 3 1 0 1 0 49 15 9 20 . 33 40 4 17
3% 5% 2% 0% 2% 0% 7% 2% 14 31, S e 6%  26%
JDDEL+SURVEY GROUP . .
18 0 1 1 0 0 0 164 4 3 6 9 11 1 6
X 3% 8% (YA 0% 1% 0% 76% 22%  15% 32/ 47L 584 5% 30




LICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY 5/1/92

Q. 7 7 8 8 8 8 9 9 10 10 12 12 13.1 13.1 13.2 13.2 “w % 14
A. True False A B - C D True False True False True False True False True False A B c
DEL GROUP ' .

(£ 70 3 L2 15 6 17 70 3 5S4 19 27 46 69 4 k)| &2 7 36 3

96X 4% SBY 21% 8% 23% 6% 4% T4% 26% 3T4 3% 95% 5% 424 SBL 104 494 L%
RVEY GROUP ’
172 15 20 93 39 N 4 156 17 1227 @ 53 118 164 7 .65 104 & &9 13
81 12% S4% 2% 18 B4 NL 104 76X 264 31X 69X 954  4X 3B, 60% 5% 284 8%
OEL+SURVEY GROUP
104 94 0 57 23 16 26 9 8 T 25 % T 9 5 41 (- () 36 7
: Q0% 9% S54 2% 5% 2% 924  BL T4x  26% 33L  6T4 95X  4X%  39% 60x 6% 354 T4

1A - 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB

DEL GROUP

23 22 1 16 2 .2 S 2 1 15 8 1% 9 2 2

9% L% 6% 9% 9L 2% 6% 46X 65% 354 61 39L N« 9% 30% T0x% 13% ~ &2
0
0%

IRVEY GROUP . .
16 19 2 3 4

35 32 3 18 7 8 9
N 9% S1%  20% 3% 26% 4% S4% 6% 9% 1%

WEL+SURVEY GROUP
38 35 3 6 7 9 1 24 12 21 7 37 1 B - 23 3 9 3

' 93. Tk 554X 6% 1TA 24k 9T 3% 64% 3 SS5% 45% 9T 3% WO 60X 9% 2464 9%

1 22 10 18 7 35
63%. 29% 51% 49% 100%

9y Iy
v

.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB

JDEL GROUP .
21 20 1 13 5 1 2 21 0 15 6 6 15 2 0 9 12 "0 13 1

95% 5% 6% 24% S% 0% 100% 0% 7I% 29% 29% 71% 100% 0% 43% ST4 . O% 6% 5%
IRVEY GROUP : )
W9 5 2 1 7 10 46 3 3 13 1M 38 48 1 1% 3% 3 4
Q0% 0% 49% 24% W% 0% 94% 6% T3 274 2% TBL 9BL 2% 29% 69% 6L 43% 8%
JDEL+SURVEY GROUP B : .
30 27 3 16 7 3 5 29 1 22 8 7 23 30 0 10 20 1 15 2
. N% 9% 53 24k 1% AT % &% TB% 2Th. 2% T6L  9%n  1nc 3B 66% oW TU

".1c 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB

)DEL GROUP B . . .
% 13 1 8 5 3 46 % 0 4 5 9 13 1 6 8 0 7 1
93 T4 .STx 364 2% 29% 100% O% 1% 29% 36% A% 93% T4 43L STL 0% SO% T4

IRVEY GROUP
23 21 -2 15 3 6- 5 20 : 2 .
N% 9% 65 13%  26% 227 87% 13% 8TL 9% 39% 61 9N 9% 30% TO0% 0% 35% &%
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP . :
23 21 2 T 5 S 5 21 2 18 4 9 1% 21 2. 8 15 a9 1
T 92% 8. 62 22i 241 24 92 8% 8% 16% 381 6 92i 8% 35% 654 0z & 5% .

’.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
)DEL GROUP
15 15 0 7 3 0 6 13 2 16 1 2 13 16 1 9 6 4 S 0
100:: 0% &7% r4 0% 407 87, 13 93L % 134 8L 93% % 60% 4&0% 274 33 0%
JRVEY GROUP ’ . : .
65 54 10 36 17 10 16 56 10 = 49 16 15 49 60 4 28 35 3 7 4
837 15% SS5% 26% 154 254 8% -15% 754 25% 234 75% 92% 6%  4L3% 5S4l S% 26 6%
YDEL+SURVEY GROUP
18 16 2 10 5 2 S 16 3 1 4 4 1% 17 1 9 9 2 5 1
6% 464 514 9% 28l S%

4 8% 124 S4x 25% 12% 2B% 8k 15%° T9L 2w 2% % 93%




POLICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. 14 % 15.1 15.1- 15.1 15.2 15.2 15.2 16 16 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 19 19
A. D E A B c A’ B C True False True False A B c D E A B
MODEL GROUP .
3 2} [ 35 3 7 57 1% 1 52 21 7 36 9 19 N 13 6 17 23
2% S% 4B% &% 10%  TBX  19% W% T 29% 51% 4% 12% 26% 4%  18x 8% 23% 324
SURVEY GROUP ) ' . .
72 8 2 T T 25 139 29 2 1M6 54 103 67 10 43 76 27 28 18 46
GTX 13X &2% 42X 15X 81X 1™ X 67x 31% 60r 39X 6% 25% 44X 6% 16X 10% 2T%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP
04 &b 11 &6 & 1% 8 1B 1 71 32 59 4 8 26 45 a7 1% 15 29
2 &2% 1% AWX L% 3% BO%  1Bx 1% 69% 3% ST K2, Bx  25% AL% 6% 1% W% 28%
67.1A° 1 T0 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP
23 6 2 1% .7 2 20 3 0O 1 10 7 16 4 8 9 0 0 5 6
N 26% 9% 614 307 9% 87 13% OX STx 4&3% 30% 70X 17X 35/ 39% 0% 0% 2% 26%
SURVEY GROUP - .
35 20 6 15 15 [ 33 2 0 23 12 21 14 2 10 13 () 6 0 16
ST%  ATX  43% 43n 1% 94% 6% . O%  66%  34%  60%  4O0% 6% 294 3TX X 1Tk 0% 467
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . .
38 17 S 19 % 4 35 3 0 2 % 18 20 & 12 1% 4 4 3 1%
% 45% 1% SO% 384 10% 9N% 9% 0% 6% 38L 484 S2% 107 31 384 10% 10% 9% 38
67.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . :
21 7 0 7 12 2 18 2 1 16 S 3 8 0 S 9 4 2 3 10
337, O 331 ST 10% 8% 10% Sk T6% 26% 6% 38, 0% 24% 43% 19% 0% 16n 48
SURVEY GROUP . . . - )
o 7 4 22 18 9 43 6 0o 33 % 28 21 3 0 22 5 12 3 1
357 8% 45% 37/ 18. 88 12% 0% 674 334 S7?% 43% 6% - 20% 45%° 0% 24% 6% 22
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP : . -
30 10 2 1’2 1B 5 26 3 0o 2 9. 1B 1 1 6 13 4 6 3 9
% 3% 6% WV 63% 16%  B7L 1% 1% TO%X 30%  S9K 614 &% 2W%  44% 134 20% 9% %
67.1C . 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL . GROUP ; -
14 S 1 . 8 6 0 1M 3 0 12 2 -7 7 3 3 6 4 2 3 6
% Tw  STh 43% 0% T9% 2%% 0% 86L % S0%  S0% 21%  21%  43%  29% 1% 214 43
SURVEY GROUP . .
23 13 1 7 13 3 12 9 1 12 10 10 12 1 S 9 7 3 3 [}
S?7% &k 30% STW 3% S2% - 39% 4% S24 43%  43% 524 4% 2% 39% 30% 13n 13l 26%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP - . i )
23 1 1 9 1 2 14 71 15 7 10 12 2 5 9 7 3 4 7
% 49% 5% 4 5w & e -32% 3% 65x 32 46k SN MK 2% 4w 5 6% 6% 32%
67.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . .
15 S 1 6 6 3 8 6 0 1 [ 10 5 2 3 7 .5 2 6 1
3. T4 4O%  4LD%  20% S3%  40%  O%  ?IL  274 67% 33% 134  20% 4Tx 33U 3% LO% 7%
SURVEY GROUP : )
65 30 1 29 27 9 51 12 1 48 16 &4 20 4. . 18 32 9 7 12 13
WX 1T% 45%  L2% Y T8L  18% 2% TLX  25% . 68L 314 6% 287 494 14% 1% 1BL 20%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP :
18 8 3 8 8 3 14 4 0 % . 5 12 6 1 S 9 3 2 .4 3
% MLY% 5% bh% L% 5% TAX 22% A% T4% . 25%  6TY 314 Bl 264 49% 1Th 1% 2% T




. POLICE PERFDRMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY T SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. 19 20 20 20 20 20 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.2 21.2 21.2 21.3 21.3 1.3 22 2 22 2
A. c A B c 0 3 A B c A B c A B c A B c 0
MODEL GROUP .
B 3 7 13 2 1B 12 1% 5 5% 1% N SO0 17 25 46 37 1 19 6
4% 0% 8% 30% 5% 6% -19%  TX TT4 9% 5% 68% 23% 34% 63% S1% . 26% 8%
SURVEY GROUP .
72 107 17 26 36 48 48 27 1% 131 18 26 135 28 78 8 72 7 59 18
&% 10% 1% 20% 28% 28% 16% 8% 76% 10% 5%  TBL  16%  45% 49% 4% 4% 36x 0%
MNODEL+SURVEY GROUP g
04 59 10 16 26 28 25 17 8 79 % 16 T 19 & 56 46 3 33 10
% STX 10% 15% 23% 2T4  24% AT & T6% 13X 15%  T6% 8% 42%  S3%  44y% 3% % 10%
67.1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP -
23 12 3 4 1 3 3 5 15 g & 16 5 9 12 1 3 1
S2% 13% T4 43% 3% 13% 2% 654 227 ATA  TO% . 22% 394 S52u° 61% 3%
SURVEY GROUP :
35 18 2 9 4 9 10 6 26 2 5 28 6 16 17 17 7 1
S 6% 26% 1% 26% 29% 7% 6k 6% W% BOX  TK 46U 49%  49% 0. 3.
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . . . .
38 20 3 9 9 8 9 7 27 5 6 29 7 1€ 19 20 7 1
% 52. . 2% 24% 2% % 9% % 2% 6% 76N 19% 43 50%  S3u 17 -3
67.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . . )
21 8 1 4 3 9 3 4 18 5 4 12 5 8 1% 10 5 2
38 5% 9% 4% . 43% 16k 19% B6% 24% 9% STL  24% 384 674 48U 24 10%
SURVEY GROUP
49 . 35 5 3 122 16 13 10 36 7 s 38 6 23 23 24 19 5
7% 10N 6% 24% 33y 2T%  20% CT% A% 0% TBL 2% LTh ATE W9% 39%  10%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP } :
30 18 3 '3 6 N 7 6 23 5 46 1 5 13 16 15 10 3
X . 6T 9 10: 21 s B 20% TTLO1T% 0 3% 71N 6% 4% 53U 49 % 105
67.1¢ 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP
%w. S 0 3 4 4 3 5 9 1 2 1 4 5 7 7 5 1
36 0N 2% 29 9% 21% % 6% T4 W% 9% 294 36%  SO0% 50N %, T
SURVEY GROUP :
23 1 3 3 '8 2 7 4 18 1 6 16 2 16 13 8 .0 10 1
61 3% 3% 35% 9% YRR 1 % LT8% 4% 26%  TO% 9% 43 STL 35%  O%  43n 4%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP ] ]
23 12 2 4 7 4 6 5 16 17 5 16 4 9 - 12 9 0 9 1
% 51 8% 16% % 16%  2Th 4% 3% 5% 2% T3%  16% 4% d4n 4% 0% 41 “
67.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP
15 7 3 2 5 2 3 0 14 3 1 1 3 3 13 6 6 2
&7 20%  13% 33 13% 20% 0% 93% 20% TX 3L 20% 20% B 4O 40 13y
SURVEY GROUP ) ‘ I
65 40 7 9 10 21 18 7 51 8. 10 S3 164 29 32 23 23 N
6% 1% % 5% 32 28% 1% 78% 2% 1Sk B2u 2% 45% 49 35 35 7%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP ) ) A : g
B8 1 2 3 -3 s 5 2 15 3 3 15 4 7 10 7 7 3
% S9n  12% L 9% 29%  26% 9% 81% 1% 14 2%  40%  S6%  36% 36 16%

807




ICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

2 23.1 2.1 23.2 23.2 23.2 23.2 24 25 25 25 26 26 26 27
. E True False A B c D True A B C A .B D A
EL GROUP .
(£ 16 - 66 2 40 11 26 . S 68 S 14 46 2 1 57 45
222, 90% 3% S5% 15%  33% T4 937 T4 194  63% 3% 15% 784 624
VEY GROUP . i . .
172 30 157 9 9 25 &5 16 155 12 26 107 7 10 &b 108 122°
7% 9N S% S2% 154 26% 9% 90% ™ 15% &2’ [ Y4 6% 26% 3% T
EL+SURVEY GROUP
104 20 95 ) S5 15 29 .9 95. 7 17 65 3 S 23 70 7
194 9N% L% 53% 154 28 9% N« T4 164 6% 3% S% 227 67% Y4
1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
EL GROUP R .
23 5 rql 0 15 2 8 1 22 6 -1 0 0 4 18 18
. X Nz 0% 65% 9%  35% L% 96% 261 4B % 0% 1% 787 78
VEY GROUP L
35 8 33 1 19 4 12 3 33 .5 22 3 1 12 21 25
3% 94 3% S4L 1% 34X 9%  9b% 147, 63% 9% 3% 34 YA &V
EL+SURVEY GROUP - . ’
38 9 35 1 22 4 13 3 36 7 22 2 1 1 26 28
2% 93% 2% 597 10%4 347 T4 95% 19% ST« S% 2% 28 674 T4
18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
JEL GROUP
21 S 18 1 8 S 8 2 20 -3 15 0 L 16 10
247 867 S% 384 24x% 387 107 957 %% 7 0% 19% 76% 48
IVEY GROUP
49 10 46 3 28 10 8 4 &7 7 30 S 10 3 33
200, 94l 6% 57n 20n. 16% 2 96U 167  61% 10%  20% 65,  67x%
JEL+SURVEY GROUP : o
30 6 27 2 15 6 7 3 29 A 19 - 2 6 21 18
' 21 N 6%s S 214 7 9% 96%L 14r 6L T4 20% 69% 617
1c 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
JEL GROUP
%“ 2 1 1 9 1 5 1 B 3 M. 0 0 11 1110
. 8&% Th 6. Th 361 Tk 9% 2% 9% 0% 0% Th . T ™ T
VEY GROUP
23 3 19 2 14 4 4 1 19 -2 19 1 0 7 15 16
137% 7s 9K 6% 1Tx 174 L7z 83% 9% 83% (YA 0% 30z 65:  70%
JEL+SURVEY GROUP ' !
23 3 19 2 14 3 S 1 19 3 18 1 1. 5§ 16 16
167 84 8L 6L 1L 24 S% 7e 164 814 3% Y ./ 70 70
.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
DEL GROUP .
15 4 15 0 8 3 3 1 13 2 9 1 2 122 7
274 100% 0% 53% 204 20% T4 8Ti 134" 60% % 13% YA Y ¢
RVEY GROUP : . :
65 9 59 3 29 7 21 8 56 12 36 2 & 15 40 48
W%’ N% S% 454 -11% 324 124  86% 18%° 55% 3% 61 23% 2% T4,
DEL+SURVEY GROUP : .
18 3 17 1 9 2 6 2 16 - 3 10 1 1 4 12
164 93% &L 467 127 30%  11%  86% 174 S6% Y 6% 2% 65% - 69’

13




-1CE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.1 29.2 29.2

Q. 27 27 27 27 - 27 28. 28 29.1 29.1
A. . B c ) E F True False 1 -2 3. 4 .5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2
DEL GROUP . :
3 8- 0 3 4 10 28 [7) .5 2 1 2 4 7 9 3 .9 12 6 2
MY 0% 4% S% 1% 38 0%  TX 3% 154 3% S%x 10% 12%  18%  12% 6% & 3%
RVEY GROUP . .
12 17 1 9 2 k14 & 130 21 1 10 S 22 7 10 39 23 33 21 .. 3
0% 1% sy 1% 10% 23% 7T6% 12 W% 6% 3% 3% 4% 6% 3% 3% 194 1% 2%
DEL+SURVEY GROUP . .
104 11 0 S 3 11 29 74 1 1 9 3 11 6 8 22 14 19 11 2
0% 0% 5% 2% 1% 28% 7% 1% W 9% 3% 1% 6x 8L 2% 13%  18% 1% 2%
LA 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
DEL GROUP
23 0 0 0 1 2 1.n 2 0 0 1 1 4 8 1 3. 2 0
0% 0% O 4% g% 48X 4B . 9% Ox 3% 0% 4% 4% TX 35% 4% 3% 9% 0%
IRVEY GROUP ) : -
35 3 0 2 0 5 0 25 4. 0 1 1 6 2 -3 1 5 2 4 1
9% 0% 6% Ox X 9% 7% 1% 0% 3% 3% ATk 6% 94 3% WX 64 1% 3%
WEL+SURVEY GROUP
2 ] 1 1 5 16 2 4 0 3 1 5 2 5 1 4 3 4 1
, S% 0% 3% 2% 1% 364 62 10% 0% T4 2% 2% 5% 12x 3. 10% 9% 10n 2%
'.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
IDEL GROUP .
21 -2 0 2 1 5 1 9 3 0 3 0 1 1 3 2 4 5 1 1
0% O%x 10% 5% 26% 574 43%. 1% O% 16x  O:  S% - S% 14%  10% 19% 24%  S% 5.
IRVEY GROUP
49 4 0 3 0 6 1B 36 8 0 4" 2 2 3 % & - 10 6 0
& Ox 64 0% 12% 27% T3 . 1% O% 8% 2% &% 4% 6% 29% & 20% 12% O
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP )
30 3 0.2 0 S 11 19 S 0 3 0 1 1 3 7 3 6 3 0
: 9% 0% T4 % 6% 36% 64X 6% 0% 10% W% &% 4% 9% 23% 1% 2% 0% 1%
r.1¢C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
)DEL GROUP )
1% 2 0 1 0 0 3 n 0 1° % 0 0 2 1 R 3 2 2 1
14% R 0 W 0% 21% 9% 0% T 29% S O%  O% WX L TL 2% L 14k 7
JRVEY GROUP - .
23 2 - 1 2 1 1 8 15 2 0 3 0 2 2 1 2 7 3 1
. 9% &% 9%  4n 4% 35% 654 9% 0% - 13% Ox 9% 9. 4k 9n- T4 30. 13 4%
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP - ) ’
23 2 1 2 1 1 7 16 1 1 4 0 1 2 1 2 4 5 3 1
: 1% ¥ 8. 3% 3% w0 5% 3% 19 o 5% 1% S% 8L 19%  24u  1Lx Sh
7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
IDEL GROUP : : :
15 4 0 0 2 3 2 13 0 1 1 2 .2 3 1 2 1 2 1 0
2T Ox % 3% 20% 13% 87x. 0% T4 T4 3% 3% 204 T4 3% T4 13% % O
JRVEY GROUP . . ’ -
65 8 0 2 1 S 9 S4 7 1 2 3 12 1 3 12 10 1% 8 1
22 0% 3% 2% 84 rx 8% 1% 2% 3 5S4 18i 2% Sx 8% 15% 2% 12% 2
JDEL+SURVEY GROUP . .
18 3 0 0 1 2 3 15 "2 0 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 4 2
4 15% 0% 3% &% 10% 1% 84X 9% 3% 4% 6% T4 5% 5% 1?4 MWx 0% 114 1




ILICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.2 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 29.3 30
A 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 VYes
EL GROUP ) .
3 T 8 10 S 8 10 8 9 8 . 8 8 3 7 7 1 4 9 6 3
C10% M% WX TR 1% 6% 1% 2% 5% 1% MK &% 10%  10% % S% 12% 8% 4%
JRVEY GROUP . '
AT 7 9 24 13 21 30 22 22 56 9 10 4 20 S 13 1 15 23 20
&% S% % 8% 124 ATk 3% 3% XX Sk 6% 2 1 3% B4 T 9% 13 12%
WEL+SURVEY GROUP -
104 6 7 1% 8 12 17 13 13 31 7 8 3 1" S 6 7 10 12 10
{ 6% T4 % T4 12%  16% 12% 134 30X T4 T4 3% 1% S% 67 T4 104 12% 9%
7.9 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
WEL GROUP - :
23 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 4 5 3 4 1 3 3 0 1 - 2 1 0
3% 13B% 9% &% 3% 3% 9% ITA 2% 3% T 6% 3% 134 0% 4% 9% 4n O
JRVEY GROUP .
35 2 3 S 0 10 S . 3 2 16 2 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 2 3
6% 9% W% 0% 29% W% 9% 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 3% 3% 9% 6% 1% 6% 9%
dDEL+SURVEY GROUP . )
38 3 4 5 1 .9 S 3 4 1% 3 .3 2 3 3 2 2 4 2 . 2
4 9% 0% 1% 2% 22% 1% 9% 0% 364 9% 9% Sk ™M T4 S%x S% 10% 5% S%.
7.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
JDEL GROUP .-
21 1 1 4 2 1 4 4 2 6 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 3 2 2
S% S4 1974 10% S%4  19%  19% 104 29% S% . S% S% 10%  10% 0% S% 1% 10 10%
JRVEY GROUP . i
49 2 2 S 6 & N 7 S 10. 2 4 1 8 2 S S 3 ) )
&% 4% 107 12%  8xz 22% 1k 10%  20% 4% 8% 2% 16% 4% 10%  10% 6% 12% 124
DDEL+SURVEY GROUP - : o
30 1 1 4 3 2 6 5. 3 7 1 2 1 4 2 2 3 3 3 3
% & &% 3% 1% Th 21% 6% 0% 23% 4% TL 3% WL 6% 7% 9% 11 1%
7.1¢ 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
JDEL GROUP :
1% 2 2 2 1 1 0 2 1 4 2 1 0 1 2 A 1 1 1 .
W% W% W TR 7w 0% W% Th 29% WA Th 0% T4 W TR T4k T4 T4 74
URVEY GROUP )
23 1 1 7 1 0 3 1 S 7 1 4 1. 3 0 1 0 1 H 2
4% 30% 4k 0% 3% 4X  22% 30% 4% 174 4% 134 0% & 0% an 22 9%
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP ) .
23 2 2 | 1 2 2 4 7 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 2
% 8% 8% 24% S% 3% 8 8. 16% 304 8L WL 3% 5% S% 3% S% 6% 8%
7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
ODEL GROUP ) . ] - .
15 1 2 2 1 3 3 0 2 3 2 2 1 1 -0 0 1 3 2 0
. % 13% 1374 T 20%  20% 0% 13%2 207 134 13% T4 T4 0% 0% Ti 20%  13% 0%
URVEY GROUP : .
65 2 3 7 6 .7 1" 71 0 23 4 1 0 8 2 & 5 7 10 9
3% S% 1% 9% 1% AT4L T4 5% . 35% 6% 2% 00X 12% 3% 6% 84 114 15% 1
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP - .
18 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 6 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 2 3 2
% &% 6% 1% 9% 12%  1TA 1k 15% 324 8% 4% % 1% 3% S% 84 1% 15% 1%




LICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

st

Q. 30 30 AN N 3 32 32 32 32 32 33.1 33.1 33.1 33.1 33.1 33.1 33.2 33.2
A No Somd Yes No Somy A B c ] F A B c E F "Inc Dec
DEL GROUP : )
3 Y4 12 62 1 ‘9 6 6 264 13 23 0 16 15 26 0 18 3
8% 16% 854 1% 12% & 8 33 18 2% % 2% 2% %% 0% -25% &%
RVEY GROUP .
72 115 36 119 1M1 43 5S¢ 24 23 1 55 6 34 L2 48 6 64 9
6TL 2% 9% 6% 254 3 ek 13% 7% 3% 2 20X 264 28% 3% 374
DEL+SURVEY GROUP
104 2 L S 22 25 - 13 20 1 33 2 21 26 3 3 35 5
L % 204 74% S% 2% 24% 12X 194 0% 3% X 20X 23% 30% X 33% 5%
A 1 T0 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
OEL GROUP : :
3 18 46 19 0 4 2 o 1 6 4 0 5 6 12 0 3 1
B 17X B 0% 1TX 9% 0%  4&3% 26% 7% 0% 224 26% 2% 0% 13% 4%
IRVEY GROUP ’ ‘
35 25 7 28 2 () 0 - 9 8 3 5 1 4 13 13 3 12 1
7% 20% 80% 6% 1ML % 26% L 9 1%x 3% 1% 3T I 9% 34 3%
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP ) )
38 28 7 0n 1 7 8 - 6 12 6 6 1 6 1 16 2 10 1
: L 19% 8% 3% TE 2% 6% 3% 6% 16% 2% 6% 33% 3% 5% 26n 3%
’.1B 6 T0 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
YDEL GROUP . :
21 16 3 19 0 2 2 2 7 4 6 0 H) 6 6 .0 6 0
76% % S0% 0% 10% 10% 10% 33% 19% 29% 0% 26% 29% 29% 0n 29% 0%
JRVEY GROUP o
W9 29 U 3% 1 % 22 6 2 3 % 0 1 8 19 2 16 2
59% 29% 69% 2% 29% 45% 2% &% 6l 3 0% 2% 16% 9% 4% 33L&
YDEL+SURVEY GROUP . .
30 19 7 23 0 7 10 3 4 3 9 0 7 6 11 1 9 1
¢ 6% . 24% T6L W% 3% 34 1% 13% 0% 302 0% 237 20% . %% 3% 3 3
7.1¢ 1 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
JDEL GROUP R . . .
% 12 1" 0 2 1 0 5 1 7 0 & 1 5 0 5 0
. 8% T T 0% W% T Ox 36 T4 S0% 0% 29% T4 3%r 0% 36%  On
JRVEY GROUP : )
23 17 .4 15 2 6. 4 3 6 1 8 1 6 5 4 0 10 2
76 ATK 654 9% 26% T4 3% 26k &% 35% 4% 26% 22% 7% 0% 43 9
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP . ’
23 18 3 .16 1 5 3 2 7 1 9 1 6 4 5 o . 9 1
¥ . 78 1% 70%  S% 2% 1% Br 30% 5% &% 3% 27 6% 20% 0% 41 S%
7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
ODEL GROUP P
15 1 6 13 1 1 1 4 2 2 0 6 0 2 2 3 0 4 2
3% 27% 8% Ti T T4 274 13%  13% 0X 40% 0% 13% 134 204 0% 27% 13%
URVEY GROUP ' . . : .
65 &4 1 42 6 17 18 6 7 S 1 rig 2 13 16 12 1 26 4
68, TL 654 9% 26% 28X 9% 1% 8L 2 &% 3% 204 25% 181 24 4O A
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP
18 13 3 13 2 4 4 2 2. 2 0 8 0 3 4 3 0 7 1
% 69% 194 69 9% 2% 244 124 1% 9% % 6% 3% 19 2% 19% 38 8%
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A. B ¢ b A ] ¢ [} A ] c [} E 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
DEL GROUP
™ 10 33 22 2 32 23 19 26 2 7 2 - 5 3% 10 1 -5 6 2 2
WX 4S5% 30% 3% 4h%  32%  26% 36% 33% 0% 3% TX 474 1% 15% T 8% 3% 3%
JRVEY GROUP : :
72 % T 5 9 5S4 47 59 S8 49 24 16 21 137 17 11 3 2 0 0
204 &2% 30%  S% 3% 27X 34X B4% 28X X 9% 12 &% 10X 6% 2 1% 0% 0%
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104 19 45 5 3% 30 33 3% 31 13 8 11 B N 9 3 3 1 1.
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35 - 4 18 12 1 9 9 16 N " 8 1 46 32 2 0 0 0 0 0
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ODEL+SURVEY GROUP ) .
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MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . ) .

18 . ¢ 8 5 .1 5 6 6 5 "6 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 0o o 0

% 1% 437 2B, 8% 26% 3% 34%  28% 324 0% 1% % 6% 1% 1% % 3% YA V3
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67.1A 1 70 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP ‘
2 .o 0 0 O O O O O 2 3% 7 "7 3 1 o0 0 0 o0 1
O Or O 0% 0% 0% 0% O% 9% 13% 30% 302 3% 4% .0% O% 0% O% &%
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8 1% 26% 264 12% 3% 1% 2% 0% 12% 18X 8% WX 4X 0% 66% 294 96% 3%
IVEY GROUP
172 15 % & N 17 1 10 21 18 22 19 25 25 9 12 " 65 164 -8
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% 2 0 1 13 2 6 2 4 7 7 8 1 4 5 1 N 2 4 10
% 0% Th 93% % 43% 1% 29% SO% SO% ST T4 29% 36% T4 T WL 29%  TIX
SURVEY GROUP .
23 2 1 5 18 9 6 5 39 1 9 5 9 4 3 10 .6 5 18
S9% &% 2% 78L  39%  26% 22% 3% 39% 6% 39%  22% 39% AT - 13%  43%  26% 22% T8
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . ' . o .
23 2 1 4 19 7 7 4 4 10 13 10 4 8 5 2 13 5 5 17
% 1% 3% 6% B4X 30%  32% 194 9% 43%  STX  46% 16% -35%  24% 1% 574 2% 24k T6%
67.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
.MODEL GROUP .
15 1 1 0 15 3 1 & -7 7 8 3 2 9 1 0 9 3 2 12
7% T 0% 100% 20% T 2T% 4TA 4TX S3% 20% 3% 60% 7X  OX 60% 20% 13%° 80X
SURVEY GROUP ‘
65 4 17 10 5 118 23 1% 10 29 35 -2 9 36 7 FIEY S VA ' Y 4
6% 2% 5% 85% 28X 35% 22% 5% 45% S4%  32% 1% S5% MX 3% 65% 2% 26% T2
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP ' . .
18 1 0 2 16 5 6 A 8 - 10 6 310 2 0 1 4 4 1%
% 6% 3% 12% B88L 26% 30% 22% 21% 4&5% S4% 30%° 14% 10% 3% 6A%  21%  24%  T4%




POLICE PERFORMANCE/VELLNESS SURVEY — -SUMMARY

5/1/92

Q. 63.2 63.3 €3.3 63.4 €3.6 63.5 63.5 63.6 63.6 63.7 63.7 63.8 63.8 €3.9 63.9 63.0 63.0 63.1 63.1

36 -

% 0% 354 64k 26% 33

mg. False True False True False True False True False True False True False True False True False True False
EL GROUP
3 51 21 49 16 56 15 57 19 53 42 30 [ 66 54 18 36 30 1 67
704 297 6T« 22/, Trx 2% T8 26X 73, S8 4% 8¢ Q0% T4% 25X 49X - L % 92
SURVEY GROUP . .
172 103+ 58 113 59 112 sS4 117 60 1M 1M kg 18 153 124 48 96 67 5 164
60X 34X 66% 34% 65X 31 6BX 35% 65% S9X 41 10X 89X T 28X S6L 3% 3% 95%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . : - .. .
104 65 34 69 32 I 29 74 34 70 61 43 10 93 76 28 56 I3 3 98
X 63% 32k 66% 31 69% 28X TIX 32X 67X SBX 4% 10X 89X TEX 2TA  SLY%  4O% 2% i
67.A .1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP .
23 20. 3 20 . 6 17 [ 17 5 8 1" 12 1 22 16 7 12 1 1 2
. L 8Th 134 BTX  26% T4x 26X Thx 22X TBX 68 52 &L 96% TO% 30% 52X 48% 4% 96%
SURVEY GROUP . ‘
35 28 1" 24 12 23 9 26 12 23 23 12 & 3 29 -6 15 16 0 33
B0% 31 6L B 66L  26% TLL  Bbu  66%  66%  BLL 1% BYX &% Th &3% 46 o%x 94z
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP .
38 32 9 29 12 26 10 28 1 27 2 16 3 35 30 9 18 18 1
% 8% 26% T6% 3% 69% 26% TLx 294 TVL S9% 41 9% 9% T8 2% 4TX 4T 2% 95%
67.18 "6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP .
21 12 8 12 5 15 6 1% é 1% 1% 6 2 18 16 4 10 9 0 20
57% 38% S5TA 24x TA\% 29% 6T 294 6Tx 6T 294 0% 86X T6L 19% 4BY  43% 0% 95%
SURVEY GROUP .
49 26 16 32 21 27 17 . 3 18 30 27 22 1 47 34 15 36 12 1 48
53% 33% 654 4&3% S5/ 354 63% 374 61 S5%  45% 2% 96 69% 31 T3% 24 2% 98
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP .
30 16 10 19 1 18 10 19 0 19 18 12 1 28 21 8 20 9 0 29
% S4%  34%  63%n. 37%  60%  33% v 34%  63%. S9%  4O% L% 934 7% 274 667 30% 1% 97
67.1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB .
MODEL GROUP - ) o
16 9 A 9 2 12 0 14 4 10° 7 7 1 13 12 2 5 7 0 13
64% 297  64% 16X 86U 0% 100% 29% '?1% SO% SO0% T4 93, 86% 16i  36% S0u 0%z 93
SURVEY. GROUP
23 12 10 13 8 15 8 15 10 13 12 11 3 20 16 7. 13° 9 1 21
52% 3% 5T% 354 65% 354 654 43% 574 524 4BX 13% 874 TO%X 3. S7x 39% e N
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP .
23 13 9 13 é 16 ‘5 18 9 .1 12 1 2 20 17 H) 1 10 1 21
% 57« 384 59% 2vi T3X 2% T8, 3Bx €% 514 49% 114 894 T6L 26X 49%  43% 3% 92
67.1D 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . . .
15 10 é 8 3 12 3 12 4 1 10 5 2 13 10 5 9 3. 0 12
. 674 40% S3% 20% BOX 20% BOX 274 T3% 6T« 33% 134 87X 67% 33% 60% 20% 0% 8O
SURVEY GROUP
T 65 38 22 03 18 &7 20 45 21 [ 38 27 . 10 55 45 20 32 30 3 62
S8% 344 66% 284 T2L 3% 697 324 68) S5BX L2/ 15X 85X - 69% 31 49% L&Y% 5% 95
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP - ’
18 1 [ 12 S 1% S 13 6 13 1 7. 3 16 13 () 9. 8 1 17
9% T 3% 69% 60%  40%  15% 8% 6% 3% Sin 4w e 93




OLICE PERFORMANCE/WEULNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

73
Q. 63.2 63.2 63.3 63.3 63.4 63.4 64.1 64.1 64.1 64.1 64.1 64.2 64.2 64.2 64.2 64.3 64.3 64.4
A. True False True False True False A B < D E A 4 D E True False True
IODEL GROUP ‘
3 18 54 14 58 35 36 23 30 7 8 6 - N 8
X %

5% T6L Wk TIL 4B 49X | BL  41% 10
URVEY GROUP
172 2 M1M7 & 123 81 9% 6 53 15 3
30X 6BX 27X T2X ATk S2X 33X 39X 28x 22X 13X
JODEL+SURVEY GROUP
9
9%

0 30 @ 25 T 49 53 36 35 20 3 1% 1 32 1% 56 &7 8
X 29X TO%  24% T4k ATX 5% 55% 34X 9% 3% X 1% 31% 3% Sex  45% 8%
.74 - 1 70 5 YEARS ON THE JOB

IODEL GROUP

6 1B 2 2 , :
26% ST* 9% 9% O% 3% S2% 4% 26X 0% 35% 5% 1%

0 ) 12 6 10 2 13 22 4
%7 6% 34% AT 29% 6% 37X 63% 114
0
74

23 . 4 19, 3 20 15 7
7% &% 3% 8% 65% 30%
URVEY GROUP
3. 7 8 27 21 13 19 9 3
0% TTh 3% T4 0% 3% S6% 26% 9% M
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP

4
4

7 30 7T A 26 13 16 14 3 4 5 16 5° 1 1 14 26 5
%

p 9% 9% 9% BIX 6% 34X 43X 38% 9% 10 0! %% 4% 12k 28% 3% 36% 6% 14U
’7.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JoB
I0DEL GROUP -

21 4 16 5 15 10 10 9 5 3 1 2 4 6 1 7T 2 9 1 3
19% 76X 26k  TI%  4BL  4BL L3N 24%  14% 5% 10% 9% 29% 5% 33% 0% 43%  52% 4%

JURVEY GROUP .
49 1 38 15 34 22 rig 19 1% 7 10 0 9 13 5 1% 8 N 18 5
2% T8% 3 69% 45X S5X 394 297 i 204 0% 8% 274 104 29% 16% 63% 37 10%

SODEL+SURVEY GROUP

30 6 23 9 21 1% 16 12 . 8 b 5 1 6 8 3 9 4 . 17 1 3
% 2V TTx  29n. T0n 46N 53 4LO%  27i 14N 6% 3% 9% 2T 9% 30% 1% 5T &% 1.
37.1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JoB
1ODEL GROUP

14 4 10 1 13 6 8 5 5 1 2 1 2 5 1 3 2 4 10 0
294 T T4 93% 431 57 36% 36 T4 6% T4 6L 36% Th 2% 16k 294 7L 0%
SURVEY GROUP . : . .
23 9 13 6 15° 1 " 6 & 2 7 0 0 5 2 % 2 15 8 1
39% 57, 26% 651 524 4BL 267 35 9%  30% 0% i 9% 61 9% 65% 35, (A
1ODEL+SURVEY GROUP ’

23 8 % 4 17 M 12 7 8 2 5 1 T 6 2.1 "2 12 N 1
% 35% 6% 9% 76%  49%  S1%  30% 35%  B% 26% 3% Sk 2T% 8% &% 1% 514 49% 3%
§7.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
$ODEL GROUP -

15 6 9 5 10 4 11 3
&% 60x 33% 67Tk 2TL T3L 20%

7

LT TX . 20% T4 3% 204 3% 2T4 2TL  BO%  20% 0%

SURVEY GROUP : .
65 a5 39 7 47 26 39 19. 2 3 18 3 9 17 9 18 12 [ 24 3
38% 60X 26% T2k 4D% 60% 294 34U S 284 - 5% X% 26X 1% 28X 18% 63% 37 5%

MODEL+SURVEY GROUP -

18 7 1 5 -13 7 12 ) 7 .
kA 39% 60% 284 71 38N 6x 28BL 36 5% 26% SX 1% 257 1% 284 20

667 347 % -



POLICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

65.1 65.1 65.2 65.2

Q. 64.6 64.5 64.5 64.5 64.5 65.3 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.5 65.5 65.6 65.6 65.7 65.7
A.. False A B c D True False True False True False True False True False True False True False
MODEL GROUP . ’ ’
3 6k 25 &0 7 0 18 54 19 53 59 13 43 28 61 1 65 7 50 22
88% 34% 554 10% 0% 5% 74x 6% T3% 8 184 S9% 38% B4% 154 89%x 10% 68% 30%
SURVEY GROUP* ‘ -
72 157 81 8 23 2. 5% 16 49 121 120, 52 101 70 130 41 169 20 107 64
X LTX  &O%  13% ™% 31X 674 28X 70x T0X 30X S9X 61X 76X 24X 8 12X 62X 37X
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP- R
104 94 45 (7 13 1 3 72 29 7 76 28 61 &2 81 2 9 11 67 36
p 4 SOX  43% Lh% 124 % 29% 69% 28X TN TIL 2Tk S9% - 60X TBX A% 8% 11%  64%  35%
67.1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE -JOB
WODEL GROUP _
a3 .19 8 12 3 0 & 19 6 17 2 1 13 10 20 3 .2 3 16 7
&% 354 524 13% 0% 17X &% 261 T4k 96X &% STX 43% 87X 13% 8™% 13% " 70%  30%
SURVEY GROUP ' ) .
35 3 1% 18 4 0 12 2 12 22 27 8 19 15 29 5 31 3 27 7
894 &0% 51 1% 0% 34X 63X 34X 63X Trx 23X S4% 43% &L 16%L - 894 9% Trx  20%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP . . o
38 33 1% 20 5 0 1 27 12 26 32 [ 21 16 32 5 34 4 28 9
X 86% 38% 524 124 0% 28% 71% 3% 67T+ BAXL -16% SS% 43% BA% 6% 88 0% T4% 247
67.18° 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . _
21 17 5 12 3 0 - 5 16 5 16 %% 5 10 10 17 4 19 2 16 5
814 247 STn. 14 0% 24% 6% 247 76U T6L 246% 4BY .4BL 81V 194 90% 107 76X 24
SURVEY GROUP ’
&9 ¥ 26 18 S 0 17 32 13 36 37 . 1 34 15 39 10 & - 6 27 22
90% S3% 374 10% 0% 35% 654 2T« T3L 6L 24% 694 31, 80% 20% 90% 8% 554  45%
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP : . .
30 26 13 13 3 0 9 21 8 22 23 7 19 " 24 ) 27 3 18 12
% B7. &4L W37 1% o 3N 69 267 4L T6L 247  63% 367, 80n 204 904 9% 61 39%
67.1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON_THE JOB
MODEL GROUP .
1% 1% 6 7 1 0 S 8 1 2 -9 4 9 A 12 1 13 0 10 '3
100% 437 S0% 7% 0z 36% S74 T4 86% 6bL 29% 64 294 86U . 93% 0% 71 21
SURVEY GROUP . .
23 22 13 4 4 2 9 1% 6 17 13 10 16 . 9 15 .8 17 5 13 10
96% STAL  AT4L 1T 9% 39% 61 26% T T4% STA 437 614 39 65% 35% .T4L 22U STn 43k
. MODEL'+SURVEY GROUP Co _ :
23 22 12 7 3 1 9 13 4 18 13 9 14 8 16 5 18 3 14 8
% 974  51%  30% 14 54 38% S9% 197 T8L S94 38, 62 3% T3 247 8% Wi 6L 35%
67.10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
MODEL GROUP . X
T 1 1% 6. 9 0 0 [ 1M 7 8 12 3 1 K3 12 3 13 2 8 7
93% 407 60% - O% 0% 27x 7T3% . 474 537 8% 20% T3, 2Tk 804 20% 874 13% S3L 47
SURVEY GROUP . . :
65 &0 28 28 10 0 16 48 18 46 63 2 3% 31 4 18 57 8 40 25
.92% 437 434 15% - 0% 25% T4L  28% TX  66% B4Y 524 4BX T2L 2Bl 88L 124 6% 38
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP ) . :
18 17 8 9 2 0 5 16 6 12 13 6 10 8 164 ) 16 2 11 -7
% 9% 43%  &6h 124 0 0% 254 T4L 3% 67X 69% 34 56X 44X T4x 261 88X 124 60% %




ILICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY  SUMMARY 5/1/92

.

Q. 6.1 66.1 662 66.2 66.3 66.3 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.2 67.2 67.2 67.2 67.3 6.3 67.4 67.4 67.
A. True False True False True False A 8 C D. A 8 C D A 8 A 8 €

MEL,GROUP . . :
£ & 27 20 51 28 & 2 21 % . 15 o1 19 6 33 6 .10 23 18
2% 5%

.60 3Tx 2T4 TO% 38% 60% 324 29% 19% 214 56% 26% 2% 45% 84X 14X
JRVEY GROUP .
) 38

Ro

172 77 9% 38 13 36 132 35 49 23 65 70 53 34 3% 150 20 8
45% 55% 2% T6X 2% TTX 20% 2BX 13% 38X 41X 3% 20% 20% B 12X 5% 26% 224
JEL+SURVEY GROUP ’

104 51 59 25 7 27 75 25 30 16 3% 47 31 A 28 9% 13 6 28 24
1 W% 49X 26X T4Y  26% T24  24% 29% 15% 33X 45% 29% 20% 2Tk 86X 16X 2Th 3%
7.1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB .

ODEL GROUP .
23 13 9 9 13 6 17 23 0 9 4 [-) % 2 16 3

ST% 39% 39% STX 26% T4% 100X O%
URVEY GROUP

ATk 2% 61X N%

o So
fo

R
En 3n
RIS

d

N

]

N

35 23 n 0 22 ° 2 35 0 0 3 18 5 -9 32 8 25 2
66% 31 29% 63% 294 63% 100% O0x 0% 0% 9% SIX WK 26X N 3% T4 6%
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP g
38 24 13 12 a3 n 26 38 0 0o .0 8 1% 7 15 35 3 8 27 3
4 624 34% 33% 60X 28% 67x 100% 0% O 0X 2% 38X 194 &0z 9N% T4 2% T 9%
7.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JoB
ODEL GROUP

21 12 8 7 13 8 12 0o 21 0 0 9 5 5 1 1% () 1 7 9
574 38% 33% 6% 38X S57x 0% 100% . O% O% 43% 24% 24% 52X 6TL 29U 5% 33% 432

URVEY GROUP : -
Mo 21 28 N 38 13 35 0 & 0 0 19 13 9 1" Y 8 0 18 26
&3% 57% 2% 784 27% T4 0% 900% 0% 0% 3% 27X 184 2% 8LX 16% 0% 374 S3u

ODEL+SURVEY GROUP

30 % 15 8 2 9 20 0 30 ‘0 O 12 8 6 9 2 6 0 M 15
% 4T% 5% 26% T3% 30% 674 O. 100% 0% O%x 40% 26% 20% 31% 7% 20% 1% 36% SO%
7.1¢C 11 7O 15 YEARS ON' THE JOB
ODEL GROUP ' .
1% $ 5 1 13 6 8 0 O % O 9 S5 3 6 12 2 O 0o 6
% 36% T 93% 43% ST O% 0% 100%  O% 6A% 36% 29% 3% - 86% x  O% 0% 43%
URVEY GROUP ‘ : -
2 11 12 2 2 s 18 0 0 23 0 7 1@ - A | o 1 1
" 48% S2% 9% 91% 2% T8 0% 0% 100% 0% 30% S2% - 13% WX Tex 2% 0% 4% 43%
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP " :
2 122 1 2. 2 7 % 0 0 22 0 110 1 & 6 1B & 0 110
% "S4%  46% 8% 92% 304 TOX 0% 0% 100% 0% 43% 46% 6% 2T% .TBX 19% 0% 3% 43%
7.0 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
I0DEL GROUP : , ' .
4 10 S5 3712 8 7 0 0 0 1B % 5 2 2 % o 1 0 0
67% 33% 20% 80% 53% 47X 0% 0% O% 100% 93% 33% 3% 13% $3% O0r 7% 0%  O%
JURVEY GROUP . o
65 22 43 15 S0 B S? 0 O O 6 4 110 17 10 & S5 0 0 ©
4% 66% 23% TTA 2% 88% 0% O%. O% 100% 63% 15% 26% 15% 92% B% 0% O«  O%
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP :
7 0Mn b U 6 1 o 0 o0 18 1B 3 4 3 W 1 o o0 o
b % 60x 22% 78X 20% B8OXx O%x 0% 0% 100% 69% 19% 24% 5% 93% 6% 1% 0% 0%

2



ICE PERFORMANCE/MELLKESS SURVEY — SUMMARY

5/1/92

1. 67.4 67.4 67.5 67.5 68.1 68.1 68.1 68.2.68.2 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.3 69 69 7 70 71 M
\. D E Yes No A B c A B C A B C True False True False True False
JEL GROUP ) ) ’ ’
3 13 16 20 53 (14 10 18 7 S5 1 S 61 7 &0 13 23 S0 52 21
) 8% 194 X T3% 66X 1% 254 23% VL X T4 B4% 0% 8 184 324 68L TIX 29
tVEY GROUP
172 40 42 S4 118 101 59 12 32 120 19 233 12 37 138 34 4 128 130 61
’ 3% 24% 31 - 69% S9% B4x  TE 19% TOX 1% 13% 654 22X 80x 20% - 26%  TLi  T6L  24%
JEL+SURVEY GROUP
104 22 26 31 3 63 29 13 21 74 8 122 3 19 8 20 28 76 g4 26
22X 23% 30X 0% 60X 28X 12% 20X TIX & 11X TIX 18 81 9% 2TX  T3%  TWx 5%
A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB
DEL GROUP
Z'S.' (1) 0 0 23 18 2 4 1 21 1 .2 19 2 19 4 10 13 15 8
OX Ox _Ox 100% 78 9% 1T% &% 9N% &% 9% &% 9% 8% L - 43%- .5T4 654 354
RVEY GROUP
35 0 0 1 34 21 13 1 2 28 [ 7 28 0 30 S 8 rig 26 9
X Ox 3% 974 60X 37X 3% 6% 8% 1% 20X 80x OX 86X W1 23% TIX 4L 26%
DEL+SURVEY GROUP . . .
38 0 0 1 37 26 10 3 2 32 3 () 31 1 32 6 12 26 27 11
0% (0/4 2% 98% 674 26% 9% 5% 84% 94 164 81% 3% BA% 6% 31% 69X T 29%
.18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB
DEL GROUP
21 [ 0 2 19 13 2 6 4 17 0 2 19 0 18 3 () 15 14 7
19% 0X 10% 90% &% 104 294 194 8% 0X 104 90% O%x 86% W% 29% 7% 674 33%
RVEY GROUP - .
49 S 0 6 43 30 15 4 9 33 7 7 28 15 38 .1 13 36 38 10
0% 0% 12% 88% 61% 31% 84 18% 674 W% 1% STL 3% 78X 224 2T4 T3L 8% 20%
'DEL+SURVEY GROUP ’ . .
30 [ 0 3 27 18 7 4. 6 21 3 4 20 6 24 6 8 22 22 7
< 13% 0% 1% 894 61%  24% . WX 9% T4 0% 13% 67 2% 80% 20% 2TL TR M6k 24%
aTd 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB
'DEL GROUP ' -
1 6 2 8 6 7 3 L& S 9 0 1 12 1 1 3 1 13 10. 4
L3% 16k STA  43% 507 2% 294 364 6ML 0% T4 864 T4 79% 2% T4 93X T 29%
IRVEY GROUP : .
23 8 [ 8 15 13 8 2 [ 17 2 2 13 8 20 3 8 15 18 5
35% 174 354 654 574  35% 9% T4 T4% 9% 94 S7i 354 87X 13% 354 65% 78 2%
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP , '
23 9 4 10 13 122 7 [ S 16 1 2 15 5 19 6 . 5 17 17 5
: 38%  16% 43% 574 S4x% 30% 16X 24% WOX 5% 8L 68 24% 84X 16X 24% T6X T6% 24%
'’ 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB
)DEL GROUP . .
15 3 1 10 S 9 3 [ 7 8. 0 0 1 4 12 3 6 9 13 2
20% BOX 67X 33% 60% 204 2Tx 4T4 S3% OXx O% 73X 274 . 80X 20% 40% 60% 87T 134
JRVEY GROUP
65 27 38 39 26° 37 23 S 17 42 6 7 63 1 S0 15 15 50 48 17
. &2 58% 60X 4OV °STX  35% 84 26/ 657 9% 1%, 66X 2% TIX 234 23% T, T4L 26%
MEL+SURVEY GROUP . . i ’
18 7 12 11 7 1 6 2 () 12 1 2 122 L& 16 4 5 14 14 4
14 38 6% 614 394 S87 Bk 11X L & 8% 9% 6T4 224 TBX 224 26% T4% T6%  24%






