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ABSTRACT 

·COMPLETED RESEARCH IN H EALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION, R ECREATION AND DANCE 
State Un iversity of New York, Col lege at B rockport · 

Brockport, New York 

Judith L. Jensen 
Institutional  Representative 

ZAPATA, ANTHONY D. An Analysis Of Fitness, Stress and Job Conce rns of 
Greensboro, North Caro l ina and Western New York Pol i ce Officers. M .S. ,  in Ed.  
1 993; 1 26pp. (S. Mookerjee) · 

Pol ice Officers who have to handle stresS' dai ly, regard less of years on the force, 
. , 

should be i n  good physical condition to meet the psycho log ica l  and physical  stress 
chal lenges of pol i ce work. Pol i ce officers (N = 245) partici pated i n  the study. The  
officers consisted largely of  male un iformed officers between the  ages of  26-30. 
Data were col lected using a seventy-one  item pol ice performance-fitness su rvey 
instrument and analyzed in relation to a Time on the Job (T.O.J .) variab le for 1 )  1 to 
5, 2)  6 to 10, 3) 1 1  to 1 5, and 4) 1 5  + years on the job. The study incl uded model  
fitness officers from Greensboro, N.C. and su rvey officers from Western New York 
·(WNY). The questionna i re was developed to identify if  physica l  fitness is of con cern 
to the officers su rveyed, if officers report physica l fitness relates to their  stress 
management and job performance, If model officers. as compared to. survey o.fficers 
d iffer sign ificantly i n  response to the survey questions and what the surveyed 
officers report their  departments a re doing for them in relat ion to physical fitness. 
The study lasted approximately two years. The level of statistica l s ign ificance was set 
at (P< .05) for ch i -square va lues. Nin�ty-three percent of the officers surveyed stated 
they wa�ted to be i nvolved in fitness p rograms. Yet, on ly  2%  of the WNY officers 
reported that the i r  departments requ i re period ic fitness test or  .standards after 
g raduation from the academy. These responses were statist ica l l y  s ign ificant for a l l  
T.O .J .  g roups with t�e exception of the th i rd g roup .  Of the officers invo lved i n  
fitness programs, 67% felt i t  improved their job  performance. This was statist ica l ly 
i nsign ificant (P > .05) for a l l  comparisons. F ina l  Communa l ity estimates tota l s  ranged 
between 3.50 and 3 .96 showing that when sample questions from the survey \o/ere 
categorized accord ing to stress, d iet, department, persona l  fitness, fitness 
performance and hea lth for factor analysis, overa l l ,  regardless of T.O.J ., there was 
l ittle sig n ificant d ifference and that the model and survey g roups were more a l i ke 
than d ifferent in  the ir  respons�s to categorized questions. The study revea ls  that 
physical fitness is recogn ized by model  and survey officers, but is not being 
promoted by Wes�ern New York Po l ice Departments. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

People who have to hand le stressfu l situations on a da i ly  basis, regard less of 

age or t ime on the job, have to be in  good physica l· cond ition .  This can be especia l l y  

true i n  the h igh ly psychologica l ly and physiolog ica l ly stressful occupation of law 

enforcement .  

Jones ( 1 989) states the age of death for-the average white male is 73 years. The 

age of death for the average po l ice officer is 57 to 58. What mqkes P.cl i ce officers so 
. . 

d ifferent from the rest of the population -- d iffere!'lt enough to cost pol ice officers 

1 4 or 1 5 years ·of l ife? 

Law enforcement itself has u ndergone en·ormous changes such as i ncreased 

violence, less pol ice power and- budget cuts. A l l  of which creates added stress to an  

a l ready d ifficult occupat ion.  I n  a su rvey conducted by the FB I ,  which contacted every 

department i n  the country and had a 90% return rate t hey asked, "what is the 

n umber one Vain ing need i n  your department? " Respondents l isted everyth ing 

from crime scene sea_rches to fi ngerpri�t identificat ion to DNA identifications. The 

n umber one answer-was tra in ing i n  how to handle stress (Resse, 1 989). 

Stress is man ifested in pol ice work by such duties as emergency d riving ,  cit izen 

compla ints, st reet d isputes and domestic problems an  officer faces along with  the 

i nterna l -- departmenta l -pressu re to i;'ppease a cu rrently d issat isfied (with : 
. 

govern ment and the law) publ ic. Today's officers have witnessed i ncreased v io lence · 

i n  the st reet, as wel l  as i ncreased rest raints on their power to enforce �he law. One 

mig ht corre late th is to an officer going out to do the job handcuffed ! 

Esca lat ion of recent ·rest ra ints on pol ic ing come i n  l i ght of community 

d i sp leasu re with such cu rrent issues as the Rodney K ing incident by pol ice officers i n  

Los Angeles. I n  many c
.
ities,· e_fforts are being ma�e to_ form community control led 



pol ice departments with the power to supervise pol ice budgets, conduct and 

d iscip llne.  

2 

This might create added stress for the pol ice officers, which i n. turn, may lead to 

poor performance i f  not " managed "  properly. Th is i s  one content ion of  th is study, 

that a physical ly- fit officer might be able to handle job stressors better, resu lt ing i n  

more positive job performance. 

The h igh ly accla imed Per rier survey of fitness i n  America, conducted by 

Lou is Harris and associates, shows that modern-day men and women 

strongly bel ieve in  the Greek concept "st rong mind in a strong body." The 

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

feel ing more re laxed, less t i red and more d isci p l ined. They a lso report 

having g reater· self-confidence, a sense of looking better, g reater 
. . 

p roduct ivity i n  work and, in  genera l", a strong sense of being at on� with 

themselves (Nieman, 1 989) .. 
. . . 

Nieman ( 1 989) goes on to state. ln my study of 2,3.00 los Angeles· 

marathon runners who had been runn ing an average of seven years, over 

90% reported that energy. levels were h igher, stress was hand led better, 
. . 

and sleep was improved compa.red to their  p re-runn ing years. Exercise is 

good for both the body and the bra in .  Through regu lar, active use of the 

body, one can d iscover a g reater sense of  well b�ing, far g reater vita l ity, 

and a ca lmer, more re laxed att itude towards dai ly p�essu r�s. 

The preced ing study serves as a representat ive case for the argument �hat there 

. m ight be a relat ionship between st ress, state of we !I being, behavior and 

performance. There is  an _argument for physica l ly fit pol ice ·officers because st ress i s  

evident i n  dai ly pol ice work! I n  l ight of th is, a case qm be bu i lt that pol ice work is 

physica l ly and psychological ly st ressfu l.and that pol ice who have to handle stress, 



. . 
{wh i ch is a l l  pol ice--either i nterna l ly or with the publ ic} rega rd less of age, shou ld be 

' 

3 

· i n  goo? physical cond ition as a·"coping mechan ism" for their occupational  stressors. 
. -

The stress is "genera l ly"  the same for a l l  un iformed pol i ce officers. The 

majority of pol ice un iformed or pla in-clothed experience i nterna l  (departmenta l} 

stress. This could be stress brought about by anything from constantly chang ing 

p rocedu res and expectations, to an  over demanding super� isor. For u n iformed 

patro lmen, the stress is basica l ly the same a lthough it may be presented at d ifferent 

levels in  d ifferent dt:,..artments. For example, in rura l  a reas, there ,may not be as h i gh  

a work load or danger, but back-up i s  sparse. This may create added stress i n  itself. · 

I n  u rban a reas, the back-up is usual ly sufficient, but the workload is· usua l ly  h igher  

and the ca l ls more dangerous. The key to stress manifested i n  pol ice work i s  how it  i s  

managed. 

B inney (1988} suggested physica l  wel l. bei ng and stress management of an 

i nd ividua l .ca.n be ach ieved by recogniz ing how fit one is i n itia l ly, d iet, exercise, 

coping methods, and a wi l l i ngness to change l ifestyle. In this study, physica l  wel l  ness 

is -referred to as a dynamic state of hea lth and fitness i n  wh!ch an  ind ividua l  

progresses towards a h igher level of  performance i n  ach ieving an  optimum balance 

�etween internal and externa l  environments (M�sby's Medical and Nurs ing 

Dict ionary, 1 986} . 

I n  l i ght of the stress produced by da i ly pol i ce work, an  officer  i s  requ i red to 

serve the community in an unb iased professional mariner. Most of the tim� 

reactions to stressors have to be held i nside.  T:he officer is not to show h is o·r her  

fee l ings and he or she  must not overreact or underreact! Gi lbe rt, Price a·nd  

Wh iteside ( 1 988} state "The characteristics of  the best officers on the force a re a 

partnersh i p  with the leader, motivation to do the job, p roper compartment, 

dependabi l ity, sense of humor, positive \NOrk relations and a tendency to. speak up .  

The very best officers project a positive image of  thems� lves, their work un it a� 



. . 

department to the publ ic ." These a re often the personal ity characterist ics of new 

officer� who have not been "stressed " by the pub l ic or department. 

Stress 

4 

But what exactly i s  stress? Since stress means ma!"y d_ifferent th ings to many 

d ifferent people, that is not an  easy question to answer. Indeed stress has been 

described as one of the most i mprecise terms in  the �ictionary .  One way to defi ne 

stress is to ca l l  it the force act ing on you that causes you d iscomfort or  strain .  This i s  a 

stimu l us defin it ion of stress because it suggest that stress i s  the stimu lus of force 

wh ich acts on you, affecti ng you i n  some way, (Matteson & lvancevich, 1 982). 

Matt�son & lvancevich ( 1 982) go on to a lso state that instead of describ ing 

stress i n  terms of be ing a stimu lus, we can. view it  as the response we make to a 

stimu lus. Thus,·stress becomes th_e physiolog ical or psycholog ica l  response you make 

t� an  external event or condition caused by a stressor. 

In the Un iversity of Cal Berkeley letter ( 1 95m), stress has never had an adequate 

defi n it ion, beyond su.cn vague gener"a l izations as ".stress is how people respond to 

demands."_ "Stressors" have been defined as everyth ing from wars .and fam ine, job 
. . 

loss, fami ly  arguments, and encounters with the I RS. 

B i nney ( 1 988) states, the way i n  whi ch stress man ifests i�self v-aT ies from one 

i nd ividua l  to another. The body's fi rst reaction to any potentia l ly harmful demand 
. . 

(such as issu ing_an unwanted. t icket; contro l l i ng a domestic  problem or 

apprehending a flee ing felon) is to prepare for action. It  gets ready to face danger 

(fight) or  to run away (fl ight) . 

An officer is taught not to run away. There i·s a duty to be done! In l i ght of 

this, he or she must be cogn izant to what he or she is "capable'' of do ing menta l ly  

and physica l ly and then what he or she is go ing to do and if he or she can· cope with 

the decision .  For the purpose of this study str_ess _can be referred to· as a menta l ly  or 
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emotional ly d i sruptive or d isqu ieting i nfl uence result ing. i n  a parti�u lar  bodi l y  and o r  

· pe rforrriance reaction . 
. 

I n  regard to fight o:- fl ight, experience plays a g reat part i n  pol i ce work. For 

example, i n  a rookie, the enthusiasm is very h igh .  Emotional
_
d i sp lays resu lting  from 

stressors are very common . The rookie is qu ick to argue or fight with an  

noncompl iant person .  The veteran though has  observed many citizen compla ints 

and much d iscip l i ne. Because of th is, h is enthusiasm· may be lower and he becomes a 

much better "ta lker" and " l istener" than an  "arguer" or  "fighter. " Neither flees as 

they are taught, but they may per�eive and react to the situation d i fferently. 

I n  closi ng, the defin it ions of stress are varied and not consistent. Yet, the 

u nderly ing theme of stress· seems to be that it i s  derived fror:n an external event and 

that the response to that event wi l l  be either phys- io log ica l  (the body a lways reacts 

physio logical ly to stress, even if  it is onJy to increase the HR  and modify respi ration) 

or  psychologica l  and d ist inct to the i nd iv idual .  

The preced ing serves as an example of some problems faced by the average law 

enforcement officer. These are da i ly problems created by the i nterna l  �nd external  

s�ressors of pol ice work. It  is a l l  too often thatth is unmana�e� stress leads to poor 

hea lth and. subsequent performance i n  pol ice wor� .  
. -

Despite the seriousness: of this problem, pol ice performance as it re lates to 

. fitness has r�ceived l ittle systematic examination from the scientific community. The . . 

l iteratu re i s  d i st inctly lack ing i n  i nvestigative i nquiries �hat study a·n officer's fitness 
. -

and how it relates to h is/her performance. The need to understand this relati ·onsh i p  

extends beyond the c l in ica l  analysis of laboratory study. Therefore, a study o f  what 

pol i ce officers themse lves report concern i ng fitness, stress and performance, should 

be valuab le as a means of further understand ing pol ice behaviors. 
- . 

The present study provided a description of the attitudes of 245 U .S. pol ice 
. . 

offi�ers who comp�eted a su rvey on their reported stress, fitness and job 



performqnce. Their responses contributed insight i nto positive or  negative 

relatio.nsh ips between the preced ing .  It a lso provided i ns ight into responses of a 

model fitness department as compared to survey g roup. There i s  an  attempt to 

d etermine if the model and survey g roups hold s imi lar k inds of attitudes. 

6 

There has been no known study that provided an op in ionjnqu i ry derived from 

su�h a vast population of pol ice off icers. The precip itating factgrs identified by . 

these officers that prove or d i sprove a relationship between an officer's fitness and 

stress and performance, provides a founda_tion for the u nder.standing and 

advancement of the study of physica l fitness as it  relates to stress •. and job 

performance of,pol ice officers. 

Statement of the Problem 

Pol i ce who have to handle stress, regard less of years on the job or locat ion of 

assignment, should be in good physical condition to meet the cha l lenges o.f pol ice 

work. 

Nature of Information Sought 

Th is  study was .conducted to i nqu
.
i re if physica l  fitness " is" a "concern " to the . . 

majority of pol ice officers su rveyed . It a lso attempted to determine if they feel  

fitness relates to the i r  stress and job performance. Fina l ly, it  attempted to determine 

if a model fitness department differs s ign ificantly in survey q uestionna i re responses 

from a su rvey g roup of Western New Yor'k pol ice officers on str�ss, physi ca l fitness 

and job performance. 

Justif ication of the Study 
-

Regard less of age, t ime .on the job or work location, the majority of the 245 
. . 

pol ice o.fficers su rveyed reported.that pol ice work is stressful ,  that stress can affect . . 



their performance, and that overa l l� they and their  departments "are not" invo lved 

in fitn�ss as a coping mechan ism� 
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Fitness has long been identified as one coping  mechan ism for str.ess 

management. The h igh ly  accla imed. Perrier Survey of Fitness i n  America, conducted 

by Lou is Harrjs and Associates, fou nd that those who have a deep commitment to 

exercise reported feel ing more relaxed, less t ired and more d iscip l ined . They a lso 

reported having g reater self confiden�e. sense of looking better, g reater 

p roductivity in work and, in genera l, a·strong sense of being at one with themselves 

(Nieman, 1 989) . Among the findings uncovered by the NWL (Northwestern Nationa l  

Life) survey of 600 fu l l  time employees was that 69% of those surveyed sa id that h igh  

stress levels reduced their productivity on the job, and  1 7% said stress had  caused 

them to miss one or r:nore days of work in  1 990 (Wa lker; 1 99 1 ) .  

I n  l ig ht of th is, there is an· a rgument for fitness in  pol ice work; because a s  the 

pol ice themselves report, stress is evident i n  da i ly pol ice work. As yet·, a clear 

u nderstanding betwe�n stress, fitness and performance in pol ice work does not 

exist .  To the writer's knowledge, there has been ·no study regard ing th is. 

It is the bel ief .of the writer that more efforts should be made to detect if those . 
factors are i nterrelated . Pol i ce-community relations are a g rowing concern today, . . 

The concern l ies most ly  with the performance of the pol ice. The pu bl ic is d issatisfied 

with negative pol ice behavior. As stated, the pol ice report their work as stressful . 

Secondly, the FBI states the number one request by pol ice is tra in ing i n  stress 
. 

management. F inal ly, fitness has been identified as a coping mechan ism that is n ot 

being used by the officers or their d·epartments in  th is h i�hly st ressfu l �ccupation .  

As an  educator, cu rrently i n  the field of  pol ice work, I see a need for a closer 

eva luat ion of officers' fitn'ess and how it relates to stress management and job. 
-

performance. The $Urvey shows that 26% of a l l  the officers'survey hold their st ress 

i nside .  Once the K ing beatin� s�arted, did stress P.lay �part? Were the officers 



rel easi ng " bu i lt up"  stress on Mr. K ing? Could this be an  example of the potential 

behavi_or of the 26% of pol ice officers surveyed who report hold ing their stress 

i nside? 
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A major objective of this study was to observe the idfferences of responses of a 

model fitness department officers vs. a survey group of officers i n  relation to �tress, 

fitness and job performance q uestions and to further make recommendations based 

on the resu lts of the study. 

A possible consequence of this jnvestigation may be that data is provided that 

wi l l  contribute awareness of a need for change when considering fitness 

participation vs. stress levels and job performance i n  pol ice work. Awareness by 

Departments of the physical fitness concerns of their officers as they relate to stress 

management and job performance is a desi red contribution of this study. Th is being 

for betterment of  the officers, the  department aria the publ ic they s�rv�. 

Deliminations of the Study 

This study was·del imited to a sample of 245 pol ice officers, 1 72 .of whic� were 

Western New York Officers (Survey Group) and 73 which were Greensboro, North 

Caro l i na Officers (M.odel  Group) .  There was a disproportiqnate number of male 

(2 1 1 )  to female (30) officers part icipating . (some omitted recording their gender). 

limitations of Study 

This study is an  investigation of the attitudes of pol ice officers who completed 
. . 

a survey q uestionnaire concern ing po· l ice perform�nc�, fitness and stre�s. 

Specifica l ly, data was col lected from 1 3  pol ice agencies. Additiona l d istri bution of 

su rveys i ncl uded a h igh ly regarded fitness oriented .department. That department 
- -

was Greensboro, North Carol ina .  The research was l imited to 4 urban areas, 5 
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subu rban areas: and 6 rural areas. It did not include a large city s�ch as New .
Yor�, Los 

Ange l�s or Ch icago. 

Additional  l imitations· of the study i ncl�de a se. lf-report survey .op_en to 

" possib le" false reporting .  The study shows a d isproportionate view of men to 

women as 86% of respondents were male and 1 2 %  women. It a lso showed a 

d isproportionate view of fu l l -time un iformed pol ice officers as they represent 7 1 % 

· of the su rveys respondents. There was no atte�pt to analyze the i nterre lations of 

responses or to explore the personal backgrounds of the respondents. The su rvey 

a lso fa i led to d i-fferentiate betv,yeen responses of officers i n  specia l ized un its such as 

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

Def in ition of Terms 

Auspices - Pro�ection or  support (American  Heritage Dictionary, 1 985). · 

Control Gr.oup - A standard of comparison for check ing or verifying the resu lts of a 

study against a model g roup (American H�ritage Dictionary, 1 985). fn  this 

study Greensboro, North Caro l ina .  
. . 

Del imitations� Estab l ished l imits or boundaries (American Heritage Dictionary, · 

1 985)' . 

Ectomorph ic- Human body characterized by being lean in  bu i ld (American Heritage 

Dictionary, 1 985). 

Endomorph i c - Human body characterized by obe�ity (American Heritage Dictionary, 

1 985) . 

Mesomorphic - Human body characterized by powerfu l muscu latu re (American 

Heritage Dictionary, 1 985). 

Morta l ity - Freq uency of numbers of deaths in  proportion to a popu lati.on ;  death 

rate (American Heritage Dictionary, 1 98- 5) . 

Physical wel l  ness - A dynamic state of health and fitness in  wh ich an individ ua l  



,progressed towards a h igher level of performance achieving an  opti�um 

b_a.lance between i nternal .an� externa l env ironments (Mosby's Medica l  and  

Nursing  Dictionary,1 986) . 

Relation - Logical or  natura l  association between two or more th ing_s (American 

Heritage Dictionary, 1 985). 
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Sample - A set of elements d rawo from and anaJyzed �o est imate the characteristics 
. "' 

of a popu lation (American Heritage Dictiona·ry, 1 985): 

Stress - A menta l ly or emotiona l ly d isruptive or d isqu iet ing i nf luence resu lting  i n  a 

particu lar bod i ly and or performance reaction (American Heritage Dictionary, 

1 985). 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATlJRE 

Review of Literature 

Despite the current and.pressing issue of pol ice stress, l ittle systematic 

attention has been g iven to the benefits of a physica l ly fit officer on stress reductio n  

and its subsequent p9sitive o r  negativ.e effects on  job performance i n  pol ice work. A 

search of the l iteratu re on this topic showed that l ittle data based research. has been 

reported or publ ished showing attitudes of pol ice officers concern ing relationsh ips 

between stress, physica l  fitness and thei r job performance. Add itional ly, l ittle  

research has been done to observe the "average" pol ice department i n  comparison 

to a h igh ly regarded fitness department. The fol lowing cha.
pter conta ins a review of 

stud ies in the area of stress, physica l fitness and job productivity, relat ing to law 

enforcement. 

In research ing  th is study, the writer observed that there is an abundance of 

stud ies concern ing performance of pol ice. These studies fal l  primari ly into the realm 

of compla i nts aga inst the po l ice, pol ice abuse, pol ice bruta l ity and pol i�e stress. 

There is very l ittle research on physica l fitness i n  regards to those i nvol�ed i n  l aw 

enforcem�nt as it relates to stress and job performance that a writer co.u ld use as a 

model .  

In regards to research on fitness, the concerns l ie  mostly with corporate . ' ' 

endeavors and how it benefits their productivity. Writing on stress and stress 

management are pr imarily concerned with wh i_te col la r  workers a lthough pol ice 

stress is widely recognized. What the officers want or need to know con·cern ing a 

relationsh ip between job performance, stress and physical fitness has been g iven 

l ittle  consideration and ·less press. In regard to a d i rect model or study to fol low 
. . 

concern i ng po l i ce physica l f itness and performance "as reported by pol i ce," the 

writer found Rothi .ng. 

. · . 
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I n  reviewing the l iteratu re for the research, the rel ied heavi ly o n  the advice of 

Joan IVJahoney; M.A., who is currently working on her PhD from U n iversity of 

Buffalo. She has conducted a major police attitud ina l  study and has referred several 

exce l lent references to help in  constructing the survey questionnai re .  

I n  looking at  Mahoney's references and what was researched, the �uthor rel i ed 

heavi ly 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 

q uestions. It gave in-depth i l l ustrations to models of �uestionna i res such as the 

" Self-report Questionnaire" I which was used . The writer-was a lso reft� rred to the 

Experience of Work, better known as "The Cook Book," a compend i um and review 

of approximately 250 su rvey measu res and their use. Both cissisted in find ing a sca le 

wel l  documented and best s�ited for the content sought i n  the su rvey q uestionna i re .  

Opinion Surveys 

The d rawback of the self-report su rvey is that it is open to fa lse reporting 

without a mechan ism to detect such . The author of an  opinion su rvey must put total 

confidence in the respondent to answer the quest ions honestly. With the extremely 
. . . 

h i gh  workload of pol i ce officers, the author must be aware.that there may have 

been respondents who "fi l led in the blanks j ust to complete the su rvey. " 

This op in ion su rvey shows· ind ividual opin ions written down by the .officers. 

There i s  l ittle factual data other than the profi le section of the su rvey whic.h shows 

age, sex, rank  etc. 
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The Stress·Problem 

Neiman ( 1 989) states, For a long time researches have known that 

psycho logica l  states relating to stress can have a profound effect on one's 

physica l  health. Den ia l ,  depression, inflex ib i l ity conformity, lack of socia l  ties, 

hosti l ity, h igh  levels of anxiety and dissatisfaction, repressed fee l ings of loss, 

and  many l ife chang ing events have i n  major studies, been associated with 

i ncreased risk of infection, cancer and heart d isease. 

Jones (1 989) adds, Medical research has establ ished that cop_s are i n  the 

top three ran ks for heart disease, d iabetes, and su icide. Such social 

researchers as Dr. Wi l l iam Kroes bel ieve that stress may be the paramount 

problem faci�g pol icemen today. 

lf this was true in  1 976, how much more true is it today? With each 

passi ng year, the nature of our society makes l ife more d ifficuh and 

stressfu l .  Then. add the increasi ng stress we experience as  cops do ing the 

job .  I t  .is l i kely that stress k i l ls more cops each year than crimina ls  do. The 

lead ing cause. of death among pol ice officers is heart d isease: Many of ou·r 

co-workers have u lcers, hypertension, or other med ica l  prob l.ems. Our  

d ivorce rate i s  hig her than the nationa l  norm, in  some st�d ies more than 

th ree times a h igh .  Divorce rates of more than 70 percent with i n  the fi rst 

th ree years on the force in·severa l departments .  Alcohol ism is widespread . 

And, of course, our su icide rate !s h igher than thafof most occupations. 

Walker ( 1 99 1 )  adds, The figures, she says, are �taggering .  A�ong the · 

fi nd i ngs uncovered by the NWNL su rvey of 600 fu l l -t ime employees : 



*Almost half (46 percent) of American  workers felt h igh ly  stressed i n  

. 1 99 1 ,  and one-fourth bel ieves they were suffer ing from stress-related . . . 

i l l nesses. 

*Sixty-n ine pe�cent of those surveyed sa id that h igh  stress l evels 

reduceq their productivity on the job, and .1 7  percent said that stress had 

caused them to miss one or more days of work i n  1 990. 

*Wh i le workplace stress caused 14 percent of respondents to qu it o r  

change jobs in  the past two ye�rs, 3� percent of  employees who had been 

at a job for less than two years said they had qu it thei r previous job. 

Neiman ( 1 989) states, During the past 25 years, a large number of 

"stud ies have shown that l ife events of a l l  types (marriage, d ivorce, buying a 

house, los ing one's job, moving to a new location, S!Jrgery for hea lth 

problem.s, etc.) are s ign ificant stressors, leading to pred ictable physica l  and 

psycholog ica l ·hea lth pro� lems. 

Severa l recent studies have shown, however, that. such l i fe stress has less 

negative impact on the hea lth of physica l ly active i ndividuals .  

Nieman ( 1 989) adds, I n  a fQur-year study of 278 managers from 1 2  

d ifferent corporations, for example,. it was found that corporate. managers 

who were active experienced less hea lth problems from the stress they 

experienced than i nactive managers. Because it is not a lways practica l or  

even possi ble to avoid many stressful l ife events, regu lar  aerobic exercise 

may be one way to reduce the impact of stres·s on health . "  

Many other studies have shown the va lue. of physical activity for i�proved 

psycholog ical health . Researchers at Duke University showed that after 1 0  

weeks of walk ing and jogg ing 1 35 minutes a week, exercising adu lts showed 
. . 

- -

decreased anxiety� depression, and .fatigue, with elevated vigor. Dr. Carlyle 
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Fol kins  of the University of Ca lifornia at Davis has shown that regu lar  exercise by 

po licer:nen and firemen is associated with decreased anxiety and depression . 

Neiman ( 1 9�9) goes on to say, The high 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 of a 

strong mind in a strong body. The survey fou nd that those who have a deep 

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

discip lined. They a lso reported having greater self-confidence, a sense of 

look ing better, greater prod
.
uctivity in work and, in genera l , a stronger 

sense of bei ng at one with themselves. 

I n  my study of 2,300 Los Angeles. marathon runners who had been 
. . 

runn i ng an average of seven years, over 90 percent reported" that energy . . . . 

l evels wer.e higher, stress :was hand led better, and sleep was improved 

compared to the i r  pre-running years. 

I n  r�sponse to the stress related probfem, the Green�boro, North Carolina 

Pol i'ce Department has devised a "wel l  ness menu"  for its officers . An officer is 

expected to be ab le to respond to eme.rgency stress at a movements notice with 

effective behavior. Basic physica l and menta l he.a lth is impor:tant for th is behavior 

(Spitler, Jones, Wade & Wi l l. iams, 1 987) . 
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Spitler, et at ( 1 987), The Greensboro Police Department, Greensboro, North  

Caro l i na, recently s·ought to initiate. a well ness p' rog ram for their  officers, 

. lead ing wha� appears to be a developing trend in pol ice departments across 

the country. The days of he ight/weight cha rts and strictly pre-employment 

physica l assessments are ending for the law .enf�rcement field . Gross measu res· 

of body composition do not necessa ri ly provide eno.ugh hea lth or fitness 

i nformation about th� officer, nor wi l l  data col lected dur ing his or'her early 

ca re�r years be representative of an incumbent officer's cu rrent hea lth status. 



The new goal and the critical concept In  this well ness phi losophy for l aw 

eraf�rcement agencies, is the prevention of.injury and disease by shifting the · 
. 

responsibility of health care from medical treatment to individua l  action. 
. . 

This fol lows a concept of the wel l  ness movement which stresses n·ot treating 
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medicine as a "god," but as  a "partner" with the in_dividua l  in promoting physical 

wel l  ness. In concordance with this, 44% of the officers surveyed in  this study felt the 

individua l  should be liable for lac::king physical capabilities to perform the job.  

Spitler, et  a l  (1987) add;Preventative heafth and fitness habits shou ld 

be identified then pursued. The officer should then, theoretically, be at a 

decreased risk for occupational inju ry or disease. In spite of, or  perhaps 

because of, the overabundance of l iterature on health and physical fitness, 

the Department was overwhelmed in making rational, cost-effective 

decisions in establishing a total wel l ness program. The first of �hese 

decisions invo lved defining what was to be meant by total wel l  ness in law 

enforcement. The Greensboro Pol i ce Dep.artme.nt adopted and def_i ned · 

total wel lness as: 1. the abi lity to carry out as� igned dai ly tasks effeqiveiy; 

2 .  th� abi l ity to meet task-:oriented emergencies without extre_me fatigue 

o r  inj u ry; and 3 .  the ab i l ity to pursue and enjoy l�isure -�ime activities. the 

Wel l  ness Menu wou ld involve two main features : a basic hea lth status 

feature and a performance feature. 

The Greensboro Pol\ce Department prop�ses a Wel l  hess Menu which 

incorporates an officers assessment .of job performance a long with hea lth . 

and physica l fitness eval uation an·d preventativ� a�ion. 

Hobbs New Mexico Police 

F itness for Life by Arters and Aaron ( 1 989) c.oncerns imothe� top pol i ce agency 

i n  New Mexico which is a lso a national leader i n  pol ice fitness. The department's 
. . . . 



17 

motto. for well ness is a bel ief that the first step i n  chang ing l ife-style habits for 

improved physical fitness is "education .. " This is a theme that i� prevalent i n  several 

of the a'rticles researched and is i�cluded as a question i n  the survey. 

This New Mexico Department goes as far as to provide physical wel l  ness 

incer:-tives such as rewards witp time aod pay. On the. other hand, punishment for 

improper maintenance of physica l  wel l ness runs from pay loss to time loss to.possible 

termination. It is becoming i ncreasingly obvious that physical well ness does play a_ 
critical role in  job performance for a l l  aspects of law enforcemen�. They go on to 

state that poor physical cond ition wi l l  no longer be a deadly adversary for its office rs 

CArters & Aaron, 1 990}. 

The Federal Bu reau of I n vestigations 

I n  continu ing with rese.arch of the l iteratu re, the author reg reb not having 

been able t!J contact an outstanding fitness/wellness agency, that being the FBI. An 

ex�ellent business l i ke appearance, good health, and the capacity to perform·d uties 

properly are the goals of the FBI (Siahor 1990} . 
. . 

Slahor ( 1 990} states, A special agent ·:must" be a person of go·od. health 
• 

and fitness. lhey bel ieve fitness has a d irect relation to how we work, play 

and face l ife. The FBI is so serious about its. physical well ness for its officers 

that the special agen_t is taught how to p�oceed with cond ition ing in order 

. to meet the fitness test and rating scales which will be used to· determine 

whether the i nd ivid ual "stays" in  the tra ifl ing prog�am. For a law 

enforcement officer a strong motivation can be the re�lization that h i s/her 

l i fe 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 FBt'·s 

fitness ph ilosophy and program :  
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1. to i ncrease muscu lar strength, flexibi l ity and card iovascular end�ran·ce so 

as to assist the SA in meeting the demands of the job; 

2.' to prevent card iovascu lar d isease and related a i lments through e_a.rly 

detection of danger signals; 

3. to educate a l l  employees of the FBI  i n  atta inment and mainte�ance of 

personal  wel lness.standards; 

4. to establ ish a personal ized wel l  ness prescription for each SA; . . 

5. to reduce i ncidence of .lower back pain,  obesity, h igh blood pressure and 

other la.w enforcement-related a i lments; and 

6. to i ncrease the abi l ity to cope with the inher�n� _stress-related a i lments of 

the law enforcem�nt profession through physica l fitn�ss and positiy.e 

l ifestyle mopifications in order to enjoy l ife to the fl.IJiest. 

Fitness and Agi l ity Requirements by Ph i l ips ( 1 990) provided an exce l lent article 

on legal issues concern ing officers physica l wel l  ness, its relation to job performance 

and duties. 

Ph i l ips ( 1 990) states, In Gray v .  City of Florissant, 588 S.W. 2d. 722 (Mo. 

Ct. A�p. 1 979), a city pol ice officer working without the protection of� 

col lective barg-� in ing agreement chal lenged newly- imposed physical fitness 

standards. The pla intiff, John Gray, had been a city pol ice officer for a lmost 

n i ne years before the pol ice department promulgated specific m in i"mum-

• maximum weight regu lations for a l l  commissioned personnel  as part of its 

· Manua l  of Po- l i cies and Procedures. • 

Officer Gray was informed that h is  weight exceeded the a l lowable 

max imum for h is he ight and that he wou ld have 90 days i n  wh ich to comply 

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

he wou ld lose six recreational days because of h is fairu re to cor_nply with the 

.. 



regu lation.  He aJ?pealed to the City Personnel  Commissio�, which, after a 

h.earing, susta i ned the Pol ice Chief's d iscip l inary order. 
. . 

On appeal, Off:cer Gray unsuccessfu l ly .cha l lenged the rule as 

u nconstitutional and as having been arbitrari ly and capriciously appl ied to 

h im. The Missouri Cou rt of Appeals for the Eastern District appl ied a 

rational relationship  standard and concluded that, u nder such ·a standard, a 

regu lation that rationa l ly relates to conceivable, leg itimate regu latory goals 

and that does not offend due process is deemed constitutional. 
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Ph i l ips ( 1 990) adds, I n  the State Fraternal Order of Pol i ce v. State of Oh io, 

the Ohio Supreme Court considered whether Ohio.law requ i red that'State 

H ighway Patrol officers be a ltotted on-duty time or be paid overt ime for time 

spent exercis ing i n  order to meet and mainta in newly-imposed physica l fitness 

requ i rements. State Fraternal Order of Pol ice v:State of Ohio, 446 N . E .  2d 1 57 

(Ohio 1 983) •. The court held that it is not unreasonable that the patro lmen be 

requ i red to mair:tta in  . . . .  .fitness dn their own tim.e .. . [and] that the state is not 

ob l igat�d to compensate the officers for their time i n  mainta in ing  such 

requ i red physi�a l fitness. State Fraternal Order of Pol ice, supra, 446N.E .  2d AT . 
1 62. The court reasoned as fo l lows : The physical fitness stand.ards of the 

patrol a re not remote un related rules for the sound operation of this state 

pol ice force. The physical demands upon the state patrolmen are many. Not 

on ly  is there the necessity for p�ysical fitness· in the normal pol ice routines of 

h ighway traffic cqntrol, but a lso �here are the more ·physica l ly demand ing 

d uties involving confrontation with crim inals operating i ntrastate or those 

who might be fleeing i nterstate. Add itional ly, there are the wide and varied 

and often physica l ly tax ing duties, i ncl ud ing riot control among others.: .  The 
- -

need for the basic standards of mainta in ing physical condition and fitness for 

continuance of se rvice i n  the patro.l is obvious. Physica l soundness of the 
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patrolmen not only serves the state and its citizens wel l  by way of having the 

o.fficers fit to respond to a particu lar problem, but a lso . . .  serves the officers wel l  

in the sense o f  self-protection. 

Ph i l i ps (1 990) e,oncludes,Any rule promulgated.that prescribes 

fitness/ag i l ity requ i rements 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 requ i re that every officer 

be a perfect physica l specimen. It is b.e l ieved that most cou rts wi l l  requ i re 

that there be a relationsh ip between the standards and the posit ion.  

Persons cha l lenging newly imposed standards should argue that the burden 

should be on the employer to demonstrate the need for and relationsh ip  

between the standards aod the job. 

Horowitz and Baker (1 987) state,· few would argue that as· a resu lt of 

hazardou� duty, job boredom, rotating work sh ift and role pressu res, law . . 

en!orcement officers are exposed to excessive levels of stress that may have a 

sign ificant impact on their  productivity in  the form of performance. 

The preced ing a rticles and book reviews present informative r.eading,  but they 
. . 

come primari ly from departments or-authors with an interest in physica l fitness. I n  
. . . . . 

reviewing an  article 
.
ca l led Characteristics of the Best Officer on the Force by G i l bert� 

Price and Whiteside, { 1 988) one finds that there· is no mention of physica l fitness . 

amongthe e ight characteristics g iven as determin ing traits of the "best" pol ice 

officers on the force ! Those characteristics a re :  

1 .  Partnersh ip with the leader . 

2 .  Techn ical competence 

3 .  Motivation to do the job 

4. Proper comport�ent 

5. Dependabi l ity 



6. Sense· of humor 

7. Positive working relations 
. 

8. Tendency to speak up  

2 1  

This is a genera l a rticle un related to pol ice fitness and may g ive a better perspective 

of the s l ight importance g iven to fitness in law enforcement. 
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CHAPTER Ill 

PROCEDURES 

Nature of the lnformatio:1 Sought 

This study was conducted to inqu i re if physica l  fitness " is" a concern to the 

majority of officers surveyed. Secondly, it attempted to inqu i re if they felt fitness 

relates to stress management and job performance. Th i rd ly, it attempted to 
. . . 

determine if a model fitness department reported st,�tistica l ly s ign ificant d ifferences 

vs. the su rvey g roup (WNY Pol ice Officers) on fitness, performance and stress 

concerns. 

Subject Selection 

The pol ice performance/fitness su rvey's were sent to Western New York (su rvey) 

and the Greensboro, North Carol.ina (model) Pol ice Departments. A .b rief profi le  of 

the Departments used, shows that there are approximately 77,000 New York State 
. .. . . . . . 

pol ice personnel which averages out to about 48.4% of the tota l justice employment 

(cou rts etc.) .  rn North Caro l ina there are in  contrast approximately 1 6,000. pol ice 

personnel  or about 49.4% of th�ir justic� employment. 

A comparison of severa l cities used in the study shows t�at Rochester, New 

York has a approximately 650 un iformed offic�rs with a base salary of approximately 

$37,000 (not i ncl ud ing overtime pay) . Buffa lo, New York carries approxim�tely 

1 ,0 1 1 un iformed officers with a base sa lary of $3 1 ,000. Greensboro, North Caro l ina ,  

the stud ies model group, has approximately 45 1 un iformed pol ice officers with � 

. base wage of $33,000. The largest Department partic� pati ng in  the su rvey was · 

B uffa lo,  New York ( 1 ,0 1 1 officers) . The smal lest Department was Ogden, New York. 

It reported having 1 2  officers. 

Seven hundred fifty su rveys were sent out to a tota l of 1 5  pol ice departments. 

The surveys were to be fi l led out by any male. or female pol ice officer to whose . . 



department the surveys were sent. Of the 1 5  pol ice departments where surveys 

·were s�nt, 1 4  i nc luded departments in Western New York. The remain ing 
. . 

d epartme,nt was Gr.eensboro, North Carol ina.  This department was selected for 
' 

severa l reasons. One, it was noted i n  several read ings as a leader i n  physica l fitness 
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standards for its pol ice officers. Second, in  reviewing its programs i n  comparison to 

other  top physica l  fitness departments, its program was the best. And l ast, i t  was 

h igh ly recommended by other pol ice officers and departments i nvolved in fitness, 

physica l education and health as a model department for fitness standards. 

Although officers from the Western New York Su rvey Group may part i cipate i n  

fitness, the  writer chose Greensboro as  a model fitness department because of  the 

aforer:nentioned reasons and its fitness requirements and incentive programs. It is 

l i kely that there are many Western Ne� Y9rk officers i nvolved in fitne�s. but it is 

more l i kely that officers from Greensboro where fitness is a requ i rement and there 

are incentives wi l l  be more knowledgeable and participatory i n  fitness than su rvey 

officers. Greensboro has an excel lent reputation for fitness as was researched by th is 

writer. There were no Western New York departments that even show�d consistent 

requ i rements or incentives for their offic�rs. Several urban, suburban, and ru ral . . . 

departmef1ts were picked randomly for representation of d ifferent sized 

departments. 

Two hund red forty-five officers su ryeys were included i n  the study. E ighty

three surveys were retu rned too late for process ing. O_f the officers retu rning survey . . . 

questionnaires, 73 pol ice· officers participated in  the model group (Greensboro, NC) . . 

One h undred seventy�two pol ice officers participated in  th� su rvey group (WNY) .  

Twelve WNY Pol ice Departments and the Gre.ensboro Pol ice Department actua l l y  

partici pated i n  completi ng the su rveys. The model g roup number of  part icipat ing 
. . - -

officers was pre-dete rmi n ed with that departments staff as a number of those who 



wou ld  be able and most l i kely to complete the su rveys. The Survey Group r:"�Umber  

was d�termined by a cut off date of Apri l 27, 1 992 . 
. 
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The fol lowing g raphs better depict the characteristics of the model and survey 

officers participating in the study. 

. . 
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I nstrument Development 

The questions for the self-report survey/questionnai res for comparisons among 

pol i ce stress, performance and fitness were orig i na l ly developed by police officers 

from what the writer cal l s  "brainstorming response sheet" (Pi lot Study). This sheet 

asked the pol ice respondent to l ist 5-1 0  concerns they had about pol ice performance 

and stress and their relation to pol ice physical fitness. Approximately 70 �and om -

officers partici pated in  th is. The concerns were.then ·ranked accord ing to frequency 

of observance.  For the purpose of this study, the questions asked by the pol ice that 

appeared most frequently were incl uded as a l i st of the thirteen most important (or 

sample) q uestions (Page 99). Due to the large n umber of respondents and questions, 

for Ch i-Square Ana lysis, on ly a sample of the data �as used wh ich i_ncl uded the 

th i rteen most frequently asked questions from the bra instorm sheet. 

From the. r:nost freq uently written concerns on the b·ra i nstorming sheet, 

i nc lud ing  7 1  questions relating  to pol ice performance fitness and stress were u_sed to 
. . 

construct the su rvey i nstrument. The i nstru.ment developed was entitled the Pol i ce 

Performance Fitness Su rvey. The qu�stions were multi p le choice, yes-no, true-fa lse, 
. . 

sca le and fi l l - in the b lanks. The questions were randomly a rranged so as not to 

f9l low a pattern or  lead on the respondent. 

Severa l demograph ic  '(ariab les that might have an affect on stress, fitness, and 

· performance were a l�o incl uded i n  the questionnaire .  These i nc luded ( i n  o rder of 

importance as stated by 
.
officers) the officers time on the job (in yea rs), work sh ift, 

sex, age, rank, work setting ,  un iform and btJi ld .  The complete questionna i re - is . . 

i l l ustrated.  ( in Appendix E ) . Due to the abundance of data presented, the major 

ana lyses and comparisons were made from the t ime on the job variable since it was 

ranked fi rst in importance by the officers. 

T�e questionna i re was _g iven to a sample of 1 0  officers to see how long it took 

them to complete. I t  took an average of  1 5-20 minutes. I ncl uded with the su rvey 



was a cover letter statin� the. pu rpose of the study, d i rections, content and author  

contac,t information (See Appendix E). 

Data Distribution and CoUection 
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Seven hund red fifty surveys were d istributed to 1. 5 pol ice departments i n  WNY 

and the model g roup in  Greensboro, NC.  An average of 50 surveys were sent out to 
. . 

each department (considering size of department) .  T� ree h undred tweQty-e ight 

surveys were retu rned from 1 3  pol ice departments for an  average return of 25.2 

surveys per department. The survey questionnaires.were mai led to 1 0  of the 

departments i ncl uded in  the study. The remain ing 5 departments received the 

su rveys hand del ivered. The su rvey questionna i res were sent out tC? 4 u rban 

departments, 5 suburban departments and 6 rural departments. Al l  surveys w�re 

sent or  del ivered b•J ik  to predetermined contacts in the department who were 

primari ly supervisors. Actua l  officer dissemination and co l lection was determined by 
. . . 

department. Incl uded were i nstructions on how to complete and return the su rvey. 

Also incl uded were i nstructions to each Department to retu rn them, as a ·· 

Department g roup, i �  the provided self-�ddressed e·nvelope to the writer's home 

(postage paid) . · 

One rura l  department and one suburban department fa i led to respor::�d back 

with any surveys. Thus, 55 sur:veys were orig ina l ly lost to attrition ;. an average of 

.07% of the surveys. Forty-seven percent of su rveys were retu rhed (750 - 55 = 695 

then 328 + 695 = .47) . Twenty-five percent of the su rveys rece_ived (83 + 328 = . 25) 

were u nable to be used due to dead l ines. 
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ORGANIZATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

· Introduction 

The purpose of this i nvestigative inqu i ry was to determine if fitn�ss is a conc�rn 

of the officers surveyed. It a lso attempt�d to inqu i re if officers feel fitness is related 

to their  stress management and job performance. F ina l ly, it attempted to determine 

if a model fitness department officers reported "sign ifi�ant" differences i n  respon_ses 

to survey questions as compared to the survey g roup of pol ice officers. The ana lysis . 
was done using SAS and SAS/STAT softwares. The level of sign ificance was set at 

(P< .OS). 

There is a substantiated a rgument for fitness in  law enforcement. S lahor 

( 1 990) stated, the FB I emphasizes that physica l  fitness is often the fact_or the spe l ls 

the d ifference between success and fai l u re in  law -enforcement - even l ife and death . 

It is seen as necessary to enhance the sa.fety of fel low specia l  agents, other law 

enforcement officers and innocent citizens. 

The approach uti l ized in this study represents one of the fi rst known attempts 

to gather information on pol ice opin ions about stress, f_itness and performance and 

�ow they interrelate whi le looking at such variabies as an  o_ffi�er'� t ime on the job,  
. . 

work shift; gender, age, rank, work setti ng, un ifor.m, and bui ld .  It is a lso the fi rst 
. . . 

known study to the writer's knowledge that observes the preceding i n  rega rds to a 

comparison of d i�ferences between model fitness officers an� survey officers. It was 

anticipated that this approach might yiel? some meanjngfu l  i':lsight and d i rection 

i nto the study of the affects of fitness programs on pol ice stress
. 
and performance. It 

is hoped that the study wi l l  make Western New York departme-nts aware that the 

officers appear concerned about fitness but, implementation of fitness programs by 

departments is lack ing . · 
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Data Analysis 

Chi-Square Analysis was conducted to determine the probabi l ity of sign ificant 

d ifference between model and survey responses on a sample of the true and false 

qu�stion·s. (Tables 1 -4 and Appendix G ). A factor ana lysis was performed on  six 

categories of questions from a sample of true and false questions. T�e categor ies 

were l isted as fol lows i n  order of importance as ranked by officers; ( 1 )  stress and 

behavior (2)  department, (3)  health, (4) d ietary (5) fitness performance and (6) 

fitness bel iefs. Raw data retriev.ed from the survey respondents was recorded as 

percentages of responses for the su rvey and model g roups. Proportional  

percentages of the raw data for the model g roup in  proportion to the survey·g roup  

is  a lso g iven i n  the Raw Data Summary. Demographic i nformation is a lso broken 

down i nto percentages of responses to show the m�keup of the officers completing  

su rveys. (see Append ix F) . 

Comparison 

An analysis of true and fa lse questions using on ly the time on the job var iab le 

was conducted . That is 1 -5, 6- 1 0, 1 1 - 1 5, and 1 5  + group ings for years of service i n  

law enforcement. 

Data Ana.lysis 

Raw Data Summary 

Data retrieved from the Pol ice officers on the Su rvey Questionna i re was 

. ana lyzed us ing the SAS/SAT softwares by ( 1 )  percenta_ges of responses for the raw 

data, (2) Chi-Square Va lues of s ign ificant d ifference, and (3) Factor analysis (f_ina l  

communa l ity est imate tota ls) . The resu lts for these statistics wi l l  be  presented i n  

Chapter IV. A l l  raw sco res for this study were orig ina l ly  recorded on a computer 

spre�dsheet. Using a spreadsheet each answe� was g iven _a score of one.  When a l l  



surveys were tal l i ed, each column was automatical ly totaled .  The total of each 

columr>'s responses were d ivided by the total n umber of surveys for that g roup to 

g ive the percentage of positive repl ies for each column.  

The proportional number of modei to survey responding to, and the 

pr_op�rtiona l  pe�centage for each question on the survey, is presented on  'the data 

summary sheets (Appendix 1) •. 

3 5  

Due to time l im itations, cost, and the amount of data col lected, the writer 

e l im inated .a l l  but true and false questions for analysis using ch i-square values a nd 

factora ls (factor analysis) .  The questiQns used that comprised the six categories used 

for factor analysis were true and fa lse questions a lso! They were categori zed as 

q uestions of stress and behavior, d iet, department, fitness, performance and health. 

These categories were a lso ranked respedively by officers by importa�ce to them. 

M u ltiple-choice, yes-no, sca le and fi l l - in-the-blank questions were a na lyzed by 

percentages and appear i n  the data summary Appendix I .  These type questions were 

i ncl uded because they could not be covered under a true and fa lse format and they 

were some of. the most freq uently raised questio·ns on the orig ina l  "Bra instorm 

Response Sheet" that the writer d id not �ant to omit i n  the study. 

The time on the job variable was a lso the only demog.raphica l  variab le 

ana lyzed i n  relation to the questions sampled due to the vastness of the data 

gathered . Time on the job as stated was observed by officers in the P i lot Study to be 

the most important variable for an officer. 



INTERPRETING THE STATISTICAL DATA 
. 

Chi-Square 

Percentages for the true/fa lse question perta in ing to g roupings can be 

depicted more accurately on the frequency chart and ca lcu lation of Chi-Square 

va·J ues (Appendix H). 
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The Pea rson Ch i-Square statistic i ovolve the d ifferences between the observed 

and expected frequencies. The a ltern.ative hypothesis for th is statist ic is one of 

genera l association .  

Ch i-Square.  The ch i -square statistic was used to ana lyze whether there was a 

s ign ificant d ifference between the response of the model and su rvey g roups. The 

true and false responses were ideal for the calcu lation of the ch i -square val ues s ince 

a 2 by 2 matrix was easi ly obta inable whh ·model and survey as rows and _t�ue al"!d 

fa lse as col umns. 

. Due to the large sample of respondents, o·n ly a subset_of the data with 

true/fa lse questions (th i rteen questions deemed most important by officers) were 
. . 

used, and ch i -square va lues ca lcu lated for each of the questions. The probab i l ity has 
. . 

to· be less than o.os (P< .05) for there to be a significant d ifference. A va lue closer to 
. 

1 .0 shows more probab i l ity of a s ign ifi cant d ifferences between the model and 

su rvey g roups. Refer to ch i -square tables one th rough four. Separate analysis was 

done for respondents with 1 -5 years, 6- 1 0  years, 1 1 - 1 5  years and 1 5  + years on the 

job. 

To see how one can i nterpret the-stati stica l  resu lts, let us take a fe� examples 

(see Table 1 -4}. 
. . 

Example 1 .  Question 1 0, 1 -5 years on the job. The probab i l ity of ch i -square i s  
-

0.7'83 {p > .OS) . The probab i l ity of a s ign ificant d ifference is 0.2 1 7  ( 1 -0.793). 
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Therefore, there i s  not a s ign ificant d ifference between the model  and survey 

g roup� for the question, "Does the out of shape/unhealthy officers create added 

stress when dea l i ng with violent suspects." Because (p > .05) and the v� lue is not 

close to one.  

Example 2 .  Question 2, 1 1 - 1 5 years on the job. The chi-square proba b i l ity 

va lue  i s  0 .000 (the value is rounded to three decimal places, .the actual value . is 
· approximately 0). Therefore, there is a very sign ifica·nt d ifference for th is  question 

between the two g roups. Look ing at  the actual question, "Does you r  department 

have a gym, or provide access to, or i nformation on one?" may he lp expla in  why. 

Factor Analysis 

Al l  true and false questions were g rouped i nto six categories. 

Questions of: . 

1 .· Stress and behavior 

2: Diet 

3 .  Department 

4. Fitness 

5 .  Perfo
.
rmance 

6. Hea lth 

Factor ana lysis was used to show commonal ities, and d ifferences between the 

model and survey groups in relation to six categories of questions. 

The factor ana lysis produces a final com�unal ity estimate . The h igh r  th is fi na l · 
estimate is, the h igher the d isparity between the model and the. su rvey g roup for 

that category of questions. (See Tables 5-7. 

Let us review factor ana lysis. 

Harman { 1 960} states, In the analysis of a body of observed data, a s impl if ied 

mathematical theory {or model} is frequently postu lated . The s implest 
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mathematical model is a l i near  one--and that is the fundamenta l assumption 

u.n�erlying al l of the present day factor analyses methods. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

One of· the goals of the study was to determine if fitness was a c�ncern 

among the officers su rveyed . Another goal was to i nqu i re .if officers felt that 

stress and performance can be affe�ed by fitness .. A th i rd goal was to dete rm i ne 

what departments do for the officers i n  relation to fitness. These inqui ries a re · 

supported by the percentage and proportional find ings of the survey (Append ix  � 

I) a long with the fol lowing : 

1 .  Of the officers involved in  a fitness program, 67% felt it improved 

their  job performance. 
. 

2·. 93% of the offic.ers surveyed stated they wanted to be involved i n  

fitness programs. 

3. 83� of the officers stated they wo
.
uld feel less stress in potentia l l y  v io lent 

situations if.they were i n  better physica l  shape (strength and 

card iorespitory) . 

4. 76% of su rveyed (WNY) officers felt their aca<;femy experience d id _not 

insp i re them to continue wi�h fitness tr.a i n i ng .  

5 .  ·92% of  the officers reported they �ould use a fitness center provided by 

their department. 

6 .  2% of the su rvey (WNY) officers have departments :that req� i re periodic 

fitness tests or standards . 

. 7 .  45% of the model officers reported having seen awards g iven for fitness 

atta i nment compared to only 9% of su rvey officers. 

8. 90% of officers fe lt officers shou ld mainta i n  adequate fitness even i f  they 

hated to do so. 

9. 92% of officers felt an officer's·poor physi cal appearance caused negative 

pub l i c  opin ion regard less if  he or she was capable of doing the job. 



1 0. 95% of officers of those surveyed felt there was a relationsh ip  between 

physical wel lness and longevity after reti rement. 39% bel ieve physical 

wel l  ness is rel ated to citizen compla ints. 
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1 1 . · SO% of the survey g roup officers reported tak ing no medica i exams s ince 

leaving the academy compared to 47% for the model g ro�p. 70% of the 

officers in proportion reported tak ing no medica l  exams s ince leaving the 

academy. 

1 2. 47% of officers stated 'they have always been involved in fitness pursu its. 

1 3 . 89% of the officers su rveyed stat(:!d being happy with the i r  job 

performance. 41 % reported being happy with the i r  fitn·ess level .  47% 

reported being happy with thei r d iet. 

1 4. 72% of officers surveyed referred to the question concerning smok ing as 

not appl icable .  

1 5. 59% of the pol icemen and women su rveyed reported gett ing i rr itated and 

annoyed over th ings they shouldn't. · 

1 6. 35% of officers surveyed stated they participated i n  physical activity da i ly. 

1 7. 54% of officers survey_ed in proportion  �tated they felt they were 
. . 

overweight. 45% for the model group and 58% for the Western New York 

Officers. 8% combined felt that they were u nder-Weight. 

1 8. Regu lar  eating habits of three meals a day with specia l  attention to 

breakfast occu_rred for on ly .29% of the officers su rveyed . 

1 9. 49% of officers reported receiving feedback for job p_erformance 
-

compared to 24% for appearance. 72% of officers stated fitness was not a 

topic of d iscussion among pol i ce. 

20. S ince joi n i ng the pol ice force, 43% of the respondents stated thei r  
- -

"psyche" �bqut fitness is seemingly m�re important now: 8% remai n  

unconcerned .  
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2 1 .  Officers with 1 5  + years service on  the pol ice force responded to the survey 

the most with a response rate of 33% ! I n  contrast officers for the model  

g roup in  the 1 -5 year on the job catego.ry �esponded most for that g roup .  

45% of  the officers i n  proportion responding worked days and 20% 

midn ights. 

23. 86% of those who responded were male and 14% female officers. 

24. The age least l i kely t� f i l l  out the survey was the 20-25 years of age g roup 

with a response of  6% . 

2 5. 30% of the respondents held the. rank· of sergeant or above. 

26. 60% of those surveyed worked i n  an  u rban envi ronment, 2e% i n  the 

suburbs and 1 2 %  i n  a ru ra l  sett ing .  

27. 81 % surveyed stated they were i nterested in  _health a1_1d mortal ity statist ics 

i n  pol ice work. 

28. 73% of the officers stated they had never observed or fi l led out a survey 

that observed pol ice performance in �elation to fitness. 

29.  74% of the officers stated that a survey of this nature
. 
d id i nterest them. 

Chi -Square 

A goal o.f this study was to-determine if the· model fitness offic�rs.d iffered fro� 

the survey {Western New York) officers i n  the ir  responses to ·the su rvey. For this 

ana lysis the writer used the ch i -square model which enabled the probab i l ity of a 

s ign ificant difference between the model and survey g roups on a particu l�r question 

to be determ ined . 

I n  re lation to the sample selected (true and false ques�ions for t ime on  the job 

· g roups) , let us observe some findings from th� survey: (Refer to Appendix G for 

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

When observing the fol lowing examples, the find ings are a function of t ime on 

the force for both the model and survey g roups. The findings compare the model  to 

the survey g roup. ( 1 )  For question # 17 :  Do you bel ieve officers a re sometimes 

rel u ctant to do the job because they a re n·ot physica l ly  prepared to handle certa in  

tasks? The 1 to 5 years on the job  and  1 1  to 15  Y.ears o.n the  job  g roups differed 
. . 

s ign ificantly (P < .OS) (Table 1 and 3). The 6 to 1 0  and 1 5  + years on the job g roups 

showed no  statistica l  d ifference for th is questio11 as (P > .OS) (see Table 2 and 4) . This 

shows that the model as compared to the survey, respond with sign ificant d ifference 

(P < .OS) in relation to question # 1 7  for both the 1 to 5 years on the job g roup and 

the 1 1  to 1 5  years on the job g roup. There· is not a s�atistica l ly sign ificant d ifference 

(P > .OS) in  response between the model and su rvey g roups surveyed for the 6 to 1 0  

and 1 5  + years on the job g roups for questjon # 1 7  . . 

For the fol lowing refer to the bar g raph on page #56. 

(2) For the sampled questions, the 1 t� 5 years on the job g roup over� I I  showed 

more s ign ificance in d ifferences (P< ,OS) in responses to questions for the model vs. 

survey g roups than any other time or the job g roup.  33% of the sample questions 
. . 

showed statistica l ly  sign ificant difference- (P < .OS) when mode·! was compared to . . . . 
survey. 

The 1 5  + and 6 to 1 0  years time on the job ·g roups
.
showed ·the least ove�a l l  

statistica l l y  sign ificant difference (P > .OS) betw�en the model and su rvey g roups for 

its responses to the. sample questions as only 1 -1 % of questions sampled showed 
. . 

s ign ificant difference {p < .OS}. This a lso shows that the 1 5  + and 6 to 1 0  years on  the 

job g roups overa l l  appear to ag ree more closely with each other on the sample 

questions regard less if  they are in  the model or  survey g roup.  

· (3 )  Two q uestions in  �he sample questio-ns used sho�ed very s ign ificant 



d ifferences when model was compared to survey with val ues of (p < .05) for 1 to .S 

and 6 1o 1 0  years on the job groups. 

They are :  

1 .  Does you r  department have period ic fitness tests o r  standards you must 

mainta in?  (Question #2 on the Survey) 

2 .  Have you ever observed a pol iceman receive a re\var� for fitness? 

(Question #60. 1 on the survey) 
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If one obse!ves Appendix I (raw data) and then Tables 1 -4 (ch i-square va l ues}, 

one wi l l  fi nd that the model  g roup in comparison to the survey group largely states 

"true"  to the above questions and the models states largely "fa l�e" and that. It 

shows statistical d ifference (P< .05} between the model and survey g roup.s. · 

From this one could conclude that there is a sign ificant difference between the 

model and su rv�y g roups on questions 1 and 2 above for a l l  years Or'! the job g roups 

with the exception of the 1 1  t.o 1 5  yea rs on the job g roup who has a val ue of (p > .05} 

fo
.
r question # 1 and #2 above. This shows statistica l  Ins ign ificance for this question 

when the model g roup is compared to the su rvey g roup. 

For the sample
. 
of questions used from the questionnaire that showed va l ues of 

. . 
s!g n ificant d ifference (P< .05) the 1 to 5 and 1 1  to 1 5� g roup� fin is,hed· 1 st and 2nd,  

respectively when the percentage of questions with (P< .05} from the sample 

questions were ta l l ied. The 6 to 1 0  and 15 + years on the job ranked th i rd .(tie) in  

relat ion to percent of questions in  the sample that showed va lues that have 

statistica l ly s ign ificant d ifferences (P< .05} in r�sponse between model and su rv�y 

groups·. For the frequency cha rt and ca lculation of ch.i-square val ues see Appendix H .  

let i t  be noted also that the va l id ity for ch i-square statistics is noted by sample 

s ize .  The larger the sample the more va l id the ch i-square test for statistical 

sig n ificance of d ifference wi l l  be. 



* 

Table 1 

Chi-Square Value  

1 to  5 years on the job 

Pol ice · Probab i l ity of Performance/ 
Fitness Probabi l ity of Chi- S ign ificant Difference 

Square ·Between model a nd Survey survey officers Question 

2 0.000 * 1  
5 0.987 0.0 1 3  
9 ·0.761 0 .24 
1 0  0 .783 0.2 1 7  
1 7  0:028 *0.97 
40 · 0.705 . 0.295 
41 '0.2 1 3  0.787 
44 0.000 * 1  
58 0.042 · *0.958 
60 **None None 
69 0.749 . 0.25 1  
70 0.097 0 .903 
7 1  0 .458 0 .542 

The closer the val ue of the probab i l ity of sign ificant d ifference i s  to one, 

the more sign ificant d ifference between model  and survey · 

S ign ifies question with probabi l ity of sign ificant difference (p < .OS) 

Refer to Append ix E for survey question 
* *  Row or co lumn sum zero. No statistics computed for th is table .  
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Table .2 

Chi-Square Value  

6 to 10  years on the job 

Pol ice Probabi l i� of· · Perfo rmance/ Probabi l ity of Chi- S ign ificant Di erence Fitness Square Between Model' a nd Surve� Survey Officers Qu�stion 
;' 

' 

2 0.000 * 1  
5 0. 1 36 0.864 
9 0 .246 0.754 
1 0  0 .860 0. 14  
1 7  0.7 1 1 0.289 

- . 40 0. 1 78 0 .822 
41 0.348 0.652 
44 0.53 1 0.469 
58 0 .082 0.9 1 8  
60 0.000 * 1  
69 0 .434 '0.566 . 

70 · 0 .860 0 . 14 
7 1  0.268 . 0 .732 

The closer the value of the p robabi l ity of sig nif!cant d ifference i s  to pne, 

the more sign ificant d ifference between model al')d survey 

Sign ifies q uestion with probabi l ity of sign ificant d i fference (p < .OS) 

Refer to Appendix E fOJ survey question 
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Table 3 

Ch i-Square Val ue 

1 1  to 1 5  years on the job 

Pol ice Probab i l ity of Performance/ ' Probabi l ity of Chi- S ign if icant.Difference Fitness ' 

Square - . Between Model and Survey Su rvey Officers Question 
. . 

2 0 . 105 o .. s9s 
. 

5 0.270 · 0.73 ' 

9 0. 1 59 0.841 
1 0  0.4 12  0.588 
1 7  0.008 *0.992 
40 0 . 163 0 .837 
41 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 
71  0.639 ·0.361 

The closer the val ue of the probab i l ity of s ign ificant d ifference i s  to one, 

the more s ign ificant d ifference between model and survey 

S ign ifies question with probab i l ity of s ign ificant d ifference {p < .OS) 

Refer to Appendix E for su rvey que$tion 

46 



Pol ice 
Performance/ 

Fitness 
Survey 

Question 

2 l 

5 . ' 
9 

. 1 0  
1 7  
40 
41 
44 
58 
60 
69 
70 
7 1  

Table 4 

Chi-Square Value 

1 5  + years on the job 

Probabi l ity of 
Probabi l ity of Chi- S ign ificant Difference 

Between Model and Square 
Sruvey Officers 

0 .000 * 1  
0 .775 0.225 
0.858 0 . 142 
0. 1 26 0.874 
0.876 0. 1 24 
0.75 1 0.249 
0 .94 1 0 .059 
0 .498 0.502 
0.332 0.668 
0 .004 : *0.996 
0 .797 0 .203 
0. 1 79 . 0.82 1 
0.293 0 .707 

The closer the va lue of the probabi l ity of sign ificant d ifference is to �ne, the 

more s ign ificant d iff�rence between model and survey 

* 

Findings 

Sign ifies question with probabi l ity of sign ificant.d ifference {p < .OS) 

Refer to Appendix E for survey question 

47 



48 

A goa l  of th is study was t.o observe differences between a model fitness g roup 

and a �u rvey g roup of  pol ice officers on responses to a survey questionnaire 

concern ing officers' fitness, stress and performance .  

Accord ing to ch i-square analysis, (to determine probabi l ity of  sign ificant 

d ifference between the model  officers and the su rvey officers on a sample of 
\ . -r . - . ( 

questions from the survey), moderate-sign ificant dtfferenc� between the model a nd 

the survey g roups officers was observed regard less of their time on the job.  The 1 -5 

years on  the job g roup showed the greatest difference overa l l  in  their responses 

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

q uestions. (See Appendix G and next page). 



Percen.tage of Statistica l ly Significant Responses 
for the _Ch i-Square Sample Questions. (Modei ·Group As Compared _to Survey gro u p) 

% 40 

30 

20 

1 0  

1 -5 6- 1 0  1 0-1 5 . 1 5  + 

Years on The Job 

Key 

g Shows percentage of responses for the sampled questions for each time 
on the job g roup that showed statistical s ign ificant d ifference (P< .OS) 
when the model  officers were compared to the su rvey officers. (Ex. 1 -5 
time on the job g roup :  3 1 %  of the th i rteen sampled questions showed statistica l ly 
sign ificant d ifference when model was compared to su rvey g roup) 



Factor Analysis 

�h� ch i-square statistic was used to analyze whether there was a s ign ificant 

d ifference between the response of the model and �urvey g roups on sample of 

questions. The true and false responses were ideal for the calcul ation of the ch i 

square values since a 2 by 2 matrix was easi ly obtainable with Model  and Survey as 
. . 

rows and true and fa lse as columns. The analysis was done on  the computer usi ng _ 

SAS and SAS/ST AT softwares. 

To ana lyze the d ifferences between the model and survey g roups when 

sampled questions were categorized, the author used a Factor Ana lysis mode l  (See 

pg. 43). 
. . 

There were 6 categories of questions used i n  th is analysis, they were : 

1 .  Stress and behavior 

2. Department 

3 .  Health 

4. Diet 

5 .  Fitness performance 

6 . Fitness bel iefs 

so 

. A bar g raph, showing the s ix categories ranked ·respectively ranked by a randomly 

selected g roup of officers from most to least important, fol lows on page 59.  The 

g raph uses the variable "Time o� the Job" and is broken down -i nto fou r T!me on the 
. . 

Job g roup ings ( 1 -5, 6-1 0, 1 1 - 1 5 and 1 5  + Years_ or Time on. The Job) .  These group ings  
· .  

are designated by d i fferent textu res of  the g raph bars. The fina l  communa l ity 

estimate tota ls (F.C .E .T.) for each of the six ca_tegories can be observed to the left of 

the sca l e  numbered one th rough five. The h igher the F.C.E .T. (Factor 1 ) , the more 
- . 

the model and the su rvey group officers d ifferentiate i n  regards to that category of 

questions. The F.C. E.T. a l l  fa l l  between the nt;Jm�ers three and fou r on the sca le .  



5 1  

This is due to the num.ber o f  partici pants i n. the a·nalysis. �efer to tables fiv� through  

·seven for  fina l  communa l ity estimate totals derived from the  factor ana lysis 

performed on the six categori es of questions. 



5 ·. H OW TH E OFFICERS COMPARED BY TIM E  ON TH E JOB 
*The h igher the fina l  communa l ity estimate tota l ,  the more the model and survey 

d i fferentiate .in regards to that category of questions. 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 
Stress/ 

Behavior 
Key for Each Category 
N = 245 Model = 73 Survey = 1 72 

I·'::::,�::J Bar 1 = 1 -5 ye�rs on job 

D Bar 2 = 6- 1 0  years on job 

E3 Bar 3 ·  = 1 1 - 1 5  yea�s on job 

� Bar 4 = 1 5 +  years on job 

Diet Department 

Category 

Personal 
Fitness 

Fitness 
Performance Health Status 



Category T.O.J 

SB 1 -5 Years 
SB 6-1 0  Years 
SB 1 1 - 1 5 Years 
SB 1 5 + Years 

' 

Dl 1 -5 Years 
Dl 6- 1 0Years 
Dl 1 1 -5 Years 
Dl 1 5  + Years 

Opt 1 -5 Years. 
Opt 6-1 0  Years 
Opt 1 1 -1 5 Years 
Opt 1 5  + Years 

M n + SD 

Table 5 
F ina l  Communal ity Estimate Tota l 

. Sy Category 
' 

MT MF ST -

1 2 .8 + 7.8 1 0.4 + 8.0 20.5 + 1 1 . 1  
1 3.9..±_6.2 6.8..±._6.0 50.7 + 14. 1  
8.6 + 4.4 5 .0_±_ 4.7 1 3.9 + 5.7 
�.6_±_4.6 5.4_±_4.6 39.2 + 1 6.6 

1 0.8 + 5.4 . 1 2  't 5.6 20.7 _±_8. 1  
.. 1 3 .2 + 6.0 7.7 + 6.0 27.7 + 9.0 

' 7.6 + 3.6 6. 1_±_3.2 1 1 . 1  + 4.2 
9.2 + 3.3 5.8 + 3.2 32.7 + 1 2 . 1  

14. 1  + 5.4 8.6_±_5.2 . . 1 6.4_±_1 0.9 
·6.2 + 4.2 7.8 + 4.2 . 9 . 1_±_7.3 
6.2 + 4.2 7.8 + 4.2 9 . 1 + 7.3 
6 .7 + 4. 1  8. 1 + 4.2 22 .5_±_2 1 . 1  

SF Factor 
1 

14.2 + 1 1 .4 3 .83 
1 7.8..±_1 3 .5  3 .82 
8.6_±_5.7 3 .68 

25.4 + 1 6.6 3 .87 
. . 

14  + 7 .8 3 .89 
.2 1 .3 + 9.0 3.96 
1 1 .9 + 4.2 3 .67 

3 1 .4 + 1 2 .2 3 .87 

1 7.9_±_1 0.6 3 . 5 1  
1 3 .9_±_7.3 ' .  3 .86 
1 3 .9 + 7.3 3.86 

41 .9 + 20.9 3 . 5 1  

* The �igher the number u nder factor. 1 (last col umn -), the more the model and s�rvey differentiate i n  that category of 
questions · · 

Key . 
Time on Job (yea rs) 
1 -5 years (N = 58) 
6- 1 0  yea rs (N =. 70) 
1 1 - 1 5  years {N = 37) 
1 5  yea rs + {N = 80) 

Category . 
SB = Stress and Behavior MT = Model True 

Dl = Diet MF = Model False 
OPT = Department ST = Survey True 

PF = Personal Fitness SF. = Survey False 
FP = Fitness Performance HS = Health Status 



Table 6 
F ina l  Communal ity Estimate Tota ls 

By Category 

Category T.O.J MT MF ST SF Factor 
' 1  

. PF 1 -5Years 1 5.6..±_6.6 7.2..±_6.8 23.6 + 1 1 .3 1 1 .3 + 1 1 .4 3.92 -

PF 6-1 0  Years 1 4.5..±_6.4 6. 1_±_6.2 34. 1 + 14.5 1 4.8 + 1 4.5 3.90 
PF 1 1 - 1 5 Years 9 + s:3 4.9..±_5.3 1 5.3..±_6.5 7 .4 + 6 .6 3 .72 
PF 1 5  + Y-ears 1 1 ..±_4.6 3.9 + 4.4 43 + 1 8.9 2 1.4 + 1 8.7 3.92 

FP 1 -S Years 1 5.6..±_7 .5 7.3..±_7.5 24.4 + 1 0.6 1 0.4 + 1 0 .6 3 .81 
FP 6- 1 0  Years 14.6..±_6.0 6.3..±_6.0 3 1 . 1 + 14.6 1 7.5 + 14.3 3 .94 
FP 1 1 - 1 5 Years 9 .2_±3.5 4.4 + 3 .7 13 .4 + 6.2 9.2 + 6. 1 3.82 
FP 1 5  + Years 1 0  + 4.4 . 5.+ 4.4 42.4..±..1 5 .9 2 1 .3 +· 1 5-.9 3 .87 

HS 1 -SYears S.7 _±_4.7 17.2 + 4.7 1 1  + 7.4 23 .4 + 7 .4 3 .86 
HS 6-1 0  Years 6.3..±_ 4.5 1 3.7 + 4. 5  1 8..±_1.f.O 30.2..±_1 1 .0 3 .78 
HS 1 1 - 1 5  Years 3.:5..±_3.3 10 .2..±_3.3 8.3..±_ 4.2 14.3 + 4. 1  3 .60 
HS 15  + Years 4.6..±_3.0 9.7 + 3 . 1  22 + 1 0.8 42 .5..±_1 1 .0 3.72 

M n..±_ SD 
* The h igher the n umber under factor 1 ( last column ), the more the model and su rvey 

d ifferentiate in t�at category of questions · 
Key 
T.O.J . = Time on Job (years) 
1 -5 years (N ::= 58) ' 
6- 1 0  years (N = 70) 
1 1 -1 5 years (N = 37) 
1 5 years + (N = 80) 

Category 
SB = Stress and Behavior 
Dl = Diet 
OPT ·= Department 
PF = Personal  Fitness 
FP � Fitness Performance 

MT = Model True· 
MF = Model Fa lse 
ST = Su rvey True 
SF =. Su rvey False 
HS = Health Status . 



Table 7 
F ina l  Communal ity Estimate Tota l 

By Time On The Job 

Time on the Job 

N = 58 /1-5 Years 

N = 58 /1-5 Years 

N = 58 / 1 -5 Years 

N = 58/ 1 -5 Years 
-

N = 58 / 1 -5 Year!. 

N = 58 / 1 -5 Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 70 /6- 1 0  Years 

N = 37 /1 1 - 1 5  Years 

N = 37 /1 1 - 1 5 Years 

N = 37 1 /1 - 1 5 Years 

N = 37 /1 1 - 1 5  Years 

N = 37 1/ 1 - 1 5 Years 

N = 37 /1 1 - 1 5  years 

N = 80/1 5 + Years 

N = 80 1 5  * Years 

N = 80 1 5 +  Years 

N = 80 1 5  + Years 

N = 80 1 5 + Years 

N = 80 1 5 + Years 

Categories 
·sB = Stress and Behavior 
01 = Diet 
OPT = Department 
PF = Personal Fitness 

. .  

Categor� Factor 1 

SB 3.83 

01 3.89 

OPT 3 .51  

PF 3.92 

FP 3.8 1 

HS 3.86 

SB 3.82 

01 3.96 

OPT 3.73 

PF 3.90 

FP 3.94 

HS 3.78 

SB 3 .68 

01 3.67 

OPT 3.86 

PF 3.72 

FP 3.82 

HS 3.60 

.5/B 3.87 

OJ . 3 .87 

OPT 3.5 . · 

PF 3.92 

FP 3.90 

HS . 3.70 

FP = Fitness Performance 
HS = Health Status 

Factor 1 = Final communal ity esti mate. The trigher the number in this col umn, the more the 
model and survey groups.differentiate i n  that category of questions. 



Findings 

The higher the number of the fina l  communal ity estimate total F.C.E .T. {Factor 

1 )  the more the model vs. the survey g roup differentiates i n  relation to that 

partic� lar category. . .  

Whether grouped together u nder a category such as "Diet" {see Table _25, 6) 

or  g rouped accord ing to "Time on. the Job" {see Table 7 ), the fina l  communality 

estimate totals were s imi la r. 

There was no substantia l  d ifference between �he model  g roup pol i ce officers 

o r  the survey group pol ice officers when the questions of fitness, stress an 

performance from the su rvey a re categorized i n  the manner they were. { i .e. 

randomly selected true and false questions that apply to the categor� they were 

placed in ) .  

If one were to take the "averages" of the fina l  communal ity estimate totals  for 

each g rouping whether it be by "Time on the Job" or a category such as " Die�" 

{Tab les 5, & 6, 7 respectively), it wou
.
ld show that the two g roups d id not d iffer. -

For exam pi� Table 6 shows that by taking the "average" of the fina l  

communa l ity estim,ate tota ls for fitness performance, one gets a fina l  communa l ity 

estimate tota l average of 3 .867 {3 .81 + 3.94 + 3.82 + 3:87 = 3 .86 Av.). This 

represents the h ighest {F.C .E .T.A.) fi na l  communal ity estimate tota l average for each 

of the six categories: Thus, one cou ld say that the category of fitness performance · 

·shows the g reatest d ifference {F.C. E .T.A.) between the model pol ice officers and the 

survey pol ice officers. Personal  fitness was second with an  F.C. E .T.A. o.f 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 between the model and survey officers showed 

the l ittle d ifferentiation with a 3 .68 ave. Sti l l  if one considers the F.C. E .T. Averages 

overa l l ,  there is l ittle  difference between g roups. The rank  order of categories based 

on least to most d ifferentiation between mo_de l  and su r�ey is as fol lows : 

1 .  Department 

2. Hea lth 

3 .  Stress and behavior · 

4. Diet 
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5.  Personal  fitness 

�- Fitness performance 

Discussion 

It was contended that a g roup of model fitness officers would report that thei r 

fitness levels were h igher, their stress levels 16wer and their performance better as 

compared to a su rvey group  of pol ice officers bel ieved to be lacking in fitness 

requ i rements. 

The FBr stated that i n  a national survey that i nc luded nearly a l l  U .S .  law 

enforcement agencies, the number -one concern of officers was the i r  stress and how 

to manage it. E ighty-th ree pe'rcent of those surveyed i n  this study bel ieved they 

wou ld feel less threatened ih potentia l ly  violent situations if they were in better 

physical shape.- The study showed that many officers reported that fitness does 

r� late to their stress reduction and job performance. Proportional ly, sixty-seven 
. . . 

percent of those i nvolved i n  fitness actua l ly f�lt it improved their  performance. 

N inety-three percent of the officers su rveyed stated they wanted to be 

ir:wolved in  fitness pursu its. Yet, only twenty p.ercent overal.l r�port having observed 

an  officer receive. a reward Jor good fitness attainment. Where is the incentive? 

Seventy-two percent of the officers reported that fitness is not a topic of 

d iscussion amongst pol ice officers. E i�hty-six percent. reporte� thei.r department 

does not have periodic fitness test or  standards they must mair:tta in .  Seventy percent 

of the officers report tak ing no medica l  exams si nce leaving  the academy. 

The 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 

departments is s l ight. The offi_cers reported that they ar� being stressed and th�t it 

affects their  job performance. Those who do mainta in a fitness prog ram· reported 

tha� their  fitn�ss helps �ith stress reduction and promotes better job performance. 



Overa l l  the study showed that there a re relatively moderate d ifferences 

betwe.en the model and survey officers on thei r  responses to questions of stress, 
. . . 

fitness and performanele .  The difference l ies primari ly i n  the emphasis g iven to 
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fitness by a department and what is actua l ly provided to the ..officers by them. For 

example, the study shows that on ly two percent of the survey officers report having 

d�partments that requ i re period ic fitness test of standards. Also, forty-five percent 

of the model  officers report having seen awards given. for fitness attai nment 

compared to only n ine  percent ·of the survey.officers. 

Although department seems to be the g reatest d ifference between the model 

and survey g roups, even it is sl i ght. The emphasis g iven and. the actua l 

implementation of requ i rements seems to be the d i ffer.ence. I n  Western New York 

the departments in itia l  impression on the officer, the academy, appears to be-doing 

l ittle  to i nspire the officers to continue with fitness. Seventy-six percent of the 

su rvey officers report that their academy fitness tra in ing did not i nspi re them to 
. . 

contin ue with fitness pu rsu its. Fol low-up a lso appears to be poor, as eighty percent 

of the su rvey g roup report tak ing no medica l  exam s ince 1eaving the· acad
.
emy. The 

. . 

study appears to show that Western New York d�partments a re genera l ly  concerned 

with getti ng officers through the academy and onto the street. Health related 

requ i rements are stringent i n  the academy, but are a l l  but forgotten once an officer 

h its the streets. An officer comments, "You had to meet certain  requ i rements when 

you took the job so wh� not once your  on the job" .  

The review of l iterature supports tne contention that pol_ice work is stressfu l ,  

a nd that fitness can relate to stress reduction and job performance.  It a lso shows 

that some fitness programs are being implemented i n  pol i ce departments with 

reward i ncentives a long with pun ishments but that they are sti l l  lack ing .  With on ly 

tw� percent of We�tern New York (WNY) survey officers reportin·g. requ i rements by 
. . 

their  departments for fitness eva luations and standards, it is surely lack ing .  One 
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m ight say that WNY departments and their.emphasis on the fitness of their officers 

"Do n�t" go hand i n  hana. " I nd ividua l ly" the i nterest i s  there. One WNY officer 

states, ·, 1 would pass on  a years raise for the use of a health clu b. "  

Tne evident lack of i nterest i n  officers fitness by their departments, primari l y  

surv�y (WNY) officers, are supported by  the find ings i n  th i s  study. The  find ings  

correlate to what G i lbert in  h is Characteristics of  the best officers on "the force states. 

In h is a rticle these characterist.ics are a partnership with the leader, technical 

competence, motivation to do the job, proper comportment, d-ependabi l ity, sense of 

h umor, positive working relations, and a tendency to speak up. Although good 

fitness atta inment by officers could actual ly supplement most of these 

characterist ics; it i s  not mentioned ;  which sad ly is the case when pol i ce stress and job 

_performance or factors relating to them are d iscussed . . 
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CHAPTER V 
--::· 

SUM MARY, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study was designed to observe how survey (Western New York Pol i ce 

Officers} as compared to the model officers d iffer i n  response to questions of pol ice 

stress, fitness and performance. It was a lso designed to observe if there is a genera l  

CQnce rn for fitness amongst officers. 
. . 

Due to the l a rger n umber of the officers tak ing the survey and the data 

accumulated, on ly a sample of the questions was used for analysis. This  study shows 

on ly a s l ight. percentage Qf what can be do"ne with the data brought forth .  

The study i ncluded �wo groups. The survey g roup consisted of 1 72 Western 
. . . 

New York Pol i ce Officers who vol unteered to complete the survey que·stionna i re .  

The mode l. g roup co.ns_isted of 73 Greensboro, North Caro l i na Po l i ce Officers who 

vol_unteered'to co.mplete the survey. The g roups were g iven two weeks to. complete 

the su rvey (Apri l 14-27, 1 992} . The q uestions for the su rvey were devised by 70 

randomly picked officers who completed a "bra instorm sheet." 

An un re late� g roup of 1 0  po l i ce officers was admin is�ered the questionna i re to 

. determine  length of time it took to fi l l  it out and the clearness of the q"uest ions. The 

su rvey and model g roups were admin istered a 7'1 questions su rvey questionna i re . 

that consisted of mu lt ip le choice, true/fa lse,. sca le  and fi l l - in the b lank questions. 

On ly  true and false responses were used for statistica l ana lysis. 'D issemination of the 

survey once they reached the participati ng departments was random and 

determ ined by a previously contacted super:visor. 

Th irteen of 1 5  departments surveyed co'mpleted the su rveys and returned 
- - . 

them. Two hundred forty-five surveys were fi l led out by pol ice officers and were 

used in 'the study. E i g hty-three were retu rned too late to .be used . F ifty-five of 750 . . . . 



su rveys were never returned. Three hundred twenty-eight total surveys were 

compl�ted and returned for a 47% rate of retum (750 - 55 = 695 + 328 = .47}. 
. 

. . 
Data was ana lyzed on a sample of the survey's true and false q uestions. The 

6 1 . 

true a nd false responses were ideal for the ca lculation of the ch i-square values of 

statistica l ly sign ificant differences s ince a 2 x 2 mat�ix was easi ly obta inat? le with 

moder and survey as rows 'and true and false· as columns. T�. is was done to determine  

· statistica l ly  s ign ificant d ifferences of  responses between the model and  su rvey 

g roups on sample questions. 

Factor ana lysis was used to show commonal ities and d ifferences between the 

model and survey g roups in  relation to 6 categories of questions. 

The factor analysis produces a fina l  communal ity estimate. The h igher this fi na l  

est imate is, the h igher  the d isparity between the mode l  and the su rvey g roup for 

that category of questions. 

The study orig ina l ly  recorded data by tal ly ing on a computer spreadsheet. It 

presented the raw scores and percentages of respons'e to the su rvey questions for 

the model and su rvey g roups in  a l l  categories for time on  the job and overa l l  

respondents. I t  a lso· p rovided proportional  raw scores and  percentages for them (see 

See Appendix 1 ) .  
This study was conducted to inqu i re if physica l fitness is a concern for the 

officers su rveyed . It a lso attempts to inqu i re if the officers feel their fitn�ss relates to 

their  stress and job performance. Thfrd ly, it -attempts to determine if there are 

s ign ificant d ifferences in  response to a samp'le. of the su rvey questions when the. 
mode l ·officers are compared to the su rvey officers. 

Concl usions 

Severa l statistical .too ls were used to determine percentages, propor:tiona l  
. . 

perc�ntages, probabi l i�y of si·g n ifi cant d ifference and f ina l  communa l ity estimate 



totals (F.C.E.T.). Among the statistica l -tools used were the ch i-square and factor 

analysis _models. 

Findings 
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1 .  Percentages based on the raw data show an overwhelming concern a mong 

the surveyed pol i ce officers (both model and surv�y) for fitness. The research shows 

that officers report that they bel i eve that fitness does affect their management of 

stress and their performance of duties . . 

2 .  Regard less of t ime on the job, the majority of officers see a need for fitness 

amongst pol ice officers. Surprising ly, the s ign ificance of d ifference between the 

model fitness group {Greensboro, N.C.  Pol i ce) and the su rvey pol ice g roup {Western 
. . 

New York ·Po l i ce Officers) was m in ima l  for cate.gorized or i nd iv idual  questions. If  

there was a d ifference, it was s l ight! . 

3 .  A lso of i nterest was that the "department" category of questions showed 
. . 

the " least" d i fferentiation of responses between the model and survey officers. The 

g reatest d i fferentiation between the two groups s�emed to l ie  with i n  the_ categories 

relating  to "persona l"  fitness. 

5. Regard less o
.
f the category analyzed, the questions asked, or the t ime on the 

job g roup observed, the d i fferences in response between the model and su rvey 

g roups were relatively i ns ign !ficant. 

6. What is s ign ificantly d ifferent between the mode_l and su rvey g roups is the 
. . 

period ic fitness test or standards that must be mainta i ned . Forty percent of the 

su rveyed model group officers state they have period ic fitness test or have to 

mai nta i n  fitness standards. N inety-seven percent of the su rveyed Western New York 
- -

officers state there a re no fitness test or fitness standards they must mainta i n .  
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7. As stated, Regard less of t ime on th� job
. 
(T.O.J.), .the majority of officers see a 

n eed .f.or fitness amongst pol ice officers. Also rega rd less of T:O.J. g roup, ·a sign ificant 

d i fference between the survey and model g roups was not observed. 

8. The f ina l  communa l ity estimate totals (F.C.E .T.) of the factor ana lysis a lso 

showed min ima l  d ifferentiation in response to c�tegories. of questions between the 

survey and model g roups. 

9. If one is to average the fina·l communal ity estimate tota ls for each category 

for a particu lar  t ime on the job g roup - l ittle d i fference is  evident. The 6-1 0  T.O.J . 

g roup showed the g reatest d ifferentiation between the su rvey and model g roups 

with an  average F.C.E .T.A. of 3 .855. The 1 -5 T.O.J . g roup average was 3 .803, the 

1 5  + T.O.J .  g roup 3.793 and the 1 1 - 1 5  T.O.J . g roup showed the least d ifference with 

3.75 average. 

Th is cou ld be interpreted as the officers with the g reater amount of t ime on 

. the job d ifferentiating less on categorized .�uestions when the su rvey g �ou � is  

compared to the model  g roup, even though the d ifference is s l ight. 

Recommendations 

The -researc;her mak�s the fo l lowing recommendations for future research .  

1 .  Perform a simi lar  study on officers.from large cities such as New York, Ch icago, 

or  Los Ang�les for comparison .  

2 .  Control those partici pating in  the su rvey to i nclude thos� i nterested in  fitness 

and those who are not i nterested and observe the response rate of su rvey 

return for both.  

3 .  Perform separate stud ies on male and female officers. 

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

5 .  Perform the study on d ifferent agencies such as  Federa l ,  State and Loca l .  
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6.  Perform fol low-up study i n  several years a nd analyze responses as compared to 

this study. 

7. Observe and compcsre additional  factors such as age, work sh i ft, gender, work 

setting, u niform, body type, and rank  to the responses of the survey. 

8. Research in the area of police fitness as it relates· to stress and performance of 

pol ice is greatly needed and shou ld be continued. 

9 .  Observe fitness, stress and performance attitudes of other popu l ations such as 

the m i l itary or corporafe world and correlate th.em to the law enforcement 

find ings. 

. ' 
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APPENDIX A 

INITIAL CONTACT LETTER . 



H e l lo ! 

Civic Center Plaza . 

Rochester, New York 1461 4 

I am w r i t i ng t h i s  l e t te r  i n  rega rds . to an upcom i ng survey 
I wou l d  l i ke your departmen t  to· be i n c luded i n . My n ame i s  
Anthony ( Tony ) Z apata . I am a membe r o f  the Roches te r  Pol i ce 
Departme n t ' s  Ta c t i c a l  Un i t .  I have been w i th the depar tme n t  for 
fou r years . I ' m prepa r i ng my the s i s  i n  con c l us i o n  o f  my mas t e r s  
degree a t  s . u . N . Y� Brockpor t . A s  part o f  my the s i s , wh i ch w i l l  
concern the re l a t ions be tween poti ce per formance , s t �e s s  and 
phys i d a l  f i t ne s s , ) need to con d u c t  a wr i t te n  s urvey . 

I p l a n  t o  cond u c t  t h i s  s u rvey i n  the l a te w i n t e r  or e a r ly 
sp r i ng o f  1 9 9 2 . .The s u rvey w i l l  i n d lude que s t i ons pe r ta i n i ng t o  
pol i ce o f f i cers ' be l i e f s  conce rn i ng j ob pe r f o rmance i n  re l a t ion 
t o  the i r  a c t u a l  phys i c a l  we l l  be i ng . The s u rvey , wh i ch is vo l 
u n t a ry , w i l +  s e l e c t  pa r t i c i p a n t s . f rom var ious depa r�me n t  i n  
We s t e r n  New York and a mode l f i t ne s s  departme n t . � 1 1 g a thered 
i � f o rma t i on w i l l  be " cod e d "  to i n s u re STRICT CON F I DENT I A L I T Y  OF 
PART I C I PANTS . You r depa r tme n t  a�d i nd i �i d u � l s  rema i n  a nonymou s 
throughout the wh o l e  p roce s s . · Any mat e r i a l s  reque s ted w i l l  be 
p rqv i d e d to you f o r  you r re v i ew i f  so d e s i red to INS URE YOUR 
CON F I DENTIA LITY . 

Thank you f o r  you r coope ra t i on . App rov a l  a n d  part i c ipa t i o n  
b y  y o u r  departme nt i n  th i s  s u rv ey wou l d  b e  " g r e a t l y . apprec i a te d " ! 
I f  there i s  a ny re s t ru c tu r i ng deeme d . app rop r i a t e  by you r depa r t 
ment , I � m  ope n t o  s u g g e s t i ons . Your re�ponse wo� l d  be appre c i 
a ted i f  retu rned by Novembe r 2 5 ,  1 9 9 1 . Enc l osed i s  a n  e x amp l e  o f  
qu e s t i ons and f i nd i ng s  that you cou l d  u s e  a s  a r e f e rence t o  the.  
con te nt of my s u rvey . P l e a s e  do not forge t to i n c l ude . the �p
prox imate numbe r of members in y ou r  d epartme n t . 

Anthony D .  Z apata 

E E O  Employer/Handic.�pped 



---....,.....,.---------------:;��--=��----=-�-- -- -- - -� C i ty of ,Rocheste r 

Examp l e s  

C1vic Center Plaza 
Rochester, New York 14614 

/ 4  

1 .  Are you curre n t l y  i n vo l ved i n  " any " type of phys i c a l  t ra i n i ng ,  
a t h l e t i c s , or -spor t s ? 

Yes No Somewhat 
2 .  Wha t  best d e s c r i be s  you r •e a l  o f  choi ce ?  

A .  Home cooked B .  McDon a l d s  c .  Perk i n s 
3 .  �t the e nd of you r sh i f t , how d o  you o f t � n  fee l ?  

A .  Energ e t i c  B .  S lugg i s h  C .  T i red 
4 .  How many t imes ( approx ima t e ly ) were · you absent f r �m work d u e  
to a m i n o r  i l l i ne s s  ? 
5 .  Phys i c a l ly, wh a t  i s  the mos t  cha l l e ng i ng ?  

A .  Ru n n i n g a f te r  s u s pe c t s  B .  Jump i ng f e n c e s  c .  Control l i ng 
res i s t e rs 
6 .  Do �ou e a t  Bre a k f a s t  on a regu l a r  bas i s ?  • 

Yes No -------

E E O  Employ�r/Handi�pped 



C i t y  of Rochester 

RES PONSE SHEET 

Civic Center Plaza 
Rochester, N.ew York 14614 

P l e a s e  re spond by check i ng the appropr i a te · response . •  

I ':J  

_____ · My departme nt wi l l  part i c ipate i n - the a fo rme n t ioned s u rvey . 

____ P l e a � e  send more i n forma t i ot:l conce rn i ng the a fo rme n t i oned 
s u rvey · a s my depa rtment is i n t e res ted in pa rt i c i pa t i ng .  

_____ Sorry , my departme n t  w i l l  not part i c ipate i n  the 
a f o rme n t i oned s u rvey . 

The approx ima te numbe r o f  membe rs .  i n  my depa�t�e n �  
i s · . ------�--------

P l ease return �ou r respon s e  i n  the . a d d r e s � e d  e n ve l ope p rov i d e d  by 
Novembe r 2 5 ,  1 9 9 1 .  Any ques t i ons , p l e a s e  f e e l  f re e  to c a l l  me a t  
( 7 1 6 ) . 2 5 4 - 2 7 7 4  ( d ays ) o r  ( 7 2 6 ) 4 2 8- 6 7 1 4  ( ev� n i ng s ) 

. ,  
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APPENDIX B 

BRAINSTORM RESPONSE SHEET 
. . 



Please list ANY 5-1 0 questions/concerns you would like to •know• or address regarding 
j ob related police performance e�ther posi�ve or negative as i t  relates to stress or 
fitness , in relation to physi cal 1 �e llness �) 

1 .  

2 .  

3 .  

4 .  

s .  

6 .  

7 .  

8 .  

9 .  

, o .  

Example : Wh Y  d o  polic·e�re;·ci ·  to thi s way? 
What causes that reaction? 



APPENDIX C 

I NTERMITTENT CONTACT LETTER 



H e l lo', 

State University of New York 
COLLEGE AT BROCKPORT 

Brockport, New York 1 4420 

Apr i l  1 ,  1 9 9 2  

I am w r i t i ng t h i s  l e t t e r  i n  regards t o  my upcom i ng s u rvey 

conce rn i ng pol i c e  p e r formance a nd i t s  re l a t ion to phys i c a l  

w� l l ne� s . The s u rvey , wh i ch you s t ated you wou l d  l i ke . to 

part i c ipate i n ,  i s  u n d e r  c on s t ru c t ion . . I t  w � l l  p robably be r e a dy 
by m i d  Apr i l .  Aga i n ,  tbank you· for you r p a r t i c ipa t i ng .. I w i l l  

be conta � t i ng you s oon . Any ques � ions f e e l  f re e  t o  c a l l  me a t  

7 1 6 - 2 5 4 - 2 7 7 4  ( H )  o r  7 1 6 - 6 4 6 � 5 2 7 l ( Pg . ) .  

S i ncerE:.: l y , 
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Apr i l  1 4 ,  1 9 9 2 

Dea r  S i r ,  

Enclosed are the pol i ce phys i c a l  f i tn e s s/pe rformance s u rvey.s 
I ' ve been wr i t i ng you a bout that your Department agreed to par
t i c ipate i n .  Than k  you aga i n  fo� part i c ipat i ng . P l e a�e return 
the · s u rveys a s  a g roup in the s e l f-addre s s e d  e nv e l ope to me by 
Apr i l  2 7 ,  1 9 9 2 .  I f  you have a ny que s t i ons , p l e a s e  f e e l  f re e  t.o 
c a l l me at ( H )  7 1 6 - 2 5 4 - 2 7 7 4 , ( W )  4 2 8- 6 7 1 4 , or ( page r ) 4 6 4 - 5 2 7 1  
a ny t ime . 

S i n cere ly , . 

A�. Z apata 
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POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

Tha n k  you for tak!ng the time to complete tl:le attached questionna i re. A l l  
responses wi l l  be kept i n  strict confidence. Your  identity remains anonymous 

. throughout the process. Please do not put your  name on any pages. 

The data gathered from pol ice respondents here jn Western New York wi l l  be 
corre late� to such factors as age, time on the job, work shift, gender and work setting .  · 

I t  wi l l  a lso compare. the responses of WNY officers to the Greensboro, North Caro l i na  
Pol ice Department (model). This Department is a leader i n  physica l fitness standards for 
its officers. The study looks broadly at views concerning the relationship between 
pol ice stress, fitness and performance in WNY pol ice officers as reported by themselves. 

The questions asked on the attached questionnaire take several forms, some are 
mu lt ip le choice or true/fa lse, others asked you to respond on a scale of one to ten· with 
description g iven as to what the numbers mean .  There are a lso a few fi l l  i n  the b lank 
q u�stions. Yes/No · 

Please read a l l  of the questions ca'refu l ly. It is extr.emely important to the study that 
the responses are honest and that you respond to each question if possib le .  

The questionnaire looks long, but it actual ly only takes about 1 5  minutes to 
complete. Please retu rn your questionnaire to the provided large envelope which w i l l  
be  returned to me for ana lysis. 

Thank  you for your  cooperation .  If you have any questions or problems regard ing  
this survey or study, please cal l  me  at (H) 7 1 6/254-2774 or (Pager) 7 1 6/464-527 1 .  I 
respectfu l ly request your cooperation i n  this study. 

A.D. Zapata 

I am currently a Western New York Pol ice Officer. The research is being .conducted i n  
requ i rement for a Masters Deg ree i n  Education from the State Un iversity Col lege at 
Brockport. It is being conducted under the auspices of S .U .N .Y. B rockport and is 
i�dependent of any pol ice departments or other organ ization� bel iefs, ideas, or benefit. 



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

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

1 .  Would you use a wel l  equ ipped physica l  tra in ing  center 
suppl ied by your  Department? 

2 .  Does your Department have periodic fi�ness tests o r  
standards you must mai nta in?  

3 .  Does your Department have a gym, or  provide access 'to, o r  
i nformation on one? 

True False 

True Fa lse 

True False 

4. T.o the best·of your recol lection, what was the approximate 
rat ing you received on your  last performance eva luat ion, on  
a sca le of. 1 to 1 0, 1 be ing low and  1 0  h igh : 1 2 _3 4 . 5  6 7 8 9 1 0  N/A 
- When was it g iven?  . 1 Year g i ven . . .  1 9  __ 

-To the best of your  recol lection, what was the approximate 
rating. you received on your  last fitness examination ,  on a 
scale of 1 to 1 0, 1 be ing low and 1 0  h igh :  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  N/A 
-When was it g iven? Year g iven . . .  19  __ 

5.  I f  you were in better physica l  shape, wou ld you fee l  less 
threatened i n  potentia l ly v iolent/stressful situatioAs?, 

6. Do you feel more apt to be abusive towards a fel low officer  
o r  citizen du ri�g job performance if you are :  A) Mental ly 
unprepared, B) Physica l ly unprepared, c) Both A �  B, 
D) Neither A nor B · 

-How does you r  physica l wel l  ness contribute to force app l ied 
d ur ing a rrest situations? A) Positively, B) Ne·gative, 
C) No effect 

. . 

7.  Do you bel ief there is a relationsh ip_ between on duty pol i ce 
i nj u ri es .and the physica l  fitness of the said officer? 

8. What best descr ibes the reason an  officer wou ld not strive 
to be i n  the best physical cond ition possible? A) n ot 
enough·t ime, B) lack of ava i lable faci l ities, C) money to 
jo i n  a hea lth club,  D) boring  and un interesting  . 

9 .  Does an  officer's poor physica l  appearance cause negative 
pub l i c  op in ion whether he/she· i s  capable of performing the 
job correctly? . 

1 0. Does the out of shape/u nhealthy officer create added stress 
to you when dea l i ng  with violent suspects? 

· 

1 1 . What do you feel is the n umber one cause of absenteeism i n  
your Department? · . · 

True False 

A B C D 

A B C 

True Fa lse . 

A B C D 

True False 

True False 

1 2. Has your  Department provided enough education and  counse l ing on  
work stress and effective coping methods in relation to physi ca l  
wel l  bei ng  or fitness? - True False 
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POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

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

1 3 . Do you bel ieve there is a relationsh ip  between physica l  
fitness and longevity after reti rement? 
-Do you believe there is a relationsh ip between physical 
wel l  ness and citizens compla ints? 

1 4. In your opin ion, what is your  Department's concern about 
what they wil l  do to p rovide for and mainta in  physica l ly 
fit officers? A) positive, B)"so-so," C) negative, 
.D) u ncaring, ·E) contemplating 

1 5 . What is your  supervisor's fee l ing on physical appearance? 
A) Caring, B) Neutral ,  C) Uncaring 
-What is your  fee l ing on physical appearance? A) Caring, 
B)  Neutra l ,  C) Uncaring  

True False 

True Fa lse 

A B C  D E 

A B C 

A B C 

1 6. Do you bel ieve rewards or  incentives should be g iven for 
good fitness maintenance as is g iven for good job performance? True False 

1 7. Do you bel ieve officers a re sometimes " re luctant" to do 
the job because they are not physica l ly prepared to handle 
certa in  tasks? 

1 8. If appl icable, what would you say. best describes your  · 
Department's reason for not provid ing for on going fitness? 
A) not enough time, B) no requ i rements to do so, C) not enough 

True False 

money, D) lack ·of i nterest, E) j ust don't care A B C D E 

1 9. · Does you r  Department " now" have more or less of a . 
requ i rement for "fit" officers s ince you left the. Academy? 
A) more, B) l ess, C) no change 

20. What do you bel ieve is the percentage of out of shape/ 
i l l -fit officers on your  Departme.nt? ·A) 1 0% ,  B) 25%,  
C)  35% , D) 50% ,  E) over 50% 

2 1 .  

22 .  

23.  

What appears to be most important to citizens? 
A) appearance, B) i ntel lect C) behavior 
-What appears to be most important to your  Department? 

. A) appearance, B) intel lect, C) behavior 
-What is most important to yourself? · 

· A) appearance, B) i ntel lect, C) behavior 

Who shou ld be l iabre for an  officer not being able to 
physica l ly perform duties after he has g radua�ed from 
the Academy? A) Officer, B) Immediate supervisor, . 
C) Department, D) City, E) Shou ldn't be a l iab i l ity issue 

Do you feel d iet, exercise, stress and performance a re 
. related? 

-

-Wh ich is the least important to you? A} d iet, 
B) exercise, C) stress, D) performance 

A B C 

A B C D E 

A B C 

A B C 

A ·B C 

A B C D E 

True False 

A B C D 
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POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

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

24. Besides the obvious strength' and endurance ga ins, do you 
feel fitness u lt imately effects your performance? 

25. If  by exam you were found to be in  poor physica l  health 
due to job related stress, what would you choose to do fi rst? 
A) change eating  behavior, B) change exercise behavior, 
C) both A and B, D) continue as you are and just slow down, 
E) none of the above 

26. Who would you l i kely take your stress out on duty? 
· A) fel low officer, B) citizen, C) Supervisor, . 

27. 

28. 

29. 

D) hold i nside 

If  appl icable, in your current or prior fitness routine if -
you stopped tra in ing ,  which best describes why? A) time, 
B) too boring,  C) too strenuous, D) too costly, E) too ti ring,  
F) other {what) · 

Did you Academy fitness tra in ing insp i re you to continue 
with fitness? 

On a sca le of 1 to 1 0, 1 being  low and 1 0  h igh,  how do job 
stressors affect each : . · 

A) sleeping habits 
· B} eating  habits 

C) d rink i�g {a lcohol) habits 

1 2 3 4 5 
. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

True False 

A B C D E 

A B C D 

A B C D E F 

True Fa lse 

6 7 8 9 1 (}  
6 7 8 9 1 0  
6 7 • 8 9 1"0 

30. Does your stress at times cause your eating  and dr ink ing 
{alcohol} habits to i ncrease to a point where you become . 
u ncar ing about your  hea lth or perfor·mance? Yes No Somewhat 

3 1 . · Do you know about eat ing right? 
. .  

32.  What best describes your Department's work-out faci l ity/ 
A) du ngeon,  B) below acceptable, C) fatr, D) good, 
E) excel lent, F) ·none 

33.  I f  appl icable, wh ich b�st descri bes the reason why you 
d ri n k  coffee? A) ca lms nerves, B) taste, C} caffei ne 
to keep awake, D) Hab it, E} not appl icable, F) other 
-If appl icable, at what rate has th is I ncreased { Inc} or 
Decreased (Dec) s ince leavi ng the Academy? A)" 25% 
B) 50% ,  'C) 75% , D}  1 00%,  E)  not appl i cable· 

34. · If appl icable; which best describes the reason why you 
smoke? A) ca lms nerves, B) taste, C) n icotine to keep 
awake, D) Habit, E) not appl icable, F) other 
-If appl icable, at what rate has th is I ncreased ( Inc) or 
Decreased (Dec) since leavi ng the Academy? 
A) 25% B) 50% ,  C) 75% , D) 1 00%,  E) not appl icable 

Yes No Somewhat 

. . A B C D E. F 

A B  C D E F  
Inc  Dec 

A B C D E 

A B C D E F  
Inc Dec 

A B C D E 



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

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

35 .  Which best describes your  " psyche" abo�t fitness s ince 
jo ining the pol i ce force? A} unconcerned, B) seemingly 
less important now, C) seeming ly more impo rtant now, 
D) strong concern · · 

36. 

37. 

Which best describ�s your  on duty diet? 
A} donut shop, B) fast-foot restau rant, C) sit-down 
restaura.nt, D) home (brown bag} . -Why do you chose th is d iet? A} time l im itations, 
B) preference, C) cost, D) atmosphere, E) otber 

I 
How many medica l  exams has your Department. requ i red 
you to take s ince the Academy? 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41 . 

42. 

. 43. 

44. 

On a_ sca le of 1 to 1 0, 1 being low and 1 0  high, how fit 
a re you to do today's pol ici ng? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
-What is  your  job performance level? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

On a sca le of 1 to 1 0, 1 being low and 1 0  h igh,  stress 
affects my performance :  1 2 3 4 5 6 

If  appl icab le, do you bel ieve your cu rrent fitness 
program assists you i n  dea l ing with dai ly stressful 
situations .  i n  pol i ce work? 

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

If appl icab le, after you took up a fitness program, d id 
you feel that it improved, h i ndered, or d id not effect 
your job performance? A} improved, B) h indered, 
C) no effect, D) never have been in. a fitness program 
E) not appl i cab le 

7 

Which does stress effect the most for you : A} physica l  · 

cond ition, B) dietary habits, C) performance,. D) other . 

I want to be involved i n  fitness. 

8 9 
8 9 

8 9 

45. Approxim�tely how far could you run pursuing a fleeting 
suspect i n  fu l l  gear before you beg in  to ti re? A} 1 /2 · 

block, B) 1 block, C) several blocks, D) several 
b locks p l us, E) I honestly cou ldn 't run a 1 /2 b lock 

46. Wh i le  on duty, do you often feel you push yourself past 
your physica l l im its sometimes resu lting in  poor job 
performance? 

47. Do you fee l  your  d iet compl iments your-work requ i rements 

48. Are you happy with your  job performance? 
Are you happy with your  fitness level?  . 
Are you happy with your  d iet? 
Does what you eat affect how you feel?  

· Does what you eat affect how you perform? 
Do you bel ieve : You are what you eat? 
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A B C D 

A B c D 

A B c D E 

1 0  

1 0  
1 0  

1 0  

True False 

True False 

A B c D E 

A B c D 

True False 

A B C D E 

True False 

True False 

True Fa lse 
True False 
True Fa lse 
True False 
True Fa lse 
True Fa lse 



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY. 

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

49. Last year, appro
.
x imately how many times were you a&sent 

from work for a m i nor a i lment you could have gone i n  with? 
A) 0 days, B) 1 -3 days, C) 4-5 days, D) 6-7 days, · 

f) 8 + days · A B C D E 

50. Last year, how many of these days do you bel ieve were 
related to e levated levels of poor fitness, d iet, stress, 
o r  fatig ue? A) 0 days, B) 1 -3 days, C) 4-5 days, 
D) 6-7 days, E) 8 + days . . A 8 C D E 

5 1 .  Out of approximately ? footchases I was in  last year, # __ 

I caught the suspect A) 0 time, B) 1 /4 t ime, C} 1 /2 time, 
.-last year, out of approximate.ly ? confrontations w ith # __ 

resist ing suspects, I felt i n  total physical contro l : 
A) 0 t ime, B) 25% time, c) 50% time, 8) 7·5% time, 
E) more than 75% time A B C D E 

52 .  I honestly get nervous and feel stress A) 0%,  B)  1 0% ,  
C) 20%,  D) 30% ,  E )  40% ,  F) '50% ,  G) 50% + of  the time 
when performing  my job. A B C D E F G 

53 .  Have you ever got i nto a pol ice veh icle accident on duty 
t ime d ue to fatigue? 

54. What s ing le food do you eat most frequently whi le on 
d uty? · · 

True · False 

-What beverage do you dr ink most frequently?------------

55.  What best descri bes you r  outlet for bu i lt up stress and frustrat ion? 
A) verba l, B) physica l ,  C) avoidance, D) 'none ·A ·B C D 

56. I exercise to control stress. 

57. If you had to choose a partner  to work with to do "today's" · 
pol ic ing,  w.hich would you .choose? A) unfit¥ good decision 
maker, B) physica l ly fit, below average decision maker, 
C) other 
-For a partner, which wou ld you choose from th is g roup? 
A) smart fer:nale, B) strong female, C) smart male, 
D) strong male · 

58. Have you ever suffered a preventable i nj u ry that you felt 
could have been avoided if you atta i ned a better fitness 
level prior? 

59. My Department consists primari ly of officers who are : 
A) i nte l lectua l ly i ncl i ned, B) physica l ly. i ncl i ned, 
C) Both A & B, D) .neither A nor B 

60. Have you ever observed a p·o J i ceman receive a reward for 
fitness? 
-Have you ever observed a pol iceman receive a reward for 
performance? 

· 

· True False 

A B C 

A B C D 

True Fa
.
l se 

A B C D 

True Fa lse 

True False 



POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

(Circle letter/word/number, or fill-in as r�quired) 

6 1 . If  provided for on d uty time, What wou ld be the program 
most su it�ble/pleasing to you : A)  cal isthenics, 
B) weights, C) aerobics, D) runn ing, E) none . A B C D E 

62 .  Even i f  you hate to rema in  fit, do you feel officers 
"shou ld" mainta in  proper physical wel lness? Yes No Somewhat 
-What do you fee l  you need to work on the most concern ing 

63 .  

64. 

65. 

physical fitness to help i mprove your job performance? 

My job performance tends to di rectly affect my health. 
If I had a difference job, my health would probably 
improve. 
Problems associated with my job keep me awake at n ight. 
I am often bothered by acid i ndigestion or heartburn . 
I sometimes fee l  weak a l l  over. · 

I have a hard time gettinJ to sleep or staying asleep.· 
I get i rritated or annoclie over thin� I shou ldn't. 
I may now have a me ica l  problem ut I am afraid to 
see a doctor or notify my Department. 
I would consider myself in r,ood or excel lent health . 
I wou ld consider myself i n  a i r  health . 
I do not have very good health. 
I wake up with stiffness o_r aching joints or muscles. 
I seem to tire q u ickly. . . 

I have " always" been involved i n  some sort of fitness 
pu rsu it. 

Partici pation in physica l  activities for me is A) dai ly, . 
B) weekly, C) month ly, D) seldom, E) none. 
-Participation i n  a vigorous exercise proa ram for me is 
A) da i ly, B) 3x week, C) weekly, D) sel om, E) none. 
-Do you feel you're overweight? . 
-Do you feel you're u nderwei�ht? 
-Do you eat a wide variety of oods, something from e�ch 
of the fol lowing 5 food g roups? . 
1 )  meat, fish, pou ltry, dried legumes, egg or nuts, 
2) m i l k  or  m i l k  products, 3) bread or cereals, 
4) fru its, 5) vegetables 

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

Seven simple health habits a_re associated with longer 
and healthier l ife, which do you observe? 
1 .  Regu lar  eating habits of 3 meals a day with 

particular attention to breakfast. 
2 .  Not eati ng between meals. 
3 .  Moderate amount of exercise or  physica l  activity. 
4. Sleep seven to e ight hours every n ight. 
5. No smoking .. 
6. Moderate use of a lcohol .  
7 � No sign ificant deviations ab.ove your  iqeal weigh� 

True False 

True Fa lse 
True False 
True False · 

True False 
True False 
True False 

True Fa lse 
True False 
True · fa l se 
True Fa lse 
True Fa lse 
True False 

True Fa lse 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 
True False 
True Fa lse 

A ·B C D  

True False 
True False 
True False 
True · Fa lse 
True Fa lse 
True False 
True False 
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POLICE PERFORMANCE/FITNESS SURVEY 

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

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

7 1 .  

I receive a h igh degree of feedback concern ing : 
- My performance 
- My physical appearance 
- Fitness is often a topic of d iscussion amongst pol i ce .  

The number of years on the job is? 
A) 1 -5, B) 6-1 -, C) 1 1 - 1 5, D) 1 5 +  
-Do you work : A) days, B) afternoons, C) midn ights 
D) afternoons/n ights 
-Gender: A) male, B) female 
-your  age is :  A) 20-25, B) 26-30, C) 3 1 -35, 
D) 36'-40, E) 40 + 
-1 hold the rank  of sergeant or above. 

I work in the fol lowing setting : A) u rban, B) suburban, 
C) rura l  
-1 work pr imari ly :  A)  p la in  clothes, B) un iform, 
C) both A and B . 
-1 consider myself: A) ectomorphic (th i nk  bu i ld), 
B) mesomorphic (medium to muscu lar bu i ld), C) endomorph ic  
(sl ightly to obese bu i ld) 

Does it i nterest you to know about job related health and 
morta l ity statistics in pol ice work? 

Have you ever heard of or fi l led out a su rvey that observes 
pol i ce performance i n  relation to one's physica l wel l  ness? 

Does a fitness/performance su rvey l ike th is i nterest you 
in any way? · 

OPTIONAL: 

90 

True False 
True False 
True False 

A B c D 

A B c D 
A · B 

A B C D E  
Yes False 

A ·B c 

A B c 

A B c 

True False 

True False 

True False 

Do you have any questions or  concerns regard ing Pol i ce Performance i n  rel ations 
to physica l  fitness or  about this Surve.y/Study? · . · 
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1 0. 

1 1 . 

1 2 .  

1 3. 

1 4. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The characteristics of the su rveyed population of officers used i n  this study are as 
fol lows: 

32% of model g roup officers had 1 to 5 years on the job. 
29% had 6 to 10 years. 
1 9% had 1 1  to 1 5  years. 
2 1 %  had 1 5  + years. 

20% of the survey g roup officers had 1 to 5 years on the job. 
28% had 6 to 10 years. 
1 3% had 1 1  to 1 5  years .  
38% had 1 5  + years. 

56% of model g roup officers worked days. 
26% worked afternoons. · 
22% worked midnights. 

41 % of survey g roup officers worked days. 
3 1 %  worked afternoons. 
20% worked mid n ights. 

84% of the model g roup were males_. 
1 4% were females. 

87% of the survey g roup were males. 
1 2 %  were fema les. 

8% of the model g roup were 20-25 yeats old. 
32% were 26-30. 
25% were 3 1 -35 .  
1 8% were 36-40. 
1 9% were 40 + .  

5 %  of the su rvey g roup were 20-25 years.old.  
26% were 26-30. · 
22% were 3 1 --35. 
23% were 36-40. 
24% were 40 + .  

27% of the model g roup were Sergeants or above. 
73% were Officers. · 

3 1 % of the survey group were Sergeants or above . 
69% were Officers. · 

Al l  model g roup Officers wor_k i n  u rban .Greensboro, NC. 

59% of the su rvey g roup work in an u rban area. 
34% work in a suburban area. 
7 %  work in a rural area. 

23% of the model group work p la in-clothes. 
73% work un iform . . 
1 %  work p la in -clothes and u n iform. 

1 9% of the Su rvey group work p la in -clothes. 
70% work un iform. · 

1 1 % work pla in -clothes and u n iform. 



OFFICERS COM MENTS 

·: 11 is a l l  relative. The l ess you exercise, the more you eat, and the more your 

performance decrease. Every department should provide the facil ity for officers to 

improve themselves and set min imum standards." 

" I  would l i ke to see the resu lts of this survey sent to the Un ion Presidents of the 

Department and not to the Stars and Bars so. the ra11� a�d fi le wi l l  know how other cops 

fee l .  Good l uck on your  M asters ! " 

" Fitness has never rea l ly been a concern from the bosses of my Department. My 

lack of i nterest stems main ly from t ime constra ints and interest ing ways to exercise . "  

' 

" I  belon�rto a gym but don't go as much as I should �ue to time constrai nts. I fee l 

b�tter menta l l�/�hysica l ly when I go ."  

" I  wou ld l i ke to see the resu lts of this su rvey. · Having ., or 2 hours a week whi le  

work ing. {come in  e� rly-leave early) WOl:Jid be very he lpfu l for peopl� in  our  positions ."  

"Cannot u_nderstand why between the Stat_e Pol ice and our  un ion,  they can't come 

up with a program of exercise for a l l  members--neither or above CARE at al l  about 

physica l fitness. I would pass on.a ye_ars raise. for use of hea lth c lub.  There a re numerous 

State faci l ities avaBable to use : State Col leges, h igh  schools. We have tota l ly u nfit 

tempers on the job but, no one cares. Some day someone wi l l  get h u rt or die becaus� of 

it. " 



94 

" Department gym is 20 mi les away. l r�egu lar  rotation .  II 

"A good physical fitness program should be incorporated i nto a l l  law enforcement · 

agencies, complete with incentive rewards and recogn ition for meeting or  exceed i ng 

set standards. On duty time should be provided i_n order to requ i re participation .  It i s  

i n cumbent upon a l l  pol ice officers to remain  physica l ly fit. Thei r survival may dep�nd 

u pon  it! " 

"Wou ld you l i ke to know of Agencies surveyed that have programs of fitness, 

rewards for fitness, offer time on duty for fitness or provide gym faci rties off d uty. "  

''Too often, as officers ret ire from 30  + years of  service i t  seems their  hea lth 

deteriorates rapidly and in many cases death occurs. Are there any stud ies or med ica l  

journa ls  which may expla in this (seeming) phenomenon.  l"'ve read theories relating  it 

with i neffective ways of dea l ing with stress and the 'ad rena l i ne  su rge' w.ith no. release . "  
. . 

" I  be l ieve it's good . It is making me th i nk  about how much more � sh�u ld be 

work ing on getti ng more fit for myself and my partner ." 

"Wou l·d i i ke to know l ife expectancy for reti red fit officers vs. unfit officers. " 

" Please send the resu lts of this su rvey/study to our Department. " 

"Send us resu lts please, and good luck ! "  

" I 'm  hoping that when my youngest ch_i ld ( 1  year old) beg i ns school I ' l l  be ab le  to 

get off my lazy --- and beg in a proper exercise prog ram aga in .  I be l ieve mandatory . . 
physica l tra in i"ng is· necessary to i�prove job performance and would welcome it. " 



.".For the past 4 months, I 've had the chance to work out (gym) after work, th is  i n  a 
. . 

sma l l  way has. lowered my stress level a lot. I th ink a l l  departments shou ld have some 

type of  physical tra in ing program i n-place." 

"Wi l l  we get to see the result of this su rvey? Maybe a su rvey l i ke th is may push the 

departm�nt i n  getting ( investing) i nto a. better gym (faci l ity) for the mer:nbers of the 

department. I bel ieve there shoyld be a physical fitness requ i rement to be u pheld and a 

physica l  fitness test should be admin istered at least once a year i n  our  department. " 

" Po l ice departments shou ld requ i re a physical fitness test once a year for a 

req u i red age g roup ."  

" Excessive work load, long and changing hours that a re demanded by.the 
. . 

department often make it i mpossible to Qbta in  adequate sleep, a hea l�hy d iet, or  to 

mainta i n  an  exercise program. The department g ives l i p  service to the Idea of he lp ing 

officers mainta in  good physica l  fitness but then o.verworks and stresses the officers u nt i l  . . 

they a re used-up· and bu rnt-out. " 

" I  wou ld hope th is could be used to convince the Department to provide much 

needed faci l ities and eq.u ipment for physical fitness tra in ing . " · 

" I  hope some good comes from your  su rvey and that departments l i sten to the 

resu lts ! " 

. " I  fee l  I am in  fa ir physical shape (about 5 lbs overweight) ,  but I should exercise 

regu larly .  Recreational activities .gef}era l ly se�m good fo� stress reduction (fish ing ,  

woodwork i ng, p lay ing ba l l  with my k ids) . 



" I  have long felt that a pol ice officer should be mandated to !Tlaintaifl a certa in  

level of  physica l  condition ing .  You had to ·meet certain req_u i rements when you took 

the joQ so why not once your on  the job ! "  

" I  bel ieve that stress i s  a more important factor in job performance than physical 

condition."  

" How long does the average officer who engages in  a regu lar  exercise .Program 

l ive after retirement compared to officers who doesn't regularly exercise ."  

" I  would be interested in  the resu lts of  your survey/and thesis. " 

"The department should be obl igated to conduct complete physica l exams with 
. . . .  

blood workups on every sworn officer yearly. This is the fi rst and most important step i n  

beg inn ing a physical fitness program.  Many people th ink  because they don't feel bad 

o r  a ren't s ick a lot, that they are in good physica l  condition.  Also, early detection for 

other med ica� problems is very important in min imizing the severity of the d isorder. ·" 

"Years ago we got a substantia l  d iscount to join a racquetba l l .cl ub/leag ue. I · 

would l i ke to see that again/or how about the Department/City pick u p  1 /2 jo in the 

YMCA etc. " 



"Wi l l  we ever get an  u pdated weight room/gym? Can we get access to a 

n utrition ist for d iet p lann ing? Wi l l  the Department provide it for us or  wi l l  it cost the 

ind ividual? 

" Fitness is very important to the active, produ�ive pol ice officer. " 

"F itness does relate to niy on the job stress reouction and job performance. It 

he lps both ! "  

"j /  



APPENDIX G 

CHI-SQUARE 

1 3  SAMPLES QUESTIONS 



1 3  CHI-SQUARE QUESTIONS ANALYZE D  

Survey Question # 

2 .  Does your Department have period ic fitness tests or  standards True False 

you must mainta i n?  

99 

5 .  If  you were in better physica l  shape, would you fee l  less threatened in potentia l ly 

v io lentlstressfu I situations? True False 

9. Does an officer's poor physica l appearance cause negative True . False 

pub l i c  op in ion whether he/she is  capable of performing the job correctly? 

1 0 . Does the out of shape/unhea lthy officer create added stress to 

you when dea l ing with violen_t suspects? 

1 7. Do you bel ieve officers a re sometimes " re luctant" to do the job 

because they a re not physica l ly prepared to handle certai n  tasks? 

40. If appl i cable, do you bel ieve your current fitness program assists 

you i n  dea l i ng  with da i ly stressfu l situations? 

4 1 . Do you agree that you r  fitness improves you r  job performance 

positively? 

44. I want to be i nvolved in fitness. 

58. Have you ever s·uffered a preventable i nju ry that you felt cou ld 

have been avoided if you attai ned a bette� fitness level -pr ior? 

60 . Have you ever observed a pol iceman receive· a reward for 

fitness? 

69. Does it i nterest you to know about job related health and 

mortal ity statistics in pol i ce work? 

70. Have you ever heard of or fi l led out a survey that observes 

pol i ce performance i n  relation to one·� physica l  wel l  ness?_ 

7 1 .  Does a wel l  ness/performance su rvey l i ke this i nterest you 

in a_ny way? 

True False 

True False 

True False 

True False 

True False 

True False 

True Fa lse 

True False 

True Fa lse 

True False 



APPENDIX H 

SAS AND SAS/STAT SOFTWARE COMPUTATIONS 

FOR 

CHI-SQUARE AND FACTOR ANALYSIS 

l UU 



FREQUENCY CHART AND CALCULATION OF CHI-SQUARE VALUES 

1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 

Statistic 

Chi-Square 

TABLE 1 OF GROUP BY RESPONSE 

CONTROLLING FOR QU ESTION- 10  

Group  R.esponse 
Frequency 

Percent 
Row Pet 
Col Pet F T · Total 

MODEL . 8 1 5  23  
1 4.55 27.27 41 .82 
34,78 65.22 
44.44 40. 54 

' 
< 

SURVEY 1 0  2 2  32 
1 8. 1 8  40.00 58. 1 8  
3 1 .25  68.75 
55.56 59.45 

TOTAL 1 8  37 55 
32.73 67.27 1 00.00 

STATISTICS FOR TAB LE 1 OF GROUP.BY RESPONSE 

CONTROLLING FOR O.U ESTION- 1 0 . 

OF Va lue Prob 

1 0 .076 0 .783 

Sample Size - 55 

I U  I 



· STRESS AND B EHAVIOR 
6 - 1 0  years on the job 

Simple Component Analysis 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FROM 10 OBSERVATIONS 

MODEL T MODEL F . 
-

MEAN 1 3.9 6.8 

. STD DEV 6.22629 6.03324 

CORRELATION'S 

I N ITIAL FACTOR M ETHOD: PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS 

MODEL_ . T 

MODEL T 1 .00000 

MODEL F -0.99739 

SURVEY T 0.91 652 

SU RVEY F -0. 9 1 450 

PRIOR COMMU NALITY ESTIMATES: ONE 
E I G E NVALU ES OF THE CORRELATION MATRIX 

MODEL F 

-0.99739 

1 .00000 

-0. 9 1 692 

0.9 1439 

S U RVEY T 

30.7 

1 4.07 1 6  

S U RVEY T 

0.9 1 652 

-0. 9 1 692 

1 .00000 

-0.9994 1 

TOTAL = . 4 AVERAG E = 

1 2 3 

E IGE NVALU E 3.829566 0: 1 67252 0. 00264 1 

D IFFERENCE 3.6623 1 4  0. 1646 1 1  0.002 1 00 

PROPORTION 0.9574 0.04 1 8  0.0007 

CU M U LATIVE 0.9574 0.9992 0.9999 

S U RVEY F 

1 7.8 

1 3. 5466 

. SU RVEY F 

-0. 9 1 450 

0.91 439 

-0.9994 1 

1 .00000 

4 

0.00054 1 

0.000 1 

1 .0000 

1 FACTORS W I LL BE RETAINED BY THE M I NE IGEN CRITERIO!'JFACTOR PATTERN 

FACTOR 1  

MODEL 0.97816 

MODEL F '  0.97823 

S U RVEY T 0.97932 

SURVEY F 0.978 1 5  

VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR 
FACTOR 1 
3.829566 

FI NAL COMMUNALITY ESTI MATES : TOTAL = 3.829566 

MO DEL T MODEL F . SURVEY T SURVEY F 

0.956789 0.956938 0.959058 0.95678 1 

I U L 



APPENDIX I 

RAW DATA SUMMARY 

OF 

SURVEY RESPONSES 



Line  1 '  
L ine 2 
Line  3 
Line 4 
Line  5 
Li.ne.6 
Line 7 
Line  8 
Line 9 
Line 1 0  
Line  1 1  

Description 

Line 1 = 

Line 2 = 

Line 3 = 

Line 4 = 
. Li ne 5 = 

Line  6 = 
Line  7 =· . 

Line 8 = 

Line 9 = 
Line 1 0  = 

line 1 1  = 

Category :  
67. 1A = 

67. 1 8  = 

67. 1 C  = 

67. 1 0  = 

KEY TO RAW DATA SUM MARY 

Q. 1 1 2 
A. True False True 
MODEL GROUP 
73 69 4 29 

95% 5% 40% 
SURVEY GROUP 
1 72 1 56 1 5  3 

9 1 %  9 %  . 2 %  
MODEL AND-SURVEY GROUP 
1 04 95 8 14  
% 92% 8% 1 3% 

Question numbers and part 
Answer 

2 
False 

44 
60% 

1 67 
· · 97% 

90 
86% 

3 
true 

43 
59% 

85 . 
49%.  

54 
52% 

Model Group . . 

3 
False 

30 
41 % 

85 
49% 

49 
47% 

Number of surveys answering that question 
· 

Percentage of surveys that answered that question  
Survey Group 

1 U4 

Number of su rveys answering that q uestion 
Percentage of su rveys that answered that q uestion 
Model and Su rvey Group 
·Proportional n-umber su rveyed that answered that question 
for Model and Survey Groups 
Proporti'ona l  percentage of the Model and Su rvey -Groups 
a nswering that q uestion 

Time on the job response 
1 to 5 yea rs on the job 
6 to 10 years on the job 
1 1  to 1 5  years on the job 
- 1 5 + years on the job 



POLICE PERFORIIANCE/WELLNESS .SURVEY - SU..I'IA�Y 5/1 /92 

�---������=--==--�==��===�==-==---==��==�--===���======== 
Q. 1 'I 2 2 3 3 4 . 1  4� 1 4 ." 1  
A .  True False True False True False 1 2 3 

IIOllEL GROUP 
. 73  69 4 29 44 43 30 0 0 0 

95'r. . 5% 40% 60% 59% 41% 0% 0% 0".< 
SURVEY GROUP 

172 156 iS 3 167 85 85 0 0 0 
91% 9% zx m 49% 49% ox ox ox 

"OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 9S 8 14 90 54 49 0 0 0 

x m � m � m m ox ox ox 

4 . 1  4 . 1  4. 1 4 . 1  4 . 1  4 . 1  4. 1 4. 1  4 .2 4 . 2 

4 5 6 7 8 9 . 10 N/A 92 91 

0 4 3 11 15 24 8 7 25 32 
0% 5� 4X 15% 21% 33% 11% 10% 34% 44% 

0 · 6 15 21 44 ·29 B 40 57 45· 
0% 3% 9% 12% 26% 17X 5X 23% 334 26% 

0 4 8 14 25 22 7 20 35 33 
ox 4% n 13% 24% 22.1. n: 19% 33% 31i. 

cz::================:;:;:;:::=:==================-===z:::rs= ==m============--- ===========: =====:=====-====-=== 

67. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOS 
IIODEL GROUP 

23 . 23 0 11 12 17 6 
1� 0% 48% 52% 74% 26% 

SURVEY GROUP 
. 35 32 3 1 34 23 12 

91% 9% 3% 97'.< 66% 34% 
"OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 36 2 8 30 26 1 2  
� 95� 5 �  21% �" 6�;. 31% 

0 0 0 0 1 1 7 4 5 
0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% . 30% 17% 22% 

0 0 0 0 2 7 4 1 1  2 
OX OX · 0% 0% 6% 20/. 11% 31/. 6/. 

0 0 0 0 2 5 7 10 5 
ox ()";. 0% ox 5% 14% 19:-; 264 12:; 

1 3 1 1  8 
4X 13!. 48!. 35x 

2 5 1 4  6 
6X 14% 407. 1 7',; 

2 5 1 6 9 
57. 14:; 43/. 24:. 

=======�===========��===�==�=========�====�================= 
67 . 1B 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
"OOEL GROUP 

21 20 
951. 

SURVEY GROUP 
49 44 4 

90!. 8,. 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 27 2 
i. .  · 91 ;;  n. 

1 1  
52% 

2., 
.. 

1 0  
48 •. lo 

47 
96" .. 

24 
81i. 

12 9 
57'i.. 43}. 

1 6  

12 
40:. 

33 

18 
60:; 

0 
07. 

0 
0 •

. " 

· o  
o::. 

0 
O"i. 

0 
"'· 

0 . 0 

0 
O:i 

0 
o:. 

0 . 2 
ox 1 0% 

. 0 

0 
o:; 

0 
0/. 

3., ,, 

1 
51. 

6 
12� 

3 .  
10}. 

2 
10% 

6 
12:-; 

6 
29.1. 

13 

8 
27/. 

7 
14X 

6 
21:Y. 

2 
10i; . 

2 

2 
6:. 

0 
0•.· ,, 

1 1  

5 
164 

5 
24/. 

1 6  
33:; 

9 
30:. 

1 1  
s2;; 

13 
27:. 

1 0  
34:. 

======== ... :====::==================:;:;==========================�===== 
67. 1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
"ODEL GROUP 

1 4  13 
93:; 

SURVEY GROUP 

3 
7 •. ,, 214 

1 1  
79 •. " 

6 
43i. 

8 
sn 

23 21 2 22 1 1  1 2  
91:; 9;; 4:; 96:: 48), 52/. 

. "OOEL+SURVEY GRoUP 
. 23 21 2 2 20 10 1 2  

X 92:. 8:. 1 1 :; 89:� 46:: 54� 

0 
0 •. lo 

0 
01. 

0 
0�. 

0 
0/. 

0 
ox 

0 

. o  
0% 

0 

0 
0/. 

0 
0/, . OY. 

0 
0 •. " 

0 
Oi. 

1 
77. 

. 0 
Oi. 

1 

0 

1 

1 
77. 

4 
17'.< 

3 

3 
21� 

. 7 

6 

7 . 0 
50}. 01. 

5 

7 
32:. 

2 
9 •.. . .  . 

s:. 

4 
17X 

3 

5 
36" " 

9 
39:. 

9 
38:. 

5 
36i;; 

8 
35� 

8 
35:. 

========================================================================== 
67 . 1 D 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
"ODEL GROUP 

15 13 2 4 1 1 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 1 2 4 . 5 3 4 8 
87% 137. 27'..: 73� 531. 47% Oi. Oi. 07. 0".< Oi. OX 7'4 13% 27'.< 33% 201. 27'.4 53% 

SURVEY GROUP 
65 59 6 0 64 35 28 . 0 0 0 0 - 4 2 7 13 15 2 20 18 18 

91 %  9}, Oi: 98:1 · 54i; 43:1 0 %  O Y.  .ox 07. 6i. 3:' 11Y. 20X 23i. 3� 31� 28:. 28:. 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 1.7 2 1 17 10 8 0 0 0 0 . 1 0 2 3 4 2 5 5 6 
. X 9Ji. 10�; sx 941. 54Y. 44X ox Oi. 01. 07. 5% 3% 10Y. 19% 24Y. 91. 29X 2Bi. . 32/. 

========================================================�==== 
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.__..,,.,..u=======za::=======-====z=====================mrwm====::=:mm===:=m===-===m=-=================-•-=m=-::=--=-= 

�- 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 . 4.2 
A .  90 89 88 87 86 

IOI)EL �ROUP 
73 2 2 0 0 0 

· 3% 3/. ox ox ox 
iURVEY GROUP 

172 8 1 0 1 1 
5% 1% OX 1X 1 %  

IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 4 1 0 0 0 

% � u ox ox ox 

4.2· 4.2 4.2 
85 84 83-

0 0 . 3 
04 CT4 4% 

6 0 2 
3/. ox 1% 

3 0 2 
2X ox 2X 

4.3 
" 1  

0 
· CT4 

0 
ox 

0 
CT4 

4.3 
2 

0 
ox 

0 
ox 

0 
m 

4.3 
3 

0 
CT4 

1 
1% 

0 
ox 

4.3 4.3 4.3 4 . 3 4. 3 
· 4 5 6 7 8 

1 7 5 12 . 8 
11. 1ox n 16% 11x 

0 9 5 14 22 
0% 5!' 3% 8% 13/. 

0 7 4 11 13 
ox 7X 4% 114 12% 

4.3 
9 

9 
12/. 

12 
7X 

9 
9% 

4.3 4.3 
10 N/A 

6 21 
8X 29X 

. 1 0  ' 83 
64 48/. 

7 44 
7"4 424 

:z::::::::::=:z:::====:z::=======--================zz====--=====-===-==-=-=====m======== ===============�===:::s= 

17. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IODEL: GROUP 

23 o o o o o o ·  o o o o 
ox ox ox ox ox ox ox ox ox ox 

iURVEY (;ROUP 
35 4 1 o 1 o o o o· o o 

114  34 Oi. 34 Oi. .Oi. Oi. OX Oi. CT4 
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% 7i. 24 Oi. 24 Oi. Oi. Oi. Oi. OX Oi. 

0 0 2 2 4 3 5 . 0 6 
� ox 9% 9% m m � m B 

0 0 . 3 2 4. 7 4 . 4 6 
(T;. Oi. 9'4 . 6i. 11% 204 1 1 4  1 1 4  1n. 

0 0 3 3 . 5  7 6 3 8 
OX · 0% 9% n. 144 174 164 7"4 214 

===================�========================================= 

o7. 1B 6 TO 10 YEAftS ON THE JOB 
IODEL GROUP 

21 "1 1 
Si. Si. 

>URVEY GROUP 
49 4 0 

s�; ox 
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 2 0 . 
n. 14 

0 
04 

0 
ox 

0 
a:� 

0 
Oi. 

0 
07. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

1 
27. 

0 
1 4  

0 
01. 

.2 
i.i. 

1 
34 

- -

0 2 
04 10% 

0 0 
01. 01. 

0 1 
04 34 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
04 

0 
Oi. 

0 
0�� 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

1 2 
Si. 10:� 

0 1 
07. 24 

0 1 
14  4�; 

4 3 2 3 4 
54 19'4 144 104 144 194 

1 5 5 5 3 24 
24 104 104 104 6/. 49:. 

1 4 3 3 3 12 
3/. 13% 11i. 10i. 9:0. 4Q;. 

==�===============================�==============��========= 

•7 . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IODEL GROUP 

14 1 
7"4 

:URVEY GROUP 

0 
o:. 

0 
0 •. ,. 

0 
Oi. 

23 0 0 0 0 0 
07. Oi. 04 0:: Oi. 

IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
23 1 . 1 0 0 0 

· 34 3:: ox · o�. o�; 

0 
Oi. 

0 
0� 

0 
04 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
04 

1 
37. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
04 

0 
04 

0 . 0 
0., ,. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Pi. 

0 •. '· 

1 
44 

1 
34 

0 2 
Oi. 144 

0 
Oi. 44 

0 2 
Oi. 84 

1 ·1 . 1 2 
74 �; 7"4 144 

2 4 3 0 
9i. 17X 134 0% 

2 3 2 
84 144 114  . sx 

1 5 
n. 36:. 

, 1 0  
44 43:; 

1 9 
57. 41/. 

============================================================ 

,7 . 1 0 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
IODEL GROUP 
. 15 0 CJ 0 0 

Qi. Oi. 04 0"" 
·URVEY GROUP 

65 0 0 0 0 
Oi. Oi. Oi. Oi. 

IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
18 0 0 0 0 . 

i. Oi. Oi. Oi; o:; 

0 
0� 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

4 
67. 

1 
Si. 

0 
0"4 . 

0 
ox 

0 
Oi. 

2 
34 

0 
34 

0 
Oi. 

0 
04 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
Oi. 

0 
0/. 

0 
07. 

0 
ox 

0 
Oi. . 

. 1 1 
7"4 7i. 

4 . 0 
64 o:: 

1 0 
6i.• 1� 

3 
207. 

1 
24 

1 
54 

1 
7"4 

7 
114 

2 
10Y. 

0 
Oi. 

3 
Si. 

'I 
44 

2 6 
13}. 40:. 

2 43 
3:; 66:. 

1 . 1 1  
5 4  61i. 

============================================================== 
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===========�======--=======-=======--=======--===�===============: 
Q. 4.4 4 . 4  4. 4  4 .4  4 .4  4.4 4.4 4 . 4  4 . 4  4 .4  s s 6. 1 6.1  6.1. 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.2 
A. 92 91 90 89 88 87 86 85 84 83- True False A B C D A B C 
:DEL GROUP 

73 I? 18 6 4 3 3 1 1 0 3 63 10 21 0 26 25 45 4 1 7  
12x 25 X  ax s x  4X 4 X  1 x  1 x  ox 4X 86X 14X m cr.<: 36X 34x 62 x  s x  23X 

"VEY GROUP 
172 6 10 6 10 8 8 2 "6 1 14 140 30 27 4 57 82 111 6 so 

.3% 6X 3% 6% SX S% 1% 3% 1X 8X 81X 17X 16% 2% �X . 48% 6S% 3X 2<n 
OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

104 6 12 s 6 � s 1 3 0 7 86 17 20 2 35 45 66 4 28 
6% 11% 5% 6% 4% 4% 1% 3X OX 7X 83% 16% 20X 2% 34% 447. 64% 4X 27X 

'. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IDEL GROUP . 

23 5 7 1 1 2 · 0 0 0 0 0 21 2 9 0 6 8 . 1 7  1 4 
22X 30X 4X 4X 9".4 OX OX cr.4 OX OX 91 X 9".4 39".4 cr.4 267. 357. 747. 47. 17".<: 

IRVEY GROUP 
35 2 2 2 s 8 4 0 0 0 0 32 3 6 . 0 14 14 23 0 1 1  

6X 6X 6X 14x 23X 11x cr.<: cr.<: .cr" ox 91X 9X 177. ox 40X 4tr.<: 667." 07. 31% 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 s 6 2 4 7 3 0 0 0 0 35 3 1 0 0 13 14 26 . 1 . 10 
12x 167. 57. 1ox 17".4 7".<: ox cr.<: ox ox 91X 9X 26X . Oi. 347. 387. 69X 2X 26:' . 

========�===============================================�==== 
' . 18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB . 
IDEL GROUP 

21 1 8 3 0 1 0 1 0 2 20 1 6 0 7 8 1 5  1 2 
57. 38;; 147; Oi. 57. 57. 07. 5X OX 10X .. 95X SX 29X OX 33X 387. 71X · SX 10:. 

JRVEY GROUP 
49 1 3 1 3 0 . 2 1 5 1 3 40 9 7 1 16 25 33 1 1 5  

27. 6:' 2x 6X 01. 4X ·2i. 1 cr.<: 2X 67. 827. 187. 14X 2X 33X 517. 677. 2X 31:::: 
>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 1 5 2 0 1 "  0 3 . 0 . 2 26 4 6 0 10 14 21 1 7 . 3X 16:. 6:::: 4i. 1/. 4% 1:i. 9:::: tX 77. 86X 14X 19'.4 1X 33'; .47'1. 694 3X 24�. 

============================================================ 
' . 1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

14 3 0 1 1 0 
21% 07. 7:::: 77. ox 

JRVEY GROUP 
23 1 2 0 0 

4i. 9i. Oi. 47. 07. 
)OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 2 1 1 . · 1  0 
11:::: 5i. 3i. 5i. 07. 

1 
77. 

1 
47. 

1 
77. 

1 
4X 

0 
o:.: 

0 
o'; 

0 
07. 

0 1 1 0 .4 3 
07. 7".4 71:0: "297. 217. 

0 6 19 3 � 
07. 26:0: " 83/. 13i. 22:0: 

0 4 18 4 5 
07. 197. 787. 19'.4 . 22X 

0 .7 4 7 
ox so:.: ��. so:.: 

1 7 10 15 
4'; 30i. 43:; 65i; 

1 9 9 13 
3X "38i; 38i; 59'; 

2 
147. 

2 
8:: 

7 
30:; 

============================================================ 
r . 1 0  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
)DEL GROUP . 

15 0 3 1 2 0 
ox 207. 7".4 137. ox 

JRVEY GROUP 
65 2 3 3 1 0 

3X 5X 5X 2X 07. 
�DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 0 1 1 1 0 
� 3X 87. 57. 4X 07. 

1 
77. 

1 
2X 

0 
3X 

0 
ox 

0 
ox 

0 
OX 

0 0 
ox ox 

1 0 
2X . ox 

0 0 
1X ox 

0 12 3 
07. 80X 207. 

5 49 15  
87. 7SX 237. 

1 14 4 
6X 76X 227. 

3 
207. 

9 
147. 

3 "  
15% 

· 0  6 s 
07. 407. 33X 

2 20 . 33 
3X 317. S1X 

0 6 9 
37. 321. 477. 

. . 

6 
407. 

40 
627. 

1 1  
587. 

0 
07. 

4 
61. 

1 
5i. 

7 
47i. 

17 
264 

6 
30:; 

============================================================ 



LICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- S�KARY 5/1 /92 

Q. 7 7 8 8 8 8 9 '  9 10 10 12 12 13. 1 13. 1 13. 2 13. 2' 14 14 14 
A. True False A B · c D True False True False True False True False True False A B C 
DEL GROUP 

73 70 3 42 1 5  . 6 17 70 3 54 19 27 46 69 4 31 42 7 36 3 
96X 4� 5sx 21:: 8X 23� 96X 4� 74X 26X. 37"-' 63:: 95� 5� 42X sax 10'-' 49"-' 4X 

RVEY GROUP 
172 151 20 93 39 31 40 156 17 127 41 53 118 164 7 . 65 1o4 8 . 49 13 

88� 12% 54% 23� 187. 23% 91� 10% 74� 24% 31X 69X 95% 4X 38% 60% 5% 281. 81. 
OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

104 94 10 57 23 1� 24 96 8 77 25 34 70 99 5 41 62 6 36 7 
90X 9X 55% 22% 15% 23� 92X 8X 74% 24% 33% 67"1. 95% 4X 39% 60% 6X 35% T-' 

=-==========-===-========:====-===-oz--==:::mr=-======• ========z==o:=:::================-===,...,..,mr::z=::z======= 
'. 1A · 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IOEL GROUP 

23 22 1 14 2 • 2 5 22 1 15 8 14 9 21 2 7 16 3 1 1  1 
961. 4% 61X 9% 9% 22X 96� 4X 65X 35% 61% 39"-' 91� 9% 30% 70% 13X 48� 41 

IRVEY GROUP 
35 32 3 18 7 8 9 34 1 22 10 18 17 35 0 16 19 2 3 4 

911. 9"-' 51% 201. 23% 261. 97"1. 3� 63� . 291. 51% 49"k 1001. 01. 46� 541. 61. 91. 11'-
�EL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 35 3 21 6 7 9 37 1 24 12 21 17 37 1 15 23 3 9 3 
93:. 71. 551. 16� 1T-' 241. 9T-' 3X 64% 311. 551. 451. m 3% 401. 60% 9'-' 24% 9"-' 

========�=======================---� ====================== 

' . 1 8  6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
iDEL GROUP 

21 . 20 1 13 5 1 
951. 51. 62i: 241. 51. 

IRVEY GROUP 
49 44 5 24 12 7 

90�. 101. 491. 24% 141. 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 27 3 16 7 3 
91 1.  91. 531. 24/. 1 11.  

2 21 
101. 1001. 

10 
20Y. 

46 
947. 

0 
01. 

3 
67. 

1 
4% 

15  
711. 

36 
731. 

22 
73% 

6 6 
291. 291. 

13 11 
2r" 2Zx 

8 7 
27"1. . 24% 

15  21 
711. 1 00Y. 

38 
781. 

23 
76'1. 

30 
99:; 

0 9 
01. '43% 

1 14 
21. 29% 

0 10 
1'1. . 33�. 

12 . 0 
5T-' 0'-' 

34 3 
691. 61. 

20 1 
66% 4i: 

13 
62% 

15  
49i; 

1 
5% 

4 
8% 

2 
T-' 

============================================================ 

' . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IDEL GROUP 

1 4  13 1 8 5 3 4 14 0 10 4 5 9 13' 1 6 8 0 7 1 
93�. T" . 5n: 36X 211. 29x 1001. ox 111. zen 36:: 64'1. 93X rt. 437. 5r" or. 5ox 11. 

IRVEY GROUP 
23 21 • 2 15 3 6 . 5 20 ·3 20 .2 . 9 14 21 2 7 16 0 8 1 

911. c;,� 65>. 131. 26Y. 22x 87X 13Y. 8r" 9"-' 391. 61Y. 91Y. 91. 30X 101. ox 35X 41. 
>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 21 2 . 14 5 s 5 21 2 18 4 9 14 21 2 8 15 Q 9 1 
921. 8�. 62�. 22X 247. 241. 921. 81. 811. 16% 381. 627. -921. 81. 35X 651. OX 41 i: 5> • .  

====================================================�======= 

'. 1 D 1 5+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
IDEL GROUP 

.15 15 0 7 3 0 6 13 2 14 1 2 13 14 1 9 6 4 5 0 
100:; ox 4n; zor. ox 407. m 131. 931. rt. 13X m 93X rt. 60X .40x 211. 33:: ox 

IRVEY GROUP 
65 54 10 36 17 10 16 56 10 • 49 16 15 49 60 4 28 35 3 17 4 

83�; 15% 55% 26'; 15% 25% 861. · 15X 75% 25% 23% 75X 92%· 6% 43Y. 54Y. 5X 26i; 61. 
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 16 2 1 0  5 2 5 16 3 . 15 4 4 14 17 , 9 9 2 5 1 
86� 12Y. 54% 25Y. 121. 28% 861.· 15� . 79'-' 211. 21% 78Y. 937. 6X 46i' 511. 91. 28:; 5Y. 

============================================================ 



POLICE PERFORKANCE/WELLHESS SURVEY -- S�KARY 5/1/92 

� ����� � ������=����==mr ��= �����-� ���� 
Q. 14  14 15 .1  15. 1 . 15 . 1  15 .2  15 .2  15 .2  16 16 17 17 18 18 1 8  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 
73 23 4 35 31 . 7 57 14 1 52 21 37 36 9 19 31 13 6 17 23 

32; 5% 48X 4ZX 10% 78% 197. 1% 71X 297. 51% 497. 12:1! 26% 42% 48X 8X 23% 32X 
SURVEY GROUP 

172 80 22 73 73 25 139 29 2 116 54 103 67 10 43 76 27 28 18 46 
47% 13X 4ZX 42X 15X 81X 17% 1X 67% 31% 60Y. 397. 6X 25% 44% 16% 16X 10'4 2T4 

�EL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 44 1 1  46 44 14 83 18 1 11 32 59 44 s 26 45 n 14 1s 29 

% 424 . 11% 44% 1,2% 13% 110% 1& 1% 69% 31% ·57% 424 8X 25% 44% 16% 1{t% 14% 28% 

--== ===-==·_,==========---====•======....,.z==m=====::::=o=-==,._•============-===============·z=•=============--==== = 
67. 1A. 1 TO 5 YEA�S ON THE JOB 
�EL GROUP 

23 6 2 14 0 7 2 20 3 0 13 10 7 16 4 8 9 0 0 5 6 
. 26% 9% 61X 30t. 97. 87% 13� ox 5-n 43X 30X ?OX 17X 35% 39% 0% 01. 221. 26% 

SURVEY GROUP 
35 20 6 15 15 4 33 2 0 23 12 21 14 � 10 13 6 6 0 16 

57"4 17% 43% 431. 11%  94% 6% 0 0'4 66% 34% 60% 40% 6% 29'-' m 1-n 17X ox 467. 
KODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 17 . 5 19 14 4 35 3 0 24 14 1 8  20 4 12 0 14 4 4 3 14  
X 451. 14% SOi. 38% 10% 91% 97. 0% 621. 381. 481. 521. 101. 311. 381. 10% 101. 94 38� 

�=====�============��==�=���===�=======================����== 
67. 1 8  6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
MODEL GROUP 

21 7. 0 7 12 2 18 2 
331. 0� 331. 57'1. 101. 861. 10/. 

SURVEY GROUP 
49 17 4 22 18 9 43 6 

35,; 8% 45% 371. 18i: 88i; 12/. 
P!ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 10 2 12 13 ° 5 26 3 
X 347. 6% 411. 4�1. 164 871. 0 11i, 

1 16 5 13 8 
51. 76% 241. 621. 38/. 

0 33 16 28 21 
01. 67".<: 331. 57% 43% 

0 21 9 0 18 12  
1% 70% 30% 59'� 41% 

0 5 9 4 2 
01. 24% 43% 19:; 10% 

3 10 22 5 12 
61. 0 ZOI. �5% 0 101. 241. 

1 6 ° 13 4 ° 6 
4% 21% 441. 13% 201. 

3 
141. 

3 
97. 

1 1  
22:; 

9 
30:-. 

=========���==================�=�============================ 
67 o 1 C  0 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
P!ODEL GROUP 

14 5 
36" lo 

SURVEY GROUP 

1 0 8 
71. 571. 

6 

23 13 7 13 
574 44 301. sn; 

P!�DEL+SURVEY GROU� 
23 1 1  1 9 12 

I. 49% 5% 411. 511. 

0 
01. 

11  
791. 

3 
217. 

3 12 9 
13% 524 ° 39% 

2 14  7 
8i. 62i; . 321. 

0 
01. 

12 
86% 

2 
14% 

- 7  
50% 

1 12 10 10 
4/. 521. 43% 431. 

1 15 7 10  
31. 65/. 32% 46% 

7 3 
50% 021% 

12 1 
52% 4% 

12 2 
511. . 11% 

3 
21/. 

6 
43/. 

4 
29% 

2 
14% 

5 9 7 3 
221.0 391. 30% 13}; 

5 9 7 3 
22% 417. 30:; 014% 

3 
211. 

3 
13:. 

4 
164 

6 
43:. 

6 
267. 

7 
32:. 

=========�=================================================�= 
67.'10  15• YEARS ON THE JOB 
P!ODEL GROUP 

15 5 1 6 °6 3 
33}; 7'.<: 40% 40% 20% 

'SURVEY GROUP 
0 65 . 30 11 29 27 9 

46X 17% 451. 42% 147. 
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 8 3 8 8 3 
X 44X 15% 44% 41/. 15% 

8 6 
53% 401. 

51 12 
787. 18% 

14 4 ° 
747. 227. 

0 11  4 10 5 
01. 737. 27% 67"1. 0 33X 

1 48 16 44 20 
2� 74% 25% 0 681. 31/. 

0 14 0 5 12 6 
-17. 74% 0 25% 67"1. 31% 

2 3 
13% 207. 

4° . 18 
6X 28/. 

1 5 
81. 267. 

7 . 5 
47X 337. 

32 9 
4� ' 147. 

9 ° 3 
49"" 17".<: 

l 
13% 

7 
111.  

0 2 
117. 

6 
407. 

. 4  
22� 

1 
7i. 

13 
204 

============================================================= 



POLICE PERFORMANCE/WELUNESS SURVEY � SUMKARY 

-======- z ====::z===================================--::::===== 

Q. 19 20 20 20 20 20 ' 21 . 1  21 . 1  21 . 1  21 . 2  21 . 2  21 .2 21 . 3  21 .3 21 . 3  i2 
A. C A B C D E A B C A B C A B C A 

"ODEL GROUP 
73 3? 7 13 22 18 12 14 5 56 14 11 . 50 17 25 46 37 

44% 10X 187. 307. 257. 16� . 19".4 7X -77".4 1� . 15� 687. 237. 347. 637. 51 7.  
SURVEY GROUP 

172 107 17 24 34 48 48 27 14 131 18 ·26 135 28 78 . 85 72 
62X 10X 147. 207. 28% 28% 16% 8% 76� 107. 15� 7lr.4 16% 45% 4� 42% 

�EL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 59 10 16 24 28 25 17 8 79 14 16 79 19 44 56 46 

X 57X 10X 157. 237. 27".4 24% 17X 8% 76% 137. 15� 76% 18% 42".4 53% 44% 

5/1 /92 

22 22 22 
· B  C D 

1 1 9  6 
1% 26% 8"-' 

7 59 1 8  
4% 34% 107. 

3 33 1 0  
3 %  32:: 107. 

=- =======err==== == ================================----========·================== ==== 

67. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
tiODEL GROUP 

23 12 3. 4 10 3 
52% 13% 17".4 437. 13% 

SURVEY GROUP 
35 18 2 9 4 9 

51% 6% 26% 11% 26% 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 20 3 9 9 8 
X 52:. 9i. 22:: 24% 21�: 

3 
13% 

10 
29".4 

5 
227. 

6 
17"...: 

7 
19); 

3 
137. 

4 
10:. 

15 
657. 

26 
74% 

2 
67. 

5 
12% 

4 1 6  5 
17X 70'...: . 22� 

5 28 6 
147. BOX 17"...: 

6 29 7 
16% 76:; 197. 

9 
3� 

1 6  
46% 

16 
43:. 

12. ' 1 4  
527. ' 617. 

17 17 
4� 49"� 

19 20 
50% 53/. 

0 
ox 

2 
67. 

3 
137. 

7 
20i; 

7 
17:; 

1 
4% 

1 
3;. 

. 3i. 

============�==============================�================= 

67. 18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
"ODEL GROUP 

21 8 
38 •. " 

SURVEY GROUP 

1 

49 . 35 5 
71% 10:; 

"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
30 18 3 

% 61�. � 

4 
19i. 

3 9 
14i • . 437. 

3 
14% 

3 12 1 6  13 
67. 247. 33% 277. 

' 3  6 1 1  7 
10:: 21 :: 36:: "231. 

4 
19% 

10 
20/. 

1 
5% 

1 8  5 
867. 247. 

3 36 
67. . 73% 

<! 23 
67. "" 

7 
147. 

5 
17/. 

4 
197. 

12 
577. 

5 38 
10/; 78% 

4 21 
137. 71 i; 

5 
247. 

8 
38/. 

6 23 
127. 47"...: 

5 13 
167. 44% 

14 
677. 

16 
53/. 

1 0  
48% 

1 5  
49:; 

1 
57. 

2 
4% 

1 
47. 

5 
24i; 

19  
39:, 

1 0  
34:: 

2 
10/; 

5 
10/. 

3 
10:. 

===�========================================================== 

67. 1 t  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
HODEL GROUP 

14 . 5 0 
36:. o:. 

SURVEY GROUP 
23 14 3 

61:; 13% 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 12 2 
51}. 87. 

3 
21>. 

3 
13/. 

4 
164 

4 
29i. 

· a  
35/. 

4 
291. 

2 
97. 

4 
1 61. 

3 
217. 

7 
307. 

6 
27% 

5 
36); 

4 
17i. 

5 
24/. 

0 9 
01. . 64/. 

1 1 8  
4 /.  . 78/. 

1 1 6  
37. 737. 

1 2 
7X 147. 

6 
4% 267. 

1 . 5 
5-X 227. 

11 
79:: 

16 
70/. 

16 
737. 

4 
29% 

4 
167. 

5 7 
36% sox 

10  13 
437. 57"...: 

9 . 12 
41/. �44 

. ' 

7 0 
so:; o;; 

8 . 0 
35/. 0/. 

9 0 
41 i: 0% 

5 
36:; 

1 0  
43/. 

9 
'41/. 

1 
7;; 

5 •. 
" 

============================================================= 

67. 1 0  1 5+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
HODEL GROUP 

1 5  7 3 2 5 2 3 
47'...: 201; 13x 33:: !13% 20x 

SURVEY GROUP 
65 40 7 

62/. 11% 
"OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 . 11  2 
X 591. 12/. 

9 10 21 
14/. 1 Si; 321. 

3 ' 3  5 
14i. 1� 29".4 

1 8  
28/. 

5 
26/. 

0 
0/. 

1 4  3 1 
7X 

11 
731. 937. 20/. 

7 7 51 
117. 11/. 78/. 

2 . 2 1 5  
91. 10:: 81/. 

8 10 53 
12/. 1 57. 82/. 

3 3 1 5  
147. 14/. 80/. 

3 3 
20/. 20% 

1 4  29 
22/. 451. 

4 7 
217. 40/. 

13. 6 
877. 40/. 

32 ' 23 
49/. �5/. 

1 0  7 
56% 36/. 

0 
01. 

3 
51. 

1 
4% 

6 
40:; 

23 
35:; 

7 

2 
13i. 

1 1  
17'/. 

3 
16i; 

============================================================= 



lCE PERFOR�CE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- S�KARY 5/1 /92 

========z:��z::z:::===========--======.====:--======================= == == ===========--== 

22 23 . 1  23. 1  23.2 23 .2 23 .2 23 . 2  24 24 25 25 25 25 25 
E True False A B C 0 True False A B C 0 E 

EL GROUP 
73 16 . 66 2 40 1 1 24 5 68 5 5 14 46' 1 7 

22:l. 90X 3% 55Y. 15% 33% T.< 93X 7% 7% 19'.< 63� 1 %  10% 
VEY GROUP 
172 30 157 9 90 25 4s 16 155 17 12 26 107 7 21 

17% 91Y. 5% 52% 15% 26Y. 9X 90% 10".< n· 15X 62X 4X 12% 
EL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 20 95 5 55 1 5  29 • 9 95. 9 

19X 91% 4% 53% 15X 28X 9X 91% 9'.< 
7 17 65 3 1 2  

7% '16% 62% 3% 11% 

26 26 
A . B 

2 11  
3::: 15::: 

io 44 
6% 26% 

5 23 
5% 22Y. 

26 26 27 
C 0 A 

3 57 45 
4Y. 78Y. 62% 

8 108 122 . 
5% 637. 71-Y.. 

5. 70 71 
4Y. 6fl. 687. 

==a=:a::=:=::r::::::!l=z=-r =========-==========•=======:========-===:;:::::::::===-==========:==-================ 

1� 1 TO 5· YEARS ON THE JOB 
EL GROUP 

23 5 21 0 1 5  2 8 1 22 1 4 6 . 1 1  0 2 0 4 0 1 8  18 
·m 91:t or. 6Sr. 9'1. 35x 4x 96% 4% 1n 26% 48r. ox 9% cr;. 1n ox 78::: 78�: 

VEY GROUP 
. 35 8 33 1 19 4 12 3 33 2 4 . 5 22 3 1 1 12 1 21 25 

23i: 94% 3Y. 54Y. 11% 34::: 9'/. 94Y. 6Y. 11% 14Y. 63% 9X 3Y. 3Y. 34i: 3Y. 607. 71 7. 
•EL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 9 35 1 22 4 1 3  3 36 2 5 7 22 2 2 1 1 1 1 26 28 
22X 93X 2X 59:: 10X 34% Tl. 95% 5Y. 14% 19'1. 5TI. 5X 5% 2Y. 28i: 2X 67X 747. 

;====�=====================�=�===============�=======?===== 

18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
1EL GROUP 

21 5 18 1 8 5 
24% 86% 5X 38X 24% 

IVEY GROUP 
49 . 10 46 3 28 10 

20:: 94�. . 6X 57";. 20�. 
I�L+SURVEY GROUP 

30 6 27 2 15 6 
. 21% 917. 6i: ,517. 21 7. 

8 
38Y. 

8 
16�; 

7 
23:� 

2 20 
10X 95X 

4 47 
8::: '96�; 

3 29 
9�. 96X 

1 
5Y. 

2 
4X 

1 
4X 

0 
07. 

4 
8X 

· 3  
14Y. 

7 
14X 

15 
71X 

30 
61% 

1 9 . 
64% 

0 
07. 

2 • .  /, 

0 
1% 

3 
14Y. 

7 
14% 

4 
14:i 

0 
ox 

5 
107. 

2 
7::: 

4 
19'/. 

10 
20�. 

6 
20:: 

2 
6i: 

1 6  
76% 

32 
65i; 

21 
69/. 

10  
48/. 

33 
67�. 

1 8  
611. 

=======�====================�=============================== 

1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IEL GROUP 

14 2 12 1 9 1 5 1 13 . 1 0 3 1 1  . 0 0 1 . 1 1 1 1  .1 0  
14i; 86:; Tl. 64i; . 7% 36:i Tl. ·93% Tl. O X  .21X 79 %  · O X  O X  T/. . 7% 7% 79:; 71 i. 

lVEY GROUP 
23 3 19 2 14 4 4 1 19 4 0 . 2 19 , , 0 7 0 15 1 6  

137. 83:• 9;; 61% 1 TI. 1TI. 47. 83% 17'/. · 07. 9'1. 837. 47. 47.· 0 7.  30i: 0 7.  657. 701. 
>EL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 3 1 9  2 14 3 5 1 19 3 0 3 18 1 1 1 5 1 6  1 6  
14% 84:: 8X 627. 14X 24:: 5 /.  867. 1"; OX . 14% 81% · 3 7.  3i: 3% 22;; 3:: 70:� 7Q;; 

=========================================�=================== 

. 1 0 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
DEL GROUP 

1 5  4 1 5  0 8 3 3 1 13 2 1 2 9 1 2 1 2 1 12 7 
27% 1 001. ox 531. 20::: 20::: n 87% 13% r.< 13::: · 60X r;. 137. r;. 13::: r;. so:� 477. 

RVEY GROUP 
65 9 59 3 29 7 21 . 8 56 9 4 12 36 2 12 4 15 4 40 48 

14/. 91 X  57. 45% · 1 1 X  32% 12i: 86% 14% 6% 18% . 55% 3% 18% 6% 23Y. 6i: 627. 74i. 
DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 3 17 1 9 2 6 2 16 3 1 . 3 10 1 3 1 4 1 12 1 3  
16% 93X 4X 46i: 12X 30% 1 1i: 86X 14% 6% 17% 56/. 47. 1T/. 6i: 21Y. 6 7.  65% · 69:. 

============================================================ 



.ICE PERFORKANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- SUMMARY 5/1/92 

========ZE11:1:==�=========== =r=r===:=-,.--:==r==: ==== z-=====-============= ==-==== 
�- 27 27 27 27 27 28 . 28 29. 1  29.1  29. 1  29.1  29. 1 29. 1 29. 1  29. 1 29. 1 29. 1 29.2 29. 2• 
�- . B C D E F True False 1 · 2 3. 4 . 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 
DEL GROUP 
· 73 8 ·  o 3 4 10 28 44 . 5 2 11 2 4 . 7 9 13 . 9 12 6 2 

. 11Y. 0� 4� 
RVEY GROU� 

54 14X 38X 60X 7X . 3� 15X 3/. 51. 10'-' 12/. 181. . 12� 16/. 8'; 31. 

172 17 1 9 2 17 40 130 21 1 10 5 22 7 10 39 23 33 21 . . . 3 
10X 1X 5X 1X 10".4 23/. 76X 12X 1X Q 3X 13X 4X 6X 23X 13X 19"-' 12% . 2X 

OEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 11  0 5 3 1 1  29 74 11 1 9 3 1 1  6 8 22 1 4  1 9  1 1  2 

10� ox 5X 2X 11X 28% 71% 11X 1X 9X 3X 11x· 6X 8X 21X 13X 18X 11%  2X 

-=--==�==========:=-�--==--=====-===================· ====--==========--=·=::r=c====== 

'. 1�  1 TO 5 YEARS ON TME JOB 
IDEL GROUP 

23 0 0 0 1 2 11 . 11 2 0 3 0 1 1 4 8 , 3 2 0 
OX OX OX 4X ?"" 48X 484 9X � 13� OX 4X 4X 17X 35X 4X 13X 9X OX 

IRVEY GROUP 
35 3 0 2 0 5 10 25 4 . 0 1 1 6 2 - 3 11  5 2 4 1 

9X OX 67. OX 14X 29"-' 71X 11% 0"-' 3X 3� 17'.4 6% 9"-' 31X" 14X 6X 1·17. 37. 
OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 2 0 1 1 5 14  24 4 . 0 3 1 5 2 5 12 4 3 4 1 
5x or. 37. 2r. 12r. 36X 627. 1ox o� r" 24 12r. sx 12x 33'; 1o'; 9X 10:; 27. 

=====��============��=���============================�=====�= 

' .  18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IDEL GROUP 

21 -2 0 2 1 5 . 12 9 3 0 3 0 1 1 3 2 4 5 1 1 
10:: or. 101. sr. 24r. 57'-' 434 _ 14� ox 14X o-" 5� 54 14:: 1or. 1cr" 24t. 5t. s,, 

IRVEY GROUP 
49 4 0 3 0 6 13 36 8 0 "4 - , 2 2 3 14 4 . 10 . 6 0 

8'; ox 6� o� 12� 27'i. 73'; . 167. · o� 84 24 4� 4� 6� 294 8'; 20r. 12'; o': 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP " 

30 3 0 . . 2 0 5 1 1  19 5 0 3 0 1 1 3 7 3 6 3 0 
91. 0:; 1'- 17. 164 36� 64X 16% 0/. 10/. 1� 4/. 4� 9X 23X 11 /. 21� 10/. 1 %  

====�==========================================�===7======== 

' . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

14 2 0 1 0 0 
1� � n � ox 

JRVEY GROUP 
23 2 - 1 2 1 1 
- 94 44 97. 47. 44 

>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 
23 2 1 2 1 1 

· 1 1 ,; .3,, 8:. . 34 34 

3 
21X 

8 
35,, 

11  
79,, 

15  
65X 

16 
70,, 

0 
07. 

2 
91. 

1 
54 

1 . 4 
n 294 

0 3 
OX · 13% 

1 4 
3% 19,, 

0 
Oi. 

0 
ox 

0 
01. 

2 
9X 

2 
14� 

-2 
9i. 

2 
111. 

1 
74 

1 
4:i 

1 
5� 

1 3 
·n; . 211. 

. 2 . 4 
9:: - 1n 

2 4 
81. 19/. 

2 
141. 

7 
30,, 

5 
241. 

2 
14). 

3 
137. 

. 1 
n. 

1 
47. 

1 
5i. 

============================================================ 

r . 1 D  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

1 5  4 () 0 . 2 3 2 13 0 1 1 2 . 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 0 
2r" ox o:' · 13r. 201. 131. 87i. · ox 7'-' r" 137. 131. 20i. ·7X 134 n 134 7'.4 Oi. 

JRVEY GROUP 
65 8 0 2 1 5 9 54 7 1 2 3 .  12 1 3 12 10 14 8 1 

121. ox 37. ·2r. 87. 141. 837. 111. 21. 31. 5� 181. zr. · 54 18� 15i. 22� 12r. 2:. 
>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 3 0 0 1 2 3 1 5  . 2 0 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 4 2 0 
� 15� 01. 34 41. 101. 14� 84% 9X 37. 47. 67. 17'-' 5� 5� 17'-' 141. 20� 1 1 1.  11.  

======================================================== 



�lCE PERFORKANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- S�KARY si1/92 

��=-==rrzr:r:=z ,.-= ===-===-======-======·== == == ==== =�= 

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 
#.. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Yes 

IOEL GROUP 
73 T 8 10 s 8 10 8 9 18 8 8 3 7 7 1 4 9 6 3 

. 1D; 11X 14X �- 11X 14X 11X 12X 25X 11X 11X 4X 10X 10X 1X SX 12X 8X 4X 
JRVEY GROUP 

.172 7 9 24 13 21 30 22 22 56 9 10 4 20 5 13 12 15 23 20 
.4% SX 14% 8X 12"-' 17% 13X 13% 33X SX 6% . 2X 12% 3% 8"-' 7X 9"-' 13X 12X 

lOEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 6 7 14 8 12 17 13 13 31 7 8 3 11 5 6 7 10 12 10 

' 6X 7X 14% 7X 12X 16% 12X 13% 30X 7X � 3X 11% SX 6% 7X 10"-' 12X 9"-' 

=====:=r===c=:a:::==z:=========z=-=-======:�===:=:==-========-========================="'"'"'="'==:=========== 
7. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
:IOEL GROUP · 

23 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 4 5 3 4 1 3 3 0 1 2 1 0 
13% 13% 9X 4% 13% 13X 9X 17% 22% 13% 1� 4% 13X 13X OX 4X 9X 4� 0�. 

JRVEY GROUP 
35 2 3 5 0 10 5 3 2 16 2 1 2 1 · 1 3 2 4 2 3 

6X 9"-' 14X OX 29X 14X 9X 6% 46% 6% 3% 6% 3X 3X 9X 6X 11i'. 6X 9X 
:IOEL+SURVEY GROUP 

3B 3 4 5 1 9 5 3 4 14 3 . 3 2 3 3 2 2 4 .. 2 2 
9X 10X 12�; 2X 22X 14X 9'/. 10X 36X 9'-' 9'/. SX � 7X 5X 5X 10X 5X 5X . 

============================================================ 
7 . 1 8  6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB . 
:>DEL GROUP 

21 1 1 4 2 1 4 4 2 6 
5X 5X 19X 104 5X 19X 19'/. 10X 29X 

JRVEY GROUP 
49 2 2 5 6 4 11  7. 5 1 0 .  

4Y. 4Y. 10/. 12/. BY. 2.27. 14X 10/. 20/. 
:>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 1 1 4 3 2 6 · 5 . 3 · 7  
4/. 4X 13/. 11/. 7X 21/. 167. 10X 237. 

1 
SY. . 5Y. 

2 4 
4Y. BY. 

1 2 
4Y. � 

,� . 2 
SY. 10X 

1 8 
2r. 167. 

4 
3Y. 14Y. 

2 
10/. 

2 
6X 

0 
or. 

5 
10X 

2 
7X 

1 
sx 

5 
10/. 

3 
14X 

3 
67. 

3 

.97. 

2 
107. 

6 
127. 

3 
1 1 4  

2 
104 

6 
12X 

3 
11X 

=T�========================================================= 
7 . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
:>DEL GROUP 

14 2 2 2 1 1 0 2 1 4 2 1 .0 1 2 .1 1 1 1 .1 
14�; 14/. 147. 7X 7'1. 07. 147. 7X 29X 14X 7X . OX � 14X 7/. · 7X 7X 7'1. 7X 

JRVEY GROUP 
23 1 1 7 1 0 3 1 5 7 1 4 1 3 0 1 0 1 5 2 

4:. "; 307. 4X OX 13X 4X 22X 30X 4Y. · 17'-' 4X 13X OX 4X OX 4X 22'; 91. 
:>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 2 2 5 .  .1 1 2 2 4 7 2 3 , 2 1 1 1 1 4 2 
): 81. 8r. 247. 57. 37. ·8:: 87. 161. 30X 87. 14X 3X 11x 5r. 57. 3t. 57. 16Y. 87. 

============================================================= 
7 . 1 D  1 5+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
ODEL GROUP 

. 

15 1 2 2 1 3 3 0 2 3 2 2 
7Y. 131. 13/. 7'/. 207. 207. 07. 13/. 20X 13X 13X 

URVEY GROUP 
65 2 3 7 6 . . 7 11 11 10 23 4 1 

3/. 5X 11 4 9'1. 11X 17'/. 17X 157. • 35X 6X 2X 
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 6 1 1 
X 4X 6X 1 1 r.  9X 12r. 17Y. 14r. 15X 32X 8X 4X 

1 1 · 0 0 1 3 2 0 
7Y. 7'/. ox ox n. 20Y. 13:, ox 

0 8 2 4 5 7 10 9 
OX 12r. 3X 6X 8X 11Y. 15�. 14:: 

O · 2 · o 1 1 2 3 2 
1X 11X 3X Sr.· 8X 12X 15/. 11Y. 

- . . ============================================================ 



liCE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- SUMMARY 5/1/92 

�*=��-===--- =====-c-=======-======-==========�=-===============-=====-====-=========-==== 

�. 30 30 31 
a� No so.11 Yes 
DEL GROUP 

73 57 12 62 
78% 16X 85% 

RVEY GROUP 
172 115 36 119 

67% 21X 69% 
OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

104 73 . 20 77 
1m 20% 74% 

31 31 
No SolnW 

1 ·9  
1X  12% 

1 1  43 
6% 2SX 

5 22 
5% 21 X  

' .  1A . 1 TO 5 YEARS ON TliE JOB 
IOEL &ROUP 

32 32 
A B 

6 6 
8X 8X 

54 24 
31X 14X 

25 . 13  
24% 12X 

32 
c 

24 
33% 

23 
13X 

20 
19X 

32 
0 

13 
18X 

12 
7X 

1 1  
10X 

32 
E 

1 
1 X  

1 
1 X  

1 
1X 

32 33. 1  33. 1  33. 1  33. 1  33. 1  33. 1 33. 2  33.2  
F A B C 0 E F . Inc Dec 

23 0 16 1 5  20 26 0 18  3 
m ox 2r� 21x zr� 36X o-� . zsx 4X 

55 4 34 42 43 48 6 64 9 
32X 2X 20X 24X 2SX 28X 3X . 3T-' 5% 

33 2 21 24 27 31 3 35 5 
32X 2X 20X 23% 26% 30% 2X 33% 5X 

23 18 4 19 0 4 2 0 10 6 1 4 0 5 6 1 12 0 3 1 
78::; 17'X 83% OX 1r� 9".4 OX 437. 26X 47. 1r� OX 22"� 26% 47. 52% 0"� 13% 4X 

IRVEY GROUP 
35 25 1 28 2 6 10 9 8 3 o 5 1 4 13 · 2 13 3 1a 1 

71X 20X 80% 6% 17% 29% 267. 237. 9X 0"� 147. 3% 11X 37% 6X 37% 9"-' 34% 3X 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 28 7 31 1 7 8 . 6 12 6 1 6 1 6 12 2 16 2 1 0  1 
74,; 19X 81% 3% 17% 217. 16% 31% 16% 2% 16% 2% 16X 33% 5X . 43% 5% 26:� 3% 

= .· ====-===============�==���=�===============�==========�== 

'. 18 6 TO 10 YEAR-S ON THE JOB 
)I)EL GROUP 

21 16 3 19 0 2 2 2 7 4 0 6 0 5 6 4 6 . 0 6 0 
76% 14% 90% 0".< 10% 10% 10% 33X 197, ox zsr.< ox 247. 29"1. .1v" 29"1. 01. 297. ox 

JRVEY GROUP 
49 29 14 34 1 14 22 6 2 3 0 15 0 1 1  8 9 19 2 16 2 

597. zsr;. 697. 2x 29'; 457. 12x 47. 67. ox 31% ox 22% . 167. 18/. 39X 4% 337. 47. 
)I)EL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 19 7 23 0 7 10 3 4 3 0 9 0 7 6 6 1 1  1'1 9 1 
64% . 24% 76/. 1% 23X 34,; 117. 13% 10/. Oi. 30% OX 23% 207. . 19"� 367. 3X 317. 37. 

========================================--================�= 

7 . 1 C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
lDEL GROUP 

14 12 1 11 0 2 1 
867. r" .797. ox 14X r.< 

JRVEY GROUP 
23 17 • 4 "15 2 6 4 

747. 177. 657. 9i, 26% 17"!. 
lDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 18 3 . 16 1 5 3 
� 787. 147. 707. 57. 227. 147. 

0 5 
07. 367. 

3 6 
13X 26% 

1 
r� 

1 
4X 

1 
51. 

0 7 
.07. 507. 

0 . 8 
Oi. 35X 

0 9 
ox 41X 

0 4• 1 5 5 
Oi. 297. 7X 36"1. 36% 

1 6 5 7 4 
4X 26% 22X 30/. . 17% 

1 6 4 7 5 
3X 27"!. . 16:: . 327. 24% 

0 5 
ox 367. 

0 10 
0� 4�i. 

0 . 9 
ox 417. 

1 
s'; 

=�===�==============================================�======= 

7 . 1 0  1 5+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
DDEL GROUP P 

�5 1 1  4 13 1 1 1 4 2 2 
73X 2-n m r-< n n 2r" 13X 13X 

URVEY GROUP 
65 44 11 42 6 17 18 6 . 7 5 

68:; 17"� 65X 9".< 26X . 28X 9i, 117. 87. 
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 13 3 13 2 4 4 2 2 2 
X 69"� 19".< 697. 9"-' 22X 24" 12X. 11X · 9"� 

0 6 0 2 2 10 3 
ox 40% ox 13/. 13" 67% 20"1. 

1 27 2 13 16  25 12 
2X 427. 3/. 207.. 25" 38"1. 18/. 

0 8 0 3 4 8 3 
1% 41% 3X 19".< 22% 447. 19"-' 

. . .• 

0 4 2 
ox 27% 13% 

1 26 4 
2X 40:; 6:. 

0 7 1 
1% 38:. 87. 

============================================================ 



liCE PERFORKANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY -- SUMMARY 5/1/92 

..,. _.., _ __,_..,_.., __ .__,_======;o_ ==-===================�===-==-====-=========================== =enz======s=-====== 
Q. 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 . 3� .3  34. 1  34. 1  34.1  34.1  34.1 34.1  34.2 34.2 34.3 34.3 34:3 34.3. 34. 3 35 
�.  A B C D E A · B C D E F Inc Dec A B C D E A 
DEL GROUP 

73 8 17 1 7 30 2 2 1 8 57 1 1 3 0 4 1 2 50 6 
11X· 237. 1X 107. 417. 3X 3X 17. 117. 78X' 17. 1X 47. cr...: SX 17. 37. 687. 8X 

RVEY &ROUP' 
172 22 26 28 14 66 9 2 2 28 ' 120 2 20 11  8 12 5 10 109 14 

137. 157. 167. 8X 387. SX 1X 1X 16X ?OX ,X 12X 6X SX 7X 3X 6X 63X 8X 
DEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 13 18 12 9 41 5 2 1 1 5  75 1 9 6 3 7 3 5 67 8 

12X 18% 12X 9X 39% 4X 2X 1X 1SX 72X . 1X 9X 6X 3X 7X 2X SX 6SX 8Y. 

=-=====�·�=======================================================-==-============r-= -====-== 
' . 1�  · . 1 TO 5 YEARS ON ntE JOB 
OEL GICUP 

23 3 2 0 1 13 1 1 0 1 19 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 6  1 
131. 9X OX' 4X 57X 4X 4X cr...: 4X 83X OX OX 9"-' cr...: 41. cr...: 4X 70X 4X 

IRVEY GROUP 
35 3 5 5 2 17 1 0 0 5 27 0 4 0 2 . 1 2 1 26 1 

9X 14x 147. 6x 49% 37. ox ox 14X 7?"-' cr...: 11x cr...: 67. 3X 6X 3x 747. 3X 
OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 4 . 5 3 2 20 1 1 0 4 30 0 3 1 ' 1  1 ' 1 1 28 1 
101. 121. 9"-' 5X 521. 31. 2X OX 107. 79X OX n: 3X 31. 3X 3X 3X 72X 3X 

============================================================ 
'. 18 · 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

21 2 6 1 2 7 1 0 1 1 17 0 1 1 0 1 1 14 3 
10X 29X SX 10X 33X SX OX 5X SX 81.X OX 5X 5X OX 5X 5X 5X 67X 14:� 

IRVEY GROUP 
49 6 6 6 1 25 1 1 0 7 36 0 6 0 4 4 0 0 32 3 

12X 12,; 12X 2X 51x· 2X 2X OX 14X 73X OX 12X OX 8X 8X . OX 01. 65X 6X 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 3 5 3 1 14 1 0 0 3 23 0 3 0 . 2 . 2 0 . 0 20 3 
117. 1T-' 107. 47. 46:� 37. 17. 1X 11X 76X . OX 101. 1X 6X n. 1X 1X 66!. 9i. 

=========.=========�:;:==========================:;::::==========:;==== 
' . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON ntE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

14 1 7 0 0 5 
n. SO:: . OX OX . 36X 

IRVEY GROUP 
23 6 3 5 2 4 

26X 137. �7. 9i; 17X 
IDEL,.+SURVEY GROUP 

23 4 6 3 1 5 
19X 271. 147. 5(. 247. 

0 
07. 

3 
137. 

2 
ax 

0 
07. 

0 
07. 

0 
ox 

0 1 '  12 
OX T...: 867. 

1 3 13 
47. 137. ST...: 

1 . 2 1 5  
37. 11X 68X 

0 
07. 

0 
07. 

0 
ox 

0 
ox 

2 
9X 

1 
SX· · 

0 
07. 

2 
9X 

1 
.57. 

0 
Qi; 

0 
ox. 

o ·  
ox 

1 
7X 

2 
9X 

2 
8X 

1 
47. 

1 
3X 

0 
07. 

1 
'3X 

9 
64/. 

1 2  
527. 

13 
ST-' 

1 
7i. 

' 
4 

17i. 

============================================================ 
':1 11  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB .. 
)I)EL GROUP 

15 2 2 0 4 5 0 1 0 5 9 
137. 13X cr" 2n. 337. ox 7X cr...: 337. 607. 

JRVEY GROUP 
. 65 . 7 12 12 9 . 20 4 1 1 13 44 

11% 18/. 18X 14/. 317. 67. 27. 2X 207. 687. 
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 2 3 3 3 � 1 0 . 0 4 12 
117. 1T...: 157. 167. 317. 5X 3X .1X 227. ll61. 

1 0 0 
T-' · OX 07. 

2 8 9 
3x 12i 141. 

1 2 2 
47. 19/. 11X 

0 
ox 

2 
37. 

0 
37. 

1 0 
r...: ·oi: 

5 2 
8X . 37. 

1 . 0 
ax 37. 

. . 

0 
01. 

8 
12X 

1 1  

39' 
60:; 

·2 . 12 
107. 624 

1 
T;. 

6 
9:; 

==--=============================--========================= 



�ICE PERFORKANCE/WEULNESS SURVEY -- S�KARY 5/1 /92 

===�z=======:====-====::::::=====c=a:=a::.:a-==-=====o;::=:=z::::z====r==:r===============:a--===:s==z=a::;====� 
Q. 35 35 35 36.� 36 . 1  36.1  36. 1  36.2  36.2 36.2 36.2 36.2 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 
A.  B C D A B C D A B C D E 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
IDEL GROUP 

73 10  33 
14X 457. 

JRVEY GROUP 
172 34 73 

20"1. 427. 
)I)EL+SURVEY GROUP 

104 19 45 
' 18% 437. 

22 
307. 

51 
304 

31 
30% 

2 
34 

9 
5X 

5 
47. 

32 
447. 

54 
31% 

36 
35� 

7 .  1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
JOEL GROUP 

23 
32% 

47 
m 

30 
29% 

19 
26% 

59 
347. 

33 
32% 

26 
36% 

58 
34% 

36 
347. 

24 
337. 

49 
28X 

31 
304 

7 
107. 

24 
14% 

13 
13% 

2 
3% 

16 
9X 

8 
7X 

5 
7X 

21 
127. 

11  
11X  

34 
47'1. 

137 
a 

73 
10'1. 

10 
14% 

11 
15% 

17 11 
10X . 6% 

1 1  
11% 

9 
9X 

· 5  
7X 

3 
2X 

3 
3% 

6 
8% 

2 
1 %  

3 
3% 

2 
37. 

0 
ox 

1 
17. 

2 
3% 

0 
0"1. 

1 . 
17. 

23 2 16 4 1 12 6 6 10 7 1 0 0 . .  •18 3 2 0 0 0 0 
9'1. 707. 17% 47. 52% 26% 26% 43% 304 4'% ox .  ox 787. 13% 9X . ox ox ox 07. 

lJRVEY GROUP 
35 . 4 18 12 1 9 9 16 11 11 8 1 4 32 2 0 0 0 0 0 

11% 51% 34% 3X 267. 26X 46% 317. 317. 237. 3X 117. 91 7.  6% OX OX <r!. 07. 07. 
�DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 4 22 11 , 14 . 10 14 14 12 6 1 3 33 3 1 0 0 0 0 
� 10"1. 59'1. 287. 37. 367. 267. 387. 367. 317. 16X 27. · 7X 867. 97. 3X OX OX 07. OX 
===�=================�=�====�===============��============= 

7.18  6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
�DEL GROUP 

21 3 4 11 1 11 
147. 19,, 52:: 57. 52X 

URVEY GROUP 
49 11 19 

22"' 39:: 
ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 6 10 
20" " 

16 
33,, 

· 12 
39:� 

1 
27. 

1 

19 

13 
43,; 

7 2 9 4 
337. 107. 43X 1�; 

13 16 17 15 
27'1. 337. 357. - 317. 

9 8 1'\ .8 
29;, 267. 3-n zn. 

2 
107. 

7 
147. 

4 
137. 

1 
57. 

2 
47. 

1 
47. 

3 
147. 

8 
167. 

5 
167. 

10 
48:; 

41 
847. 

22 
737. 

4 
197. 

5 
107. 

4 
13/. 

4 
197. 

3 
9X 

. 0  
Oi. 

1 
27. 

0 
17. 

3 
147. 

0 
07. 

4., ,, 

o .  
o,, 

0 
o:: 

0 
07. 

0 
0); 

0 
01. 

===============================::::=============================== 

.7. 1C . 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IODEL GROUP 

14 3 5 3 0 4 4 6 5 6 2 0 1 3 1 3 4 3 0 1 
. . 21:-: 36:: 21r. o:: 29i; 297. 437. 36i; 437. 147. or. 7'1. 21r. n. 21r. 29'1. 21r. or. n. 

iURVCY GROUP 
23 4 10 . 5 1 10 6 5 . 10 4 3 5 1 . 17 2 2 0 0 0 

17i': 43:; 22:: 4t. 431. 261. 221. 43X 1n. 13x 22x 47. 74X 9'1. 4X 9'1. · or. Oi. or. 
IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 4 '9 5 1 9 6 7 9 6 . 3 3 1 12 2 2 4 2 0 1 
X . 1�. 41% 22i. 3}; 38/. 271. 30X 41X 271. 147. 147. 57. 54X 87. · 11% 16:: 87. Oi. 3i; 

============================================�================ 

)7 . 1 0  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
•oDEL GROUP 

15 2 8 4 0 5 6 5 2 7 2 1 , 3 2 2 1 
137. 537. 27'1. Oi. 33% 407. 33X 134 47'/o 131. 7i. 7i. ·207. 137. 13,;. 7'1. 

SURVEY GROUP 
65 15 26 18 6 16 19 22 20 19 6 . 8 8 47 8 8 . 0 

237. 40,, 287. 9'1. 2SX 297. 347. 317. 29% 9'1. . 127. 127. 727. 127. 12X ox 
KODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 . 4 8 5 1 5 6 6 5 • 6 . . 2 2 2 12 2 2 0 
X 21.X 437. 28:; 87. 267. 31X 347. 287. 32X 107. 117. 11% 62% 124 12(' 17. 

0 
07. 

2 
3% 

0 
37. 

2 
13i. 

0 
07. 

0 
a;� 

============================================================= 



POLICE PERFORMANC:E/IIELLNESS SURVEY - SUtiMARY 5/1/92 

�=·=-=-=·=::a=-=--_,.=-�===-�- -========:=:::=--===================:;:::=========z==== 
Q. 37 37 37 
A.  7 8 9 \3

0+
7 38.1  38. 1  38.1 38.1 38.1 38.1 38.1 38.1  38. 1  38. 1  38.2 38.2 38.2 38. 2 38. 2  

, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 
fiODEL GROUP 

73 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 3 8 10 11 26 7 7 0 0 0 1 3 
3X·· 1X OX 1X OX 0'.4 . 1X 4X 11X 14X 15% 36X 10'� 10X OX OX 0'.4 1 X  4% 

SURVEY GROUP• 
172 0 0 � 0 3 2 5 6 27 19 40 42 12 16 0 1 1 0 3 • 

OX OX 1X OX 2X 1X 3X 3X 16X 11X 23X 24X 'n 9X OX 1X 1X 0'.4 £.4 
IIIODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

104 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 4 1 5  12 22 29 8 10 0 0 0 0 3 
X 1X OX 1X  OX 1 X  1 X  � 4X 14X 12X 21X 28X 8X 9'.4 OX OX OX OX 2X 

= 
67. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IIIOOfL. GROUP 

2! . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 7 '  7 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 
ox ox ox ox ox ox ox ox en m � D -m � . ox ox ox ox � 

SURVEY GROUP . 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 5 10· 8 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 
OX OX OX OX OX OX 3% OX . 11X 14X 29'.4 23X 9X 11% OX OX OX OX 3X 
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' . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
>DEL GROUP 

14 0 1 4 3 1 1 1 3 1 2 . 1 2 2 
0/. 7".4 297. 217. T!. T!. T!. 217. 7X 14/. T!. 147. 147. 

JRVEY GROUP 
23 2 4 8 3 5 2 3 3 1 4 1 i. 1 

9'/. 17:; 35/. 137. 227. 9/. 137. 137. 47. 17".4 4% 177. 47. 
)DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 , . 3 7 4 4 2 2 4 ,. 4 1 4 2 
· 5i. 14i. 327. · 167. 16i. 87. 11i. 167. 57. 16X 5X 16X 87. 

1 · 0 . 9 3 13 
T!. Oi. 647. 217. 93/. 

1- 3 10 10 21 
47. 13X 437. 437. 917. 

1 2 12 8 21 
5X 8/. 51/. 357. 927. 

0 
07. 

2 
9'1. 

1 
57. 

=============================================================== 
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67. 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
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A .  Fa lse True Fa lse True False True False True False True False True False True False True - False
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SURVEY GROUP 
49 26 16 32 21 · 27 

534 33% 65% 43% 55% 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 16 10 19 11 18 
% 54% 34% 637.. 37% 60% 

6 14 
29'-' 67'/. 

17 . ·31 
35% 63% 

10 
33% 

19 
64:: 

6 
29'.4 

18 
37'.4 

10 
34% 

14 14 
67*1. 67'.4 

30 27 
61% 55% 

19 18 
63% . 59% 

6 
29".4 

22 
45% 

12 
40% 

2 
10% 

1 
2% 

1 
4% 

18 16 4 10 
86% 76% 19% 48% 

47 34 15 36 
96% 69% 31% 73% 

28 21 8 20 
93% 71% 27'..( .  66% 

9 
43% 

. 12 
24% 

9 
3ox 

0 
()"..( 

1 
2% 

0 
1% 

20 
95% 

48 
98:. 

29 
977. 

=========================================================== 
67. 1 C  11 TO 15 ¥EARS ON THE JOS 
"ODEL GROUP 

14 9 '4 9 2 12 
644 29�; 64% 14% 86'; 

SURVEY GROUP 
23 12 10 13 8 1 5  

524 43� 57'� 35%_ 65% 
"ODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 13 9 13 6 1 6  
% 57'1. 38% . 59% 27*1. 73% 

0 14 
ox 1004 

8 
35% 

5 
22% 

1 5  
65% 

18 
78=� 

4 10' 7 
29% '71% SO% 

10 13 12 
43% 57*1. 52% 

9 . 14 12 
38% 62% 51X 

7 
sox 

1 1  
48% 

11 
49X 

1 
7*1. 

3 
13% 

2 
11% 

13 
93% 

20 
87'1. 

20 
89% 

12 
86% 

16 
70% 

17 
76% 

2 5 7 
141. 36% 501. 

7 . 13 . 9 
30,. 57*1. 39X 

5 11  10 
241. 49% 43% 

0 
Qi·; 

1 
''· 

21 
91 1.  

21 
92i. 

=====================================�--================�==== 
67 . lD 1S+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
"ODEL GROUP 

15 10 6 8 3 12 3 12 4 
67'..( 40X 531. 20/. 80% 20% 80% '27'-' 

SURVEY GROUP . 65 38 22 43 18 47 20 45 21 
58% 341. 66% 28% 72% 31% 69".4 32% 

MODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
18 11 6 12 5 14 5 13 6 

% 601. 35X 64% 26% 74%. 29X 71% 31% 

11 10 5 2 
731. 67% 33% 131. 

44 38 27 10 
68% . 581. ·'2% 151. 

13 11 7 . 3 
69X 60% 40% 151. 

13 10 
87*1. 67*1. 

55 45 
851. . 69% 

1 6  1 3  
851. 69% 

5 
33% 

20 
31% 

6 
31% 

9 3 . 0 
601. 201. Oi.: 

32 30 3 
49% 46% 51. 

9 . 8 1. �i x  41% "· 

12 
80i. 

62 
95 •. ,. 

17 
93i. 

==========================--=======- -======================= 



Ol.ICE PERFORKANCE/WEL.L.NESS SURVEY - SU..MARY 5/1 /92 

=======����::�a:=:-==m�:a::==ow:::=z:=•=-===f"rd!l:===========-==================-======-======= ======�===s::::z==== 

Q. 63 . 2  63.2  
A .  True False 

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;2 64.3 64 . 3  64. 4  
True False True False A ·s t D E A B c D E True False True 

OOEL GROUP 
73 18 54 14 58 35 36 23 30 7 8 4 . 1 1  26 5 20 8 33 39 7 

25% 74X 19% m 487. 49".4 . 327. 41% 1ox 11x 5X 15x 367. T-' 2T-' 1u 457. 53X . 101. 
iURVEY GROUP 

172 52' 117 46" 123 81 90 63 53 15 39 3 23 47 22 . 56 24 100 72 13 
!OX 68X 2n 12x 4TJ. 52X m 317. en ·  237. zx 13x m 13X 337. 14% sax 427. sx 

OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 30 73 25 77 49 53 36 35 9 20 3 14 31 1 1  32 14 56 47 "8 

X 29X 70% 24% 74X 4TJ. 51X 55% 34X 9% 19% 3% 14X !OX 11X 31% 13X 54% 45% 87. 

==:.:z====:==-=-=-=-==-=======---==-=-======-=====================--==========-====== ======-==-====== 

i7. 1A · 1 TO 5 YEARS ON TltE JOB 
IOD£1. GROUP 

23 - 4 19 ' 3 20 15 7 6 13 
17% 83% ) 137. an 657. !OX 267. 5n 

iURVEY GROUP 
35 . 7 27 8 27 21 13 19 9 

20x m 23X 7T.4 607. m 547. 26% 
�EL+SURVEY GROUP 

3S 7 30 7 31 24 13 16 14 
X 197. 79% 197. 81% 627. 347. 43% 38% 

2 . 2 o. 3 . 12 1 6 
97. 97. . 0% 13% 52% 4% 26% 

3 4 0 5 12 6 10 
w. 11x o:c · 147. 347. 17".4 m 

3 4 0 5 16 5 11  
9% 10% 0% 14� 41% 12� 28% 

0 8 1 5  4 
cr.4 35X 65X 17"h 

2 1 3  22 4 
6% 37".4 63% 117.  

1 1 4  24 5 
3% 36X 64% 147. 

--mr=================���==�==�====================�=========��== 

17. 18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IODEL GROUP 

21 4 16 5 1 5  10 10 9 5 3 1 "  2 4 6 1 7 . 2 9 11 3 
197. 76X 247. 71X 487. 487. 437. 247. 147. 57. �ox 197. 297. 57. 337. 101. 437. 527. 147. 

iURVEY GROUP 
49 1 1  38 1 5  34 22 27 19 14 7 10 0 9 13 5 14 8 31 18 5 

"227. 78� 31% 697. 45% 55% 39% 29"..: "14% 20"1. ox 18% 27".4 10% 297. 167. 637. 377. 10�. 
�EL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 6 23 · 9  21 14 16 12 . 8 "4 5 1 6 8 3 9 4 17 12 3 
x 211. m 29:r. 70i; 467. 53:' 407. 277. 147. 167. 37. 197. 2n. 97. 307. 14t. 5-n. 417. m. 

====================�======================================== 

17. 1 C. 11 TO 15 YEARS ON THE JOB 
IOOEL GROUP 

. 

14 4 10 1 13 6 8 5 5 1 2 . 1 
291. 71,, 77. 937. 437. 57"..: 367. 36% jt: 147. 77. 

;uRVEY GROUP 
23 9 13 6 1 5 . 12 11 6 8 2 7 . 0 

397. 5n. 261. 657. 527. 487. 26% 35x" w. 30'..: ox 
tODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 8 14 4 17 1 1  12 7 8 . 2 5 1 
X 357. 62/. 197. 76% 497. 517. 30% 357. 87. 24% 37. 

2 5 
141. 361. 

o· 5 
01. 22�; 

1 6 
57. 277. 

1 3 2 
77. 21/. 147. 

2 14 . 2 
. 9"1. 617. 9"t: 

z . 10 
46 ... " 

2 
111. 

4 
291. 

1 5  
657. 

12 
51 7. 

8 
35:. 

1 1  
49/. 

0 
Oi.: 

1 
31. 

=========================================================== 

)7. 1 D  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
.ODEL GROUP 

15  . 6 9 5 10 4 11  3 7 1 3 1 2 3 2 4 4 12  3 0 
407. 607. 33X 677. �7".4 737. 20X 47".4 7% . 207. 7".4 137. 201. 137. 27".4 27"1. 807. 20X 01. 

SURVEY GROUP 
65 25 39 17 47 26 39 19 . 22 3 18 3 9 17  9 18 12 41 24 3 

387. 60X 267. 727. 401. 607. 29"1. 341. SX 281. · 5X 14/. 26X 14% 281. 18% 63% 37l 51. 
�EL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 7 1 1  5 - �3 7 12 5 7 1 5 1 3 5 3 5 4 12 6 1 
X 39'1. 601. 281. 711. 387. 627. 281. 367. 5X 267. 5X 14X 257. 147. 287. 207. 667. 347. 47. 

. . 
-======================================================== 



POLICE PERFORKANCE/WELLNE�S SURVEY -- SUMMARY 5/1/92 

==-==m=��====s==================:=�========================================�•=•==•===�======-= 

Q. 64.4 64.5 64.5 64.5 64.5 65 . 1  65 .1  65 .2 65.2 65 .3 65 .3 65 .4 65 . 4  65. 5  65. 5  65. 6  65 .6 65 .7 65 .7 
A.. Felse A B c D True �else True Felse True

.
Felse True Felse True Felse True Felse True Felse 

IIIODEL GROUP 
73 64 . 25 40 7 0 18 54 19 53 59 13 43 28 61 11 65 7 50 22 

BBX' 34% 55% 10"4 OX 25% 74X 26x 73% B'IX 18X 59X. � 84X 15X 89X 10Z 68X 307. 
SURVEY GROUP • 

112 157 81 68 23 2 54 116 49 121 120. 52 101 10 130 41 149 20 101 64 · 

91x 4n 4D'h 13:x 1x 31x 6n 28X ?OX ?OX 30X 59X 41% 76X 24x sn 12X 62x m 
IIIODEL+SURVEY GROUP-

104 94 45 46 13 1 31 72 29 74 76 28 61 42 81" 22 91 1 1. 67 36 
X 90% 43X 44"1. 12% 1X 29X 69"4 28X . 71X 73X m 59X · «<X 78% 21 X  87X 117. 64X 35% 

m• 
67. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE .JOB 
IIODEL GROUP 

23 0 19 8 12 3 0 4 
83X 35X 52X 13X 0"4 17X 

SURVEY GROUP 
. 35 31 14 18 4 0 . 12 

89"4 40"4 51X 11X OX 34% 
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38 33 14 20 5 0 11 
X 86% 381. 52% 121. OX 287. 

19 6 17 
83X 026% 74X 

22 12 . 22 
63X 34X 63X 

27 12 26 
71X 317. 67'4 

22 1 ° 13 
96X 4% 5n 

27 8 19 
m 23X S4X 

32 6 21 
841. · 161. 55% 

10  
43X 

15  
43X 

16 
43X 

20 
87X 

29 
837. 

32 
84"1. 

3 . 2() 13X 87X 

5 31 
147. . 89"4 

5 34 
14"1. 881. 

3 16  
137. 0 707. 

3 27 
9X m. 

4 28 
10Z 74% 

7 
307. 

7 
207. 

9 "  
247. 

====�===========�=====��==��=�========================--=== 

67 . 1 8. 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
MODEL GROUP 

21 17 5 12 3 0 . 5 16 5 16 16 . 5 10 10 17 4 19 2 16 5 
a1� 247. 5�; 147. ox 247. 767. 247. 767. 767. 24X 487. .487. 817. 19"4 90x 1ox 76X 247. 

SURVEY GROUP 
49 44 26 18 5 0 17 32 13 36 37 . 12 34 1 5  39 10 44 ° 4 27 22 

9Cr4 53% 37X 107." ox 35% 657. 27'4 731. 767. 24% 697. 317. 807. 207. 9Crk 81. 557. 45% 
MODEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 26 13 13 3 0 9 21 8 22 23 7 19 11 24 6 27 3 18 12 
x ark 447. "437. 11x o:; 317. 697. 267. 74X 767. 247. 63X 367. 801. 207. 907. 9"4 611. 39:• 

=============================================================== • 0 • 

67. 1C 11 TO 15 YEARS ON . THE JOB 
1«>0 EL GROUP 

14 14 6 7 1 0 5 8 1 12 . 9 4 
1 00� 431. SOX 7'4 Oi. 367. 57'4 7'4 . 867. 647. 29"4 

SURVEY GROUP 
23 22 13 4 4 2 9 14 6 17 13 10 

961. 57'4 17'4 17'4 97. 39';; 617. 267. 0 74"1. -57'4 437. 
"OOE�+SURVEY GROUP 

23 22 12 7 3 1 9 13 4 18 13 9 
X 97'4 51� 307. 147. 5X 381. 597. 197. 787. 59"4 _38"1. 

9 4 12 
641. m 867. 

14 . 9 15 
617. 39% 65% 

14 8 16 
62"1. 35"1. 73"1. 

1 ° 13 . 0 
7'.4 93/. ox 

.8 °17 5 
357. . 747. 227. 

5 18 3 
247. 81 X 14/. 

. . 

10 
717. 

13 
5n; 

14 
627. 

" 3  
217. 

10 
43); 

8 
357. 

==========�===============================��================= 

67� 10 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
MODEL GROUP 

. 15 14 6 . 9 0 0 
931. 407. 607. · 07. Oi. 

SURVEY GROUP 
65 60 28 28 10 0 

. 927. 437. 437. 157. 07. 
"OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 
. 

17 8 9 2 0 
X 937. 437. 46'; 127. OZ 

4 
m. 

16 
257. 

5 
257. 

11 
737. 

48 
747. 

14 
747. 

7 
471. 

18 
287. 

6 
317. 

8 
53% 

46 
111. 

12 
671. 

12 
BOX 

43 
667. 

13 
697. 

3 
201. 

22 
34% 

6 
31% 

11 
737. 

34 
52% 

10 
56"1. 

04 
m 

31 
48:4' 

8 
44% 

12 
807. 

47 
727. 

14 
74% 

3 
207. 

18 
287. 

5 
267. 

16  
881. 

2 
13Y. 

8 
121. 

2 
127. 

8 
537. 

40 
621. 

1 1  
607. 

7 
47";; 

25 
387. 

. .. 7 ""''' 'tUio 

==--===--==========================================�======== 



�ICE PERFORKANCEiWELLHESS SURVEY � SUKKARY 5/1 /92 

Q. 66.1 66. 1 66.2 66.2 66.3 66.3 67.1  67. 1  67 .• 1 67.1  67.2 67.2 67.2  67.2 67.3 67.3  67. 4  67. 4  67.4 
A. True False True False True False A 8 C D. A 8 C D A 8 ' A 8 ·C 

X>EL,GROUP 
73 44 27 2o 51 28 44 23 21 14 . 15 41 19 16 33 61 . 10 6 23 18  

· �  m 
JRVEY GIWUP 

27'-' 70"-' 38X 60X m m 19X 21x 56X 26X 22x 457. Bi.x 14X ax 32X 25X 

172 77 94 38 131 36 132 35 49 23 65 70 53 34 34 150 20 8 . 44 38 
45X 55X 22X 76X 21X 77X 20X 28X 13X 38X 41X 31% 20% 20X m 1� 5X 26X 22% 

X>EL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 51 51 25 77 27 75 25 30 16 34 47 31 ?1 28 90 13 6 28 24 

24X 74% 26X 72% 24% 29X 15X 33X 45X 29X 20% 27X . 86X 12X 6% 2T.4 23% ' 49X 49X 

7. 1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON THE JOB 
:lDEL GROUP 

23 13 9 9 13 6 17 23 0 0 0 9 4 6 14 21 2 4 16 3 
57% 39X 39X 57% .26% 74X 100X OX OX 0'.4 39'-' 17% 26X 61X 91 %  9X 17% .70% 13% 

l.JRVEY GROUP 
35 2'3 11 10 22 10 22 35 0 0 0 3 18 5 . 9 32 2 8 25 2 

66% 31% 29X 63% 29X 63% ·1oox OX 0'.4 OX 9X 51X 14% 26X 91 %  6% 23% 71% 6% 
OOEL+SURVEY GROUP 

38. 24 13 12 23 11 26 38 0 0 0 . 8 14 7 15 35 3 8 27 3 
X 62% 34% 33% 60% 28% 67% 100Y. OX OX OX 21% 38% 19".4 40/. 91% 7'.4 21% 71% 9Y. 
========================z================================================== 
7. 18 6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
OOEL GROUP 

21 12 8 7 13 8 12 0 21 0 0 9 5 5 11  14 6 1 7 9 
57'-' 38% 33Y. 62% 38% 57% ox 100:, ox ox 43% 24% 24% 52% 67'-' 29"-' 5% 33% 43Y. 

URVEY GROUP 
49 21 28 11  38 13 35 0 49 0 0 19 13 9 11 41 8 0 18 26 

43% 57% 22% 78% 27% 71% ox 100X or. ox 3�; 27% 18% 22% 84% 16% 0'-' 37'-' 53/. 
ODEL+S.URVEY GROUP 

30 14 15 . 8 22 9 20· 0 30 . 0 0 12 8 6 9 24 6 0 11 1 5  
X 47'-' 51% 26Y. 734 30% 67% 0'• 1 00% OX OX 40Y. 26% 20% 31% m 20/. 1X 36:: 50i. 

===============�============================�===�=========== 
7 . 1 C  11 TO 15 YEARS ON . THE JOB 
OOEL GROUP 

14 9 
64., " 

URVEY GROUP 

5 
36% 

1 
7Y. 

13  
93/. 

6 
43/. 

8 
57'.4 

0 
0% 

0 14 
ox 100% 

0 9 5 
0/. 64% .36% 

3 6 
21% 43% 

2 
147. 

0 
ox 

0 
ox 

6 
43Y. 

23 1 1  . 12 2 21 5 18 0 0 23 0 7 12 3 4 17 . 5 0 1 10 
· 48Y. 52: 9Y. 91% 22x 78X ox ox 100;:: o;:: . 30X · 52% · 13: 17'.4 74x 22x o;:: 4i:: 43: 

IODEL+SURVEY GROUP 
23 12 10 2 21 7 16 0 0 23 0 10 10 4 6 18 4 0 1 10  

X . 54% 46% 8i:: 92% 30% 70% OX Oi:: 100i:: OX 437. 46% 16i:: 27% .78i:: 19"-' OX 3% 43/. 

:================================================================= 
i7 . 1 D  15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
IOOEL GROUP 

15 10 5 3 . · 12 8 7 0 
67'-' 33% 20% SOY. 53% 47% OX 

iURVEY GROUP 
65 22 43 15 50 . 8 57 0 

34% 66% 23% 77'-' 12i:: 88% 0% 
U>DEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 7 11 4 14 . 4 15 0 
X 40% 60% 22% 78% 20i:: 80% 0'.4 

0 0 15 14 5 . 2 2 14 0 1 
ox 0'.4 100% 93% 33% 13% ,.3% 93% 0'-' 7Y. 

0 0 65 41 10 1'7 10 60 5 0 
or. � ox 100% 63% 15i:: 26% "15% 92% 8%· ox 

0 0 18 13 3 4. 3 17 1 0 
ox ox 100% 69".4 19X" 24% 15% 93% 6% 1 %  

0 
0'.4 

0 
OY. 

0 
ox 

0 
0% 

0 
ox 

0 
0% 

�==-�==================--========�=--=======�============= 



.ICE PERFORMANCE/WELLNESS SURVEY - sti!MRY 5/1/92 

l. 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 70 70 71 . 71 
I. D E Yes No ,A  B C A B C A B C True F•Lse True F•lse True F•lse 
IEL GROUP 

73 13 1 4  20 53 47 10 18 17 55 1 5 61 7 60 13 23 50 52 21 
18X 19X m 73X ·64x 14X 25X 23X 75X u n 84X 1ox B2X 18X 32X 68X 11x m 

tVEY GROUP 
172 40 42 54 118 101 59 12 32 120 19 23 112 37 138 34 44 128 130 41 

23� 24% 31% . 69X 59X 34% 7X 19X 70X 11%• 13% 65% 22X 1m 20X . 26X 74% 76% 24% 
)EL+SURVEY GROUP 
104 22 24 31 73 63 29 13 21 74 8 12 73 19 84 • 20  28 76 77 26 

m 23x 30X ?OX 60X 28X 12X 20X 11x ax 11x 11x 1ax 81% 19X m 73X 74x 25X 

.1A 1 TO 5 YEARS ON ntE JOB 
�EL &IIOUP 

23 ' o- 0 0 23 1 8  2 4 . ox ox ox 100% 78% 9X 17% 
ltVEY GROUP 

35 0 0 1 34 21 13 1 
ox ox 3% 97X 60X 37%- 3% 

DEL+SURVEY GROUP 
38 0 0 1 37 26 10  3 

0".4 ox 2X 98X 67% 26X 9X 

1 21 1 . 2 19 
4% 91% 4% 9X 83% 

2 28 4 7 - 28 
6X aox 11x 20X eox 

2 32 3 6 31 
5% 84X 9X 16% 81% 

2 19 . 4 10 1 3  1 5  8 
9X 83% . 17% . 43% . . 57% 65% 35% 

0 30 5 8 27 26 9 
ox 86X 14% 23% 77X 74% 26% 

1 32 6 12 26 27 11  
3%  84% 16% 31% 69X 71% �" 

=���=��=�=�==�==������������=- -=�==�=-�-==�====�== 
• 1 8  6 TO 10 YEARS ON THE JOB 
DEL GROUP 

21 4 0 2 19 13 
19".4 ox 10'7. 90'7. 62'7. 

RVEY GROUP 
49 5 0 6 43 30 

10'7. ox 12'7. 88'7. 61X 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

30 4 0 3 27 18 
· 13X OX 11X 89'7. 61X 

2 
10".4 

15 
31X 

4 
19X 

9 
18X 

7 4 . 6 
24% . 14%' 19X 

17 
81% 

33 
67% 

0 
ox 
7 -

14% 

21 3 
71X '10% 

2 
10X 

7 
14X 

4 
1_3X 

. . 

19 
90% 

28 
57'.4 

20 
67'/. 

0 
ox 
15  

31% 

18 
86X 

38 
78% 

·6 · ·24 
21x aox 

3 
14% 

. 11 
22% 

6 
20% 

6 
m 

15  
71X 

13 36 
27% . 73% 

8 
27X 

22 
73% 

1 4  
67% 

38 
78% 

22 
74% 

7 
33X 

10  
20�; . 

7 
24% 

=--=============================================--===================== 
'. 'I.e 11 TO 15 YEARS ON ntE JOB 
OEL GROUP 

14 6 2 8 6 7 3 4 5 9 0 1 12 1 11 3 1 13 10 . 4 
43'7. 14% 57'.4 43% sox 21% 29".4 36% 64% ox 7'� 86% 7X �" 21'7. 7'.4 93% 71% 29'7. 

IRVEY GROUP 
23 8 4 8 15 13 8 2 4 17 2 2 13 8 20 3 8 15 18 5 

35% 17% ·35X 65X 57'.4 35X 9".4 17'.4 74X 9".4 9X 57'.4 35X 87% 13% 35% 65X 78'7. 22); 
IDEL+SURVEY GROUP 

23 9 4 10 13 12 7 4 5 16 1 2 15 5 19 4 5 17 17 5 
38X 16X 43X 57'.4 54X 30'.4 16X 24X '70% 5% 8X 68'7. 24'7. 84X 16'7. 24X 76'7. 76'7. 24'7. 

===================================--=================:::=;================= 
' . 10 . 15+ YEARS ON THE JOB 
IDEL GROUP 

1 5  3 12 10 5 9 3 4 7 8 . 0 0 11 4 12 
20X SOX 67'.4 33X 60X 20X 27'.4 47% 53% 0".4 OX 73X 27'.4 SOX 

JRVEY GROUP 
65 27 38 39 26 . 37 23 5 17 42 6 7 43 14 50 

42% 58X 60X 40X " 57X 35% 8X 26% 65% 9X 11% . 66X 22% 77'/. 
)OEL+SURVEY GROUP 

18 7 12 1 1  7 11 6 2 6 12 1 2 12 4 14 

-= 

38X 62X 61X 39".4 ssr. 32X 11x ·3ex 62X ax 9X 67% 22x m 
========================== = ====== 

3 6 9 13 
20X 40X 60X 87',:; 

1 5  1 5  50 48 
23X 23% m 74X 

4 5 14 14 
22% 26% 74% 76Y. 

2 
13,, 

1 7  
26'7. 

4 
24'7. 

= 




