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Abstract
Evaluation of the Effects of Shift work Assignment:
A Survey of Motivation in Police Officers
By

Rainer Kroll

Adviser: Professor Maria Haberfeld

The detrimental health effects of a varied shift schedule on personneleseaeched
extensively. In fact, the culmination of this work was substantive policy chaegpes;ially
within the law enforcement field. While these policy changes were sound in prjricgal
implementation of invariable shift assignments to meet organizational negumie and the
subsequent impact on personnel was documented less frequently. There wasddtieh on
employee motivation as a consequence of shift assignments. Partly a consedtesac
implementation of organizational mandates with little regard for emplogéare, it was this
employee/organization nexus that was inherently important to personal and drgaaiza
success. This relationship between employee motivation and shift assignneelets toebe
researched, and was the focus of this proposal.

A Motivation Index, comprised of the various survey questions grouped together
according to a specific factor, was created to allow analysis of speffeécts of shift
assignments on the employee’s motivation. These factors were based on-petsoral and
internal-institutional variables. The analysis began with descriptitist&ts of the data—mean,
median, mode, range, minimum, maximum, standard deviation, bar chart, histogram, and
significant correlations were presented. Additional analysis was condusitegdprincipal

components analysis, used to help reduce the data to outline patterns of relationsieigs thet



survey questions. These results were used to identify which clusters ofesmshbated variance
and were considered most important to the survey respondent.

The purpose of the analysis was twofold—to identify which factors were most
meaningful to the survey respondent, and to incorporate these results into policy deméiopm

organizational behavior, specifically within the law enforcement community.
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Chapter 1-Introduction

Backaround

Police departments provide services to their communities all day, every déay pdae
departments were earmarked for social service delivery because tleegneesf the few
organizational institutions with operations conducted twenty-four hours a dage Bgéncies
allocated their resources according to numbers of calls for service and numpbeesariel
available. Innumerable work schedules were created, designed to provide podiciic
resources at certain times of the day. It soon became apparent that thet#eetsed shift
schedule had detrimental health effects on personnel. This resulted in exteseavetre In
fact, the culmination of this work was substantive policy changes within thenfancement
field. Many police agencies scheduled their personnel to a steady, constant sraft thought
by many police administrators that these policy changes would improve maraldeat and
employee performance. While these policy changes were sound in principalpkb@éntation
of invariable shift assignments to meet organizational requirements and thgusubsmpact on
personnel was documented less frequently. In fact, there was litéealese employee
motivation as a consequence of shift assignments.

It had long been apparent in policy analysis that personnel assignments eererbas
organizational needs, without regard to any significant employee concerns, (R062}.
Personnel were assigned according to organizational mandates. Within tinéolaograent
field, this policy included assignments that covered the 24-hour period, every aiddivio
some type of shift. Should there occur a need for additional personnel, such as tret tequi
address an identified crime concern, additional shifts were added to overlap thehedrdes

Many times, the personnel assigned to these varied shifts had little eebatite follow their



assignment orders. The organizational function became paramount, at the @ffbas
individual employee. The organization became increasingly able to replecaatrant
employee with one more amenable to the mission. The consequence was amgicreasi
disconnect between the organization and the employee—one of the hallmarks of Weberian
Bureaucracy.

Statement of the Problem

Although the bureaucratic performance of the police organization resulted in an
increasingly fluid service delivery, one of the consequences was increasegesnpl
dissatisfaction. In extreme cases, the result was employeeg apatipoor employee morale.
The consequence was the development of a civil service mentality, whemoughéeffort” to
complete the task was acceptable. In fact, a standard was establishedlighdy greater
effort resulted in stellar employee performance.

The consequence of this employee paradigm was diminished employee motividie
organization developed a work environment where results were most important, at tisz@fpe
employee satisfaction. Personnel were socialized to approach thenedssigks as merely an
assignment, to be completed as efficiently as possible. There was re$goative work ethic
for the employee to embrace. Personal aggrandizement was replaced bynimioogaes
requirements. The result usually manifested itself in substandard, medidorenpace. Poor
performance resulted in mediocre service delivery, one of the more imp@salts being
increased complaints of poor police and citizen encounters. The associativehiork et
developed from mediocre performance was the direct result of organizationf@rerie to
employee morale—the consequence of framing service delivery without catisidef

employee wellbeing. The result was poor employee motivation.



It was this relationship between employee motivation and work schedules tthed nee
be researched. If employee satisfaction could somehow be increased,dsiverg would
necessarily be improved. The benefits to the organization and employees wouldd®isebs
Happier employees would approach an organizational mandate with renewed vigor and
professionalism.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to research aspects of employee motivatioegaitd to
specific shift assignments. A survey instrument was developed that consigtedifi€ s
institutional and personal factors that affected shift assignment. Bemtpalohderstand the
importance of these factors from the employee standpoint would facilitatietitdication of
the specific aspects deemed most important—those aspects the emplibyeest fetrongly
about. If these aspects could be satisfied, improved employee motivation woulthresult
improved performance, on both the personal and organizational level.

The results of this research could be used by organizations to help frame parcyngg
shift assignments, with consequences to employee motivation incorporated imiaairgaal
behavior. Although it was generally understood that a satisfied employee pevtddn better
overall, somehow these concerns were sidelined during the development of the modern
organizational behavior paradigm. Careful analysis of these effects dshighments on the
employee’s motivation, based on external-personal and internal-institutiorsddleariwould
reveal the importance of personal motivation in organizational performarnisenoped these
results would be integrated into policy development in organizational behavior. Due to the
nexus between employees and the organization, improved employee motivation would

necessarily improve organizational health.



Theoretical Framewor k

The guiding theory of this employee and management assignment nexus wasdynounde
Hertzberg's Motivation/Hygiene Theory. Motivation-hygiene theory develdmen research
conducted by Frederick Herzberg, Bernard Mausner, and Barbara Saydamnrijob attitudes at
eleven work sites in the Pittsburgh area and reported Dmeimotivation to Work (1959).
Herzberg informed us that motivation comprised two aspects that operated ethork
setting.

The first aspect consisted of hygiene factors, which later were callatemence factors,
and the second aspect, motivators. The hygiene factors related to the work envirtrenent;
motivators related to the work itself. Hygiene factors consisted of thosesalcat provided a
positive influence and, by default, needed no maintenance. Motivators were based on the
medical hygiene model, and consisted of factors that had an adverse affesoolper
motivation, and needed constant attention to minimize their deleterious effects mditiurial.
According to this theory, shift assignment was viewed as a hygiene fadtbgtinad
significantly in police officer motivation.

Hertzberg considered hygiene factors that were not treated properspasca of
dissatisfaction (1959). The greater the level of this dissatisfaction, thiergteadifficulty the
employee experienced difficulty in employing personal motivators ssftdes Herzberg saw
this as directly related to organizational performance, and ultimatebaing of the
organization’s solvency (1959).

According to Herzberg, an employee with little or no input into their shift assigismnas
a consequence of organizational behavior based on impersonal agency needscexlperie

direct impact on their motivation. In fact, this effect correlated pokitteethe level of



employee performance, which influenced organizational behavior—the poermniiioyee
motivation, the poorer the employee performance and organizational health.

Those personnel with greater input in their shift assignment experiencedattrea
motivation, and those personnel with little or no input in their shift appointment suffered
significant declines in motivation.

Resear ch Hypotheses

There was substantial literature on the effects of variable shifhassids and employee
health. In fact, a direct result of the deleterious effects of variable slaft the switch in many
organizations to steady shift assignments (Mott et al., 1965; Greiner et al., 2@8byding to
this scheduling system, employees performed invariable hours, usually on theflsasiiority.

It was generally understood that steady hours lessened the deletealbigtiects of working
varied hours, and improved employee health and morale.

What was lacking currently in the literature was the consequence tossignments on
officer’'s motivations. Organizations considered one aspect of employdie, hati the change
to steady hours, while neglecting the impact of these personnel decisions oneemploy
motivation. Nowhere was this more significant than in the public service setaov of
enforcement. Recognition of these consequences was important for serviay deld/amed
the research questions: What factors were most important to the emplglyae®ere the
effects of shift assignments on police officer's motivation? Was theaasalklink between shift
assignment and motivation? Was this important to understanding employ@enpede?

It was these research questions that allowed the development and testmfptdbwing

hypotheses:



Ho: There was no effect of shift assignment on the various factors that sethfire
Motivation Index.

Hi: Choice in shift assignment affected positively the internal, institutiac#drs of the
Motivation Index.

H2: Choice in shift assignment affected positively the external, personaisacéithe
Motivation Index.

Hs: Shift assignment satisfaction correlated positively with interndlfutienal factors.

Ha: Shift assignment correlated negatively with external, personal factors.

I mportance of the Study

The malaise that permeates civil service mentality is partly a goesee of personal
motivation. In police departments, and their mandate to provide a service twenpdosia
day, shift work necessarily became another factor that affected indiwdu&iation. The
importance of understanding the underlying causes that influence personatiorotivahift
work was the impetus for this study.

Eight factors considered important to motivation were identified and incorgonatea
survey. These factors consisted of institutional and personal aspectehgrluential on
performance. The survey was designed to determine the attitude about edxhfaptexiand
identify what was important to the police officer. Its ultimate purposeevasgate the concept
of civil service malaise and implement the humanistic perspective of the zatyanal behavior
in police departments.

A survey instrument was created that gauged respondents attitudes abmitt tfae®rs

identified as important to motivation. Participants were asked to seleatabeinse to a



specific statement which was based on the 5-point Likert scale. This wasedetsigapture the
range of attitudes the respondent display.

The health of any large police agency depended directly on employeevzeréar. If
employees were not motivated, morale and performance suffered. The conssquenec
mediocrity and dissatisfaction, both within the police officer and the policegaan@his
culminated in the delivery of a police service to the community that wasaedbstl. This was
obviously unacceptable, given the heightened security concerns in our communities.

This study intended to inform several literatures on police officer perfornzaracpolice
management philosophy. The study aimed to show how organizational behavior directly
impacted management decisions to allocate employee resource. The coreseftierse
assignments affected how police officers performed their assignments.

Officers had a vested interest in participating in this study. Work scheudetesalways
part of the bargaining process during contract negotiations. It was nothaitegever, that
management was interested in employee opinion outside of the contract realmeut&eants’
Union, for example, negotiated a pilot program to study a compressed work schedul®fas par
collective bargaining. This was the first time in recent memory that spibbt program was
agreed to. Although the Lieutenant’s Two Platoon Duty Chart Pilot Program wes ne
implemented, a clear change in current shift practices was beingemtsi It was entirely
possible that this signaled a paradigmatic change in organizational behawoorgénization
was beginning to incorporate the motivation/performance nexus into its policie

The consequences of this study were specific benefits to police oHiimgrmanagers.
First, employee considerations were important to motivation and performiticis. personal

aspect was not considered in resource allocation, the individual, and the ageney suffer



significantly. The study intended to highlight the importance of emplayeeeens in
motivation to perform. Only after proper recognition would police officers bedriease
motivation and perform better, with an ultimate improvement in organizational ipearfoe.

This study could also provide the framework for agencies to consider that noteinly m
organizational mandates, but incorporated individual officer's needs. The stuttypvovide
guidance for law enforcement executives in managing their personnelmassig to provide a
better police service to the community.

A study of this type would also be informative for unions in deciding what was most
important to their membership during the next round of the bargaining process duriagtcontr
negotiations. Too often, the collective bargaining process involved city agents and union
representatives, each advocating their respective positions witladittieonal input. For the
unions this was significant, since problems occurred when there wasd lag#erstanding and
appreciation for the membership and its needs. It appeared that increaseditdalew
“givebacks” was all that the union leadership advocates during the negopedcess. A study
of this kind informed the unions of other factors important to the membership that could be
utilized as leverage and would be important to negotiations.

Scope of the Study

This study was conducted within the New York City Police Department, thestargban
police force in the United States. A survey was given to voluntary particifpaegésher
information on demographics and those factors identified in the literature asantgort
employees. The survey was designed to be quantitative in nature.

A sample consisted of members of the New York City Police Departmenpofints

were limited to members in the ranks of Police Officer, Detective, Sergeahtieutenant.



There were no executives in the ranks of Captain and above surveyed for this dthdyghAit
was entirely possible that executive leaders had different concerns thawdhednks, the
design of the Motivation Index incorporated factors shared by all involved in shift work.

The survey was constructed to capture specific demographic information—ader,ge
rank, years of service, years in rank, and years in assignment. Questentiseneconstructed
according to the various factors. Response selections were based on a fiwd.iklevicscale of
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Undecided was the middle responsatiaggaositive
from negative responses. The survey responses for each factor were argirticrete.

Each factor contained several, similar questions designed to gather indarorat
specific factor. In addition, several questions were created that wengpibsite of previously
posed questions, to serve as a check on construct validity. The result was thijtyestions on
the eight factors of the Motivation Index.

Five internal, institutional factors and the three external, personatdacere developed
to codify Herzberg’'s Motivation/Hygiene theory. These eight factors wieosen for their
significance in employee motivation and satisfaction. The questions vsgaektto gather
responses and as checks on response validity.

Definition of Terms

Factors: Motivation was divided into several variables that combined to create an index,
capturing several dimensions designed to gauge an employee’s regardsfoft lsissignment.
The impetus for the Motivation Index was based on work by various authors (Hackman and
Oldham, 1975; Furnham, 1991; Lindner, 1998; Fowler, 1995) that conducted research in the
fields of employee motivation, job satisfaction, and organizational behavior. Hada

Oldham (1975) identified five dimensions of the work environment which were incorpanéded i



the Job Diagnostic Survey. These dimensions--skill variety, task identkysi¢gsficance,
independence, and two-interactive communication—were identified as signifspeats of
employee motivation. Furnham (1991) created the Corporate Climate Questidommuge

the employee’s perception of the work environment. The survey was used by mémagers
improve the work environment. Lindner (1998) developed a ten factor index to asseseemploy
motivation. This index—interesting, wages, appreciation, security, conditions, pyosot
inclusion, loyalty, discipline, sympathy—was ordered in relation to significkomdbe

employee. Fowler (1995) identified communication and decision making as important t
respondents.

This research was analyzed within the context of Herzberg’s Hygiene/Matividheory.
The specific factors that comprised the Motivation Index were idenaiiesignificant to law
enforcement. The internal, institutional factors were identified as mgdaetors and
highlighted the work environment. According to the theory, their presence did natardges
motivate people. It was their absence that created dissatisfaction mplug/ee. The external,
personal factors, on the other hand, were the motivators. These factors werantipdhe
employee to perform better within the work environment.

The survey instrument for this research consisted of internal, institutictasa-the
shift assignment (Questions 1-4), the significance of the assignmenti(Qaés8) , the
autonomy of the assignment (Questions 9-12), the independence of the assignmeiohgues
13-16), and the level of feedback (Questions 17-20), and external, personal factdys--fam
concerns(Questions 22-24), income requirements (Questions 25-28), and persoylalistasts

(Questions 29-32).

10



It was the interconnectedness of these internal and external factoriseiamafiuence on
employee motivation that was important to understand. Only when there was a prapes bala
maintained between organizational requirements and employee concerns, wouldeyeeogl
motivated. This balance, however, reflected differing, competing agendas thatowéalanced
easily. This was due to the employee prioritizing the two dimensions, internattanubé
according to personal necessities.

The institutional factors were the internal organizational factors tHatted the
perceived organizational mandate. The employee rationalized the asstigswelated to its
importance within the organization. Menial assignments were relegated to drddoels of
the organizational hierarchy and had a deleterious impact on their sigreficatine employee.
In contrast, those assignments considered instrumental to the organizatiadejmpavere of
considerably greater value to the employee.

Along with the perceived importance of the assignment, the level of autonomy the
employee achieved in task performance was also an important consideration miglogees
appreciated the trust that was associated with autonomy. The level of tnugtiayee ability
was correlated negatively to the amount of supervision the employee receivedthile
employee was given a specific task set and then was allowed to perftiwntvdirect
supervision. The employee who experienced a greater level of trust posseastadegkngs of
satisfaction and motivation.

Another important aspect associated with internal organizational factotbeviesel of
independence the assignment creates. This referred to how much the function ofjtineesssi
was dependent on other aspects of the organization. An example was the administrator of a

subunit who relied on the overhead command for his work assignment. Here, the admisistrator

11



performance was completely dependent on a higher level of bureaucracy.tiigéhilas a
factor inherent in hierarchical institutions, it was important to understand thiplayt of
employee and hierarchical control.

The final aspect of the internal dimension concerned the amount of feedback that was
allowed in the assignment. According to current theory, communications could be up, down, or
sideways. It was, however, the level of feedback present in the communicaticssfihate
indicated how much circular communication existed within the organization. In Hiegrc
organizations where communications were primarily downward—upper levels of thelyera
directing lower levels—there existed, to a greater extent, poor empitoyt@eation. In fact, the
level of feedback allowed within an organization was positively correlated t@ypeepl
motivation. Employees were motivated by the process of input into their dagpmssts.

The external factors were related specifically to the employee otit@agganization.
Here, employee family concerns were a significant factor foryrearployees. Today, many
households required two incomes to meet financial obligations. In households with¢hiidre
meant both parents worked. Reconciling personal work schedules with childrelvesss a
challenging. As a consequence, many employees required specific sshednéet their
family obligations. Those employees with little input into their schedule reneires faced the
dilemma of balancing the family with their work. What usually occurredth@smployee
struggled to reconcile work with family, which created a reduction in the wikisg to work.

A consequence of this was the creation of organizational ceilings experiencehiy
employees. These employees were faced with choices that pitted cayaieist their families.
They limited themselves to assignment choices that helped to lessen tiet coedted by work

and family, sometimes at the expense of career advancement. Even though thnlyntaled,
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this aspect crossed both genders and lifestyles. Most employees expeaneddrs of this
dilemma which caused great stress for the employee. The results wadhe spsecific choices
that affected employee motivation directly.

Another factor that was important to consider in employee motivation was income
requirements. The reason employees required additional income was myriaangiekc
Within the organization, the employee usually met these requirements by wovkirigne or
collecting night shift differential. This implied that the employee wiasvald access to the extra
hours and the evening and night shift. It was this access to the overtime addfehgntial that
was directly related to the level of motivation within the employee. Those geaslohat could
meet their financial expectations experienced higher levels of motivation.

The final aspect of the external dimension concerned lifestyle issues.adtois f
consisted primarily of the way employees lived their lives—their waking laeg@iag hours, or
circadian rhythm. Personal preferences for specific hours rangeddrommerning to late
evening. These preferences depended on the specific biological rhythm thaumlddassessed.
The closer the organizational schedule requirements matched the employeEmisipgeeds, the
greater their motivation.

It was the sum total of all of these factors, both internal and external, that sede
Motivation Index. The index number that was created from the dimensional factdraseals
on a motivation continuum based on the 5-point Likert scale. The higher the scoreatke g
the employee’s motivation would be. This score also reflected how well thasdidnment
met the institutional and personal needs of the employee. It was these higeettisat
indicated a motivated employee, which was of benefit to all concerned—the eenplay/éhe

organization.
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Since this study consisted of a principal component analysis, which idertiibsel t
factors considered most important to the survey respondent, identification of the indépende
dependent variable was not required. They were, however, identified within the adribext
study design, to provide context for the research. It would be hoped, future research wWauld bui
on these variables to provide support for the Index.

Independent Variable: The independent variable in this study consisted of the agency’s
organizational design for resource allocation. In the NYPD, resourcetallocamprised a
careful analysis of neighborhood population density, crime rates, and inciqerngegimes. It
is generally understood within criminology that areas high in population densityesqeer
higher levels of disorder, turmoil, and crime. As a consequence, those precincts kvithrhéay
rates required increased responses by the police department. Using one oftitweatrfatitors
for indicating police performance, response time, or the time between lthetbal 911
emergency telephone system and the arrival of the police, was used to deteemaagiired
officer allotment for the area. As long as the response times mirdosslycthe response times
for other precincts, the personnel allotment was considered appropriate.

Although not required for the analysis in this study, the institutional fadtats t
comprised significance, autonomy, and independence of the assignment rdfiectgdrtcy
allocation model for the various shifts. It was hoped that survey responses ahditatel of
disagreement indicative of a possible disconnect between factors the eenpboyd and could
not control. More input by the employee would increase motivation.

Agencies with greater commitment to the organizational function allbtiader
resources without regard to personnel concerns. Since law enforcement was onalgf the

public service agencies that operated all day, every day, shift assignweze implemented to
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structure a uniform police presence within the community. It was this shifirement
(Questions 1-4), that was the independent variable and was operationalized accortetfp¢o w
there was any choice in the assignment.

Dependent Variable: The dependent variable in this study consisted of the police
officer’'s motivation. Whether or not a police officer was motivated to perfocepaably
depended on what shift they were assigned. A police officer who was comforttbolaswi
assignment was motivated to work. The police officer, who was not satisfied with his
assignment, lost motivation, and would perform, at times, to less than acce@atiéadd.

Summary

There was little research on employee motivation as a consequence ofsgiftnasits.
Partly a consequence of the implementation of organizational mandates igitledj&trd for
employee welfare, it was this employee/organization nexus that was impergrdrtant to
personal and organizational success. This relationship between employe¢ioncdivd shift
assignments needed to be researched, and was the focus of this proposal.

An eight-factor index, called the Motivation Index, was created to allow sinaly
specific effects of shift assignments on the employee’s motivation. Tlesesfavere based on
external-personal and internal-institutional variables. Descriptive anémtife analyses were
conducted to identify which factors were most important for the employee. The puigose

facilitate integration into policy development in organizational behavior.
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Chapter 2-Review of Literature

I ntroduction

The motivations to become a police officer were myriad. They ranged from the
ideological (provide a public service to the community), to the practical (gewlmenefits)
along a continuum of motivation. Additionally, this continuum did not remain static over the
officer’s career. One could see that these motivations were dynartactivef of the officer’s
current life circumstances. What may have motivated the officer to pucsweeax in law
enforcement may have been entirely different from what drove the officerttovgork every
day.

The ideological motivators that drove individuals to pursue a career in law enémtcem
were characterized by providing a service to the community. The notion ofrtteefighter
bringing criminals to justice identified the police officer as protectéh@fcommunity. With the
concomitant authority as defined by law, the police officer possessedenttens amount of
authority and power to compel individuals to do their bidding, while actively engadetheit
criminal element in their service to the community. While certainhacttve, the practical
aspect of becoming a police officer was equally important.

A successful career in government civil service, such as law enfartgmavided much
stability to the employee. After an initial probationary period, the saftdemmployee could
look forward to long term job security and advancement. In addition, the employe®dbtai
benefits, both present and future, as part of their employment.

This continuum of motivation was easily incorporated into the quasi-military
organization that characterizes police agencies. While the police agéiected the military

model with its defined rules, policies, and rank hierarchy, police officers on thpdssatssed a
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certain amount of independence. These officers interacted with their supeatitoe

beginning of their shift and then performed their police functions with limited g¥ersit was
generally understood that their training and conformity to the quasi-mititadel, framed their
individual conduct according to department policy. When off duty, however, and unlike the
military model, these officers exercised personal independence and autonoipyhén
conduct conflicted with department rules, or policy, was there managerrakintien.

Because of the coercive nature of policing, this quasi-military steietas the best way
for the department to control its employees. This mirrored military decteixcept that police
departments did not control their personnel all day, every day. In private septoyment,
defined primarily by profits, the business model controlled the organizationsi@recwere
made reflective of best, most efficient practices.

Motivation in the workplace incorporated a complex interaction between the individual,
the organization, management, and end state, or some type of product or service. These
interactions, however, ultimately depended on employee performance, withangée |
organizational paradigm. The employee developed the impetus to work accordasgly,dn
rules and regulations, within the context of personal empowerment. It wamgosverment
that was referred to as motivation. The individual framed their behavior accardirtt was
accepted within the organization.

Development in the field of employee motivation was considered on two levels. This
was a consequence of the need to understand the microcosm of employee motivaticm rese
within the larger field of organizational behavior. One would not be able to completely
understand employee motivation without consideration of its development within the larger

context and development of organizational behavior.

17



Applied Resear ch

Research on the health consequences of shift work was documented extensively
(Alexander & Walker, 1996; Anshel, 2000; Brown & Campbell, 1994; Ivanhoff, 1994; Swanson,
Gaines, & Gore, 1991; Hart et al., 1994, Territo & Vetter, 1981; Violanti, 1983, 1984, Violanti &
Aaron, 1993). Research in this area identified unwanted stressors that led tol prexaitima
issues, both physical and mental (Violanti, 1984). The physical factors consiateabsfof
energy, caused by constant fatigue, increased susceptibility to commaosesinasd increased
gastro-intestinal complaints. The mental factors included such conditiony eased
forgetfulness, which was a direct consequence of sleep deprivation, increased ssoaihe
irritability, and increased emotional sensitivity.

The impact of diminished health resulted in decreased performance, due to poor
motivation (Cochrane, 2001). Employees experiencing the stresses credesplaeprivation
ended up with diminished cognitive ability and motor skills. Within law enforcement, the
potential consequences were dire.

Naturally, this diminished performance transcended the workplace and étteete
employee at home. The employee was caught in a never ending cycisngitedd) to reconcile
diminished performance and motivation with the demands of policing, while attempsitrgre
for some semblance of normalcy. It became apparent that this causedrgssahghe
individual that would have to be addressed.

Although there was much literature on the health consequences of shift work, éhere w
to date, few studies of motivation in law enforcement. Most studies in the laemnt
literature were geared towards stress--organizational streSsmcshComb, 2004); gender

differences as stressors (Morash et al., 2006); and police occupatiorsarst{&sown &
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Campbell, 1995). In law enforcement, research was geared towards job satisfageoicy
environment (Zhao et al., 1999); stress and organizational commitment (Jaetralll 2005);
family and lifestyle affects (Whetstone, 2001); promotional policy and organiziationa
communication (Brunetto and Farr-Wharton, 2003); and training (Currie and DE0$§). In
the area of motivation, (Fowler (1995) surveyed corrections officers atlgdibcaMoreira et al.
(2002) studied physical educators at work. Beyth-Marom et al. (2006) studied twtors at
university.

These studies attempted to identify different aspects that drove motivatierresearch
identified motivation as a continuum, from personal goals to organizational influéfteether
organizational or personal, the researchers used the various theories devetrgbe course of
motivation research in order to define behavior within the context of the worken tie
organization. These theories also reflected the continuum from organizati@madtes to
personal goals. The theories that identified more closely with individeraippal motivation
became important in the humanist perspective. For law enforcement, this reasimgly
important.

The product of policing was human interaction and service. The principles of scientif
management would not reconcile with the policing paradigm. Police officers providesh hum
services to the community, and studying them required the humanist tradition. Geenafjor
contributions to this field was Kaufman’s (1960) study of forest rangers.

Kaufman (1960) studied a sample of district rangers within the United Statest F
Service. He showed how the administrative management of policy on a national level wa
implemented at the local level, within a diverse community. This exaohplgblic

administration highlighted how policy diffused throughout the agency into a coherent,

19



administrative function at the level of the individual forest district. Although thevatimins for
rangers in this study to implement and conform to policy were based on a magr(@lerall
policy implementation) analysis, the study was important for its disous$imiddle-level

agency within a large bureaucracy. As a consequence, it informed the public tdtianis
literature, which law enforcement agencies were a part of. One stilhbaever, to understand
better why police agencies functioned the way they did. More reseaschegded to

understand the nexus between organizational behavior, shift work, and employee motivation.

Organizational Behavior

Based on the principles of organizational behavior, police organizations needed to
accommodate influences from the community they served with those factoesgthiated the
organization in achieving what Greiner et al. (1981) identified as servicgeatidelivery.
According to this model, the agency developed a work schedule that provideshtlus s
delivery. Personnel resources were allocated according to policiesatbigmaximize service
potential with a finite number of resources. The implications of cost and benéfgisnaithin
economics, were incorporated to provide a specific product—the delivery of policeser
Police managers needed to be cognizant of the reasons organizations petierwaylthey
did, and how this affected policy development. An added feature was growingitecothat
personnel development would figure significantly in organizational behavior ang polic
development.

Within the field of organizational behavior, there were several major paradigtne
literature about the organization and its function (Miner, 2002). The first, thednal systems
approach, considered organizational operations paramount and was reflected in the work of F

W. Taylor. As a consequence to criticisms of traditional theory, the humanietapgrecame
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the way to view organizational behavior (Bennis, 1966). Work in this field was basedopartly
the research of Mayo, Maslow, Herzberg, and Adams. The final approach, cahsidere
combination of the first two, was referred to as the bridging approach to orgamataehavior.
William Ouchi’s Theory Z (1981) was a relevant example of the importancepdgee input

within the organization, while not dismissing the importance of the organizatiorghdg hi
regarded in the traditional approach. None of these theories, however, would have bbkn poss
without a general recognition of the importance of production and the worker (&offgpley,
1964).

The reasons for work in our modern society can be qualified on a continuum from
ideological on one end to practical on the other. The ideological reasons consist i @ na
few, fulfillment, recognition, esteem, belonging, satisfaction, and committoergmuneration,
benefits, control, leadership, and development. While not inclusive, these qualitieghhighl
some of the significant factors people use as their rationale to work. Thistqiriesophy
about work, however, has not always been in place. Throughout history, different motivations
provided the impetus to work.

These various motivational attitudes towards work were defined accaodseyeral
distinct periods in history--the Greek and Roman empires, the Middle Ages, thenR&bor,
and the Industrial Revolution. These periods were considered milestones in hstagused a
paradigmatic shift in the motivations to work. During the Greek and Roman empir&syasr
disdained and relegated to tradesmen and slaves. The upper levels of soteztythiemselves
to the military, law, or politics, seeing trades as beneath them. DuringdidéeMges, labor
became spiritualized, a holy and sanctified practice. During the Reformiatbor was codified

into the protestant work ethic. Work was acceptable to all, signified by individualvament.
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During the Industrial Revolution, the religious undertones that defined work e@ezed by
the practical approaches. New technology was developed and incorporated into production.
Profits and efficiency became the driving forces that qualified work.

While manual labor was disdained during the Greek and Roman Empires, the Middle
Ages were recognized by the contributions of the Order of Cistercians imfgramd the
Industrial Revolution for production and labor. During this time, the Order of Ceater1098)
followed Benedictine rule closely, and advocated a lifestyle of sirphcid poverty. The
emphasis on farming became the dominant manner for improved life during the Kogdie
Since their farming industry became so large, the Order used peasant thlibewivast
agricultural holdings. These local peasants were indoctrinated into a lessemsthin the
Order to assist daily farming operations. The emphasis was on the holy nadusanetity of
manual labor.

For the peasants, the impetus to work hard was rewarded by the spiritual power of the
Order. For the ignorant, this became the panacea for an eternal rewardanttiyg ef manual
labor would be idealized and utilized until the Sixteenth Century. Then, thereeatther
Reformation and the concept of the protestant work ethic.

During this period, Luther and Calvin influenced notions about work, which reflected the
reformation of current Christian thought (Hill, 1996). Work was advocated as fit for all
approved equally by God. No longer was there a hierarchy of acceptable wartheaMiddle
Ages, but as an inherent part of daily life, as defined by a reformedusigieology.

After the Reformation, there began the modern concept of the work ethic—the idea that

work was desirable and noble, and individual achievement was important. This wastin dire
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contrast to work philosophy which occurred during the Greco and Roman Empires, wken wor
was considered menial and undesirable, the function of slaves and the lesser classes

During the time of the Industrial Revolution, organizational behavior came to the
forefront. As early as 1832, Charles Babbage discussed the division of labor aretitereff
production (Vroom, 1964). He posed the idea that specialization required only that limite
amount of specific ability to complete the required task—a notion that ultntltere
organizational improvements in productivity.

During this time, however, little research was actually concerndutietworker
operating within the organizational environment (Taylor, 1998). Of paramount concern to
businessmen was the coordination of planning operations, production activities, alllehe whi
minimizing expenses such as wages and material costs. This was a tifheentea for the
owners of production, at the expense of the working class.

One researcher, Robert Owen, however, recognized the importance of emplibyee we
being within the workplace (Miner, 2002). His studies on workplace conditions and employee
well-being were considered revolutionary within organizational behavior and ¢oeklis, the
fatigue and work environment were recognized as important factowsftibeted the workforce.
His work was considered the first in the field of employee performance (Mi0@2). Although
this work was innovative, most conventional thinking concerned improvements in production
and streamlining the production process to increase efficiency. Nowhetkisva®re evident
than in the contributions of Frederick W. Taylor and his work on Scientific Management.

There occurred within the workplace an increasing awareness of the cometextion
between the organization and the employee. In order to streamline the productss,proc

driven by the desire for increased profitability, F.W. Taylor posited the plascof scientific
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management. Previously, the foreman of the workplace was given sole redippifmibi
producing a specific product for management. Production was driven by ad hoc methods,
individually tailored for each workplace.

Taylor applied scientific methodology to understand the various aspects of production
and to find the best most efficient way to conduct production (1998). While he was an employee
at the Midvale Steel Company in Philadelphia, he gained great insight intexte between
employee motivation and production. He believed that workers were influencedrlpynthe
self-interest, engaging in a process called Natural Soldiering—aahaiciination for
employees not to push themselves—and, Systematic Soldiering—a manufactunadiomcior
employees not to produce so much to see their quotas raised, or others’ employntenethrea
(1998 ). What he proposed was a new philosophy of management, called Scientific
Management.

This philosophy was based on the idea of finding the most efficient and quick method of
task completion, with constant enforcement of the proposed standards. Science was used to
define tasks, and personnel were specially selected and trained to adecoheplessk. Workers
and management shared in a cooperative philosophy that was to permeate the workplace. |
addition, management and employees tasks were split equally, replacing tysteria of
worker responsibility for many operations, with management being redavith little or no
effort.

In Principles of Scientific Management (1909) Taylor outlined his ideas oéacgcof
the production process. The former, ad hoc processes were replaced by a developstisebdif

of precepts for the workplace. Employee training and development, along withatempeith
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management were advocated as the way to streamline the production processiaacurea
equitable environment for the employee.

Taylor was considered an important contributor to the organizational behavior and
employee motivation nexus based on his application of scientific methodology to the work
environment (Miner, 2002). His belief in the rational person, able to make financieéghoi
based on the level of monetary reward, remained problematic, since theromea® employee
satisfaction than salary. Taylor held certain factors within the work emagnt to be constant,
which current literature found not to be the case. Organizational factors stariehe shifts,
output, and other demands were an increasingly important part of worker motivation. |
addition, personal factors such as family, income, and lifestyle were alsoamigort
motivation. For these reasons, Taylor was strongly criticized (Bennis, 1966hofitie that
the worker was relegated to the status of the worker robot, motivated onlkatyy peoved
unpalatable. In addition, there occurred occasions where managers manipulatetiffiepto
their own selfish ends, at the expense of the workers. Still, much of Taylodsqgytily was
incorporated into modern day organizations, such as the clear delineation of authority
responsibility, separation of planning and operations, task specialization, managgme
exception, and worker incentives frame much of organizational theory design.

The next significant contributor to the traditional model of organization wasWeber
and his codification of the Bureaucratic Model (Miner, 2002). This model consistederfbk
characteristics designed, as in Taylor’s Scientific Managemeritetmdine the organizational
process. The ideal bureaucracy followed the principles of hierarchy andgaaszed

according to a division of labor. Employees were selected for their quabifisaand occupied
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levels of the hierarchy where the entitliements of the position were acctodimgoffice, rather
than the employee.

Weber considered the ideal bureaucracy to be the most efficient form of atganiz
(Miner, 2002). He neglected to consider, however, how this ideal form affected the worker.
Within this paradigm, the employee was a small part of the impersonal @atijamét structure.
The consequence of this was employee boredom, and lack of motivation. There wex@rhow
employees that subscribed to this ideal, and found security in the routine nature of their
assignment. These personnel were less than ambitious, and fit well into the lausgaicce
there was little regard for motivation, except as important to efficienabper

The result was a modern interpretation of bureaucracy that was a slow, ponderous
inefficient organization, which many agencies, including law enforcemexrd rgpresentative
of. Personal motivation was inconsequential to organizational operations. Thereeckarai
emphasis on conformity, without regard to employee development.

Bennis (1966) added additional criticisms of the bureaucratic model. Ther®was
regard for the important influence of the informal organization, which comphsegueer group
network. Additional aspects, such as no adequate means for dealing with unknownkattors t
constantly arise within any modern organization, failures in the ability to comeate
effectively due to the levels of hierarchy, and failure to implement the fdhpat of personal
motivation within the system, all served to create a profoundly impersonal @atamiz

Thompson (1967) and Bennis (1970) criticized Weber’'s model of bureaucracy as
ignorant of the importance of the individual within the organization. Bennis informed ukehat t
nature of bureaucracy hindered personal development. The individual was forced into

conformity within the organization, limiting communication. In fact, the nat@ilireaucracy
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did not reconcile the inherent conflict between formal and informal culture, somgetnirent
organizational behavior recognizes as important for overall system heahle. infitvidual was
not considered within the context as an operator within the larger organizatideal Sye
system was doomed to a mechanical process that ignored individual insight andgeséorm

The result was an organization with a narrow focus, unable to incorporate, or respond to
changes within the environment. Traditionally, police departments reflecsacktinow vision
by blaming crime trends on social factors and not on organizational behavionatélsi, the
police were the “thin blue line” between order and chaos, and crime increasesiginigriex
this difference. The consequence was a groupthink that nothing could change the Goreent ¢
trends—the police were doing the best they could with the resources they hadeavailabl

This rationale was contrary to current organizational theory. Current thogghghted
the importance of both the macro- and micro-perspective in organizations. Theatigani
needed to respond to outside, environmental influences and also recognize and incogporate th
input of individual actors within the organization to facilitate the organizationatlata. In this
way, human resources were utilized fully, and the organization became receptivéd® iaptd
and influence, something contrary to the bureaucratic ideal.

Although there was no shortage of criticisms of these two paradigms, they were
recognized as fundamental constructs in the traditional models of organizdgsitad (Miner,
2002). Their concepts formed the foundations of modern organizations. Their effects would
have to be considered in any consideration of employee motivation within the workimace
fact, it was this overarching influence that created such lackluster ezept@yformance,

something the next philosophical construct attempted to reconcile.
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As a reaction to traditional theory, which was seen as not having reconciled eeploy
needs with employee behavior, there occurred greater focus on the humapesticoh
organizational behavior. Studies on motivation conducted under the supervision of Elton Mayo,
in 1927, at the Western Electric’'s Hawthorne Plant near Chicago, highlightedtthieafac
organizations were social systems. This notion was contrary to the ideas pp§itéd braylor
that organizations followed a rational and logical paradigm. Motivation, edgeaias found to
be a construct that operated parallel to the systematic flow of organizdieiaalior (Mayo,
2003). It was discovered that employees had needs and goals, not always eclynomical
motivated. At times, these were contrary to the performance and output measated by the
organization.

The Mayo studies, which lasted almost ten years, tended to focus on interactoms wit
the group rather than individual motivation. The findings that workers conformed to group
pressure, and developed a kind of groupthink, outside of the formal organization, were important
in defining employee motivation. It was the responsibility of managetogidy a positive role
in minimizing any conflict between the informal employee network and tineafor
organizational mandates.

The consequence of Mayo’s work was a trend to replace the traditional approach to
organizational behavior, with research into the more humanistic aspect (Miner, 2682). T
created an atmosphere of increased research into worker motivation, leadersiig, and t
organization as a behavioral system, at the expense of continued work on traditmnned.the
Apparently, the critiques of traditional management theory were such thahisamizecame the

focus within the field. What researchers failed to recognize was the impeathe nexus
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between the organization and its workers. One could not exist without the other,smgioc
almost exclusively on employee issues, became a disservice to the orgaaizsgthavior field.

Nevertheless, work began on individual motivation, with the contributions of Maslow,
Herzberg, Vroom, Adams, and Skinner recognized as contributing major developments in the
field. Although their work was not considered to be part of organizational behavior, ttr@ir m
perspective approach to individual needs was an important part of the focus thiseaaahres
was taking (Miner, 2002).

Abraham Maslow, a psychologist, developed a need hierarchy to help explain individual
motivation (1943). These consisted of five sequential needs: physiological, safety,
belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization. Only when an individuaédatiaiost
completely a lesser need, would they be able to advance to the next highef reexd
(Maslow, 1943). Individuals were motivated to advance from one need to the next along this
continuum, ever striving for the satisfaction of completing whatever lewelWbee on and
advancing upwards.

Maslow’s hierarchy applied readily to organizational behavior because it pdsted t
individual motivations to achieve higher levels, regardless of the environmeritin \ttie
organizational setting, all of the needs applied to the worker and their atterapitseaement.

The lower level needs tended to be satisfied with salary. The middle levewmsedsatisfied
with peer group affiliation. The highest levels were achieved through adwantwithin the
organization, achieving the highest levels of management. This new approach tewlnmrzen
individual's self-actualization, the fulfillment of self.

Due to the bureaucratic and paramilitary nature of the NYPD, motivation to eixiciel w

the agency was primarily based on promotion to the higher ranks. This paralleled/siaslf-
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actualization component, which was the highest step in a hierarchy of needs. Persmne
motivated to achieve promotion as the fulfillment of personal achievement. When orexlatta
the higher ranks, one increased personal authority and autonomy, something nogueg assi
personnel desired. It was the one single way to improve individual status withinpgherdent.
Many officers, however, never achieved this elevation in status. Insteadeliedyon factors
they were able to control, such as the external, personal factors of the Matinaex, and
substituted promotion for this control aspect.

The next theory development on motivation occurred with research done by Frederick
Herzberg et al., on job attitudes at eleven work sites in Pittsburgh, in 1959. Whae#rehes
saw within the work setting was operationalized into two sets of variables: 1néygaors,
which later became to be known as maintenance factors, and 2. motivators. (Herasmgiv
and Snyderman, 1959).

The hygiene factors related to the work environment, with the motivators relathmg to t
work itself. The researchers identified the hygiene factors as key toyaphotivation. If
these factors were not maintained properly, employee motivation sufferedgléathe
ultimate decline in the organization. With the deterioration in hygiene fadtersdre difficult
it became to employ the second factor, motivators, akin to Maslow’s esteemfand sel
actualization needs (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959).

The next major contributor to motivation was supplied by Vroom (1964) and his thoughts
about expectancy. This theory was based on the concept that employees aredrtotivatk
to achieve rewards. This was based on the idea of certain expectations, ifdaclemveéin
feelings of satisfaction. These outcomes, referred to as valencesjthvergasitive, when

having the outcome was desired over not having it, and negative, when not having the outcome
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was preferred (Vroom, 1964). When the individual expected a specific outcome, Vroom
suggested this created a force that acted upon the individual, motivating them to achieve a
specific outcome. It was this combination of valences and forces that Vevoasghe major
motivators that drove individual conduct.

Adams’ (1965) discussion of equity was the next major construct in the development of
motivation. Within this theory, employees strived to achieve equity with pleers based on
comparison of inputs and outputs (Adams, 1965). This notion implied that an inequitable
condition existed. This perceived inequity resulted in employee dissatisfdmecause it
created an imbalance within the workforce. The employee, who was dissiatigdis
subsequently motivated to restore the balance between the individual and the workgiragip set

This process of balancing, however, was directly proportional to the level aindhat
resulted from the inequity (Adams, 1965). When possible, the individual restored balance
through changing either inputs, or outputs, or when unable to affect any resultsdresorte
extreme measures, such as transfers, taking leave, or any other typeratice from the
workgroup. There was also the possibility that the individual attempted to chajrgevedy,
the perceptions of imbalance in the workgroup. Here, an individual changed his standard of
comparison to adjust the level of perceived inequity and concomitant tension.

The final aspect of organizational behavior consisted of research done by illicimn
in Japan, in 1981. He observed the Japanese production process and developed Theory Z as
reconciling the concerns of both traditional organizational behavior and the humamselati
approach to organizational behavior. This theory placed an emphasis on the engployee a
stakeholder within the organization (Ouchi, 1981). There was a vision shared by both

management and the employees within the organization that created unity andtpridéhe
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specific workforce. There was also emphasis on generalization so that alyeegidbecame
familiar with all tasks within the organization. This philosophy allowed managegneater
confidence in the employee to perform assigned tasks (Ouchi, 1981). In this organization,
employee motivation transcended personal concerns, towards working for thercdemefit of
all members of the organization.

Even though this evolution of theories within organizational behavior highlighted the
importance of the employee within the workplace, the end result, especially laithi
enforcement agencies, was to retain the bureaucratic forms of organization-statukejuo
(Territo & Vetter, 1981). This was partly due to the fact that paranyil#gencies modeled
themselves more readily to the Weberian style of organization, with its smmgimshierarchy
and division of labor. The consequence was a regimented organization, impervious to new
developments in organizational philosophy. This was especially the case witarttiatento
provide a constant service delivery, based on an eight hour work day.

The evolution of the eight hour work day was the consequence of labor advocacy,
beginning during the Industrial Revolution, and incorporated in America with Nelv Dea
legislation (Chase, 2003). The 1938 passage of the Fair Labor Standards Act (28dd.S. C
Chapter 8) resulted in the codification of the average American work wideknew regulations
required a workday that was eight hours a day, and for only five days a week. Thwother
days were time off for the employee.

Due to the nature of policing to provide service twenty-four hours a day, seven days a
week, the normal work schedule did not lend itself readily to law enforcement. Reglahiits
could leave, with oncoming shifts replacing them, without some type of shift overtegpwas

to allow the outgoing shift to brief the oncoming personnel on relevant conditions. Wghin t
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NYPD, this resulted in thirty-five extra minutes added to every work dagyest@s additional
time off.

As with other unions consisting of hourly wage earners, the shift schedules pdriorme
the NYPD were parts of the collective bargaining process with the unions cheingritract
negotiation process. During the 1960s and 1970s, patrol officers were assigned to twenty
individual squads, and worked around the clock, in reverse order. An officer worked one week
of the 4 x 12 shift, then one week of the 8 x 4 shift, followed by one week of the 12 x 8 shift.
Beginning in 1979, patrol officers were assigned to nine squads, and rotated accoadiyglé
of one week of 8 x 4, one week of 4 x 12, one week of 8 x 4, two weeks of 4 x 12, and one week
of 12 x 8. Beginning with NYPD Commissioner Lee P. Brown'’s tenure from 1990 to 1992,
patrol officers began to work a steady shift, either the 8 x 4, 4 x 12, or 12 x 8 shiftsvasise
most recent schedule police officers work, with no indication of a change occurring

Shift work was the result of providing a service 24 hours a day, every day of the week
(Brown & Campbell, 1994; Cochrane, 2001; Violanti, 1984; Mott et al., 1965). The public
safety service provided by law enforcement was an example of a crtigelesrequired at all
times of the day and night. The consequence was to have personnel scheduled to work their
assigned shifts during all hours of the day and night.

This type of work schedule was divided into a variety of shift assignments, @ithey
or rotating. Steady hours consisted of any block of hours during a 24 hour period. They
remained, however, unchanged, for the employee. Rotating shifts, on the other hand, varied
according to some sort of sequential schedule. The main idea for this type of mextklecvas
to share the less desirable working hours, usually from midnight to eight in thengh{Roisa &

Colligan, 1997).
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In agencies that operated a patrol schedule according to rotating shiftsjrdders
shared the burden equally of having to work the most undesirable hours. Of course, not all
perceptions of undesirable hours were similar. Most personnel did not readily enjuoy toavi
work the late evening to early morning hours. They rationalized it as phg afork
environment, something that was shared equally.

In contrast to the rotating shift assignment was the steady shift. Accoodimg design,
personnel were assigned to work regular hours, but usually rotated their dayth tfievother
members assigned to the same hours. This type of schedule was consideredka ggystinse
to the deleterious effects of rotating shifts. Different issues, howevemleamportant
(Domach, 2000).

Within most police agencies, scheduling of regular shift assignmentsased bn
seniority. It was also used as way to enforce discipline. Personnel wegreedssi a certain
shift, usually the midnight to morning shift, as a way to punish them and to enforceimscipl
The resultant motivation factor was not necessarily different from tipatiexced by the junior
personnel, who tended to be the most susceptible to being assigned to a shift they would not
ordinarily request. The results, in either case, were employees assignshift and had trouble
reconciling their shift with their personal concerns. This caused increasssl $oth physical
and emotional, on the employee.

These conditions occurred within the employee because of a disruption in the individual's
natural circadian rhythm (Cochrane, 2001). The employee was being forcecdufu the
normal sleep process by having to be awake during sleep periods and forcegl doistegthe
normal waking period. For most people, this involved sleeping between midnight and five a.m

When this couldn’t occur, the individual experienced increased stress, exacealjadtegtially
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deleterious condition. In order to prevent this, the relationship between shift nebdtfeer
motivation needed further study in order to develop effective policy that ensured geopee

delivery by motivated employees.
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Chapter 3-Research Methods

Resear ch Design

This project began with the understanding that the research would have unique access to
the law enforcement community. The question of whether or not to incorporatetatiseabr
guantitative design was defined by specific constraints that curtailedd#gsayn possibilities.

The primary concern was the amount of access to the population. It was unclearriyow ma
police officers and how much time would be available for the research. This curistidéed
the study to be quantitative in nature.

The limited access to the police officer population precluded any qualitasignde
Although an open-ended interview design would have resulted in much information tin grea
detail, possibly identifying factors not otherwise considered, this design wpsssible due to
the organizational constraint that limited access to the police officer popul&tibnite amount
of time and access was offered to complete the study.

With the decision to create a quantitative design determined by organizational
constraints, a survey design was chosen to collect the data, since it hadrtbelsisefit of
descriptive and analytical statistics, with greater consistencyodteedtandardization. (Groves,
et al., 2004; Bernard, 2000; Maxfield & Babbie, 2006). The problem, however, was to create an
instrument, defined by Herzberg’s theory, that captured finite attitudesantiauzim of
feelings towards various underlying factors. An instrument was dré@eobtained Likert-type
responses on the factors determined to be important to the employee.

The survey was attached to an Informed Consent document that outlined the general

aspects of the research and provided contact information for any respondeigditibnal
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guestions. In addition, the actual survey instrument was preceded by an explandon of
survey instrument and specific instructions on how to complete the survey.

The actual survey was based on previous research and incorporated factorsezbnside
important to the employee. It was not, however, the panacea for employeeiomiv@search
and could only be considered exploratory. This limited analysis to descriptigécgtatnd
principal component analysis to reduce the numerous questions, in order of importance, to
identify those factors considered most important to the survey respondent. Tlyensmsve
designed to take approximately ten minutes to complete.

Participants

The sampling frame for this study was the police officers of the New EibyiiPolice
Department. These participants were selected according to Departmeyntpatlistructured
semi-annual attendance at firearms requalification. At the patrol borevglhthere was a
training coordinator that allocated personnel to attend firearms quatificatcording to a
prescribed attendance schedule. This schedule was based on personnel allocation thiheughout
various Department subunits, and was designed to prevent a dearth in personnel resayces
part of the agency. It was through this personnel attendance scheduling thaiLitty aef
systematic and random design was created. There was variabiligridatte, which ensured a
sample that reflected many parts of the Department.

Randomness in this study was created by the personnel attendance scheduhieg desig
by the Training Bureau. Allotments to attend firearms requalificatiere Wwased on a
percentage of all Department bureaus. This process was designed to ¢asdeegsicame from
all bureaus in the agency and prevented a dearth in personnel in any specific unyt, for an

specific workday. The Firearms and Tactics Section possessed a lda#yiah list that all
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attendees were checked against during training registration at the begihtiaglay. The list
comprised all bureaus of the Department and how many personnel from each kareeau w
allocated to attend. The training coordinators were constrained to assgnmetraccording to
this list. If there were too many personnel assigned to training from ificpeceau, the
additional personnel were informed they were to reschedule their traininvgea@deturned to
their units. A follow-up call to the training coordinator ensured these occurnerces
minimized.

The sample design for this study consisted of a random sample of those pdisainnel
attended semi-annual firearms qualification at the Outdoor Range. Inotikeselected for the
survey, the police officer needed to be considered full duty status, with no r@sstictVhile
this limit was a significant issue, it posed few selection problems, sineevtieee enough
eligible officers to be able to collect a reliable sample. The sample teahsfshose officers
who voluntarily partook in the survey, which was conducted before any training began.

At the beginning of the training day, conducted by the Firearms and TactiesSect
there was a period of time where personnel were offered the opportunity tgpptetio the
survey voluntarily. This occurred before the mandatory firearm use any lsatetre that
begins all training. Those wishing to cooperate were issued an Informed Consergrocum
along with the survey. The participants were given verbal and written ingtrsicin the
purpose of the survey and were allowed a period of time to ask any questions aredectivapl
survey.

The data was collected at the New York City Police Department Outdoor Raragedloc
at Rodman’s Neck in the Bronx, on six different days (October 9, 11, 12, 17, 18, 19, 2007). 580

surveys were collected form voluntary participants. The surveys wefiedemd coded for
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input into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet for analysis. 12 surveys were found to ber Vaotk f

of participation—survey respondents failed to provide enough responses to the 6 demographic
variables and 32 questions to be considered for inclusion in the data set. The findl data se
consisted of 568 surveys.

| nstrumentation

Survey methodology was used to collect the data for this research. The sunay was
anonymous, self-administered questionnaire, completed voluntarily. Theogueste consisted
of two parts: a demographic portion, designed to capture participant information, et s
on gauging the level of work motivation within a specific shift assignment.

Part | consisted of questions about the participant’s status within the departThis
part, identified as the demographic portion of the survey, consisted of the resporgignt’s a
gender, time in service (years), rank (civil service), time in current aaicktime in current
assignment. The gender and rank variables were coded as categorical varedesr
female, and police officer, detective, sergeant, lieutenant, and captain. Thamgmariables
were coded according to a three year continuum, designed to capture all pesslilen.

The second section consisted of a series of statements designed to gaugedhe leve
motivation within the participant’s specific shift assignment. These guesirere answered
according to a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, uledb@gree, Strongly
Agree).

Resear ch Procedures and Pilot Testing

The initial concept for this research was defined by previous research in the

organizational behavior field on employee motivation. The various literatureseveseed to
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identify the specific factors considered most important to the employesadBa this review, a
guantitative research design was created.

A research proposal was successfully defended and forwarded to the Johnelgs &oll
Criminal Justice Institutional Review Board for an Expedited Review. Xjpedied review
was based on having obtained prior agency approval and the survey being anonymous and
confidential. The research did not involve any vulnerable populations.

After IRB approval, the survey instrument was tested inside the Resauabesia
Section of the Office of Management Analysis and Planning. Police offlzatrsvorked there
were offered voluntary, anonymous participation to test the survey instrupptoximately
ten police officers partook in the survey. They all considered the survey instrume
straightforward, and needed no modification.

Data Analysis

The survey results were entered into Microsoft Office Excel 2007. Staltishalysis
was conducted with PASW (Predictive Analytics Software) Statistics I8efty known as
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).

The data analysis followed a several-tiered process using PASWi&dt&st The data
was coded according to a predetermined format. The Age, Years of SemieanRank, and
Time in Assignment variables, offered as an interval of three years in tley sostrument, was
entered into the data set with the middle year. This was done to fadigadlata analysis. The
Rank variable was entered as PO =1, DET = 2, SGT = 3, and LT = 4. Gender was coded as M =

1, and F = 2.
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The responses to the survey questions were coded as Strongly Disagiasagike = 2,
Undecided = 3, Agree = 4, and Strongly Agree = 5. This coding format provided thet onte
the descriptive and exploratory analysis of the data.

The survey questions were coded according to a format that facilitated quick
identification of the factor (institutional, personal), and which aspect @gsignment,
significance of assignment, autonomy of assignment, independence of assjdevetnt
feedback, family concerns, income requirements, lifestyle issueshabzed.

Initially, the survey was evaluated for construct validity. Groves eR804) suggested
evaluating surveys according to analysis of whether the questions being askedliable and
valid. In order to assess survey reliability, Cronbachigas measured. High valuesoof
signaled the question had high reliability. Field (2009) recommended a valu® o8 wds an
acceptable value for Cronbachis The survey questions were created by asking the same
concept in a different way and then comparing responses. It was considelsd ifethese
different questions elicited similar responses. It was hoped that Crésmbagbuld approach
1.0, which indicated high validity, and implied no deviation from responses.

Cronbach’sa was computed on various configurations of the data set. Reliability checks
were conducted on the data set with all survey responses, and separatelfolar gonestions
that comprised each factor in the Motivation index. Since the final four questitires e
information on four different items and resulted in a negative value, in violationaigilie}
assumptions, they were removed for a separate analysis check. When rggesgdns
phrased in reverse were reverse-scored (Question 2, Question 4, Question 7, QLuestion
Question 23), which resulted in the creation of the variables Question 2opp, Question 4opp,

Question 7opp, Question 11opp, and Question 230pp.
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The descriptive analysis comprised frequencies (range, minimum, maximum, mea
median, mode, and standard deviation), graphs (histograms, bar charts), antiocmrela
(Pearson’s Product Moment). Only significant correlations at either the .01 eved®f
significance, with a two-tailed test were listed. This descriptivlysisgrovided a summary of
the demographic data and provided a general overview and context of the survey cathple f
concepts to be analyzed.

The absence of race in the demographic portion of the survey was a consequence of
agency hypersensitivity to race issues. This exclusion was based on ticez gtdin of race
within the Department and was understood to diminish the potential for participatien in t
current survey. While this was certainly an item of interest, it woukhised for a future study.
In fact, a study based exclusively on race and its impact on officer motivatiuld be an
important offshoot of the current project.

The final aspect of the analysis consisted of Principal Component And@Ag. Field
(2009) suggested this type of analysis to identify variables not directlyunedadt was a
process by which data was analyzed for emergent patterns and themesnodddyge number
of variables (Rummel, 1967; Meyers et al., 2006). There were many aspects tgeemplo
motivation and a principal component analysis on this data set identified the greapsloles
that clustered together in a meaningful way. This was used to identifficpatterns of
association between the various questions. It facilitated identificatithe gpecific dimensions
of the Motivation Index into more manageable factors.

Lubke and Muthen (2004) reported using the Likert outcomes as a continuous variable in
factor analysis violated the assumption of multivariate normality. The autdpoded

numerous studies that used factor analysis with success that used a singlenlooshog
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population. Since only police officers were used in the study, and the nominal variables of
gender and rank were not included, this type of analysis was considered valid.

The first step in the analysis consisted of data screening. Since PASW would do
whatever requested, no matter how nonsensical, an initial correlation masrreated. Here,
inter-correlations amongst the demographic variables and survey questrerreviewed.
Although Field (2009) recommended exclusion of those variables that did not corretate wit
other variables, this study modified the admonition and combined the related questidmsiinto t
separate Motivation Indexes for another analysis. This procedure cari@cterrelation
problems.

Field (2009) recommended the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Samplinguadg and
Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity was to be calculated initially, @sediminary step to determine
whether a principal component analysis was warranted for the data. The K&fcst
calculated from 0 and 1, would be near 1 to warrant application of PCA. The Batelgttigas
calculated for significance to identify whether or not there wereladions between variables.
High significance signaled a PCA analysis was valid.

PASW was used next to conduct a principal component analysis, used to find the number,
identity, and relationship of the items that were analyzed. The processl @ffevarotated
factor solution and a scree plot. The unrotated factor solution and scree plot were used to
identify which components contributed most significantly to the variance, figelris most
important in the survey. Each additional component resulted in only the most signditans f
included in the analysis.

The results were the total variance explained by the data. Most importarnteer

eigenvalues, measures of the shape of the distribution, and their percent of varianeavefbes
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presented for each factor before and after extraction, and before rotaterigénvalues were
the multipliers of the eigenvectors. This measure identified each amahettotal variance
contributed by the factor.

The component matrix presented a graphic display of the component and which factors
were included in the calculation of the component. Each subsequence component calculation
included the contribution of each factor above the 1.0 threshold. Any contribution, or loading,
less than 1.0 was not included in the display. In this manner, only important partstedre |
Component calculations below 1.0 were left blank.

The scree plot was a graphical display of the component and its eigenvalue. The point
where the graph flattened was the decision point for whether or not the component was
significant. The flattened tail displayed those components that explainedshaimount of
variance and were discounted.

Factor rotation was conducted next. Its purpose was to clarify generahpatténe data
and identify the distinctly related groupings in the data. A varimax, or orthbgaagon of the
data set, was used, to rotate the axes 90* through any major clusters of varfdlewas
especially important when the various factors that comprised the Motivatnoled Were
analyzed. This mathematical technique facilitated the identificatiomichwactors were most
significant for interpretation.

Analysis of the results identified the common themes prevalent in the data. Tthe mos
significant factors were analyzed within the context of Herzberg's Madivtygiene theory.
Where required, the argument for modification of Herzberg's two part thems\presented.

This included discussion of a possible requirement to include another separatd, distinc

component to the theory.
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Assumptions of the Study

There were various assumptions related to this study that related to saaple
variables, and their distributions. These issues were incorporated into #remabesign to
maximize the ability to generalize to the greater law enforcement pigpulat

The size of the sample had a direct influence on the adequacy of the resuléss dMey.
(2006) recommended a sample size from 200 to 400, with a sample size of 500 considered very
good. Since this study comprised 568 cases, this was considered adequate forlysigd ana

The variables in this study were identified as either independent or dependent. The
design of the survey instrument resulted in a combination of the independent and dependent
variables, which hampered inferential analysis. Since all the variablegquantitatively
measured, however, the exploratory aspect of principal component analysis veasasar
(Meyer et al., 2006).

The survey responses were discrete and categorical, and ordered. The fivehioioedt
violated the assumptions of a normal distribution, and precluded parametriccstaggy
complex mathematical relationships could not be calculated. Only rank ordesmvgawanted.

The analyses assumed each survey demographic variable and question had equal

weighting. Rigorous methodology was used to avoid prejudicing the analysis outcome.
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Chapter 4-Resear ch Findings

All survey data was entered into a using Microsoft Office 2007 Excel spread#he
master file was created with all the data, which served as an origirfak fd# analyses. The
research findings comprised reliability statistics, descriptivessts, and principal component
analysis. Where required, clarification was included that explained the undedtional for
modification of the data set for a specific analysis.

Reliability Statistics

The survey responses that comprised the entire data set had high reliabiligh—f
survey responses (559 valid, 9 missing), Cronback’'s726. Cronbach’e was improved with
the removal of Question 7opp (.727), Question 8opp (.731), Question 16 (.730), Question 21
(.729), Question 22 (.731), Question 23opp (.728), Question 24 (.737), Question 25 (.728),
Question 26 (.730), Question 27 (.730), Question 28 (.733), Question 29 (.733), Question 30
(.739), Question 31 (.739).

The survey responses for the data set (564 valid, 4 missing) that excludedfthe last
guestions (Question 29, Question 30, Question 31, Question 32) had a CronbaclB.
Cronbach’sy was improved with the removal of Question 7opp (.754), Question 8 (.757),
Question 15 (.754), Question 16 (.756), Question 21 (.755), Question 22 (.758), Question 230pp
(.754), Question 24 (.763), Question 25 (.754), Question 26 (.756), Question 27 (.757), Question
28 (.759).

The survey responses for the data set (565 valid, 3 missing) of the four questions
(Question 1, Question 2opp, Question 3, Question 4opp) had a Crondacir83. Cronbach’s

a was not improved if any items were deleted from the reliability aisalys
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The survey responses for the data set (567 valid, 1 missing) of the four questions
(Question 5, Question 6, Question 7opp, Question 8opp) had a Crondactsg0. Cronbach’s
a was improved with the removal of Question 8opp (.641).

The survey responses for the data set (568 valid) of the four questions (Question 9,
Question 10, Question 11opp, Question 12) had a Cronb@ch’836. Cronbach’e was not
improved if any items were deleted from the reliability analysis.

The survey responses for the data set (568 valid) of the four questions (Question 13,
Question 14, Question 15, Question 16) had a Cronbach’'¢é73. Cronbach’e was not
improved if any items were deleted from the reliability analysis.

The survey responses for the data set (567 valid, 1 missing) of the four questions
(Question 17, Question 18, Question 19, Question 20) had a CronbactB43. Cronbach’s
was improved with the removal of Question 20 (.817).

The survey responses for the data set (568 valid) of the four questions (Question 21,
Question 22, Question 23opp, Question 24) had a Cronb@ach’816. Cronbach’s was not
improved if any items were deleted from the reliability analysis.

The survey responses for the data set (568 valid) of the four questions (Question 25,
Question 26, Question 27, Question 28) had a Cronbach’'§66. Cronbach’e was not
improved if any items were deleted from the reliability analysis.

The survey responses for the data set (568 valid) of the four questions (Question 29,
Question 30, Question 31, Question 32) had a Cronbach'd..161. The negative value was
due to the negative average covariance among the four questions, a violati@biityel
assumptions. This was due to the four questions designed to capture opinions on four separate

items—day shift, afternoon shift, night shift, waking/sleeping patterns. Thequ@rsse was no
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way to measure reliability with any accuracy, since there was nodadcy in questions, as for
the other factors.

Descriptive Statistics

The following comprised the descriptive statistics of the survey respongese T
statistics consisted of the number of valid responses, range, mean, median, modd, standa
deviation, skewness, and kurtosis for the demographic variables and where reievant, t
individual questions. A graph of the responses with an overlay of a normal distribution was
included. These graphs were titled with the initial acronyms for theblesiareated for data
entry. Although not used in the analysis, the numeral included with each acronymedé¢néaf
guestion number. Additionally, significant correlations for each variable at thev€liwere
provided. An initial analysis of effect, or how different choices to the questionsweese
included to create a context for the data analysis section. The threshold$ feeesmall
effect, .3 for a medium effect, and .5 for a large effect. Only medium andelfeges were
described. The Pearson Product Moment Correlation, r, as applied to effect sizejrithdet
the direction of the relationship, only the size of the effect.

AGE

For the Age variable, the sample consisted of 568 valid results. The range of a@ds wa

years, from 22 years to 46 years. The mean was 37.32 years; the median veas; 3ieyenode

was 40 years. The standard deviation was 5.46 years. Skewness was -.410. Kasto864wv
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Age correlated with Gender (r =-.122, p <.01), Rank (r =.162, p <.01), Years in Service
(r=.800, p<01), Years in Rank (r =.513, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = .384, p <.01),
Question 9 (r =.146, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.153, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.112, p <.01),
Question 18 (r =.092, p <.05), Question 20 (r = .125, p <.01), Question 27 (r =-.107, p < .05),
Question 28 (r =-.126, p < .01), Question 29 (r =.124, p <.01).

Age experienced a large effect with the demographic variables of We8ervice, Years
in Rank, and Years in Assignment.

GENDER
For the Gender variable, the sample consisted of 558 valid results. 478 males and 80

females participated in the survey. 10 surveys had no gender listed.
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Gender correlated with Age (r =-.122, p <.01), Rank (r =-.102, p <.05), Years in
Service (r =-.157, p <.01), Question 1 (r =.097, p <.05), Question 19 (r =-.084, p < .01),
Question 21 (r =.098, r <.05), Question 24 (r =.115, p <.01), Question 25 (r = -.090, p < .05),
Question 27 (r = -.106, p < .05), Question 29 (r =.117, p < 01), Question 30 (r =-.134, p <.01),
Question 31 (r =-.085, p < 05).

Gender experienced no medium or large effects with the other demograjéintesaor
guestions.

YEARS IN SERVICE

For the Years in Service variable, the sample consisted of 567 valid results. Oge surve
had no years in service selected. The range of years in service wass2h geavice, from 2
years in service to 23 years in service. The mean was 12.83 years in deevicedian was 14
years in service; the mode was 14 years in service. The standard deviattAlvagears in

service. Skewness was -.143. Kurtosis was -.654.
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Years in Service correlated with Age (r = .800, p <.01), Gender (r = -.157, p <.01), Rank

(r=.275, p<.01), Years in Rank (r =.557, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = .453), p <.01),
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Question 3 (r =.110, p <.01), Question 4 (r = -.132, p <.01), Question 6 (r = .093, p <.05),
Question 9 (r =.173, p <.01), Question 10 (r =.104, p <.05), Question 11 (r =-.188, p <.01),
Question 12 (r =.194, p <.01), Question 13 (r =.100, p <.05), Question 17 (r = .121, p < .01),
Question 18 (r =.095, p < .05), Question 19 (r =.096, p < .05), Question 20 (r =.185, p < .01),
Question 28 (r = -.106, p < .05).

Years in Service experienced a large effect with the demographibleara Age, Years
in Rank, and Years in Assignment.

RANK
For the rank variable, the sample consisted of 568 valid results. 185 Police Officers, 146

Detectives, 194 Sergeants, and 43 Lieutenants completed the survey.
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Rank correlated with Age (r =.162, p <.01), Gender (r =-.102, p <.05), Years of Service
(r=.275,p <.01), Years in Rank (r=-.448, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r =-.219), p <.01),
Question 1 (r =-.082, p < .05), Question 6 (r =.179, p <.01), Question 15 (r =-.109, p <.01),
Question 19 (r =.112, p < .01), Question 20 (r =.096, p < .05), Question 23 (r =-.105, p <.05),
Question 25 (r =-.127, p < .01), Question 26 (-.137, r <.01), Question 27 (r =-.204, p <.01),

Question 28 (r = -.144, p < .05), Question 29 (r =-.126, p < .01), Question 30 (r =.191, p < .01).
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Rank experienced no medium or large effects with the other demographic variables or
guestions.
YEARS IN RANK
For the Years in Rank variable, the sample consisted of 568 valid results. The aange w
22.5 years in rank, from .5 years in rank, to 23 years in rank. The mean was 6.92 ya&s in ra
the median was 5 years in rank, the mode was 2 years in rank. The standard deviation was 5.28

years in rank. Skewness was .795. Kurtosis was -.101.

yrsrank

150

120

©
S
1

Frequency

it
AN
)
/

30

Mean = 6.92
Std. Dev. = 5.2834

N = 568
0 T T T T T T
-5.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

yrsrank

Years in Rank correlated with Age (r = .513, p <.01), Rank (-.448, p < .01), Years of
Service (r = .557, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = .575, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.094, p <
.05), Question 3 (r =.138, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.166, p <.01), Question 9 (r =.139, p < .01),
Question 11 (r =-.143, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.190, p <.01), Question 13 (r = .145, p < .01),
Question 15 (r =.104, p <.05), Question 17 (r =.121, p <.01), Question 18 (r = .147, p < .01),
Question 20 (r =.090, p < .05), Question 25 (r =.134, p <.01), Question 26 (r =.126, p <.01),

Question 29 (r =.115, p < .01), Question 30 (r =-.148, p < .01), Question 31 (r =-.087, p < .05).
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Years in Rank experienced a large effect with the demographic variables,of dege
of Service, and Years in Assignment.
YEARS IN ASSIGNMENT
For the Years in Assignment variable, the sample consisted of 568 valid results. The
range was 22.5 years in assignment, from .5 years in assignment to 23 yssigniment. The
mean was 4.25 years in assignment, the median was 2 years in assignmentyeaid thas 2
years in assignment. The standard deviation was 4.35 years in assignment.sSkegnk 656.

Kurtosis was 2.382.
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The Years in Assignment correlated with Age (r = .384, p <.01), Rank (r =-.219, p <
.01), Years of Service (r = .453, p <.01), Years in Rank (r =.575, p <.01), Question 3 (r =.094,
p <.05), Question 4 (r =-.141, p <.01), Question 5 (r =-.094, p < .05), Question 25 (r =.111, p
<.01), Question 26 (r =.111, p <.01), Question 29 (r = .096, p < .05), Question 30 (r =-.089, p
<.05).

Years in Assignment experienced a large effect with Years in Rank.

Question 1: | was assigned to a specific shift after discussion and coniémraie.
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For Question 1, the sample contained 566 valid results. Two surveys had no choice
selected. The median and mode was 4.0. The Likert responses were 98 (Streamylgd)j 142
(Disagree), 27 (Undecided), 228 (Agree), and 71 (Strongly Agree). Skewnes21vas

Kurtosis was -1.380.
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Question 1 correlated with Gender (r = .097, p =.05), Rank (r = -.082, p < .05), Question
2 (r=-.341, p<.01), Question 3 (r =.376, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.345, p <.01), Question 5 (r
=.147, p <.01), Question 9 (r =.208, p <.01), Question 10 (r =.108, p <.01), Question 11 (r = -
.108, p <.05), Question 12 (r =.115, p <.01), Question 13 (r =.131, p <.01), Question 14 (r =
190, p <.01), Question 17 (r =.218, p <.01), Question 18 (r =.197, p <.01), Question 19 (r =
203, p <.01), Question 20 (r =.189, p <.01), Question 32 (r =.167, p < .01).
Question 1 experienced a medium effect with Question 2, the question that asked if the
employee was satisfied with their shift assignment, Question 3, the questiaskiba if the
employee was satisfied with their shift assignment, and Question 4, the questiasked if the

employee had a choice, they would choose a different shift.
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Question 2: | received my assignment with little or no input from me.

For Question 2, the sample contained 567 valid results. One survey had no choice

selected. The median and mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 105 (Stsagylyd)i

205 (Disagree), 16 (Undecided), 150 (Agree), and 91 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .208 and

Kurtosis was -1.422.
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Question 2 correlated with Years in Rank (r =-.094, p < .05), Question 1 (r =-.341, p <

.01), Question 3 (r = -.407, p <.01), Question 4 (r =.372, p <.01), Question 5 (r =-.089, p <

.05), Question 9 (r = -.288, p <.01), Question 10 (r =-.219, p <.01), Question 11 (r =.270, p <

.01), Question 12 (r = -.236, p <.01), Question 13 (r =-.318, p <.01), Question 14 (r =-.263, p <

.01), Question 17 (r =-.216, p <.01), Question 18 (r =-.327, p < .01), Question 19 (r =-.195, p <

.01), Question 20 (r = .-.351, p <.01), Question 24 (r =.121, r <.01), Question 32 (r=-.133,p <

01).

Question 2 experienced a medium effect with Question 1, the question that asked if the

employee was assigned to a specific shift after discussion and cqr@erestion 3, the question
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that asked if the employee was satisfied with their shift assignmentii@uésthe question that
asked if the employee had a choice, they would work a different shift, Question 13, thenquesti
that asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignment, arithiQR@sthe
guestion that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important.

Question 3: | am satisfied with my shift assignment.

For Question 3, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 38 (Strongly Disagree), 78 (Disagree), 81 (teled57 (Agree),

and 114 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.741 and Kurtosis was -.310.
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Question 3 correlated with Years in Service (r =.110, p <.01), Years in Rank (r =.138, p
<.01), Years in Assignment (r = .094, p < .05), Question 1 (r =.376, p <.01), Question 2 (r = -
407, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.664, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.151, p <.01), Question 6 (r =
172, p <.01), Question 7 (r =-.123, p < .01), Question 9 (r = .346, p <.01), Question 10 (r =
263, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.257, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.309, p < .01), Question 13 (r =

346, p <.01), Question 14 (r =.327, p < .01), Question 17 (r = .291, p <.01), Question 18 (r =
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.365, p <.01), Question 19 (r =.310, p <.01), Question 20 (r =.340, p <.01), Question 21 (r = -
119, p <.01), Question 22 (r = -.146, p < .01), Question 24 (r = -.208, p < .01), Question 26 (r =
-.129, p <.01), Question 27 (r =-.107, p < 05), Question 28 (r = -.088, p < .05), Question 32 (r =
274, p < .01).

Question 3 experienced a large effect with Question 4, the question that asked & give
choice, the employee would work a different shift. Question 3 experienced a nefthatwith
Question 1, the question that asked if the employee was assigned to a spetc#fteshif
discussion and conferral, Question 2, the question that asked if the employee received the
assignment with little or no input, Question 9, the question that asked if the employeediad g
flexibility in their schedule, Question 12, the question that asked if the employiektake off
whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadeapeat fr
within their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee cotldestruc
their workload as they saw fit, Question18, the question that asked if the employeowad
to express their feeling about significant issues that affected gsggnanent, Question 19, the
guestion that asked if within the work setting, input from others was consideredsiodeci
making, and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered
important.

Question 4: If | had a choice, | would work a different shift.

For Question 4, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 3.0 and the
mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 106 (Strongly Disagree), 155 (Disagree), 90
(Undecided), 135 (Agree), and 82 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .115 and Kurtosis was

-1.254.
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Question 4 correlated with Years of Service (r =-.132, p <.01), Years in RarKk 665
p <.01), Years in Assignment (r =-.141, p <.01), Question 1 (r = -.345, p <.01), Question 2 (r =
372, p <.01), Question 3 (r =-.664, p <.01), Question 6 (r =-.142, p <.01), Question 7 (r =
112, p <.01), Question 9 (r =-.267, p <.01), Question 10 (r =-.194, p <.01), Question 11 (r =
.206, p <.01), Question 12 (r = -.258, p <.01), Question 13 (r =-.279, p < .01), Question 14 (r =
-261, p <.01), Question 17 (r =-.247, p < .01), Question 18 (r = -.265, p < .01), Question 19 (r =
-.242, p < .01), Question 20 (r = -.250, p < .01), Question 22 (r =.123, p <.01), Question 24 (r =
141, p <.01), Question 26 (r =.126, p <.01), Question 27 (r = .106, p < 05), Question 28 (r =
125, p <.01), Question 30 (r =.120, p <.01), Question 32 (r =-.337, p <.01).
Question 4 experienced a high effect with Question 3, the question that asked if the
employee was satisfied with their shift assignment. Question 4 experi@msedium effect
with Question 1, the question that asked if the employee was assigned to a shicdfter

discussion and conferral, Question 2, the question that asked if the employee réegived t
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assignment with little or no input, and Question 32, the question that asked if the shift the
employee was working best reflected their waking/sleeping patterns.

Question 5: The Department considers my assignment vital to its operation.

For Question 5, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 4.0 and the
mode was 4.0. The Likert responses were 53 (Strongly Disagree), 62 (Disagree), 59
(Undecided), 257 (Agree), and 137 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.877 and Kurtosis was

-.218.
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Question 5 was correlated with Years in Assignment (r = -.094, p < .051), Question 1 (r =
147, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.089, p <.05), Question 3 (r =.151, p <.01), Question 6 (r =
.394, p <.01), Question 7 (r =-.323, p <.01), Question 9 (r =.235, p <.01), Question 10 (r =
160, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.216, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.141, p <.01), Question 13 (r =
229, p <.01), Question 14 (r = 270, p < .01), Question 15 (r =-.093, p < .05), Question 16 (r =
.096, p <.05), Question 17 (r =.214, p <.01), Question 18 (r = .227, p <.01), Question 19 (r =

219, p <.01), Question 20 (r = .295, p <.01), Question 24 (r = -.096, p < .05), Question 26 (r = -

59



.090, p <.05), Question 28 (r =-.118, p <.01), Question 29 (r =.136, p < .01), Question 32 (r =
.084, p < .05).

Question 5 experienced a medium effect with Question 6, the question that asked if the
employee’s assignment was important for others to do their jobs, and Question 7, tibe ques
that asked if the Department could do away with the employee’s assignntefittisior no
impact on service delivery.

Question 6: My assignment is important for others to do their jobs.

For Question 6, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 36 (Strongly Disagree), 85 (Disagree), 56 (teuled78 (Agree),

and 113 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.807 and Kurtosis was -.264.
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Question 6 correlated with Rank (r =.179, p <.01), Years in Service (r =.093, p <.05),
Question 3 (r =.172, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.142, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.394, p <.01),
Question 7 (r =-.407, p <.01), Question 8 (r =-.091, p < .05), Question 9 (r =.092, p <.05),

Question 11 (r =-.091, p < .05), Question 15 (r = -.205, p < .01), Question 16 (r = .115, p < .01),
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Question 17 (r = .156, p <.01), Question 19 (r = .206, p <.01), Question 20 (r = .224, p < .01),
Question 32 (r =.180, p < .01).

Question 6 experienced a medium effect with Question 5, the question that asked if the
Department considered the employee’s assignment vital to its operation, atbQudethe
guestion that asked if the Department could do away with the employee’s assigvith little
or no impact on service delivery.

Question 7): The Department could do away with my assignment with little or notimpa
on service delivery.

For Question 7, the sample contained 567 valid results. One survey had no response to
the question selected. The median was 2.0 and the mode was bimodal at 1.0 and 2KertThe L
responses were 219 (Strongly Disagree), 219 (Disagree), 40 (Undecided)ré&d) (Agd 36

(Strongly Agree). Skewness was 1.114 and Kurtosis was .388.
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Question 7 correlated with Question 3 (r =-.123, p <.01), Question 4 (r =.112, p < .01),

Question 5 (r =-.323, p <.01), Question 6 (r = -.407, p <.01), Question 8 (r =.202, p < .01),
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Question 10 (r =.102, p <.05), Question 15 (r = .206, p < .01), Question 16 (r = -.152, p < .01),
Question 17 (r =-.090, p <.05), Question 19 (r =-.233, p <.01), Question 20 (r =-.168, p < .01),
Question 26 (r =.095, p < .05).

Question 7 experienced a medium effect with Question 5, the question that asked if the
Department considered the employee’s assignment vital to its operationJestib® 6, the
guestion that asked if the employee’s assignment was important for others to phithe

Question 8: My assignment did not exist before the terrorist events of 2001.

For Question 8, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 1.0.
The Likert responses were 298 (Strongly Disagree), 215 (Disagree), dédded), 26 (Agree),

and 18 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was 1.868 and Kurtosis was .3.482.
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Question 8 correlated with Question 6 (r = -.091, p < .05), Question 7 (r =.202, p < .01),
Question 16 (r = -.115, p < .01).
Question 8 experienced no medium or large effects with the other demographitesaria

or questions.
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Question 9: | have great flexibility in my schedule.

For Question 9, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 3.0 and the
mode was 4.0. The Likert responses were 120 (Strongly Disagree), 148 (Disagree), 41
(Undecided), 179 (Agree), and 80 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .001 and Kurtosis was

-1.435.
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Question 9 was correlated with Age (r = .146, p < .01), Years in Service (r =.173, p <

.01), Years in Rank (r =.139, p < 01), Question 1 (r =.208, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.288, p <
01), Question 3 (r =.346, p <.01), Question 4 (r = -.267, p < .01), Question 5 (r =.235, p <.01),
Question 6 (r =.092, p < .05), Question 10 (r = .593, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.683, p <.01),
Question 12 (r = .526, p <.01), Question 13 (r = .566, p <.01), Question 14 (r = .487, p < .01),
Question 15 (r =.158, p < .01), Question 16 (r =-.096, p < .05), Question 17 (r = .348, p <.01),
Question 18 (r =.388, p < .01), Question 19 (r =.220, p < .01), Question 20 (r =.410, p < .01),
Question 21 (r = -.090, p < .05), Question 22 (r =-.159, p < .01), Question 24 (r =-.179, p < .01),

Question 28 (r = -.155, p < .01), Question 29 (r =.143, p <.01), Question 32 (r =.098, p < .05).
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Question 9 experienced a large effect with Question 10, the question that asked if the
employee could come to work whenever they wanted, Question 11, the question that asked if the
employee’s schedule was provided and they had to follow it without deviation, Question 12, the
guestion that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted, and Question 13, the
guestion that asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignmesiiorQ®ie
experienced a medium effect with Question 3, the question that asked if the emydsyee
satisfied with their shift assignment, Question 14, the question that asked ifgloyescould
structure their workload as they saw fit, Question 17, the question that askedhiplbgee
could communicate easily with supervisors/subordinates about their work, Question 18, the
guestion that asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelingigndficant issues
that affected their assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked of theesploy
opinion was considered important.

Question 10: | can come to work whenever | want.

For Question 10, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 2.0 and the
mode was 1.0. The Likert responses were 239 (Strongly Disagree), 219 (Disagree), 17

(Undecided), 61 (Agree), and 32 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was 1.239 and Kurtosis was .543.
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Question 10 correlated with Years of Service (r =.104, p < .05), Question 1 (r =.108, p <
.01), Question 2 (r =-.219, p < 01), Question 3 (r =.263, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.194, p <.01),
Question 5 (r =.160, p <.01), Question 7 (r =.102, p <.05), Question 9 (r = .593, p <.01),
Question 11 (r = -.551, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.526, p <.01), Question 13 (r = .485, p <.01),
Question 14 (r = .447, p < .01), Question 15 (r =.210, p <.01), Question 17 (r = .255, p <.01),
Question 18 (r =.308, p < .01), Question 19 (r =.140, p < .01), Question 20 (r =.332, p <.01),
Question 21 (r =-.139, p < .01), Question 22 (r = -.151, p < .01), Question 23 (r =.130, p < .01),
Question 24 (r = -.142, p < .01), Question 27 (r = -.095, p < 05), Question 28 (r = -.129, p < .01),
Question 29 (r = .117, p <.01).

Question 10 experienced a large effect with Question 9, the question that abked if t
employee had great flexibility in their schedule, Question 11, the questiorskiedtiathe
employee was provided for them and that had to follow it without deviation, and Question 12,
the question that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted. Question 10

experienced a medium effect with Question 13, the question that asked if the erhpldyggeat
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freedom within their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the entplolgee

structure their workload as they saw fit, Question 18, the question that askedhipibgee was

allowed to express their feelings about significant issued affectimgadsgnment, and

Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important.
Question 11: My schedule is provided for me, and | must follow it without deviation.
For Question 11, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 3.0 and the

mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 64 (Strongly Disagree), 195 (Disagyree), 4

(Undecided), 160 (Agree), and 105 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .027 and Kuaosis w

-1.384.
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Question 11 correlated with Age (r = -.153, p < .01), Years of Service (r = -.188, p < .01),
Years in Rank (r = -.143, p < 01), Question 1 (r = -.108, p <.05), Question 2 (r = .270, p < 01),
Question 3 (r = -.257, p <.01), Question 4 (r = .206, p <.01), Question 5 (r =-.216, p < .01),
Question 6 (r =-.091, p <.05), Question 9 (r =-.683, p <.01), Question 10 (r =-.551, p <.01),

Question 12 (r = -.487, p < .01), Question 13 (r = -.493, p < .01), Question 14 (r = -.434, p < .01),
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Question 15 (r =-.166, p < .01), Question 16 (r =.122, p <.01), Question 17 (r =-.352, p <.01),
Question 18 (r = -.381, p < .01), Question 19 (r = -.233, p < .01), Question 20 (r = -.447, p < .01),
Question 21 (r = .150, p <.05), Question 22 (r =.172, p < .01), Question 24 (r = .185, p <.01),
Question 26 (r =.118, p <.01), Question 27 (r =.113, p <.01), Question 28 (r = .198, p <.01),
Question 29 (r =-.160, p <.01).

Question 11 experienced a large effect with Question 9, the question that asked the
employee had great flexibility in their schedule, and Question 10, the questiorkdthifabe
employee could come to work whenever they wanted. Question 11 experienced a megium eff
with Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could take off whenever thex, want
Question 13, the question that asked if the employee had great freedom within ifpemeass
Question 14, the question that asked if the employee could structure their workload ag they s
fit, Question 17, the question that asked if the employee was able to communidpteitasi
supervisors/subordinates about their work, Question 18, the question that asked if theemploy
was allowed to express their feelings about significant issues afféeéimg@ssignment, and
Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important.

Question 12: | can take off whenever | want.

For Question 12, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 2.0.
The Likert responses were 129 (Strongly Disagree), 241 (Disagree), 44 idéu)et16

(Agree), and 38 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .598 and Kurtosis was -.814.
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Question 12 correlated with Age (r =.112, p <.01), Years of Service (r =.194, p <.01),
Years in Rank (r =.190, p < 01), Question 1 (r =.115, p <.05), Question 2 (r =-.236, p < 01),
Question 3 (r =.309, p < .01), Question 4 (r =-.258, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.141, p <.01),
Question 9 (r = .526, p <.01), Question 10 (r = .526, p < .01), Question 11 (r = -.487, p <.01),
Question 13 (r = .545, p < .01), Question 14 (r = -.486, p <.01), Question 15 (r =.289, p < .01),
Question 16 (r =-.142, p < .01), Question 17 (r =.364, p <.01), Question 18 (r = .427, p < .01),
Question 19 (r = .206, p <.01), Question 20 (r = .347, p < .01), Question 21 (r = -.146, p < .01),
Question 22 (r = -.185, p < .01), Question 23 (r =.126, p <.01), Question 24 (r =-.180, p < .01),
Question 26 (r = -.082, p < .05), Question 28 (r = -.124, p < .01), Question 29 (r =.090, p < .05).
Question 12 experienced a large effect with Question 9, the question that asked if the
employee had great flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, the question thatfaslee
employee could come to work whenever they wanted, and Question 13, the question that asked if
the employee had great freedom within their assignment. Question 12 experienagidra

effect with Question 3, the question that asked if the employee was satisheteuitshift
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assignment, Question 11, the question that asked if the employee’s schedule was fmovided
them and they had to follow it without deviation, Question 14, the question that asked if the
employee could structure their workload as they saw fit, Question 17, the questiaké¢aif a
the employee could communicate easily with their supervisors/subordinatesheowbtk,
Question 18, the question that asked if the employee was able to express theiafsmlit
significant issues that affected their assignment, and Question 20, the questesked if the
employee’s opinion was considered important.

Question 13: | have great freedom within my assignment.

For Question 13, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 3.0 and the
mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 88 (Strongly Disagree), 195 (Disagree), 54
(Undecided), 191 (Agree), and 40 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .073 and Kurtosis was

-1.296.
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Question 13 correlated with Years of Service (r =.100, p <.05), Years in Rank (r = .145,

p <01), Question 1 (r =.131, p <.05), Question 2 (r =-.318, p < 01), Question 3 (r =.346, p <
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.01), Question 4 (r =-.279, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.229, p <.01), Question 9 (r = .566, p < .01),
Question 10 (r = .485, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.493, p < .01), Question 12 (r = .545, p < .01),
Question 14 (r = .620, p <.01), Question 15 (r =.240, p <.01), Question 17 (r = .402, p < .01),
Question 18 (r = .460, p <.01), Question 19 (r =.279, p <.01), Question 20 (r = .453, p < .01),
Question 21 (r =-.119, p < .01), Question 22 (r =-.139, p < .01), Question 24 (r = -.238, p < .01),
Question 26 (r =-.096, p <.05), Question 28 (r =-.117, p <.01).

Question 13 experienced a large effect with Question 9, the question that abked if t
employee had great flexibility in their schedule, Question 12, the questiorskiedtiathe
employee could take off whenever they wanted, and Question 14, the question that asked if the
employee could structure their workload as they saw fit. Question 13 experieneddienm
effect with Question 2, the question that asked if the employee received thgrinsss with
little or no input from them, Question 3, the question that asked if the employee wigeddsatis
with their shift assignment, Question 10, the question that asked if the employee coeilt com
work whenever they wanted, Question 11, the question that asked if the employee’sschedul
was provided for them and they had to follow it without deviation, Question 17, the question that
asked if the employee could communicate easily with their supervisors/sulbesdibaut their
work, Question 18, the question that asked if the employee was able to expreselingir f
about significant issues that affected their assignment, and Question 20, tlengbastsked if
the employee’s opinion was considered important.

Question 14: | can structure my workload as | see fit.

For Question 14, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 2.0.
The Likert responses were 105 (Strongly Disagree), 199 (Disagree), 45 idéu)et90

(Agree), and 29 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .132 and Kurtosis was -1.335.
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Question 14 correlated with Question 1 (r =.190, p < .05), Question 2 (r =-.263, p < 01),

Question 3 (r =.327, p < .01), Question 4 (r = -.261, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.270, p < .01),

Question 9 (r = .487, p < .01), Question 10 (r = .447, p < .01), Question 11 (r =-.434, p <.01),

Question 12 (r = .486, p <.01), Question 13 (r =.620, p <.01), Question 15 (r =.190, p <.01),

Question 16 (r =-.102, p <.01), Question 17 (r = .345, p <.01), Question 18 (r = .439, p < .01),

Question 19 (r =.249, p < .01), Question 20 (r = .405, p < .01), Question 21 (r =-.123, p < .01),

Question 22 (r = -.125, p <.01), Question 24 (r = -.131, p < .01), Question 26 (r = -.096, p < .05),

Question 28 (r = -.136, p < .01), Question 29 (r =.107, p <.05), Question 32 (r =.130, p < .01).
Question 14 experienced a large effect with Question 13, the question that asked if the

employee had great freedom within their assignment. Question 14 experieneddim effect

with Question 3, the question that asked if the employee was satisfied witbhifteir

assignment, Question 9, the question that asked if the employee had gredityllextbeir

schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the employee could come to work whenever

they wanted, Question 11, the question that asked if the employee’s schedule was provided f

71



them and they had to follow it without deviation, Question 12, the question that asked of the
employee could take off whenever they wanted, Question 17, the question that asked if the
employee could communicate easily with their supervisors/subordinates ladioutdrk,
Question 18, the question that asked if the employee was able to express theiafsmlit
significant issues that affected their assignment, and Question 20, the questesked if the
employee’s opinion was considered important.

Question 15: My assignment does not rely on others.

For Question 15, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 2.0.
The Likert responses were 121 (Strongly Disagree), 301 (Disagree), @ddded), 84 (Agree),

and 28 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .941 and Kurtosis was .036.

IFIA15

300

Frequency
N
3
8
1

//

/ Mean = 2.29
Q Std. Dev. = 1.1072
0 T T T T T N =568
00 10 20 30 40 50 6.0

IFIA15

1.0 (Strongly Disagree), 2.0 (Disagree), 3.0 (Undecided) 4.0 (Agree), 5.0 (StrongiyeBisa
Question 15 correlated with Rank (r =-.109, p < .01), Years in Rank (r =.104, p <.05),
Question 5 (r =-.093, p <.05), Question 6 (r =-.205, p <.01), Question 7 (r =.206, p <.01),
Question 9 (r = .158, p <.01), Question 10 (r = .210, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.166, p <.01),

Question 12 (r = .289, p <.01), Question 13 (r =.240, p <.01), Question 14 (r = .190, p < .01),
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Question 16 (r =-.085, p <.05), Question 18 (r =.130, p <.01), Question 20 (r =.101, p <.05),
Question 23 (r =.132, p < .01), Question 24 (r = -.085, p < .01).

Question 15 experienced no medium or large effects with the other demographic
variables or questions.

Question 16: | am expected to do certain tasks frequently.

For Question 16, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 5 (Strongly Disagree), 18 (Disagree), 12 (dedle@57 (Agree),

and 176 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -1.450 and Kurtosis was 4.467.
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Question 16 correlated with Question 5 (r = -.096, p < .05), Question 6 (r = .115, p <.01),
Question 7 (r =-.152, p <.01), Question 8 (r = -.115, p < 01), Question 9 (r = -.096, p <.01),
Question 11 (r =.122, p <.01), Question 12 (r = -.142, p < .01), Question 14 (r =-.102, p < .05),
Question 15 (r = -.085, p <.05), Question 21 (r =.099, p <.05), Question 22 (r =.091, p <.05).
Question 16 experienced no medium or large effects with the other demographic

variables or questions.
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Question 17: | can communicate easily with my supervisors/subordinates alout the
work.

For Question 17, the sample contained 567 valid results. One survey had no response to
the question selected. The median and mode was 4.0. The Likert responses @&mg8 (
Disagree), 62 (Disagree), 43 (Undecided), 317 (Agree), and 107 (Strongly AgreeneS&ew

was -1.074 and Kurtosis was .422.
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Question 17 correlated with Years of Service (r =.121, p <.01), Years in Rank (r =.121,
p <.01), Question 1 (r =.218, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.216, p <.01), Question 3 (r=.291, p <
.01), Question 4 (r =-.247, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.214, p <.01), Question 6 (r = .156, p < .01),
Question 7 (r =-.090, p < .05), Question 9 (r =.348, p <.01), Question 10 (r = .255, p <.01),
Question 11 (r =-.352, p <.01), Question 12 (r =.364, p <.01), Question 13 (r =.402, p < .01),
Question 14 (r = .345, p < .01), Question 18 (r = .655, p < .01), Question 19 (r =.388, p <.01),

Question 20 (r = .536, p <.01), Question 22 (r =-.116, p <.01), Question 24 (r = -.200, p < .01),
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Question 26 (r =-.127, p < .01), Question 27 (r =-.116, p < .01), Question 28 .(r = -.156, p <
.01).

Question 17 experienced a large effect with Question 18, the question that asked if the
employee was able to express their feeling about significant isstedfédtaed their assignment,
and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important.
Question 17 experienced a medium effect with Question 9, the question that asked if the
employee had great flexibility in their schedule, Question 11, the question thatfaslee
employee’s schedule was provided for them and they had to follow it without deviation,
Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted,
Question 13, the question that asked if the employee had great freedom within iipemeass
Question 14, the question that asked if the employee could structure their workload asithey s
fit, and Question 19, the question that asked if within the work setting, input from ottsers wa
considered in decision making.

Question 18: | am allowed to express my feelings about significant isseesnaf my
assignment.

For Question 18, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 61 (Strongly Disagree), 123 (Disagree), 55 {tléd)e260 (Agree),

and 69 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.478 and Kurtosis was -.986.
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Question 18 correlated with Age (r =.092, p < .05), Years of Service (r =.095, p <.05),
Years in Rank (r =.147, p < .01), Question 1 (r =.197, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.327, p < .01),
Question 3 (r =.365, p < .01), Question 4 (r = -.265, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.227, p <.01),
Question 9 (r =.388, p < .01), Question 10 (r =.308, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.381, p <.01),
Question 12 (r = .427, p <.01), Question 13 (r = .460, p < .01), Question 14 (r = .439, p < .01),
Question 15 (r =.130, p < .01), Question 17 (r = .655, p < .01), Question 19 (r = .405, p < .01),
Question 20 (r = .604, p <.01), Question 24 (r = -.214, p < .01), Question 26 (r =-.092, p <.01),
Question 28 (r =-.130, p < .01), Question 29 .(r = .107, p < .05), Question 30 (r = -.095, p < .05).
Question 18 experienced a large effect with Question 17, the question that asked if the
employee could communicate easily with their supervisors/subordinates ladioutdrk, and
Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important.
Question 18 experienced a medium effect with Question 2, the question that asked if the
employee received their assignment with little or no input from them, Questioa @ éstion

that asked if the employee was satisfied with their shift assignmentii@u@sthe question that
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asked if the employee had great flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, th®nqubkat asked
if the employee could come to work whenever they wanted, Question 11, the questioketthat as
if the employee’s schedule was provided for them and they had to follow it withoutoleyviat
Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted,
Question 13, the question that asked if the employee had great freedom within ifpemeass
Question 14, the question that asked if the employee could structure their workload asithey s
fit, and Question 19, the question that asked if within the work setting, input from others was
considered in decision making.
Question 19: Within my work setting, input from others is considered in decision making.
For Question 19, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 42 (Strongly Disagree), 113 (Disagree), 53 {tltd)e817 (Agree),

and 43 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.745 and Kurtosis was -.573.
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Question 19 correlated with Gender (r = -.084, p < .05), Rank (r =.112, p <.01), Years of

Service (r =.096, p <.05), Question 1 (r =.203, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.195, p <.01),
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Question 3 (r =.310, p <.01), Question 4 (r = -.242, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.219, p <.01),
Question 6 (r =.206, p < .01), Question 7 (r =-.233, r <01), Question 9 (r =.220, p < .01),
Question 10 (r = .140, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.233, p <.01), Question 12 (r = .206, p <.01),
Question 13 (r =.279, p <.01), Question 14 (r = .249, p < .01), Question 17 (r = .388, p <.01),
Question 18 (r = .405, p < .01), Question 20 (r = .532, p < .01), Question 22 (r = -.087, p < .05),
Question 24 (r =-.122, p < .01), Question 26 (r =-.110, p < .01).

Question 19 experienced a large effect with Question 20, the question that asked if the
employee’s opinion was considered important. Question 19 experienced a meditinvitffec
Question 3, the question that asked if the employee was satisfied with theassigftment,
Question 17, the question that asked if the employee could communicate easily with thei
supervisors/subordinates about their work, and Question 18, the question that asked if the
employee was able to express their feeling about significant isstedfédtaed their assignment.

Question 20: My opinion is considered important.

For Question 20, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 52 (Strongly Disagree), 123 (Disagree), 91 {tltd)e248 (Agree),

and 54 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.437 and Kurtosis was -.885.
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Question 20 correlated with Age (r =.125, p <.01), Rank (r =.096, p < .05), Years of
Service (r =.185, p <.01), Years in Rank (r =.090, p < .05), Question 1 (r =.189, p <.01),
Question 2 (r =-.351, p <.01), Question 3 (r =.340, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.250, p <.01),
Question 5 (r =.295, p < .01), Question 6 (r =.224, p < .01), Question 7 (r =-.168, r < 01),
Question 9 (r = .410, p <.01), Question 10 (r =.332, p <.01), Question 11 (r =-.447, p <.01),
Question 12 (r =.347, p < .01), Question 13 (r = .453, p < .01), Question 14 (r = .405, p < .01),
Question 15 (r =.101, p < .05), Question 17 (r = .536, p < .01), Question 18 (r = .604, p < .01),
Question 19 (r = .532, p <.01), Question 21 (r =-.137, p <.01), Question 22 (r =-.162, p < .05),
Question 24 (r =-.189, p <.01), Question 26 (r = -.085, p <.01), Question 28 (r =-.188, p < .01),
Question 29 (r = .106, p < .05), Question 32 (r =.101, p < .05).

Question 20 experienced a large effect with Question 17, the question that asked if the
employee could communicate easily with their supervisors/subordinates ladioutdrk,
Question 18, the question that asked if the employee was able to express theiafsmlit

significant issues that affected their assignment, and Question 19, the questesked if
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within the work setting, input from others was considered in decision making. Question 20
experienced a medium effect with Question 2, the question that asked if the emplmiged
their assignment with little or no input, Question 3, the question that asked if the eenplay
satisfied with their shift assignment, Question 9, the question that asked ifgluyeehad
great flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if theyemmgould
come to work whenever they wanted, Question 11, the question that asked if the employee’s
schedule was provided for them and they had to follow it without deviation, Question 12, the
guestion that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted, Question 13, the
guestion that asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignmentiestidrQ14,
the question that asked if the employee could structure their workload as thity saw
Question 21: | need to work a specific schedule in order to meet my obligations at home.
For Question 21, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 23 (Strongly Disagree), 106 (Disagree), 44 {tltd)e254 (Agree),

and 141 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.709 and Kurtosis was -.551.
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Question 21 correlated with Gender (r = .098, p < .05), Question 3 (r =-.119, p <.01),
Question 9 (r =-.090, p < .05), Question 10 (r =-.139, p <.01), Question 11 (r =.150, p <.01),
Question 12 (r = -.146, p < .01), Question 13 (r =-.119, p < .01), Question 14 (r =-.123, p < .01),
Question 16 (r = .099, p < .05), Question 20 (r =-.137, p <.01), Question 22 (r = .676, p < .01),
Question 23 (r = -.509, p < .01), Question 24 (r = .503, p <.01), Question 25 (r =.114, p < .01),
Question 26 (r =.194, p < .01), Question 27 (r = .116, p < .01), Question 28 (r = -.166, p < .01),
Question 30 (r =-.088, p < .05).

Question 21 experienced a large effect with Question 22, the question that asked if the
employee was rescheduled to a shift they didn’t ordinarily work, they needed&écspecial
arrangements at home, Question 23, the question that asked if the employee’sddmibty
influence on what time | worked, and Question 24, the question that asked if the ersployee
home life required them to come home punctually.

Question 22: If | get rescheduled to a shift | do not ordinarily work, | need to make
special arrangements at home.

For Question 22, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 31 (Strongly Disagree), 112 (Disagree), 33 {tltd)e216 (Agree),

and 176 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.695 and Kurtosis was -.754.
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Question 22 was correlated with Question 3 (r = -.146, p <.01), Question 4 (r =.123,p <
.01), Question 9 (r = -.159, p <.01), Question 10 (r =-.151, p <.01), Question 11 (r =.172,p <
.01), Question 12 (r =-.185, p <.01), Question 13 (r =-.139, p <.01), Question 14 (r =-.125, p <
.01), Question 16 (r =.091, p <.05), Question 17 (r =-.116, p <.01), Question 19 (r =-.087, p <
.050), Question 20 (r =-.162, p <.01), Question 21 (r = .676, p < .01), Question 23 (r =-.497, p
<.01), Question 24 (r = .530, p <.01), Question 25 (r =.139, p <.01), Question 26 (r=.221,p <
.01), Question 27 (r = .157, p < .01), Question 28 (r = .201, p <.01).

Question 22 experienced a large effect with Question 21, the question that asked if the
employee needed to work a specific schedule in order to meet obligations at home, &nd Ques
24, the question that asked if the employee’s home life required them to come home lgunctual
Question 22 experienced a medium effect with Question 23, the question that asked if the
employee’s family had no influence on what time | worked.

Question 23: My family has no influence on what time | work.
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For Question 23, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 2.0.
The Likert responses were 208 (Strongly Disagree), 217 (Disagree), 35 idén)ec7 (Agree),

and 31 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .974 and Kurtosis was -.118.
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Question 23 correlated with Rank (r = -.105, p <.05), Question 10 (r = .130, p <.01),
Question 12 (r = .126, p <.01), Question 15 (r =.132, p <.01), Question 21 (r = -.509, p <.01),
Question 22 (r = -.497, p < .01), Question 24 (r = -.446, p < .01), Question 26 (r = -.145, p < .01),
Question 28 (r =-.103, p <.05), Question 31 (r =.096, p <.05).

Question 23 experienced a large effect with Question 21, the question that als&ed if t
employee needed to work a specific schedule in order to meet obligations at honmtenQades
experienced a medium effect with Question 22, the question that asked if the enn@eyee
rescheduled to a shift they didn’t ordinarily work, they needed to make spearajements at
home, and Question 24, the question that asked if the employee’s home life required them to
come home punctually.

Question 24: My home life requires that | come home punctually.
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For Question 24, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 3.0 and the
mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 40 (Strongly Disagree), 233 (Diségree)
(Undecided), 143 (Agree), and 74 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .278 and Kurtosis was

-1.161.
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Question 24 correlated with Gender (r = .115, p < .01), Question 2 (r =.121, p <.01),
Question 3 (r =-.208, p < .01), Question 4 (r = .141, p < .01), Question 5 (r = -.096, p < .05),
Question 9 (r =-.179, p < .01), Question 10 (r = -.142, p < .01), Question 11 (r = .185, p < .01),
Question 12 (r =-.180, p < .01), Question 13 (r = -.238, p < .01), Question 14 (r =-.131, p < .01),
Question 15 (r = -.085, p <.05), Question 17 (r =-.200, p <.01), Question 18 (r =-.214, p < .01),
Question 19 (r =-.122, p <.01), Question 20 (r =-.189, p < .01), Question 21 (r = .503, p < .01),
Question 22 (r = .530, p <.01), Question 23 (r = -.446, p <.01), Question 25 (r =.111, p < .01),
Question 26 (r =.240, p < .01), Question 28 (r =.161, p <.01), Question 29 (r =.095, p < .05),

Question 30 (r =-.090, p < .05).
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Question 24 experienced a large effect with Question 21, the question that als&ed if t
employee needed to work a specific schedule in order to meet obligations at home, &nd Ques
22, the question that asked if the employee was rescheduled to a shift they didn'tlprdinari
work, they needed to make special arrangements at home. Question 24 experiencetha medi
effect with Question 23, the question that asked if the employee’s family hadusmaod on
what time the employee worked.

Question 25: | work an extra job to supplement my income.

For Question 25, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 4.0 and the
mode was 2.0. The Likert responses were 63 (Strongly Disagree), 182 (Disa@ree)
(Undecided), 134 (Agree), and 151 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.076 and Kuaosis

-1.481.
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Question 25 correlated with Gender (r =-.090, p < .05), Rank (r = -.127, p <.01), Years

in Rank (r =.134, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = .111, p <.01), .01), Question 21 (r = .114, p
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<.01), Question 22 (r =.139, p <.01), Question 24 (r =.111, p <.01), Question 26 (r =.692, p <
.01), Question 27 (r =.372, p <.01), Question 28 (r =.370, p <.01).

Question 25 experienced a large effect with Question 26, the question that asked if the
employee needed to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of otlogrmeanpl
Question 25 experienced a medium effect with Question 27, the question that asked if the
employee needed to work a certain amount of overtime every month to pay their bills, and
Question 28, the question that asked if the employee relied on shift differente¢tancome
requirements.

Question 26: | need to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other
employment.

For Question 26, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 2.0.
The Likert responses were 80 (Strongly Disagree), 239 (Disagree), 61 {tltd)ed24 (Agree),

and 64 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was .412 and Kurtosis was -1.050.
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Question 26 correlated with Rank (r =-.137, p <.01), Years in Rank (r =.126, p <.01),
Years in Assignment (r = .111, p <.01), Question 3 (r =-.129, p <.01), Question 4 (r =.126, p <
.01), Question 5 (r = -.090, p < .05), Question 7 (r =.095, p <.05), Question 11 (r=.118,p <
.01), Question 12 (r = -.082, p < .05), Question 13 (r = -.096, p < .05), Question 14 (r =-.096, p <
.05), Question 17 (r =-.127, p <.01), Question 18 (r =-.092, p < .05), Question 19 (r =-.110, p <
.01), Question 20 (r = -.085, p <.05), Question 21 (r =.194, p <.01), Question 22 (r =.221, p <
.01), Question 23 (r = -.145, p <.01), Question 24 (r = .240, p <.01), Question 25 (r = .692, p <
.01), Question 27 (r =.321, p <.01), Question 28 (r =.363, p <.01).

Question 26 experienced a large effect with Question 25, the question that asked if the
employee needed to work an extra job to supplement their income. Question 26 experienced a
medium effect with Question 27, the question that asked if the employee needed to work a
certain amount of overtime every month to pay their bills, and Question 28, the question that
asked if the employee relied on shift differential to meet income requitemen

Question 27: | need to work a certain amount of overtime every month to pay my bills.

For Question 27, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median was 4.0 and the
mode was 5.0. The Likert responses were 18 (Strongly Disagree), 93 (Disagree), 29
(Undecided), 196 (Agree), and 232 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.934 and Kursosis wa

-.316.
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Question 27 correlated with Age (r = -.107, p < .05), Gender (r =-.106, r, .05), Rank (r =
-.204, p < .01), Question 3 (r =-.107, p <.05), Question 4 (r = .106, p <.05), Question 10 (r = -
.095, p <.05), Question 11 (r=.113, p <.01), Question 17 (r =-.116, p < .01), Question 21 (r =
116, p <.01), Question 22 (r =.157, p <.01), Question 25 (r =.372, p <.01), Question 26 (r =
321, p <.01), Question 28 (r = .580, p <.01), Question 30 (r =.165, p <.01).

Question 27 experienced a large effect with Question 28, the question that asked if the
employee relied on shift differential to meet income requirements. Qué&stiexperienced a
medium effect with Question 25, the question that asked if the employee needed to wair& an e
job to supplement their income, and Question 26, the question that asked if the employee needed
to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other employment.

Question 28: | rely on shift differential to meet income requirements.

For Question 28, the sample contained 568 valid results. The median and mode was 4.0.
The Likert responses were 19 (Strongly Disagree), 124 (Disagree), 53 {tléd)ed 99 (Agree),

and 173 (Strongly Agree). Skewness was -.549 and Kurtosis was -.955.
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Question 28 correlated with Age (r = -.126, p <.01), Rank (r = -.144, p < .01), Years of
Service (r =-.106, p < .05), Question 3 (r =-.088, p <.05), Question 4 (r = .125, p <.01),
Question 5 (r =-.118, p <.01), Question 9 (r = -.155, p <.01), Question 10 (r =-.129, p < .01),
Question 11 (r =.198, p <.01), Question 12 (r = -.124, p <.01), Question 13 (r =-.117, p < .01),
Question 14 (r =-.136, p < .01), Question 17 (r = -.156, p < .01), Question 18 (r =-.130, p <.01),
Question 20 (r =-.188, p < .01), Question 21 (r =.166, p <.01), Question 22 (r =.201, p < .01),
Question 23 (r =-.103, p < .05), Question 24 (r =.161, p <.01), Question 25 (r =.370, p < .01),
Question 26 (r = 363, p < .01), Question 27 (r = .580, p < .01), Question 29 (r =-.228, p < .01),
Question 30 (r =.146, p <.01), Question 31 (r =.217, p <.01).

Question 28 experienced a large effect with Question 27, the question that asked if the
employee needed to work a certain amount of overtime every month to pay their billdorQuest
28 experienced a medium effect with Question 25, the question that asked if the employee

needed to work an extra job to supplement their income, and Question 26, the question that asked
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if the employee needed to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other
employment.

Question 29: | prefer to work the day shift.

For Question 29, the sample contained 566 valid results. Two surveys had no response
for the question selected. The median was 3.0 and the mode was 4.0. The Likert respr@nses w
113 (Strongly Disagree), 141 (Disagree), 79 (Undecided), 148 (Agree), and 85 (Stroregy. Ag

Skewness was .043 and Kurtosis was -1.326.
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Question 29 correlated with Age (r = .124, p <.01), Gender (r =.117, p <.01), Rank (r =
-.126, p < .01), Years in Rank (r =.115, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = .096, p < .05),
Question 5 (r =.136, p <.01), Question 9 (r =-.143, p <.01), Question 10 (r =.117, p <.01),
Question 11 (r =-.160, p < .01), Question 12 (r =.090, p < .05), Question 14 (r =.107, p <.05),
Question 18 (r =.107, p < .05), Question 20 (r =.106, p < .05), Question 24 (r = .095, p < .05),
Question 28 (r =-.228, p <.01), Question 30 (r = -.345, p <.01), Question 31 (r = -.556, p < .01),

Question 32 (r = .083, p <.05).
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Question 29 experienced a large effect with Question 31, the question that asked if the
employee enjoyed working the night shift. Question 29 experienced a mediunvstiiect
Question 30, the question that asked if the employee would rather work in the afternoon.

Question 30: | would rather work in the afternoons.

For Question 30, the sample contained 565 valid results. Three surveys had no response
for the question selected. The median was 3.0 and the mode was 2.0. The Likert respr@nses w
87 (Strongly Disagree), 168 (Disagree), 116 (Undecided), 149 (Agree), and 45 (Stroregly. Ag

Skewness was .101 and Kurtosis was -1.065.
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Question 30 correlated with Gender (r =-.134, p < 01), Rank (r =.191, p <.01), Years in
Rank (r =-.148, p <.01), Years in Assignment (r = -.089, p < .05), Question 2 (r =.089, p <.05),
Question 4 (r =.120, p < .01), Question 18 (r = -.095, p <.05), Question 21 (r =-.088, p < .05),
Question 24 (r =-.090, p <.05), Question 27 (r = .165, p <.01), Question 28 (r = .146, p < .01),

Question 29 (r = -.345, p < .01).
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Question 30 experienced a medium effect with Question 29, the question that asked if the
employee preferred to work the day shift.

Question 31: | enjoy working the night shift.

For Question 31, the sample contained 567 valid results. One survey had no response for
the question selected. The median was 3.0 and the mode was 4.0. The Likert responses were
103 (Strongly Disagree), 147 (Disagree), 84 (Undecided), 162 (Agree), and 71 (Stroregy. Ag

Skewness was .014 and Kurtosis was -1.271.
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Question 31 correlated with Gender (r = -.085, p < .01), Years in Rank (r =-.087, p <
.05), Question 23 (r =.090, p < .05), Question 28 (r =.217, p <.01), Question 29 (r = -.556, p <
.01), Question 32 (r = -.086, p < .05).
Question 31 experienced a large effect with Question 29, the question that als&ed if t
employee preferred to work the day shift.

Question 32: | find that the shift | am working best reflects my wakiegpshg patterns.
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For Question 32, the sample contained 566 valid results. Two surveys had no response
for the question selected. The median and mode was 4.0. The Likert responses were 71
(Strongly Disagree), 95 (Disagree), 83 (Undecided), 218 (Agree), and 99 (Stromgb).Ag

Skewness was -.466 and Kurtosis was -.950.
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Question 32 was correlated with Question 1 (r =.167, p <.01), Question 2 (r =-.133, p <
.01), Question 3 (r =.274, p <.01), Question 4 (r =-.337, p <.01), Question 5 (r =.084, p < .05),
Question 6 (r =.180, p < .01), Question 9 (r =.098, p <.05), Question 14 (r =.130, p <.01),
Question 20 (r =.101, p < .05), Question 29 (r =.083, p < .05), Question 31 (r =-.086, p <.05).
Question 32 experienced a medium effect with Question 4, the question that asked if the

employee had a choice, they would work a different shift.
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Chapter 5-Data Analysis

Herzberg posited a theory of motivation based on two factors that influencanooti
Known as motivation/hygiene factors, Herzberg argued these construsenagftl employee
motivation and subsequent performance. Within the context of this theoretical tydgtws
study was designed to capture information in support of this theory. A survepngiricted
that asked for demographic statistics of the employee first, and attitwadasls various aspects
of the employment, second. These employment aspects were divided into mudtpie tfaat
incorporated the two components of Herzberg’s theory.

These multiple factors were divided into two components, internal, institutional and
external, personal, designed to capture attitudes on a range of employeasombe internal,
institutional factors were identified as hygiene factors and were ingigatthe work
environment. According to Herzberg, their presence did not necessarily mpeegie. Their
absence created dissatisfaction in the employee. The external, peastoralWwere known as
the motivators. These factors were important to the employee to performvotitierthe work
environment. These motivators needed constant attention to motivate the employee.

The first part of the results analysis involved the reliability calmratThe calculation
of Cronbach’sy was used as a reliability measure for the survey. Values between .7 and .8
indicated good consistency in the measure (Field, 2009). The survey was modfirtiois
configurations in an attempt to improve the reliability indices. The calculaiidhé entire data
set served as the baseline against which all reliability indices for tloeisy@onfigurations were
compared.

The survey responses that comprised the entire data set had a reliaitditpfa726.

This index was improved by various amounts with the removal of questions--from the
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institutional factors/significance of assignment, the institutionabfathdependence of
assignment, the personal factors/family concerns, the personal factonms# requirements, and
the personal factors/lifestyle issues—with the greatest incneaskalbility to .739.

Any improvement in reliability occurred with removal of questions from the
external/personal factors section of the survey, with the greatest imgrovamiemoval of the
last section which gathered information on personal shift preferences. Bhistwave since
these questions were not designed around a specific factor, and had thé vaeatekty.

The other external/personal factors highlighted the demographic vigyiabthe sample.
The sample was understood to have consisted of the range of families, frapsiogle, to
families with and without children, to single parent households. This explained thiailtsrin
the various questions on the family concerns, income requirements and lifesige. i

The removal of the last four questions, designed to elicit a preferencepecificsshift,
and whether or not the shift agreed with the respondent, resulted in a reliabifis2 ofWhen
guestions from institutional factors/significance of assignment, utistial factors/independence
of assignment, personal factors/family concerns, personal factors/incguiengents were
removed the reliability increased to .759.

The reliability index for the first four questions that comprised the instrtati
factors/shift assignment was .733. The reliability index was not improvey ifeams were
deleted from the reliability analysis. This fact highlighted the ctersty of responses to the
two primary questions and their opposites.

The reliability index for the four questions that comprised the institutional
factors/significance of assignment was .570. The index was improved to .64hewemoval

of the question on whether or not the assignment existed before the terroristoé\28@i1. This
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was also expected since there would be variability within the sample thataeftee
Department’s organizational changes after the 2001 terrorist events.

The reliability index of the four questions that comprised the institutional
factor/autonomy of assignment was .836. The index didn’t improve if any other questiens we
deleted from the reliability analysis. This result was both knowing alimgtedince it
highlighted great consistency amongst the sample and figured signyficatite subsequent
principal component analysis.

The reliability index of the four questions that comprised the institutional
factors/independence of assignment was .473. The index was not improved if arwatems
deleted from the reliability analysis. The lack of consistencyWwaseconsidered an artifact of
the design of the questions that gathered information on freedom and workloadlglaltelated
with regard to independence, not necessarily related to each other, and the &dfsartm
bureaucratic nature. Rank structure influenced differentially the amousiedibin and
independence the employee experienced.

The reliability index for the questions that comprised the institutional féetoesof
feedback was .813. When the question on the importance of the employee’s opinion was
removed, the index improved to .817. Once again, this was seen as an artifacimf the r
structure and the Department’s bureaucratic nature.

The reliability index for the questions that comprised the personal fdatoils/
concerns was .816. The index was not improved if any items were deleted f descriptive
statistics. The consistency was attributed to the importance of thg farttie work/family

nexus.
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The reliability index for the questions that comprised the personal factansie
requirements was .766. This index was not improved if any items were deletetiérom t
reliability analysis. Survey respondents were more inclined to rely onroeeaahd shift
differential wages to supplement their income, than any income derived diditioaal
employment.

The reliability index for the questions that comprised the personal faifestyle issues
was -1.161. This negative value was the result of questions designed to capture opinions on four
separate items—day shift, afternoon shift, night shift, waking/sleepingnmtidre consequence
was no consistency in responses. There was no redundancy in questions incorporated into the
section design, unlike the other factors.

A profile of the survey respondents was collected. These results were unable to be
compared to the profile of the entire population, due to denial of access. It weedinfe
however, the sample was representative of the larger population due to its size.iotlse var
correlations calculated for the sample were of greater value in thepdiescainalysis. These
measures of association began to highlight the importance of the identitied that
comprised the Motivation Index. Each item identified something important toweedall
support of Herzberg'’s theory.

The sample size was deemed adequate with verification by G*Power, whiclatsada
minimum sample size of 524 cases for a two-tailed analysis with .01 levehdicsigce and an
effect size of .3 and power of .8. Field (2009) suggested the correlation coeffiaieatgood
indicator of effect size. The values of r = .1 (small effect), r = .3 (medifeatgfand r = .5
(large effect) were suggested to explain 1%, 9%, and 25% of the variance in th&qletang

the correlation value gave the amount of shared variance for the two variateésc{€nt of
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Determination). Although all significant correlations were presented,comgusions were
drawn for correlations with a medium effect or greater. The questiaescambined according
to the various parts that comprised the Motivation Index. Conclusions were discussedhsi
overall context of the relationships for each question in the component asw@enaa
association, rather than any causal inference.

The Age variable was positively related to the Years in Service, WeRank, and
Years in Assignment variables. Older personnel averaged more yeach icoenponent. Age
accounted for 64% of the shared variance in the Years in Service variable, 26%hafrtte
variance in the Years in Rank variable, and 15% of the shared variance in thénYea
Assignment variable. As personnel aged, they experienced the effect of incireasadetach
variable.

Using the .3 effect size threshold, there were no variables signifiemstbgiated with
Gender. With the largest shared variance of 3%, shared with Years in Sehattegrashared
variances were less. This fact highlights the neutrality of Gender in thidesahpersonnel.
Gender had no effect on the survey results, indicating the factors were réteathnt

The Years of Service variable correlated positively with the Age,sYiedRank, and
Years in Assignment variables. The Years of Service variable accoun@&t?boof the shared
variance in the Age variable, 31% of the shared variance in the Years in Rank vana2&%a
of the shared variance with the Years in Assignment variable. It wasvetaitd understood
that as personnel increased their years of service, they tended to rethainagsignments for
longer periods.

The Rank variable was negatively correlated with the Years in Raialbleg and

accounted for 20% of the shared variance with Years in Rank. In this sample, tmeheghe
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rank, the less time in rank for the officers. None of the other questions mettihesi®td, and
indicated rank was not important in factor identification.

The Years in Rank variable correlated positively with the Age variabl&,dhes of
Service variable, and the Years in Assignment variable. Years in Rank gedvely correlated
with the Rank variable. The Years in Rank variable accounted for 26% of the sharedevaria
with the Age variable, 31% of the shared variance with the Years of Serviableaand 33%
of the shared variance with the Years in Assignment variable. Years in Rankgsd for 20%
of the shared variance in the Rank variable. Older personnel tended to havear®ne sank.
Personnel with fewer years in rank had fewer years in their assignmensexgjuence
movement to another assignment after promotion. The higher the rank, the fewarsha ye
rank the respondent had.

The Years in Assignment variable positively correlated with the Agable, the Years
of Service variable, and the Years in Rank variable. The Years in Assigmpenhed 14.7%
of the shared variance with the Age variable, 21% of the shared variance witkattseo¥Y
Service variable, and 33% of the shared variance with the Years in Rank vati@ppedred
that the fewer the years in assignment, the fewer the years in rank thgesipa.

Question 1 asked whether or not the employee had any input into what shift they were
assigned to. Question 1 correlated negatively with Question 2, designed to be tlite oppos
Question 1, and asked if the employee received their shift assignment witbr Itdanput and
with Question 4, the question that asked if the employee would choose to work a diffétent s
Input into shift assignment explained 12% of the shared variance with Question 2 and 12% of the
shared variance with Question 4. There were no additional correlations edeakibve the .3

threshold.
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Question 2 asked if the employee received their shift assignment witloditite personal
input. Question 2 correlated positively with Question 4, the question that asked if tlgeanpl
preferred to work a different shift. Question 2 accounted for 12% of the shareteasidh
Question 1 and 17% of the shared variance with Question 4.

Question 2 correlated negatively with Question 1, the question that asked if the
employee received their assignment after discussion, Question 3, the quleatiasked if the
employee was satisfied with their shift assignment, Question 13, theoquéiséit asked if the
employee had great freedom within their assignment, Question 18, the questiaskdakif the
employee was allowed to express their feelings about significaledisbat affected their
assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion wastmport
Question 2 accounted for 17% of the shared variance with Question 3, 10% of the shared
variance with Question 13, 11% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 12% ofdtie shar
variance with Question 20.

Question 3 asked if the respondent was satisfied with their shift assignmestio®Ge
correlated positively with Question 1, the question that asked if the respondevedebeir
shift assignment after conferral and discussion, Question 9, the questionkeiaif #se
employee had flexibility in their schedule, Question 12, the question that &tke@mployee
could take off whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if theeenhpldy
great freedom within their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked iptbgeem
could structure their workload as they saw fit, Question 18, the question that ableed if
employee could express their feelings about significant issues affdmingssignment,
Question 19, the question that asked if input from others was considered in decision amaking,

Question 20, the question that asked if the respondent’s opinion was considered important.
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Question 3 accounted for 14% of the shared variance with Question 1, 12% of the shared
variance with Question 9, 10% of the shared variance with Question 12, 12% of the shared
variance with Question 13, 11% of the shared variance with Question 14, 13% of tkle share
variance with Question 18, 10% of the shared variance with Question 19, and 12% ofdtie sha
variance with Question 20.

Question 3 correlated negatively with Question 2 and Question 4. Question 3 accounted
for 17% of the shared variance with Question 2 and 44% of the shared variance witbrQuest

Question 4 asked if the employee would change their shift, if given a choice. Qdestion
correlated positively with Question 2, the question that asked if the emplagdeekthe shift
assignment with little or no input. Question 4 accounted for 14% of the shared varidnce wit
Question 2.

Question 4 correlated negatively with Question 1, the question that asked if the shif
assignment occurred after discussion and conferral with the employee, QGe#t®guestion
that asked if the employee was satisfied with their shift assignment,ussdiéh 32, the
guestion that asked if the shift the employee worked best reflected their isdepgg
patterns. Question 4 accounted for 12% of the shared variance with Question 1, 44% of the
shared variance with Question 3, and 11% of the shared variance with Question 32.

Survey respondents tended to be assigned to a specific shift after conferral and
discussion. This point was confirmed with the question that asked if the emplogeedeheir
shift assignment with little or no input, and yielded opposite results. As a consegineryc
were satisfied with their shift assignment. If given a choice, mostogegd preferred their
shift. There were, however, a significant group of respondents that preferrektaneter

shift.
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Employees believed their shift assignments were not random and arbitheay were
allowed to express their opinions about their assignment, and their opinions wederazhsi
important. The employees, although they felt their shift assignment was pldreetirtded to
split their agreement about the freedom in their assignment. Although makséefettad limited
freedom in their assignment, there was a significant group that felt they diréadem in their
assignment. This could be contributed to personnel with significant freedomriagkiginment
that responded to the survey, e.qg., integrity control officers that work any seinegtuially
agreed to with the unit's commanding officer.

Employees were satisfied with their shift assignments and given@echauld not
change their shift. This was supported by the fact that employees had inputimdbithe
assignment. Employees felt they had flexibility in their schedule, bt marable to take off
whenever they wanted.

Employees were split with regard to the freedom within their assigremeingtructuring
their workload. This was an artifact of the rank structure of the survey partgipEmbse in
leadership positions experienced more freedom than their subordinates, butritikdelsy
bureaucratic structure of the Department and its organizational mandates.

Most employees would not change their shift assignment, given a choice. Thisdppear
to be a consequence of employee input into designation of shift assignment. The esmgllrye
felt the shift they were assigned to, reflected their waking/sleepttegyma This should be
interpreted with care, however, since it may be an artifact of the empgettesy used to the
specific shift they are assigned.

There was a substantial group, however, that would change their shift, given the choice.

This was an important finding, since this indicated a difference of opinion with regsindtt
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assignment. Further exploration would identify the other variables thateaffée employee’s
preference for shift assignment.

Question 5 asked if the Department considered the employee’s assignmeatitatal t
operation. Question 5 correlated positively with Question 6, the question that aleed if
employee’s assignment was important for others to do their jobs. Question 5 addouid6%
of the share variance with Question 6.

Question 5 correlated negatively with Question 7, the question that asked if the
Department could do away with the employee’s assignment with little orpeaxtron service
delivery. Question 5 accounted for 10% of the shared variance with Question 7.

Question 6 asked if the employee’s assignment was important for others to dodheir |
Question 6 correlated positively with Question 5, the question that asked if theyeaipl
assignment was vital to Department operations. Question 6 accounted for 16% ofetie sha
variance with Question 5.

Question 6 correlated negatively with Question 7, the question that asked if the
Department could do away with the employee’s assignment with little orpaxtron service
delivery. Question 6 accounted for 17% of the shared variance with Question 7.

Question 7 asked whether the Department could do away with the employee’s assignm
with little or no impact on service delivery. Question 7 was not correlatedvpbsivith any
guestions. Question 7 correlated negatively with Question 5, the question that ds&ed if
Department considered the assignment vital to its operation and Questiogueshen that
asked if the assignment was important for others to do their jobs. Question 7 attouh@o

of the shared variance with Question 5 and 17% of the shared variance with Q&lestion
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Question 8 asked if the employee’s assignment existed before the texemist @ 2001.
The question was designed to capture if any respondents belonged to units formed since
September 2001, when the Department underwent organizational restructuring and added the
Counterterrorism Bureau to its operations. The respondents predominantly diseithabe
guestion. As such, few associations were expected and confirmed by the dueatigmo
associations with any other questions.

Employees considered their assignments important for the Departmesgisrmand
significantly important for other employees to complete their tasks. Esgsdastrongly
disagreed with the statement that the Department could do away with thewnsssigvith little
or no impact on police services. While this importance was measured only aside,atig
responses indicated the employees placed their assignments high on ayhadralich
assignments, regardless of the type of assignment.

Employees considered their assignment important, for others and the DeparTinie
reflected the positive attitude towards the assignment and suggested enmeye
predominantly satisfied with their position and assignment. Whether or not thia ea&t true,
was irrelevant. It was the attitude that mattered, and the assoc@iimnaed in the expected
directions. Employees found agency in their assignments that reflected redpeinses to the
various questions.

Question 9 asked if the employee had great flexibility in their schedulstiQué
correlated positively with Question 3, the question the asked if the emplagesatisfied with
their shift assignment, Question 10, the question that asked if the employeectoaltbavork
whenever they wanted, Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could take off

whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadeapeat f
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within their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee carildestr

their workload as they saw fit, Question 17, the question that asked if the employke coul
communicate easily with supervisors or subordinates about their work, QuestiondiBzghen

that asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelings aboficamnssues that

affected their assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked if theesspdg@ynion

was considered important. Question 9 accounted for 12% of the shared varianceestibrQ

3, 35% of the shared variance with Question 10, 28% of the shared variance with Question 12,
32% of the shared variance with Question 13, 24% of the shared variance with QlL#sti?%

of the shared variance with Question 17, 15% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 17%
of the shared variance with Question 20.

Question 9 correlated negatively with Question 11, the question that agked if t
employee’s schedule was provided for them, and they had to follow it without deviation.
Question 9 accounted for 47% of the shared variance with Question 11.

Question 10 asked if the employee could come to work whenever they wanted. Question
10 correlated positively with Question 9, the question that asked if the emplal/Bexaility
in their schedule, Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could takernsVer
they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee had gd@nfrethin their
assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee could sthestwerkload
as they saw fit, Question 18, the question that asked if the employee wasl ad@xpress their
feelings about significant issues that affected their assignment, astd@uzo, the question that
asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important. Question 10 accounted for 35% of

the shared variance with Question 9, 28% of the shared variance with Question 12, 24% of the
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shared variance with Question 13, 20% of the shared variance with Question 14, 9% of the
shared variance with Question 18, and 11% of the shared variance with Question 20.

Question 10 correlated negatively with Question 11, the question that asked if the
employee could take off whenever they wanted. Question 10 accounted for 30% of the shared
variance with Question 11.

Question 11 asked if the employee was provided with a schedule that they had to follow
without deviation. Question 11 did not correlate positively with any questions. i@Quést
correlated negatively with Question 9, the question that asked if the emplaygesht
flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the eneptoydd come to
work whenever they wanted, Question 12, the question that asked if the employeekeooftt] ta
whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadegteat fr
in their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee aaiidestheir
workload as they saw fit, Question 17, the question that asked if the employee could
communicate easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Qu#&8titre
guestion that asked if the employee could express their feelings about argndsues that
affected their assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked if theesispdynion
was considered important. Question 11 accounted for 47% of the shared variancaesttbrQQ
9, 30% of the shared variance with Question 10, 24% of the shared variance with Question 12,
24% of the shared variance with Question 13, 19% of the shared variance with QlL#&sti?%
of the shared variance with Question 17, 15% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 20%
of the shared variance with Question 20.

Question 12 asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted. Question 12

correlated positively with Question 3, the question that asked if the employsategfied with
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their shift assignment, Question 9, the question that asked if the emplaygeshtflexibility in
their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the employee could come to work
whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadeapeat f
within their assignment, Question 17, the question that asked if the employee couldnicaten
easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Question 18, the questiaskib if

the employee was allowed to express their feelings about significant isatiaffected their
assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion wasetbnside
important. Question 12 accounted for 10% of the shared variance with Question 3, 28% of the
shared variance with Question 9, 28% of the shared variance with Question 10, 30% of the
shared variance with Question 13, 13% of the shared variance with Question 17, 18% of the
shared variance with Question 18, and 12% of the shared variance with Question 20.

Question 12 correlated negatively with Question 11, the question that asked if aeschedul
was provided for the employee, which they had to follow without deviation, Question 14, the
guestion that asked if the employee could structure their workload as they. s@Qudgtion 12
accounted for 24% of the shared variance with Question 11 and 24% of the shared vattiance w
Question 14.

Employees tended to split on the questions of schedule flexibility and planning. Bhis wa
attributed to rank and specific assignment within the Department. Policer®#Hime Sergeants
assigned to the Patrol Services Bureau followed a prescribed schedule, amiawdated to
work according to minimum manning requirements. The minimum number of required
resources—sector patrols, precinct staff, and supervisors—precluded mangkiragroff, or
changing their schedules. More scheduling flexibility was affordedithgenants. As long as

these managers had subordinate supervisors assigned to the shift, they weresatvlecture
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their shift assignment to a greater extent than the sergeants. Most respomoleever, agreed
they were still limited to when they could take off.

This limitation was attributed to the Department’s bureaucratic naturerapdasis on
maintaining an adequate number of personnel resources to accomplish the patesd ser
function. Deviations were attributed to the support and investigative services, igaenasts
considered secondary to the patrol function, and more in a supportive role.

Question 13 asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignmestiofQue
13 correlated positively with Question 3, the question that asked if the emplagesatisfied
with their shift assignment, Question 9, the question that asked if the employeedtad g
flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the eegptmyuld come to
work whenever they wanted, Question 12, the question that asked if the employealeoftl t
whenever they wanted, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee couicedtrant
work load as they saw fit, Question 17, the question that asked if the employee could
communicate easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Qu#8titre
guestion that asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelingsighigant issues
that affected their assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked iplkbyeers opinion
was considered important. Question 13 accounted for 12% of the shared variancaesttbrQQ
3, 32% of the shared variance with Question 9, 24% of the shared variance with QL&stion

30% of the shared variance with Question 12, 38% of the shared variance with QlL#&s1i6¥

of the shared variance with Question 17, 21% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 21%

of the shared variance with Question 20.
Question 13 correlated negatively with Question 2, the question that asked if the

employee received their assignment with little or no input from them, Quoekli the question
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that asked if the employee’s schedule was provided for them and they had to folltheutt w
deviation. Question 13 accounted for 10% of the shared variance with Question 2 and 24% of
the shared variance with Question 11.

Question 14 asked if the employee could structure their workload as they saw fit.
Question 14 correlated positively with Question 3, the question that asked ifgloyeenwas
satisfied with their assignment, Question 9, the question that asked if threyeephd great
flexibility in their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the eneptoydd come to
work whenever they wanted, Question 12, the question that asked if the employealeoftl t
whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadeapeat f
in their assignment, Question 17, the question that asked if the employee couldniceten
easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Question 18, the questiaskib if
the employee could express their feelings about significant issues dtedftheir assignment,
and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion was considereditmporta
Question 14 accounted for 11% of the shared variance with Question 3, 24% of the shared
variance with Question 9, 20% of the shared variance with Question 10, 24% of the shared
variance with Question 12, 38% of the shared variance with Question 13, 12% of tkle share
variance with Question 17, 19% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 16% ofdtie shar
variance with Question 20.

Question 14 correlated negatively with Question 11, the question that asked if the
employee had a schedule provided for them, which they had to follow without deviation.
Question 14 accounted for 19% of the shared variance with Question 11

Question 15 asked if the employee’s assignment did not rely on others. Questidn 15

not correlate significantly with any other questions.
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Question 16 asked if the employee had to do certain tasks frequently. Question 16 did
not correlate significantly with any other questions.

Employees tended to disagree that they possessed great freedom withssthemant.
This was determined to be the consequence of the bureaucratic nature of tie@&wpahere
the employee was assigned to accomplish certain tasks towards the ogpaathiznt mandate.
Overall, employees felt they had to complete their assigned tasks within aizatigaal
mosaic of interdependent personnel, all components working towards a shared goalerehey
satisfied within their work setting.

The results, however, revealed another aspect of the employee, atitiezgnt
from the previous results. A significant sample of respondents tended to agrbeythat t
possessed great freedom within their assignment. This may have been thaf resplindents
that were assigned to several assignments within the Department tlestspdssiore
independence than the regular patrol officer. These assignments included vaestigative
assignments and the position of Integrity Control Officer. It was enpiedsible the sample
captured personnel assigned to these various units that possessed certain indepéhatence w
their assignments.

Detectives assigned to the investigative units such as the DetectaesubBhad certain
independence not allowed regular patrol officers. They were assignebbvo dadpecific
schedule and were assigned to investigate incidents which occurred withjartbéiction
while they worked. They were allowed, however, certain latitude when it watheir assigned
investigations. As long as they displayed progress in their caseload,ehepnetty much left

to function with little supervision.
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In addition, the position of Integrity Control Officer allowed the greatest anajunt
independence of any employee within the organization. This position, designed to be an
independent oversight of precinct operations, was staffed by middle level nsraageworked
directly for the commanding officer. They were allowed to structurespé@s of their
assignment as they saw fit, with the commanding officer’s approval.

Question 17 asked if the employee was able to communicate easily with
supervisor/subordinate about their work. Question 17 correlated positively withdQueshe
guestion that asked if the employee had great flexibility in their schedulsti@Qu#&2, the
guestion that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted, Question 13, the
guestion that asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignunestip@ 14, the
guestion that asked if the employee could structure their workload as they, €amefition 18,
the question that asked if the employee was allowed to express their fablugsignificant
issues that affected their assignment, Question 19, the question that asgetfrom others
was considered in decision making, and Question 20, the question that asked if the ésnployee
opinion was considered important. Question 17 accounted for 12% of the shared variance with
Question 9, 13% of the shared variance with Question 12, 16% of the shared variance with
Question 13, 12% of the shared variance with Question 14, 43% of the shared variance with
Question 18, 15% of the shared variance with Question 19, and 29% of the shared variance with
Question 20.

Question 17 correlated negatively with Question 11, the question that asked if the
employee’s schedule was provided for them, to follow without deviation. Question 17 adcounte

for 12% of the shared variance with Question 11.
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Question 18 asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelmgssamificant
issues that affected their assignment. Question 18 correlated posititrefyuestion 3, the
guestion that asked if the employee was satisfied with their shift assigruestion 9, the
guestion that asked if the employee had great flexibility in their schedulsti@Qu#0, the
guestion that asked if the employee could come to work whenever they wanted, Question 12, the
guestion that asked if the employee could take off whenever they wanted, Question 13, the
guestion that asked if the employee had great freedom within their assignunestip@ 14, the
guestion that asked of the employee could structure their workload as they Qavediion 17,
the question that asked if the employee could communicate easily with their
supervisor/subordinate about their work, Question 19, the question that asked if input was
considered in decision making, and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s
opinion was considered important. Question 18 accounted for 13% of the shared variance with
Question 3, 15% of the shared variance with Question 9, 9% of the shared variance with
Question 10, 18% of the shared variance with Question 12, 21% of the shared variance with
Question 13, 19% of the shared variance with Question 14, 43% of the shared variance with
Question 17, 16% of the shared variance with Question 19, and 36% of the shared variance with
Question 20.

Question 18 correlated negatively with Question 2, the question that asked if the
employee received their assignment with little or no input from them, andiQu#$, the
guestion that asked if the employee’s schedule was provided for them, to follow without
deviation. Question 18 accounted for 11% of the shared variance with Question 2 and 15% of

the shared variance with Question 11.
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Question 19 asked if input from others was considered in decision making. Question 19
correlated positively with Question 3, the question that asked if the emplogesatisied with
their shift assignment, Question 17, the question that asked if the employeectomidracate
easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Question 18, the questiaskib if
the employee was allowed to express their feelings about significant isatiaffected their
assignment, and Question 20, the question that asked if the employee’s opinion v ebnsi
important. Question 19 accounted for 10% of the shared variance with Question 3, 15% of the
shared variance with Question 17, 16% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 28% of the
shared variance with Question 20. There were no other significant correldeatifed beyond
the .3 threshold.

Question 20 asked if the employee’s opinion was considered important. Question 20
correlated positively with Question 3, the question that asked if the emplagesatisfied with
their shift assignment, Question 9, the question that asked if the employeedisitegibility in
their schedule, Question 10, the question that asked if the employee could come to work
whenever they wanted, Question 12, the question that asked if the employee could take off
whenever they wanted, Question 13, the question that asked if the employee hadeapeat f
within their assignment, Question 14, the question that asked if the employee carildestr
their workload as they saw fit, Question 17, the question that asked if the employke coul
communicate easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work, Qu#8tithre
guestion that asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelingsightigant issues
that affected their assignment, and Question 19, the question that asked ifanpatifers was
considered in decision making. Question 20 accounted for 12% of the shared variance with

Question 3, 17% of the shared variance with Question 9, 11% of the shared variance with
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Question 10, 12% of the shared variance with Question 12, 21% of the shared variance with
Question 13, 16% of the shared variance with Question 14, 29% of the shared variance with
Question 17, 36% of the shared variance with Question 18, and 28% of the shared variance with
Question 19.

Question 20 correlated negatively with Question 2, the question that asked if the
employee received their assignment with little or no input from them andiQu#st the
guestion that asked if the employee’s schedule was provided for them, to follow without
deviation. Question 20 accounted for 12% of the share variance with Question 2 and 20% of the
shared variance with Question 11.

Survey respondents felt they were actively involved in the communication within the
assignment. While it was generally understood that communication followed &thse-pp,
down, and sideways—most bureaucracies experienced only downward communication from the
management to the worker. Within the Department, survey respondents agrdesirtigiut
was considered important. This was important for overall employee health anizatgnal
performance.

Question 21 asked if the employee needed to work a specific schedule to meebabligati
at home. Question 21 correlated positively with Question 22, the question that abked if
employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescheduled titneysthidin’t
ordinarily work, Question 24, the question that asked if the employee’s homeglifieed them
to come home punctually. Question 21 accounted for 46% of the shared variance with Question

22 and 25% of the shared variance with Question 24.
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Question 21 correlated negatively with Question 23, the question that asked if the
employee’s family had no influence on what time they worked. Question 21 acttam?6%
of the shared variance with Question 23.

Question 22 asked if the employee needed to make special arrangements at home if
rescheduled to a shift they didn’t ordinarily work. Question 22 correlated pbgitiith
Question 21, the question that asked if the employee needed to work a specific schedate to m
obligations at home and Question 24, the question that asked if the employee’s home life
required them to come home punctually. Question 22 accounted for 46% of the shared varianc
with Question 21 and 28% of the shared variance with Question 24.

Question 22 correlated negatively with Question 23, the question that asked if the
employee’s family had no influence on what time they worked. Question 22 aattam?5%
of the shared variance with Question 23.

Question 23 asked if the employee’s family had no influence on what time theydworke
Question 23 correlated negatively with Question 21, the question that asked if thgemmplo
needed to work a specific schedule to meet obligations at home, Question 22, the question that
asked if the employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescbedsitei they
didn’t ordinarily work, and Question 24, the question that asked if the employee’s feme li
required them to come home punctually. Question 23 accounted for 26% of the shared varianc
with Question 21, 25% of the shared variance with Question 22, and 20% of the shareg varian
with Question 24.

Question 24 asked if the employee’s home life required them to come home punctually.
Question 24 correlated positively with Question 21, the question that asked ifgloyeen

needed to work a specific schedule to meet obligations at home, Question 22, the question that
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asked if the employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescbedsiteid they

didn’t ordinarily work, and Question 23, the question that asked if the employee’y Fadiho
influence on what time they worked. Question 24 accounted for 25% of the shared waitlance
Question 21, 28% of the shared variance with Question 22, and 20% of the shared variance with
Question 23.

Employees with families agreed that their family concerns impactedsth
assignments. Their family responsibilities figured actively witheassignment. This opinion
was consistently supported throughout the questions that asked about family cdncerns.
addition, there were no other correlations with a moderate effect or gvegiterd the questions
that asked about the family. As such, the issue was independent of the other factolis, but sti
important to the employee.

Question 25 asked if the employee worked an extra job to supplement their income.
Question 25 correlated positively with Question 26, the question that asked ifluyeen
needed to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other employmstionQre
the question that asked if the employee needed to work a certain amount of overtyme ever
month to pay their bills, and Question 28, the question that asked if the employee relidgtd on s
differential to meet income requirements. Question 25 accounted for 48% of the\sdréance
with Question 26, 14% of the shared variance with Question 27, and 14% of the sharee varianc
with Question 28.

Question 26 asked if the employee needed to work a specific shift/schedule tbaneet t
demands of other employment. Question 26 correlated positively with Question 25 stenque
that asked if the employee worked an extra job to supplement their income, QRéstloan

guestion that asked if the employee needed to work a certain amount of overtime everpmonth t
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pay their bills, and Question 28, the question that asked if the employee relied on shif
differential to meet income requirements. Question 26 accounted for 48% of the\sdréance

with Question 25, 10% of the shared variance with Question 27, and 13% of the sharee varianc
with Question 28.

Question 27 asked if the employee needed to work a certain amount of overtime every
month to pay their bills. Question 27 correlated positively with Question 25, teeajuihat
asked if the employee worked an extra job to supplement their income, QuestioniR@stin
that asked if the employee needed to work a specific shift/schedule to meettdweds of other
employment, and Question 28, the question that asked if the employee relied offfstafitdil
to meet income requirements. Question 27 accounted for 14% of the shared variance with
Question 25, 10% of the shared variance with Question 26, and 34% of the shared variance with
Question 28.

Question 28 asked if the employee relied on shift differential to meet income
requirements. Question 28 correlated positively with Question 25, the questiaskibaif the
employee worked an extra job to supplement their income, Question 26, the questidtethat as
if the employee needed to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other
employment, and Question 27, the question that asked if the employee needed to viaik a ce
amount of overtime every month to pay their bills. Question 28 accounted for 14% of &g shar
variance with Question 25, 13% of the shared variance with Question 26, and 34% ofdtie shar
variance with Question 27.

A large number of employees agreed they needed extra income beyond that provided by
their basic salary to pay their bills. A significant number of employeiesireh overtime, shift

differential, or an extra job to supplement their income. Those that engaged in outside
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employment agreed they didn’t need to work a specific shift/schedule tohmeetrhands of the
other employment. These employees appeared to reconcile their siftressts with the
demands of the other employment in order to make ends meet.

Question 29 asked if the employee preferred to work the day shift. Question 29
correlated negatively with Question 30, the question that asked if the employkekerather
work in the afternoons and Question 31, the question that asked if the employee enjaysgl wor
the night shift. Question 29 accounted for 12% of the shared variance with QG@6stiod 31%
of the shared variance with Question 31.

Question 30 asked if the employee would rather work in the afternoons. Question 30
correlated negatively with Question 29, the question that asked if the empleyeeed to work
the day shift.

Question 31 asked if the employee enjoyed working the night shift. Question 31
correlated negatively with Question 29, the question that asked if the empleferegol to work
the day shift. Question 31 accounted for 31% of the shared variance with Q@éstion

Question 32 asked if the shift the employee worked best reflected their vetdepgyig
pattern. Question 32 correlated negatively with Question 4, the question that akked if
employee had a choice, they would work a different shift. Question 32 accounted for 1&% of th
shared variance with Question 4.

Employees displayed a diverse preference for which shift they prefékfeite some
preferred a specific shift, there was also a large number who disagthdtevpreference.
Whatever the choice, the association with the other choices was in the expectazhdik&/hat
was more interesting, however, was the fact that most employeed Hwatthe shift they

worked best reflected their waking/sleeping patterns. This finding wdsitdt to the idea that
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the employees became used to the hours of their specific shift and felt out efteartassigned
to a different shift. This was especially true with the midnight shift, hifetstally opposite to
most human circadian rhythms, which took approximately three months to get used to.

The final part of the research findings consisted of the principal compondygisina
PASW 18 was used for the principal component analysis of the data set. Costello aneé Osbor
(2005) suggested the popularity of this analysis was due to it being the deféald rioetthe
software. This was not an issue, since the ultimate purpose of the analysisdeasify a
hierarchy of indexes important to the employee, in support of Herzberg’s theoryipd&rinc
component analysis, distinguished from factor analysis, was the preferteattetreduce the
data to identify the underlying factors. The principal components were idéfitdia the
survey responses. In this manner, a few components were identified thatcc#mueggest
amount of variability in the survey responses. This form of data reduction process, hovesve
not without cost.

The process of factor analysis, in contrast, identified several vasigtwared, unique,
error) and only used the shared variance between variables to identify the ugdadtons in
the data set. In this manner, the emergent factors were grouped accordingasttimportant
correlations. The result was the reduction of a large data set to acfevs fihat accounted for
most of the variance. This reduction identified the separate variances and usbé shired
variance in calculation. This was not the case with principal component analysis

The process did not separate the several variances but combined them into the
calculations. The process was used to identify which factors were mostantporthe survey.
The risk, however, was inflation in the significance of questions not sigmtffozorrelated. The

analysis was conducted with this caveat in mind.
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Initial analysis of the entire data was conducted to determine the ktyitbiprincipal
component analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adeawacycluded in
the PASW18 as a measure of prediction for the use of PCA. The measure was usgthtoalet
whether there were significant correlations between the various questioagaotvhe principal
component analysis. The closer the KMO statistic approached 1.0, the larger teeoflegre
common variance among the Question s. Kaiser (1974) warned a statistic below 0.d¥tshoul
be factored. The KMO statistic for the whole survey results was .801, whichtedljgatterns
in the correlations were able to be identified in a principal component analysi

The Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity was the other measure included$WAA to assist in
determining whether there was a significant relationship between tlablesrto warrant a PCA.
This test was used to test the null hypothesis that the variables were nattedrréi the
calculated significance level was significant (p < .05), the null hypistivess rejected. This
indicated there were relationships between the variables and PCA waste@r In this case,
the Bartlett’s statistic was highly significant (p < .0001). The sungyoreses were correlated
and amenable to further analysis.

The Communalities chart listed, in order of importance, the proportion of variance
explained by the common factors. Since principal component analysis assumedratevwaas
common, the initial value listed is 1.0, the total variance. The extraction sestezhthe
common, shared variance associated with the variable. The shared variance fatédisraas
impressive, calculated between .431 and .804. This meant shared variance was 4ig%wee
and 80% for the variables. In this study, variables considered important were ithosieaned
variance of .700 or greater. They comprised Age, Time in Service, Question 8,shemrat

asked if the employee’s assignment existed before the terrorist ev@0319fQuestion 18, the
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guestion that asked if the employee was allowed to express their fedlmdssanificant issues

that affected their assignment, Question 21, the question that asked if togesmpeded to

work a specific schedule to meet obligations at home, Question 22, the questaskdéaaif the
employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescheduled titneysthidin’t

ordinarily work, Question 25, the question that asked if the employee needed tarvextra

job to supplement their income, Question 26, the question that asked if the employee needed to
work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other employment, and®Q28sthe
guestion that asked if the employee preferred to work the day shift.

The Total Variance Explained chart displayed the eigenvalues associtttedevi
components before and after extraction, and before rotation. The values assotiatad i
component are presented as the percentage of variance explained. Listedhdinigscder,
the top ten components explained 64% of the total variance. These components wdo# liste
extraction and rotation based on an eigenvalue of 1.0 threshold. The first component accounted
for 18% of the total variance, the second component accounted for 8% of the total variance, the
third and fourth component accounted for 7% of the total variance, the fifth component
accounted for 6% of the total variance, the sixth component accounted for 5% of the total
variance, the seventh and eighth components accounted for 4% of the total variance, and the
ninth and tenth components accounted for 3% of the total variance. At this point, eigenvalues
were below the 1.0 threshold and not included for extraction.

The part of the chart that listed the Rotation Sums of Squared LoadingktHeste
eigenvalues and their percent of accounted for variance after rotation. This was ojpti@ize

the factor structure, and minimize extreme differences in accountedrfanee. Here, the ten

121



components ranged from 12% to 3% of the total variance. The higher components, the first and
second were reduced, and the remaining components, third through tenth, were increased.

The initial graph of total variance identified the components, in order of most
contribution to the total variance. The first ten components explained 64% of theat@ate.
The first component accounted for 18% of the total variance, the last selected, aungone
accounted for 3% of the total variance. All the other components accounted for 3%wbthess
total variance and were removed from consideration.

The Scree Plot displayed each component with its associated eigenvalue. At campone
ten, the plot trails off to lesser amounts. The graph provides a pictorial disptesyTaftal
Variance Explained chart and further support of the choice of the 1.0 eigenvaltelthfes
inclusion in the extraction analysis.

The Component Matrix and Rotated Component Matrix charts displayed thattonse!
for each variable and the factor for the ten components. Each component displdstetbthe
that were selected for extraction. Any values below .300 were suppressdtid¢ronart.
Although the results for the Component Matrix were listed, rotation identified senatli
factors, which clarified considerably the factors that comprised the component

In the Component Matrix, component one, Question 13, the question that asked if the
employee had great freedom within their assignment, Question 9, the questaskéuhif the
employee had great flexibility in their assignment, and Question 20, tegajuthat asked if the
employee’s opinion was considered important, all had correlations above .700. Inatesl Rot
Component Matrix, Question 9, Question 10, the question that asked the employee could come
to work whenever they wanted, and Question 13 had correlations above .700. Question 11, the

guestion that asked if the employee’s schedule was provided for them, to follow without
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deviation had a correlation below -.700. These factors were identified asdheraytof
assignment and independence of assignment factors.

In the Component Matrix, component two, Time in Current Rank, Question 26, the
guestion that asked if the employee needed to work a specific shift/schedulé tbenteemands
of other employment, Time in Current Assignment, Question 22, the question that akked if t
employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescheduled tiheysthidt not
ordinarily work, Question 25, the question that asked the employee worked amkextta |
supplement their income, and Time in Service all had correlations above .500. Inates Rot
Component Matrix, Time in Service, Age, Time in Current Rank, and, Time in Current
Assignment had correlations above .700. These variables were identified asdhey $aaior.

In the Component Matrix, component three, Question 22, the question that asked if the
employee needed to make special arrangements at home if rescheduled tiheysthidt not
ordinarily work, and Question 21, the question that asked if the employee needed to work a
specific schedule in order to meet their obligations at home had correlations above #@0. |
Rotated Component Matrix, Question 22 and Question 21 had correlations above .800. These
variables were identified as the family concerns factor.

In the Component Matrix, component four, Question 7, the question that asked if the
Department could do away with the assignment with little or no impact oneseeligery,

Question 15, the question that asked if the employee’s assignment did not rely on others, and
Question 28, the question that asked if the employee relied on shift differente¢tancome
requirements had correlations above .400. In the Rotated Component Matrixo@u8sthe
guestion that asked if the employee was allowed to express their feelingsightigant issues

that affected their assignment and Question 17, the question that asked if thyeensplld
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communicate easily with their supervisor/subordinate about their work hacatongslabove
.700. These variables were identified as the level of feedback factor.

In Component Matrix, component five, Question 31, the question that asked if the
employee enjoyed working the night shift, and Question 28, the question that akked if t
employee relied on shift differential to meet income requirements hadatimms above .400.

In the Rotated Component Matrix, Question 3, the question that asked the employee was
satisfied with their shift assignment had a correlation above .700. This variabidentfied
the shift assignment factor.

In the Component Matrix, component six, Question 4, the question that asked if the
employee would work a different shift had a correlation above .500. In the Rotatgzb@ent
Matrix, Question 25, the question that asked if the employee worked an extra job &rsmpl
their income, and Question 26, the question that asked if the employee needed to wafic a spec
shift/schedule to meet the demands of other employment had correlations above .800. These
variables were identified as the income requirements factor.

In the Component Matrix, component seven, Question 31, the question that asked if the
employee enjoyed working the night shift, and Question 30, the question that asked if the
employee would rather work in the afternoons had correlations above .400. In the Rotated
Component Matrix, Question 6, the question that asked if the employee’s assigi@sent
important for others to do their jobs had a correlation above .700. This variable waseidastifi
the significance of assignment factor.

In the Component Matrix, component eight, Question 18, the question that asked if the
employee was allowed to express their feelings about significardsghat affected their

assignment, and Question 17, the question that asked if the employee could comreasilyate
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with their supervisor/subordinate about their work had correlations above .400. In tteslRota
Component Matrix, Question 29, the question that asked if the employee preferrel thevor
day shift had a correlation above .800. This variable identified the lifestyte.fac

In the Component Matrix, component nine, Question 8, the question that asked if the
employee’s assignment existed before the terrorist events of 2001 had aicoregdove .700.

In the Rotated Component Matrix, Question 27, the question that asked if the employele neede
to work a certain amount of overtime every month to pay bills, and Question 30, the question
that asked if the employee would rather work in the afternoons had correlations above .600.
These variables identified the income requirements and lifestyle isst@s fa

In the Component Matrix, component ten, Question 30, the question that asked if the
employee would rather work in the afternoons had a correlation above .400. In the Rotated
Component Matrix, Question 8, the question that asked if the employee’s assigrisimat
before the terrorist events of 2001 had a correlation above .800. This variable idéddified t
significance of assignment factor.

The next part of the principal component analysis consisted of combining the various
guestions into the various parts that comprised the Motivation Index--Institutiariat$/&hift
Assignment (Questions 1-4), Institutional Factors/Significance oAssent (Questions 5-8),
Institutional Factors/Autonomy of Assignment (Questions 9-12), Institutional
Factors/Independence of Assignment (Questions 13-16), Institutionaldaet@l of
Assignment (Questions 17-20), Personal Factors/Family Concerns (pgeAti24), and
Personal Factors/Income Requirements (Questions 25-28), and Factasgé_lkssies

(Questions 29-32).
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The KMO statistic for the combined survey results was .714, which indicatedngan
the correlations able to be identified in a principal component analysis. Badiatistic was
highly significant (p < .0001), which indicated relationships between the variabthessurvey
responses were amenable to further analysis.

The Communalities chart listed, in order of importance, the proportion of variance
explained by the common factors. Since principal component analysis assumedratevwaas
common, the initial value listed is 1.0, the total variance. The extraction sestezhthe
common, shared variance associated with the variable. The shared variance fatéddisraas
impressive, calculated between .358 and .803. This meant shared variance was 2fsdwee
and 80% for the variables. In this study, variables considered important weravittoshared
variance of .700 or greater. They comprised Age, Time in Service, and QuesdiomoSether
indexes were above the .700 threshold.

The Total Variance Explained chart displayed the eigenvalues associtttedevi
components before and after extraction, and before rotation. The values assodiatadhvit
component are presented as the percentage of variance explained. Listedhdinigscder,
the top four components explained 62% of the total variance. These components widi liste
extraction and rotation based on an eigenvalue threshold of 1.0. The first component accounted
for 25% of the total variance, the second component accounted for 19% of the total variance, the
third component accounted for 10% of the total variance, and the fourth component accounted
for 9% of the total variance. At this point, eigenvalues were below the 1.0 threstolctee
not included for extraction.

The part of the chart that listed the Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings Hested t

eigenvalues and their percent of accounted for variance after rotation. This was ojptiaize
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the factor structure, and minimize extreme differences in accountedi@nea&a Here, the four
components ranged from 22% to 10% of the total variance. The highest component, the firs
was reduced, and the second, third, and fourth were reduced.

The initial graph of total variance identified the components, in order of most
contribution to the total variance. The first four components explained 62% of the t@atea
The first component accounted for 25% of the total variance, the last selected, aunfipane
accounted for 9% of the total variance. All the other components accounted for 8%wbthess
total variance and were removed from consideration.

The Scree Plot displayed each component with its associated eigenvalue. At campone
four, the plot trails off to lesser amounts. The graph provides a pictorial disples Dotal
Variance Explained chart and further support of the choice of the 1.0 eigenvatimlthifer
inclusion in the extraction analysis.

The Component Matrix and Rotated Component Matrix charts displayed the correlations
for each variable and the factor for the four components. Each component dispéafgddrs
that were selected for extraction. Any values below .300 were suppressdtid¢ronart.
Although the results for the Component Matrix were listed, rotation identified fduratis
factors, which clarified considerably the variables that comprised the component

In the Component Matrix, component one, Time in Service and Age had correlations
above .700. In the Rotated Component Matrix, Time in Service, Age, Time in Current Rank, and
Time in Current Assignment, had correlations above .700. These factors wafeedlastthe
seniority factor.

In the Component Matrix, component two, Questions 9-12, the questions that asked how

flexible the employee’s schedule was, Questions 17-20, the questions thatteskdtie
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amount of two-way communication that existed in the employee’s assigramdnQuestions

13-16, the questions that asked how the employee’s assignment fit into the orgaalizati
structure, had correlations above .500. In the Rotated Component Matrix, Questions 9-12, the
guestions that asked how flexible the employee’s work schedule was, QuestRihgHie

guestions that asked about the amount of two-way communication that existed in tneefapl
assignment, and Questions 13-16, the questions that asked how the employee’s adgsignment
into the organizational structure had correlations above .700. These variabledengfied as
autonomy of assignment, independence of assignment, and level of feedback factors

In the Component Matrix, component three, Questions 25-28, the questions that asked
about the employee’s income requirements, had a correlation above .700. In the Rotated
Component Matrix, Questions 25-28, the questions that asked about the employee’s income
requirements, had a correlation above .800. This index was identified as the income
requirements factor.

In the Component Matrix, component four, Questions 5-8, the questions that asked how
important the employee’s assignment was to the Department had a amrataive .700. In the
Rotated Component Matrix, Questions 5-8, the questions that asked how important the
employee’s assignment was to the Department had a correlation above .800d&hisas
identified as the significance of assignment factor.

The results of the principal component analysis identified the various fagiets m
important to the employee. The variables of Age and Time in Service had the highest
correlations, but were not considered important in the analysis. It was intbhaiose with
more time in service tended to be older. In that regard, the two variables codtnbtiteg

towards the test of the hypotheses. More importantly, the variables with thegresdthi
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correlations were the questions that asked about the employee’s incomenmeqts and family
concerns. These correlations were all above .800. Independence and autonongxinarte
hierarchy of correlations, with correlations in the high .700s.

These conclusions were supported further with the analysis of the various indéxes tha
comprised the Motivation Index. Time in service, age, and time in current rank hadnést hig
correlations, but were not included. Independence and autonomy of assignment wiere next
importance, with family concerns and income requirements following next. imdledémponent
contained the largest correlation attributed to the significance of assigroaealso contained
the smallest correlation, attributed to the level of feedback. This was idgasfien artifact of
the employee’s feeling that their assignment was important and feadhadonstrained by the

bureaucratic nature of the Department.
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Chapter 6-Discussion, Limitations of the Study, Suggestions for Future Resear ch,

Policy | mplementation

Discussion

Herzberg suggested that hygiene factors were related to the work envir@amaent
needed no maintenance, except as to provide a positive influence for the employeethé
lack of positive influence that created dissatisfaction for the employee. dthatars,
however, were directly related to employee performance and needed cottstdiureto
prevent adverse affects on the individual.

In this study, the Internal/Institutional questions were considered the hygetoss.
Response selections were based on a five choice Likert scale of Stroragjyeifl), Disagree
(2), Undecided (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). The External/Pepoastlons were
considered the motivators. As such, the internal, institutional factors needed to provide a
positive influence to prevent dissatisfaction within the employee and theaxigersonal
factors needed attention to motivate the employee to perform.

The most important chart in this study was the rotated component matrix of the
Motivation Index factors. The Motivation Index consisted of the four questionwénat
created for each individual factor and were combined for analysis. Ahhtbeghart included
all of the results, only the most significant factors to the employee werdgghitgiad. These
comprised two aspects of the institutional factors, the significance of igarasst and
independence of the assignment, and one personal factor, income requirementss &his wa
surprising finding since it was generally understood that personal factdrsastemily
concerns and lifestyle issues, were important to employees. This finding aud to be

reconciled with Herzberg’s theory.
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Rotated Component Matrix

Component

1 2 3 4
TIME IN SERVICE .879
AGE .845
TIME IN CURREN TRANK .799
TIME IN CURRENT ASSIGNMENT .716
INSTITUTIONAL FACTOR/INDEPENDENCE OF ASSIGNMENT .822
INSTITUTIONAL FACTOR/AUTONOMY OF ASSIGNMENT .798
INSTITUTIONAL FACTOR/LEVEL OF FEEDBACK .704
INSTITUTIONAL FACTOR/SHIFT ASSIGNMENT .589
PERSONAL FACTOR/INCOME REQUIREMENTS .814
PERSONAL FACTOR/FAMILY CONCERNS .641
INSTITUTIONAL FACTOR/SIGNIFICANCE OF ASSIGNMENT .833
PERSONAL FACTOR/LIFESTYLE ISSUES .586

The internal/institutional factors of significance and independence ohassig were
most important to the employee. Identified as a hygiene factor, thesesfaat a direct
influence on employee satisfaction. According to the theory, the maintenahes@factors
was important to avoid employee dissatisfaction. The results indicateddb&ss were
managed properly, which allowed the employee to attach a certain amount oflopibe their
assignment. Within the work setting, the employee felt satisfactiortivatbignificance of their
assignment and being allowed a certain level of independence.

Employees seemed to attach an intrinsic value and importance to their wdrkughit
the notion of a thin blue line, where the police officer provided to the public a secufdy buf
against crime, has receded into relative obscurity, it could be argued that teptaeas alive in
the police culture. Employees felt a purpose to the work which provided proper raaggemnd

resulted in little dissatisfaction with the significance of thegassent.
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The independence factor conformed to Weberian notions of specialization within
bureaucratic organizations. In the Department, the greatest amount of indepeaaraenc
discretion was experienced by the patrol force. Contact with superviasigmited to the start
of the shift, when attendance was taken and assignments were issued, anddabdthieeeshift,

when officers returned and were accounted for. During the shift, police sfiuege mostly

beholden only to the police dispatcher. The only interaction with supervisors occurred during

visits, when supervisors met with police officers and annotated the interactioroifi¢hgs
activity log, and during significant assignments, when supervisors wenee@do respond.
Barring these events, police officers patrolled their areas, lairgelyrom direct supervision.
As long as any assignments were handled properly, police officers in thefpiate
experienced great independence.

This, however, went against the entrenched bureaucratic nature of the Dapakvita
the establishment of the Compstat paradigm, and its concomitant emphasis on hititpunta
placed squarely on precinct commanders, many officers found themselvesimgise
supervised by middle managers, who felt increased performance presson#seir
commanders. The result was increased oversight. The fact that indepengleedesb
importantly in employee’s attitudes was an important finding. Police ddfigere still able to
exert a measure of independence that satisfied the maintenance of theniétcidtle
dissatisfaction.

Employees managed to find a way to develop a way to manifest a type of opmérshi
the assignment through the independence within the assignment. While it coulddaktihagu

the employees were still under the direct control of higher levels of manageheay were able
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to develop something important for themselves. They developed a connection to theassig
a level of satisfaction that transcended the bureaucratic structure of therDen.

Following close behind, was income requirements. This factor was identifeed as
motivator, something that needed to be reconciled to the employee’s benéi éonployee to
be motivated properly. The results indicated the employees found this factonpeatant and
needed constant attention. Income requirements provided the impetus to work. Additional
income was sought through extra employment, or through overtime and shiftrdiffierdhe
fact that employees sought extra income highlighted a financial incentivepdoyees to work
more. Whether it was for their lifestyles or the attainment of finam@alth, the importance of
the extra income to the employee required constant attention.

It was interesting to see that family concerns figured less importhattyother factors.
Many modern families required two incomes to make ends meet. This meardgamagded to
balance schedule conflicts with the family. Children and pets needed to be cavbdddhe
employee was away at work. Apparently, employees reconciled thély taancerns with the
work requirements. Within the Department, there were numerous options to recanmkilgith
family concerns. While civilian employees at Police Headquarters hdsieatk services
available to them at the workplace, uniformed employees had no such option. Insteaeréhe
offered other options. These ranged from work locations close to home to special work
schedules. Those employees that modified their shift assignment accorthieg personal
family needs did so with little disruption in the workplace. Given the large nuohleenployees
within the Department, and multiple personnel for any given shift assignmeraéi®rated
the affects of an employee that organized their shift assignment arourfémmgir In fact, as

long as the work requirements were met, variability in shift assignmesttolesated.
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Lifestyle issues also figured less importantly to the employee #maiyfconcerns. The
guestions asked whether or not employees liked specific shifts and whether orghift the
assignment agreed with their circadian rhythm. Although the responses wetg most
employees felt their shift assignment agreed with them. This may havenoee a
consequence of the employee getting used to a certain shift, rather thaakamgst cycle. In
any case, the employee was able to reconcile their lifestylhetiatr specific assigned shift.

Finally, the level of feedback figured less significantly to the empldyae other factors.
Study results indicated employees were satisfied with the commonieapect within the
Department. They felt communication was easy, input was important. The bateauation
of top-down communication was replaced with the three-way dynamic needed fastuicce
discourse. Although there was no doubt that communication breakdowns still occurred, it
seemed this factor was incorporated into hormal operations and was relegagedrtoriportant
status.

It was both knowing and telling that employees were more concerned with the
institutional factors rather than the personal factors. Employees needeshtestied within the
work environment first, and then turned their attention to personal matters. Thignkaseal
to the employee that managed the work environment, and then reconciled all othisraispec
their personal lives. The income and family issues lingered in the backgroundrand we
addressed after the employee was satisfied within the work settingfagtiisdicated a possible
reason why there were so many transfers that occurred continually witlidepagtment.
Employees sought to improve their work situation, all the while feeling the aeedadncile

their personal life with their professional life.
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Employees tended to be satisfied with their assignments and felt thebedtifeflected
their waking/sleeping patterns. If this comfort level was the resultibamployee was used to
the shift assignment was not verified. It was, however, considered a consequéece of
satisfaction provided by the shift assignment. Employees felt good about dhnleiimpart,
because of the ability to reconcile the demands of the personal factors.wiéttisot the case,
the results obtained were certainly expected to be different.

The average age of the study sample was 37.32 years, indicative of a Eamibaty
within the Department. One must wonder, however, whether similar results wouldlmedbt
from a younger age sample? Since younger adults usually possessedinggeatiual freedom,
partly due to being single and not constrained by the obligations of a familyg @ntieely
possible that this group would have different priorities in the Motivation Index.

The study sample indicated that independence and significance of the assigmaeent
income were the most important factors. Less significant to the respondentsedirack,
family concerns, and lifestyle. The results were obtained from a santpleome seniority and
maturity. It would be interesting to see if similar results would be obt&iaedyounger police
officers. Would there be similarities in the Motivation Index, or would sometmitngeky
different be indicated in this group? It was entirely possible that the/lddactor and income
would be more important to this group, since they possessed greater freedom. Inaepanden
significance would also be less important since younger employees wouldraajanaed the
wisdom of recognizing the intrinsic value of work. It could be entirely possibteypunger
employees would be more motivated by the practical reasons for work, rathantha

ideological reasons.
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The null hypothesis suggested there was no impact of the shift assignment orotine vari
factors that comprised the Motivation Index. Through the application of a ptinoip@onent
analysis, the data was reduced and factors were identified that figundatargly in employee
motivation. This finding showed support for rejecting the null hypothesis. Theicigué and
independence factors and income requirements figured significantly inyera@titudes. Less
significant, but also important, were the family concerns, level of feedbaakifestyle issues

In turn, support for the alternative hypotheses was presented. Overall, the shift
assignment correlated positively with both the internal, institutional aednak, personal
factors identified in the principal component analysis. Significance, indepsmdad income
and family were all important to the employee within their shift assignment

Limitations of the Study

All research on human subjects contained weaknesses inherent in their desigaldMaxfi
& Babbie, 2006; Campbell & Stanley, 1963). As long as the research identified angictsstr
especially with regard to sample results generalized to the population, threhregeald be
considered to have passed academic muster. This study was no different.

This study was designed with a certain amount of subjective interprethtitns
proposal, the concern was that analysis of results obtained would be skewed. There was no
doubt that the authorship of this dissertation reflected many years withitYte and would
incorporate the subjective, interpretive interjections of the researglsdong as the results
were presented as the respondents reported, this reflexive bias would notpnétitite
analysis, but would further define the constructs that motivate officers.

Issues of reliability and validity, and their influence on study design, ierveaddressed.

It was important that any design recognized the influence of these varigbitsn this study,
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issues of reliability and validity (internal, external, and constructg wkmtified and measures
were taken to minimize their adverse affects.

The reliability of this study was dependant primarily on the accuracy ofysurve
participants’ responses (Beimer et al., 2004). This issue was addressedy imitied
instructions for the survey. It was hoped that by informing the survey participangdearch
would have an impact on future policy development and would create an imperative to be honest.
While this was a lofty ideal, there was another more practical constaic@dsisted in increased
data reliability.

The demographic portion of the data can be used to identify any anomalies in the
responses. It was generally understood within the law enforcement communitetbatias
less autonomy for those with little time in service and in rank. This can be usedtify ifh®se
survey responses that were outliers. The sample size assured any outierklittk
consequence.

The internal validity of this study was supported by the way the surveyomasucted
to retrieve responses on the various factors. The study was designed to reftbetr whift
assignments affected the factors that comprised the Motivation Indexausa process. While
one could certainly identify other variables that influenced motivation, the sungegesaned
to identify only the variables of interest. With this narrow focus, the analgsidimited to a
narrow construct, that being the internal, institutional and the external, pefiescinas.

The next threats to internal validity consisted of confounding variables that were
considered more important in experimental and quasi-experimental design, but shdagd st
accounted for in any design construction (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The thedatete

most relevant to this study are threats of history, testing and instrumentaticegaession to
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the mean. The other threats to validity, maturation, mortality, and diffusioratheats, were
of significance to experimental designs, which this study didn’t incorporate.

History referred to the introduction of a confounding independent variable (Campbell and
Stanley, 1963) that affected the study group. In the case of this studycaignifhanges in the
scheduling of personnel would have an impact. The survey was intended to gauge feélings a
perceptions with the scheduling process that was currently in place. This wiasnodim
concern, since any policy changes of such a nature took time to implement, arallelctiarc
was completed within a short time.

Testing and instrumentation referred to the application of the measuremanharstr
and design of the instrument itself (Beimer et al., 2004). Testing was the temsudjects got
used to the testing procedure. Even though survey participants only had to recoaspuogises
one time, discussion amongst peers was an important consideration. While absolctiemprote
against this threat was altogether improbable, intermittent, random surixeyrylelent a long
way towards preventing this problem. Instrumentation was the confounding inflalence
changing the survey. Since only one survey was used, this approach was notrafootizisr
study.

Regression to the mean referred to the study group achieving extremeoscares
variable (Beimer et al., 2004). In this study, the sampling design ensured enougintapues
variability to make this a minor concern. The sampling was designed totaafresiandom
distribution of sample participants, and results obtained would reflect an unbiasedentisn
of the population.

The external validity was the level of generalizabilty for this studgiM|d & Babbie,

2006). It was the purpose of this research to identify concerns within the law erdatce
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community, not just to the sample of survey participants. Since this studytedfeerandom
sample of personnel assigned to the Department, survey results wereycgesaanhlizable to
the Department. In fact, the results could also apply to any police departharfigeed similar
organizational issues over shift assignments. Whatever type of policing arzatganis
involved in, scheduling of service delivery became a central issue.

Although the survey instrument was considered applicable to most large policendepsrits
application to smaller police departments, and international police agencies woesdardy
have to be changed. This was due to the different reasons officers performetbtiseshafts
within these agencies. The motivations for shift work in large departments, vatinpel able
to exercise greater freedom of choice were not necessarily expdri@nteeir counterparts in
smaller police departments and international agencies. This was pyriduaito the differences
in staffing each type agency uses.

Large agencies benefited from a greater number of personnel resourlteisdiv f
staffing requirements. Smaller departments did not have this benefit. Therstapartments
needed to fill positions according to their various schedules, and necessagitg@ag®rsonnel
resources without regard to employee preferences. Within these agémecpaside officer did
not have a choice in shift assignments, on a regular basis. It was intet@stotg this was
something their counterparts in larger agencies experienced priohaiihg their junior years
with the agency.

Besides small agencies, this idea of mandatory assignment applied to countries
that possessed national police agencies. In countries that have their |axgraefardefined by

a national police agency, as in Turkey, assignment to the various shifts was afsaidual
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region. Police officers would not have a choice in where they were assigned, ionaiddvtihat
shift they performed.

Construct validity was the final aspect of this research that was adliré&sisee there
was no previous, standardized survey instrument that assessed motivation as a caneéquenc
shift work, the research was designed differently. This survey was cdedttagneasure
similar constructs with different statements. Application of a simpliststat analysis that
compared the responses to the two statements provided a construct validity indebkasdihe
this index approached 1.0, the greater the construct validity of the new surveg(Beal.,
2004).

In addition to the major concerns of selection bias, regression to the mean, erebrs coul
occur throughout the research process (Groves et al., 2004; Biemer et al., 2004). Based on
specific research Questions and hypotheses, research design begatangeth @opulation, then
a sampling frame from which a sample is selected. Data collection presedere then
designed, to be applied to the sample. The final steps in the process involved adngrasteri
measurement instrument, data manipulation, and finally, statistical analysi

It was important to understand that survey research, as in many other typesrohresea
designs, involved a sample that was used to represent the qualities of thepgaalteaion
(Bernard, 2000). From sample responses, statistical analyses were iateipreflect a quality
of the population. This analysis, however, required that survey responses refleatatefcthe
true respondent’s qualities, and the characteristics of the sample repteserdepulation
characteristics (Groves et al., 2004). When these two conditions deviated, erromsdodther
consequence was inference from a sample not truly reflected in the populatimerBt al.,

2004).
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The combination of all the different types of error was referred to as tatal&roves et
al., 2004; Beimer et al., 2004). It comprised two aspects of the research desggentation
and measurement. The representation aspect referred to the sample and includes eooe
(improper target population, sampling frame), sampling error (nonrepresensatipie}
nonresponse error (failure to participate), and adjustment error (editajg ddte measurement
aspect included errors in validity (deviations from construct), measuremen{false
responses), and processing error (improper data coding).

Within this study, concerns about coverage error and sampling error were addount
through the random attendance of full duty police officers at the semi-ameaahTs
gualification cycle. This design introduced enough systematic variance te ensample
representative of police officers assigned to work without restrictions.

In addition, concerns about adjustment error were also minimized. Due to theigimplic
of the survey design, there was no need to manipulate the responses to fit the codiag schem
The demographic data was separated into a choice of specific ranges, andittotteeimiddle
value of the three year range, allowing no deviation. The question responsésmeceby a
five-value Likert scale, and also allowed for no deviation in response choices.

This choice of design facilitated data coding and input into the statisticahprogrhe
coding of the demographic data consisted of nominal and ratio variables, coded acodiiing t
specific ranges of values constructed for the instrument. Coding of the respotise
guestions was organized along an ordinal scale, allowing statisticasiartalgauge better the
relationship between shift work assignment and the different organizational aodgbers

variables.
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In this study, the nonresponse error that occurred when survey participantsitihers®
not answer questions, or answer them improperly—not indicative of their actiakbpieds. A
major concern in any survey methodology (Beimer et al. 2004), this fact figuredcsigthyf in
the choice of sample size. Only twelve respondents, from the 580 survey paicsp@mitted
surveys that were too incomplete for analysis. They were removed fromantiata Surveys
with few omissions were included, since the sample size was large enougtinizmihese
errors. With these data adjustments, there was a large enough samplelkize to a
comprehensive data analysis.

In addition, another aspect of survey responses included in the nonresponse error was the
effect of answering in an expected manner, termed socially desirgB#itgard, 2000). This
was also be negated by the size of the sample. While this was an issue that could only be
verified through additional methodology, as in follow-up interviews, or additionalsjrite
would remain the focus of future research in this field.

Finally, the analysis choices were restricted by the difficulty in ileng a measure to
compare the responses to. In model construction, dependent and independent variables are
identified and combined into an equation that best describes the relationship. Thealack of
clearly defined independent variable restricted the analysis to idagtitye factors that were
most important to the employee.

Suggestionsfor Future Resear ch

There were many variables to consider when the research into motivationfanaghi
was planned. Because of the innumerable interdependencies and relationshipsetipagsent
within the concept of motivation and shift work, the distinctions and identification of

independent and dependent variables became blurred. This complicated the identdfdiie
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factors considered most important to the employee and incorporated into the Motinedgx.

In fact, future research into these psychological and sociological cdastrold be relegated to
identification of what was important to the employee, and serve as thegsfaoint for the
additional research.

One way to develop further the Motivation Index would be to conduct open-ended
interviewing. A methodology that used open-ended interviews would facthiidentification
of what was most important to the employee and suggest what was not considered. dsbopporte
a more comprehensive demographic component which identified specific agsignvitbin the
Department, greater specificity in the lifestyle and family comptswould be instrumental in
the identification of these important factors for the employee. It walgntiossible that
different motivations would become increasingly important with specifijg@yre life changes.

This study codified a concept of a Motivation Index that was analyzeadwaith
exploratory design. Additional research into the Motivation Index proposed in thisvabudhy
continue to identify additional factors considered important to the employee sthiéi@s would
continue with focus group research, or open interviewing to identify thosepteneemodify
those already existing, into a Motivation Index more indicative of the cussurgs that
motivated the employee. It was entirely possible that influenceshakte the institutional and
personal factors incorporated within this Motivation Index figured more signilly in future
research. Future research should identify additional factors important toloyeen

Another aspect important to future research would be to identify an approprisigrenea
to evaluate employee performance. The traditional approach of evaluating pesceaeon

the number of arrests affected, no longer adequate, would be replaced by a measure
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suitable3 to capture employee motivation. The aforementioned methodologies vemtlthas
the development of this measure.

Additional research would need to be conducted to validate possible modification of
Herzberg's Motivation/Hygiene Theory. It seemed somewhat simplisticlyoconsider the
dissatisfaction created by the lack of maintaining the hygiene of the woekpliawould
certainly be possible that other factors within the workplace influenced eaepdayisfaction.
Although the Motivation Index could be a start towards this modification, there wouldanbed t
much additional research conducted to validate the inclusion of any additionad factor
Herzberg's theory.

This study attempted to gauge officer’s attitudes on the eight factors thatised the
Motivation Index. Furthermore, it is worth exploring if there were someiadditfactors that
motivated the respondents to answer the way they did. While only speculation, and not
supported by the research questions, this notion hinted at the idea of underlyirggtiettor
motivated officers.

Known as interfering, or intervening factors, these are recognized as cdimgu
influences. These would have to be identified and incorporated into additional maaesamnc
attempt to develop an Index more fully representative of the motivations sféixperienced
with regard to shift work. Focus group research and incorporation into a larger wowdy
allow methodological replication and meaningful comparison to the current study.

Summary

Future research should incorporate the following strategies:

e Conduct open-ended interviewing to identify additional factors considered

important to the employee

144



e Conduct focus group research similarly, to identify additional factors congidere
important to the employee

e Develop a performance measure to adequately gauge employee motivation

e Reconfigure Hertzberg’'s Motivation/Hygiene Theory to incorporate &pace
satisfaction component

Policy | mplementation

Organizations that implemented the identified factors would benefit of bembfbith the
employee and the organization. The employee would be provided with a supportive atmosphere
and the organization would see improvement in its end product. This would, however, require
additional research in this field. The implication for policy development would raidgss
incorporate multiple fronts. The results and application to law enforcement p@igcimited to
the factors that comprised the Motivation Index. The internal, institutional amchaktpersonal
factors that were identified as significant to the employee would neednodrparated into
policy development to create a work atmosphere that motivated the employeelditoe of
greater benefit to improve the work situation, rather than to identify the spaaificators
important to the employee. The problem was due to the innumerable factors involved in
employee motivation. The various types of motivation to work would be as numerous and varied
as the life circumstances for the employee. Regardless of thiscagiedi, future organizational
behavior required policy that included these new factors into the organizationahemst.

Any modified Index needed to be compared to some measure of performance, or some
other organizational construct, to begin to identify a meaningful Motivation InG&xerwise,
the Index would have no utility to the organization. Within organizational behavior, thid woul

involve importing some constructive meaning to the Index to be compared to someenoéasur
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employee performance. This implied a focus on using the Index as an agenhip within

the organizational environment. The organization would use the index/performanceisompar
to develop policy that promoted the best performance within the individual employele,siithic
kept organizational mandates in the forefront of organizational behavior.

Instead of constantly identifying new factors considered important to the yaptbis
research would develop a comprehensive measure deemed useful. With this measied,ident
organizations would be able to gauge their own employee’s performance and idembfyriapg
changes to maximize the employee’s potential.

This would be a tall order, especially due to the bureaucratic nature of lawesnéont
agencies with their Weberian ideals of organizational efficiency. It wowakglssarily require a
complete philosophical shift in the way the organization was managed. This focus on
organizational change, however, would be the most useful way to improve employee
performance. Those organizations that embraced change, and restructusedvéseta the
benefit of the employee, would experience potential for the greatest impeotze The
motivated employee would reflect positively in the organizational perforeanc

It was sincerely believed that the malaise that permeated law enttewith its
emphasis on mediocrity, would be changed by using the factors identified in the Mativati
Index to influence positive change within existing policy. The employee wouldte ta feel
greater satisfaction which would manifest itself in the delivery of policecgs. The emphasis
would be on changing the organization and the way it utilized employees to pesform it
mandates.

Within organizational behavior, the Motivation Index would be used to frame policy with

specific employee considerations in mind. Although this would be problematic since
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organizational mandates didn’t readily reconcile with personal needs, tmgtagteould be
made. Emphasis on change within the workplace, without a diminution of police semocés
frame new policies. In the field of law enforcement, and its focus on crimeiadumy
change would involve employee needs. It was generally understood that a motivaliegee
would improve performance. Within law enforcement, this necessarily involved intpbrove
interaction with the community the organization served. The benefits for allrnedosould be
profound.
Summary

Ultimately, any policy development would require the organization to embrace the

following caveats:

e Organizational shift from Weberian to Humanist paradigm

Incorporation of greater independence and autonomy into employee supervision
e Incorporation of Motivation Index into organizational philosophy

e I|dentification of performance measure to gauge employee performance

e Development of oversight mechanism and corrective policy to ensure substantive

service delivery
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Appendix 1

Principal Component Analysis

The Principal Components Analysis for the complete survey was conducted érslerG

and rank were not included, since they were nominal variables.

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .801
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square 7539.477

Df 630

Sig. .000

Communalities
Initial Extraction

AGE 1.000 .748
TIMEINSERVICE 1.000 .804
TIMEINCURRENTRANK 1.000 .687
TIMEINCURRENTASSIGNMENT 1.000 .599
IFSA1 1.000 446
IFSA2 1.000 440
IFSA3 1.000 .678
IFSA4 1.000 .691
IFSA5 1.000 .528
IFSA6 1.000 .639
IFSA7 1.000 557
IFSA8 1.000 .750
IFAA9 1.000 .695
IFAA10 1.000 .622
IFAAl1l 1.000 .640
IFAA12 1.000 578
IFIA13 1.000 .652
IFIA14 1.000 562
IFIA15 1.000 431
IFIA16 1.000 445
IFLF17 1.000 .630
IFLF18 1.000 .733
IFLF19 1.000 556
IFLF20 1.000 .679
PFFC21 1.000 724
PFFC22 1.000 747
PFFC23 1.000 .616
PFFC24 1.000 .607
PFIR25 1.000 751
PFIR26 1.000 .760
PFIR27 1.000 .699
PFIR28 1.000 .692
PFLI29 1.000 .788
PFLI30 1.000 .630
PFLI31 1.000 .690
PFLI32 1.000 468

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Total Variance Explained

Com- Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
ponent Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumu- % of Cumu- % of Cumu-
Total | Variance lative % Total Variance lative % Total Variance lative %
1 6.454 17.928 17.928 6.454 17.928 17.928 4,181 11.613 11.613
2 2.990 8.306 26.234 2.990 8.306 26.234 2.715 7.541 19.153
3 2.519 6.996 33.230 2.519 6.996 33.230 2.682 7.449 26.602
4 2.388 6.634 39.864 2.388 6.634 39.864 2.543 7.063 33.665
5 2.048 5.688 45.552 2.048 5.688 45.552 2.419 6.719 40.384
6 1.706 4.739 50.291 1.706 4,739 50.291 2.124 5.901 46.286
7 1.506 4.183 54.474 1.506 4,183 54.474 1.983 5.507 51.793
8 1.274 3.540 58.014 1.274 3.540 58.014 1.701 4.726 56.519
9 1.068 2.965 60.980 1.068 2.965 60.980 1.428 3.967 60.486
10 1.011 2.809 63.789 1.011 2.809 63.789 1.189 3.302 63.789
11 .952 2.644 66.432
12 .884 2.456 68.889
13 .869 2.414 71.303
14 .807 2.240 73.543
15 771 2.143 75.686
16 707 1.964 77.650
17 .654 1.817 79.467
18 .643 1.785 81.252
19 .568 1.577 82.830
20 .552 1.533 84.363
21 .533 1.480 85.843
22 492 1.367 87.209
23 .480 1.332 88.541
24 .450 1.251 89.792
25 402 1.118 90.910
26 .388 1.077 91.987
27 .367 1.019 93.006
28 .357 .992 93.999
29 .347 .964 94.962
30 .328 912 95.874
31 301 .836 96.710
32 .281 779 97.489
33 .266 .739 98.228
34 .249 .691 98.918
35 .230 .638 99.556
36 .160 444 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Eigenvalue

Scree Plot

6_
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Component Number
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Component Matrix

a

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
IFIA13 716
IFAA9 714
IFLF20 .708
IFAA1l -.693
IFLF18 .690 444
IFAA12 673
IFIA14 .668
IFLF17 .618 413
IFAA10 .607 .330
IFSA3 .596 -.417
IFSA2 -.488 .352
IFLF19 479 .373
TIMEINCURRENTR .578 -.445
ANK
PFIR26 .567 -.334 -.318
TIMEINCURRENTA .536 -.413
SSIGNMENT
PFFC22 -.328 .528 464
PFIR25 .523 .320 .332 -.376
TIMEINSERVICE .518 -.464 -.345
PFFC24 -.382 432 .367
PFFC21 484 .508
AGE 463 -.493 -.370
PFFC23 -.420 -.473
IFSA7 481 -.307 -.337
IFSA6 .331 -.431 .331 -.312
IFIA15 430
PFIR27 311 .396 .360 .390
PFLI31 486 444 -.354
PFIR28 -.312 421 474
IFSA4 -.507 .533
IFSA1 .325 -.437
IFSA5 .364 .395
PFLI29 -.503 -.572
PFLI30 431 427
PFLI32 -.310 -.349
IFSA8 773
IFIA16 -.443

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 10 components extracted.
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Rotated Component Matrix °

Component
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

IFAA9 794
IFAA10 Ta77
IFAA1l - 747
IFIA13 728
IFAA12 .694
IFIA14 .683
TIMEINSERVICE .872
AGE .835
TIMEINCURRENTR .788
ANK
TIMEINCURRENTA .723
SSIGNMENT
PFFC22 .839
PFFC21 .836
PFFC23 -773
PFFC24 723
IFLF18 .359 752
IFLF17 .718
IFLF20 .380 674
IFLF19 673
IFSA4 -.791
IFSA3 735
IFSA1 .604
PFLI32 571
IFSA2 -.515
PFIR25 .858
PFIR26 .841
IFSA6 .780
IFSA7 -.641 301
IFSA5S .640
IFIA15 .352 -.494
PFLI29 .844
PFLI31 -.817
PFIR27 482 .665
PFLI30 641
PFIR28 495 .580
IFSA8 .828
IFIA16 -.542
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.

The factor analysis for each component of the Motivation Index was conducted next.

Gender and Rank were not included, since they were nominal variables.

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 714
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ~ Approx. Chi-Square 1799.374
Df 66
Sig. .000
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Communalities

Initial Extraction

AGE 1.000 763
TIMEINSERVICE 1.000 .803
TIMEINCURRENTRANK 1.000 .691
TIMEINCURRENTASSIGN 1.000 .569
MENT

IFSA14MI 1.000 .358
IFSA58MI 1.000 .725
IFAA912MI 1.000 .687
IFIA1316MI 1.000 .683
IFLF1720MI 1.000 .615
PFFC2124MI 1.000 454
PFIR2528MI 1.000 .667
PFLI2932MI 1.000 421

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

Com- Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
ponent Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cumu- % of Cumu- % of Cumu-
Total | Variance lative % Total Variance lative % Total Variance lative %
1 2.945 24.542 24.542 2.945 24.542 24.542 2.671 22.257 22.257
2 2.238 18.651 43.194 2.238 18.651 43.194 2.253 18.777 41.034
3 1.169 9.739 52.932 1.169 9.739 52.932 1.307 10.894 51.928
4 1.085 9.041 61.974 1.085 9.041 61.974 1.205 10.045 61.974
5 .957 7.973 69.947
6 .804 6.701 76.648
7 732 6.097 82.745
8 .657 5.472 88.217
9 467 3.891 92.108
10 .394 3.283 95.390
11 .366 3.053 98.443
12 .187 1.557 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Scree Plot

3.0

2.07

1.57

Eigenvalue

1.0

0.0

Component Matrix

5 6 7

I ] I
8 9 10

Component Number

a

Component

2 3 4
TIMEINSERVICE .750 -.450
AGE .707 -.442
TIMEINCURRENTRANK .678 -.450
IFAA912MI .607 .520
TIMEINCURRENTASSIGN .534 -.503
MENT
IFLF1720MI .536 .566
IFIA1316MI .508 .555
IFSA14MI .322 426
PFIR2528MI .755
PFFC2124MI -.305 .548
IFSA58MI 771
PFLI2932MI .324 .504

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. 4 components extracted.

1"

12
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Rotated Component Matrix

a

Component

2

3

TIMEINSERVICE

AGE
TIMEINCURRENTRANK
TIMEINCURRENTASSIGN
MENT

IFIA1316MI

IFAA912MI

IFLF1720MI

IFSA14MI

PFIR2528MI
PFFC2124MI

IFSAS8MI

PFLI2932MI

.879
.845
.799
716

.822
.798
.704
.589
.814
.641

.833
.586

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Appendix 2

I nformed Consent Form

A researcher at CUNY is asking you to fill out a survey about Shift AssigsraadtPersonal
Motivation. The researcher wants to know the level of influence a shift assignmennt thas
person, and whether or not their motivation to work is affected. The results of thag wuif be
used to inform the literature that guides policy development and allocation of personnel
resources.

The Principal Investigator is Rainer Kroll, a PhD student at the CUNY Ga@eatter, and a
sworn member of the service assigned to Office of Management Analysisaaumihg|

Resource Analysis Section.

This survey is anonymous and confidential, and is strictly voluntary. Thereigkno not
participating. Should you choose to participate, please be advised that all suilviegkept
secure by the principal investigator and will only be used to compile isttdata. After

entering the data into the statistical program, the survey will be destroye

The survey takes about 10 minutes to complete. Should you choose to participate, yoedare ask
to fill out your responses as completely and accurately as possible. Make sespond how

you actually feel about the question, not what you may think is the appropriate response
Remember, your sincerity will highlight what is required to make sound policyioies.

Should you have any questions about your participation in this survey, you may eeattohn
Jay College, Department of Law and Police Science, at 212 237 8032. You may alsalwentact
CUNY/Graduate Center, Office of Sponsored Research, at 212 817 7525.

Date:

Signature Principal Researcher
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Appendix 3

I nstructions for Completing the Shift Assignment and M otivation Survey

This survey consists of two parts. Part | consists of questions about yaangtain the
Department. You are asked to circle the category that best describesiyeut situation. Part
Il consists of the various factors that comprise the Motivation Index. Youled #scircle the
response that best describes your feelings about the question.

The information from Part | will be used to outline what type of individual partedjizt
the survey and will be used in complex analysis to determine whether a patpology
reflects a specific level of motivation. The information from Part Il ballused to create a
Motivation Index for each survey participant. This Index will be used in stafistnalysis to
inform policy development.

Please remember that your opinion is important, not what you may think therDepiart
wishes. It is hoped that this information will frame future policy choiceatiogea Department

with highly motivated employees.
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Appendix 4

Shift Assignment and M otivation Survey

Part |: Demographic Data

Age: 21-23+ 24-26+ 27-29+ 30-32+
33-35+ 36-38+ 39-41+ 42-44+ 45+

Gender: M F

Timein Service (years): 1-3+ 4-6+ 7-9+ 10-12+ 13-15+
16-18+ 19-21+ 22+

Rank (civil service): P.O. Det. Sgt. Lt Capt.

Timein Current Rank: 1-3+ 4-6+ 7-9+ 10-12+ 13-15+
16-18+ 19-21+ 22+

Timein Current Assignment: 1-3+ 4-6+ 7-9+ 10-12+ 13-15+

19-21+ 22+

I nstitutional Factors

Shift Assignment:

This section is designed to gather information on your specific work schedule.

1. | was assigned to a specific shift after discussion and conferral with me:
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

2. | received my assignment with little or no input from me.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

3. | am satisfied with my shift assignment.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

4. If I had a choice, | would work a different shift.

16-18+

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
Significance of Assignment:

This section is designed to gather information on how important your assigsnethe

Department.

5. The Department considers my assignment vital to its operation.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

6. My assignment is important for others to do their jobs.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

7. The Department could do away with my assignment with little or no impact oneservic
delivery.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

8. My assignment did not exist before the terrorist events of 2001.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

Autonomy of the Assignment

This section is designed to gather information on how flexible your work schedule is

9. | have great flexibility in my schedule.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
10. | can come to work whenever | want.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

11. My schedule is provided for me, and | must follow it without deviation.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
12. | can take off whenever | want.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
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I ndependence of Assignment
This section is designed to gather information on how your assignment fits into the

organizational structure.

13. | have great freedom within my assignment.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
14. | can structure my workload as | see fit.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

15. My assignment does not rely on others.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
16. | am expected to do certain tasks, frequently.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

Level of Feedback:

This section is designed to gather information on the amount of two-way comnmumiteati

exists in your work assignment.

17. | can communicate easily with my supervisors/subordinates about their work.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
18. | am allowed to express my feelings about significant issues affeoti assignment.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
19. Within my work setting, input from others is considered in decision making.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
20. My opinion is considered important.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

Per sonal Factors
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Family Concerns

This section is designed to gather information on how your family affectssidassignment.

21. | need to work a specific schedule in order to meet my obligations at home
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
22. If I get rescheduled to a shift that | do not ordinarily work, | need to makealkpeci

arrangements at home.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
23. My family has no influence on what time | work.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
24. My home life requires that | come home punctually.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
I ncome Requirements

This section is designed to gather information on your salary needs.

25. | work an extra job to supplement my income.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
26. I need to work a specific shift/schedule to meet the demands of other employment
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree

27. | need to work a certain amount of overtime every month to pay my bills.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
28. | rely on shift differential to meet income requirements.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree
Lifestyle I ssues:

This section is designed to gather information on your preferences for spemwik hours.
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29. | prefer to work the day shift.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
30. | would rather work in the afternoons.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
31. | enjoy working the night shift.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
32. | find that the shift | am working best reflects my waking/sleepitignna.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree
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