

  ijerph-17-01234




ijerph-17-01234







Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17(4), 1234; doi:10.3390/ijerph17041234




Article



Assessing the Relative Impact of Diverse Stressors among Public Safety Personnel



R. Nicholas Carleton 1,*, Tracie O. Afifi 2, Tamara Taillieu 2, Sarah Turner 2, Julia E. Mason 1, Rosemary Ricciardelli 3, Donald R. McCreary 4, Adam D. Vaughan 5[image: Orcid], Gregory S. Anderson 5[image: Orcid], Rachel L. Krakauer 1, Elizabeth A. Donnelly 6[image: Orcid], Ronald D. Camp II 7, Dianne Groll 8[image: Orcid], Heidi A. Cramm 8, Renée S. MacPhee 9[image: Orcid] and Curt T. Griffiths 10





1



Department of Psychology, Anxiety and Illness Behaviours Laboratory, University of Regina, Regina, SK S4S 0A2, Canada






2



Rady Faculty of Health Sciences, University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, MB R3E 0W3, Canada






3



Department of Sociology, Memorial University of Newfoundland, Saint John’s, NL A1C 5S7, Canada






4



Donald McCreary Scientific Consulting, Vancouver Island, BC V9K 2R8, Canada






5



Office of Applied Research and Graduate Studies, Justice Institute of British Columbia, New Westminster, BC V3L 5T4, Canada






6



School of Social Work, University of Windsor, Windsor, ON N9A 0C5, Canada






7



Hill-Levene Schools of Business, University of Regina, Regina, SK S4S 0A2, Canada






8



Departments of Psychiatry and Psychology, Queen’s University, Kingston, ON K7L 3N6, Canada






9



Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education, Wilfrid Laurier University, Waterloo, ON N2L 3C5, Canada






10



School of Criminology, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC V5A 1S6, Canada









*



Correspondence: Nick.Carleton@uregina.ca; Tel.: +(306)-347-2415; Fax: +1-(306)-585-4854







Received: 9 December 2019 / Accepted: 9 February 2020 / Published: 14 February 2020



Abstract

:

Public Safety Personnel (PSP; e.g., correctional workers and officers, firefighters, paramedics, police officers, and public safety communications officials (e.g., call center operators/dispatchers)) are regularly exposed to potentially psychologically traumatic events (PPTEs). PSP also experience other occupational stressors, including organizational (e.g., staff shortages, inconsistent leadership styles) and operational elements (e.g., shift work, public scrutiny). The current research quantified occupational stressors across PSP categories and assessed for relationships with PPTEs and mental health disorders (e.g., anxiety, depression). The participants were 4820 PSP (31.7% women) responding to established self-report measures for PPTEs, occupational stressors, and mental disorder symptoms. PPTEs and occupational stressors were associated with mental health disorder symptoms (ps < 0.001). PSP reported substantial difficulties with occupational stressors associated with mental health disorder symptoms, even after accounting for diverse PPTE exposures. PPTEs may be inevitable for PSP and are related to mental health; however, leadership style, organizational engagement, stigma, sleep, and social environment are modifiable variables that appear significantly related to mental health.






Keywords:


public safety personnel; potentially psychologically traumatic events; occupational stress; organizational stress; operational stress; mental health disorders












1. Introduction


Public safety personnel (PSP; e.g., correctional workers and officers, firefighters, paramedics, police officers, and public safety communications officials (e.g., call center operators/dispatchers)) form a diverse set of vocations focused on protecting our populations from threat and harm [1]. As a function of their occupations, PSP are frequently exposed to a wide variety of workplace stressors. Most research examining these occupational concerns has focused on the exposure to potentially psychologically traumatic events (PPTEs; e.g., threatened or actual physical assaults, sexual violence, fires, and explosions; [1,2,3]). That is, persons working in public safety tend to experience PPTEs at much higher frequencies than the general public [3,4,5]. Research has also demonstrated that PPTE exposure is associated with an increased risk of negative mental health outcomes, such as symptoms of posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD; [2]), major depressive disorder (MDD; [6]) panic disorder (PD; [7]), generalized anxiety disorder (GAD; [8]), social anxiety disorder (SAD; [9]), and alcohol use disorder (AUD; [10]). Results from a recent survey with a large Canadian PSP sample indicated that the lifetime average number of different PPTE types experienced was 11.08 out of 16 different assessed PPTEs, with each type having been experienced 11 or more times by up to 71.3% of respondents [11]. Relatedly, approximately 44.5% of participants in the same study screened positive for one or more mental health disorders [12]. The apparent elevated mental health risk for PSP workers has led to an increased interest in better understanding the associations between workplace stressors and mental health outcomes in this community [1].



There is increasing awareness that PPTEs may not be the only work-related stressor PSP experience. Previous research has suggested that PSP report experiencing a wide range of both general and occupationally-specific stressors [13]. For example, two recently published qualitative studies of PSP implied that PPTE exposures are only one element impacting their mental health [14,15]. Both studies implicated a range of occupational challenges, including issues such as differential treatment of employees by leadership, indifference to mental health, insufficient recognition of stressors, overt and covert stigma, and systemic economic pressures to perpetually do more with less.



Research into the general aspects of workplace stress has typically used theoretical models from occupational health psychology, such as the Job Demands-Control and the Job Demand-Control-Support variation [16,17], Job Demand-Resources [18], and Organizational Justice [19,20] models. The concepts underlying such models emphasize a series of common elements across most jobs, which can lead to workplace stress and individual strain. Concerns have been raised that work–strain models, such as these, have been tested in overly homogenous job contexts [21]; nevertheless, these models have been successfully used in several PSP contexts [22,23,24].



Studies within various PSP occupations, however, suggests that many of the occupational stressors associated with high job demands, low levels of resources, control, and social support, as well as perceptions of poor organizational justice, can be seen as falling into two higher order constructs: organizational and operational stressors [13,25]. Organizational stressors are frequently defined as the stressors associated with job context or setting. Examples of organizational stressors include staff shortages, a lack of training on new equipment, a lack of appropriate resources, inconsistent leadership styles, and a perceived lack of support between co-workers and leaders [13,14,26,27]. Organizational management structure, as well as the resulting policies and practices, can also become sources of daily occupational stress [28]. Operational stressors, on the other hand, typically refer to the stressors directly tied to work content or duties. Examples of operational stressors can include PPTEs, but also issues such as fatigue from shift work and overtime, job-related risk of injury (e.g., lower back pain), social life limitations, and the inescapability of work [13,14,26]. Previous research has supported the use of the operational and organizational constructs in a wide variety of PSP occupations, including police [13,28,29], firefighters [30], paramedics [31], and corrections [32].



The costs of occupational stress to individuals (e.g., the increased risk of negative physical and mental health outcomes) and organizations (e.g., absenteeism, employee turnover, poor quality control, and frequent and severe accidents) have been well documented [33,34]. However, research on the effects of operational and organizational stressors on PSP mental health remains nascent. Research is particularly limited regarding the unique impact of PPTEs, operational stressors, and organizational stressors, and whether occupational stressors and PPTEs interact to adversely influence PSP mental health. For example, with regard to the issue of the PPTE and occupational stress interaction, the following question can be asked: are PSP who have experienced more PPTEs and have also experienced higher levels of occupational stress, more likely to have poorer mental health outcomes? To date, we are unaware of any research that has addressed such issues.



Questions regarding the impact of PPTEs relative to operational and organizational stressors on PSP are important because PSP work necessarily involves increased exposure to PPTEs [1,11]; as such, reducing PPTE exposure for PSP, so as to limit the risk of adverse mental health outcomes, may not be a realistic goal. Accordingly, researchers, managers, and policy makers may want to shift their focus to the potential benefits of modifying specific operational and organizational stressors in order to protect PSP mental health. Justifying such workplace modifications would require evidence that PSP-specific occupational stressors (e.g., finding time to stay in good physical condition; fatigue; making friends outside the job; working alone at night; overtime demands; inconsistent leadership styles) are uniquely associated not only with negative mental health in general [35] but especially after controlling for PPTE exposures. There is initial research from a large sample of emergency medical services (EMS) workers indicating that such a relationship exists [31]. Specifically, Donnelly’s study evidenced that organizational stressors, operational stressors, and PPTEs were each significantly and uniquely associated with symptoms of posttraumatic stress. Controlling demographic factors and critical incident stress (i.e., PPTEs), organizational and operational stress retained a significant predictive relationship to posttraumatic stress. Additionally, operational stress was found to interact with critical incident stress (i.e., PPTEs) and alcohol use to further influence the risk of posttraumatic stress. The results were partially replicated in a smaller sample in the Canadian context, where operational stress, both independently and interacting with critical incident stress, was a significant predictor of posttraumatic stress [36]. The results were promising but were focused on paramedicine. If occupational stressors can be demonstrated as having unique relationships with mental health symptoms after partialling out the associations of PPTEs within diverse PSP professionals across a diverse set of mental disorder symptoms, then there would be sufficient support for efforts to modify specific organizational and operational stressors. Importantly, demonstrating significant associations for overall mean levels of organizational and operational stressors alone would not provide sufficient justification or detail for managers and policy makers to invest in significant and specific changes; instead, managers and policy makers need specific details regarding which workplace stressors are most strongly associated with poor mental health functioning. As such, researchers need to extend prior research [13,31,37] by focusing on both overall mean and item-level associations so that the latter can be targeted for modification (e.g., leadership training, wellness interventions, peer support, structural changes to work, limits to shift/over time demands).



The current research was designed to address five main research questions. The initial two questions were examined across PSP categories; however, because the remaining questions were focused on mental health caseness (so as provide easily accessible information for PSP leaders and managers), we were not able to test for PSP differences in our last three research questions. For our first research question, we assessed for differences in overall organizational and operational stressors across PSP categories. Second, we assessed for item-level differences in organizational and operational stressors across PSP categories. For both questions, we hypothesized that there would be variation across PSP categories but had no specific hypotheses about which categories would be higher than others. Third, we assessed for associations between positive screens on several mental health outcomes (i.e., PTSD, MDD, GAD, SAD, PD, AUD) and the overall scores for operational and organizational stress, as well as separately for each occupational stressor. We hypothesized that there would be significant and positive associations between our stress measures/items and screening positive for a mental health condition. Fourth, we assessed for unique associations between overall operational and organizational workplace stress scores and a positive screen on several mental health outcomes, after controlling for PPTE exposure types. We hypothesized that, after controlling for PPTE exposure, there still would be significant associations between both organizational and operational stress scores and positive screens for mental disorders. Fifth, we assessed the extent to which the interaction between trauma exposure and occupational stress predicted a positive screen for mental health. We hypothesized that there would be a significant interaction, such as those with high levels of both PPTEs and occupational stress would be more likely to screen positive for mental health disorders.



Highlights


Public safety personnel reported substantial difficulties with occupational stressors (e.g., staff shortages, inconsistent leadership styles; shift work, public scrutiny). Occupational stressors were significantly associated with several anxiety and mood related disorders, even after controlling for potentially psychologically traumatic events. Modifying leadership style, organizational engagement, stigma, and social environments for public safety personnel may help mitigate mental health disorders such as posttraumatic stress disorder.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Data and Sample


An online self-report survey was used, following established guidelines for web-based data collection [38]. The survey was made available to PSP participants in English or French as part of a larger study assessing the prevalence of mental disorders among PSP (see [12]). Participants were recruited through emails sent to actively-working PSP, including civilian members working for police and volunteer firefighters. A total of n = 8520 PSP responded to the first question of the survey (i.e., “Please indicate which category of First Responders or other Public Safety Personnel you feel best describes your current occupation”), but only n = 4820 PSP provided enough information to be definitively placed into one of the six PSP categories of interest in our study (i.e., correctional workers and officers, federal police (i.e., Royal Canadian Mounted Police; (RCMP)), firefighters, paramedics, municipal/provincial police, public safety communications officials (e.g., call center operators/dispatchers)) and proceeded far enough in the survey to complete the occupational stressors and mental disorder sections (56.6% of the total sample). An additional 379 inconsistent respondents were flagged and excluded from the final data analysis because the participant did not respond appropriately to a control question embedded in the trauma and stressors module of the survey. Our final sample consisted of n = 4441 PSP (52.1% of the total sample). Ethics approval was obtained from the first author’s University Institutional Research Ethics Board (File #2016-107). Researchers interested in reviewing the data to independently reassess the current results can contact the corresponding author.




2.2. Measures


Occupational Stressors. Occupational stressors were assessed with the 20-item Organizational Police Stress Questionnaire (PSQ-Org) and the 20-item Operational Police Stress Questionnaire (PSQ-Op; [13]). The PSQ-Org assesses stressors associated with the organization and culture within which the job is performed, including the impact of work on family and social life (e.g., fatigue, occupation-related health issues, not enough time to spend with friends and family); in contrast, the PSQ-Op assesses stressors associated with doing the job (e.g., dealing with co-workers, staff shortages, inconsistent leadership, see Table 1). Despite the scale titles, none of the items are specific to policing, such that each item can apply to other PSP professionals; indeed, the scales have been used successfully with a wide range of PSP [28,29,30,31,32]. Each item on both the PSQ-Org and PSQ-Op is rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (no stress at all) to 7 (a lot of stress). The overall mean scores on the PSQ-Org and PSQ-Op were computed separately by summing responses across all of the items and dividing by 20, as per the measures’ instructions (McCreary and Thompson, 2006). Individual item means were also computed for each individual PSQ-Org and PSQ-Op item. Cronbach’s alpha for the overall mean score on the PSQ-Org was 0.94 and on the PSQ-Op it was also 0.94, indicating acceptable internal consistency for each measure in the current study.



Total Number of PPTE Types. The Life Events Checklist for the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th edition (LEC-5; [39,40]) was used to assess participants’ lifetime exposure to 16 PPTE types (i.e., life threatening natural disaster; fire or explosion; serious transportation accident; serious accident at work, home, or during recreational activity; exposure to a toxic substance; physical assault; assault with a weapon; sexual assault; other unwanted or uncomfortable sexual experience; combat; captivity; life threatening illness or injury; severe human suffering; sudden violent death; sudden accidental death; serious injury, harm, or death you caused to someone else). Participants were also able to provide a response to an “any other incident” category; however, there were too many missing values in the “any other incident” category to defensibly include the category in the current analyses, which meant that the associated responses were not analyzed here. Two LEC-5 items were modified for PSP: specifically, “natural disaster” was revised to “a life-threatening natural disaster” and “transportation accident” was revised to “a serious transportation accident”. The total number of PPTE types was computed by summing exposures across the 16 item types. Participant responses were coded as having been exposed to a specific PPTE if they reported that: (a) it happened to them personally, (b) they witnessed it happen to someone else, (c) they learned about it happening to a close family member or close friend, and/or (d) they were exposed as part of their PSP work. The percentage of missing responses on each individual item was small (ranged from 1.4% to 11.0%), but the cumulative missing values compromised computation of the exact number of PPTE for several participants. Therefore, up to two missing values were allowed in the calculation of the total number of PPTE types. The result excluded another 761 respondents with 3 or more missing values from the analyses where the total number of PPTE types were being considered. The mean number of PPTE types across all exposure frames was 11.08 (SD = 3.23) in this sample.



Mental Disorder Symptom Screens. Current mental disorder symptoms were assessed using several reliable, validated self-report mental disorder screening measures. PTSD symptoms over the past month were assessed with the PTSD Check List 5 (PCL-5) [39,40,41,42,43]. A positive screen for PTSD was indicated if the participant reported at least one PPTE exposure on the LEC-5 (PTSD follow-up questions were based on single worst traumatic event, most distressing event, or the event that was currently causing the most distress; i.e., Criterion A), met the minimum criteria on each PTSD cluster, and had a total score >32 on the PCL-5 [40]. Depressive symptoms over the past two weeks were assessed with the 9-item Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) [44,45,46]. A positive screen for MDD was indicated by a total score > 9 on the PHQ-9 [47]. GAD symptoms over the past two weeks were assessed with the 7-item Generalized Anxiety Disorder scale (GAD-7; [48,49,50]). A positive screen for GAD was indicated by a total score >9 on the GAD-7 [51]. Current symptoms of SAD were assessed with the 14-item Social Interaction Phobias scale (SIPS) [52,53,54,55,56]. A positive screen for SAD was indicated by a total score >20 on the SIPS [52]. PD symptoms over the past week were assessed with the 7-item Panic Disorder Symptoms Severity scale (PDSS) based on a past 7-day timeframe [57,58,59]. A positive screen for PD was indicated by a total score >7 on the PDSS [58]. AUD symptoms over the past 12 months were assessed with the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) [60,61]. A positive screen for AUD was indicated by a total score >15 on the AUDIT [60]. Participants were also asked whether they had ever been diagnosed with several other mental disorders including obsessive-compulsive disorder, persistent depressive disorder, bipolar I, bipolar II, and cyclothymic disorder. The low self-reported prevalence of these disorders in this sample precluded the examination of each specific self-reported mental disorder with PPTEs or occupational stressors. A dichotomous positive mental disorder screen was computed based on whether the participant had a positive screen on one or more screening measures and/or self-reported a mental disorder diagnosis.



Sociodemographic Covariates. Sociodemographic covariates included sex (i.e., male or female), age (i.e., 19 to 29 years, 30 to 39 years, 40 to 49 years, 50 to 59 years, or 60 years and older), marital status (i.e., married/common-law, remarried, separated/divorced/widowed, or single), race/ethnicity (i.e., white or visible minority), education (i.e., high school or less, some post-secondary less than 4-year college/university program, or university degree/4-year college or higher), urban versus rural work location (i.e., urban or rural), region of residence (i.e., Western Canada, Eastern Canada, Atlantic Canada, Norther Territories), and total years of service (i.e., <4, 4 to 9, 10 to 15, 16+). Decisions about how best to group demographic data (e.g., grouping the provinces of British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba together as “Western Canada”) were based on available sample size.




2.3. Statistical Analyses


To examine our first two research questions, means were computed for the two occupational stress measures (i.e., organizational, operational), as well as separately for each individual item on those scales. Differences across PSP categories, for both the overall scale scores and for the individual items, were tested using Bonferroni post-hoc tests from a one-way ANOVA model that was calculated first. To examine our third and fourth research questions, multivariate logistic regression models were computed to test the associations between both the overall PSQ-Op and PSQ-Org scores, as well as each of the individual occupational (i.e., specific type of organizational or operational) stressors, and a positive screen for each specific type of mental disorder or the general positive mental disorder screen. The multivariate logistic regression analyses adjusted for sociodemographic covariates (i.e., sex, age, marital status, race/ethnicity, education, urban/rural work location, province of residence, total years of service), the total number of PPTE types (range 0 to 16), and PSP category (i.e., correctional workers and officers, firefighters, paramedics, municipal/provincial police, public safety communications officials, and RCMP). Due to the larger sample size and multiple comparisons in the multivariate logistic regression models, we used a conservative p-value of p < 0.001. We did not use additional Bonferroni corrections, despite the multiple comparisons, because contemporary theory suggests against such a correction in this type of analytic scenario [62,63].



To assess our fifth research question, a series of nested multivariate logistic regression models were run in order to examine the independent and interactive effects of mean organizational and operational stress scores and the total number of PPTE exposures on each type of positive mental disorder screen and any positive mental disorder screen. The nested multivariate logistic regression models adjusted for sociodemographic covariates and PSP category (Table 2), providing adjusted odds ratios (AORs) describing the relationships between positive screens for each assessed disorder and each of the total number of PPTEs (model 1), the mean organizational stress score (model 2), and the mean operational stress score (model 3). In Table 3, models 1, 2, and 3 serve as baseline assessments of the individual associations between each of the three predictors, separately for each criterion; Model 4 serves as the main analysis, providing the unique associations for each predictor after controlling for the other two predictors, separately for each criterion. Differences in the AORs is a function removing the shared variance between the predictors. Models 4 and 5 examine the statistical interaction between PPTE and each occupational stress measure, separately for each criterion.




2.4. Ethics Approval and Consent to Participate


The study was approved by the University of Regina Institutional Research Ethics Board (File #2016-107). We complied with Canadian Psychological Association ethical standards in the treatment of our sample. The survey was available for voluntary participation from 09/01/2016 to 01/31/2017. All interested persons were directed to a website with study details and were required to explicitly indicate consent before proceeding.





3. Results


3.1. Assessing Organizational and Operational Stressors across PSP Categories


Our first two research questions examined the variability of organizational and operational workplace stressors across PSP categories, as a function of overall scale averages, but also on an item-by-basis. The mean stress levels associated with these occupational stressors, across PSP categories, are provided in Table 1. The two ANOVAs examining the overall mean differences showed significant variability across the various public safety occupational groups, ANOVA F(54,394) = 72.21, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.058 (organizational stressors) and ANOVA F(54,380) = 50.95, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.082 (operational stressors). Across the entire sample, the means for the operational stressor scale items (total mean score 3.17) was significantly lower (t = 23.43, df = 4440, p < 0.01, r2 = 0.11) than the mean for the organizational stress scale items (total mean score 3.62), which is consistent with prior research [13,28,29,30,31,32].



When we examined differences as a function of each item, we noted many statistically significant effects. Across the entire sample, the specific organizational stressors that were rated the highest were staff shortages (4.46), inconsistent leadership style (4.44), bureaucratic red tape (4.44), a lack of resources (4.29), feeling that different rules apply to different people (4.15), dealing with co-workers (4.05), and feeling like you always have to prove yourself to the organization (4.02). Across all participants, the same organizational stressors tended to be endorsed as having the highest mean level of stress; however, there were some significant differences between specific PSP categories. For example, firefighters tended to report the lowest mean organizational stress scores, whereas RCMP and Correctional Workers tended to report the highest mean organizational stress scores (see Table 1).



Across the entire sample, the operational stressors associated with the highest mean levels of stress were fatigue (4.14), finding time to stay in good physical condition (3.96), occupation-related health issues (3.62), not enough time available to spend with friends and family (3.54), negative comments from the public (3.45), eating healthy at work (3.40), and traumatic events (3.39). Again, the highest rated operational stressors were similar across individual PSP categories, although some significant differences in the actual item means were reported. Specifically, relative to the mean scores of most other operational stressor items, paperwork was associated with higher mean scores for RCMP (4.11) and correctional workers (3.53), while traumatic events were associated with higher mean scores for firefighters (3.48), and shift work was associated with higher mean stress scores for paramedics (3.99) and call center operators/dispatchers (4.01). Overall, across operational stressors, firefighters tended to report the lowest mean stress scores across operational stressors, whereas RCMP tended to report the highest mean stress scores across operational stressors.




3.2. Associations between Operational and Organizational Stressors and Mental Health across PSP Categories


The following results address our third research question. The results in Table 2 depict the relationships between organizational and operational stress scores, by an overall scale score and by individual items, and each type of positive mental disorder screen, as well as with any positive mental disorder screens. Again, we intentionally assessed individual items to allow PSP members and leaders to identify potentially actionable opportunities for occupational changes that might benefit PSP mental health. The results are presented as odds ratios after adjustment for sociodemographic covariates, the total number of PPTE exposures, and PSP category. The overall mean scale scores for organizational (adjusted odds ratios (AOR) ranged from 1.34 to 2.08) and operational (adjusted odds ratios (AOR) ranged from 1.41 to 2.30) stress were both associated with increased odds of positive screens for each disorder. Each individual organizational and operational stressor was associated with increased odds of positive screens for PTSD (adjusted odds ratios (AOR) ranged from 1.20 to 1.51), MDD (AORs ranged from 1.13 to 1.62), GAD (AORs ranged from 1.14 to 1.55), SAD (AORs ranged from 1.12 to 1.53), PD (AORs ranged from 1.14 to 1.55), and any mental disorder (AORs ranged from 1.17 to 1.54). There were 8 of 20 organization stressors (significant AORs ranged from 1.15 to 1.34) and 17 of 20 operational stressors (significant AORs ranged from 1.09 to 1.26) associated with increased odds of a positive screen for AUD.




3.3. Unique Associations between Organizational Stress, Operational Stress, and Mental Health


The following results address our fourth and fifth research questions, specifically the independent and interactive effects of mean organizational and operational stress total scores on positive mental health screens, after controlling for the number of PPTEs experienced. Our results are provided in Table 3. The results are presented as odds ratios after adjusting for sociodemographic covariates. The Table 3 results provide baseline estimates of the associations between positive screens for each of the assessed mental health disorders, each of the total number of PPTE types (Model 1), the mean organizational stress score (Model 2), and the mean operational stress score (Model 3). With the exception of the relationship between the total number of PPTE types and positive screens for AUD, the total number of PPTE types (AORs ranged from 1.04 to 1.16), the mean organizational stress (AORs ranged from 1.37 to 2.15), and the mean operational stress (AORs ranged from 1.39 to 2.29) scores were all associated with positive screens for each mental disorder category and for the category encompassing any mental disorder when entered into the models independently (i.e., Models 1, 2, and 3). Model 4 examined the unique associations between PPTEs, organizational stressors, operational stressors (i.e., independent variables), and mental health caseness (i.e., dependent variables), with each individual analysis controlling for the other two predictors and the sociodemographic correlates. When the total number of PPTE types and the mean organizational and mean operational stress scores were entered into logistic regression models simultaneously (i.e., Model 4), the total number of PPTE types, the mean organizational stress scores, and the mean operational stress scores remained independently associated with increased odds of positive screens for PTSD (AORs were 1.06, 1.41, and 1.72, respectively), MDD (AORs were 1.04, 1.15, and 1.93, respectively), and PD (AORs were 1.09, 1.24, and 1.76, respectively). In addition, mean organizational and mean operational stress scores were also independently associated with positive screens for GAD (AORs = 1.21 and 1.80, respectively), social anxiety (AORs = 1.14 and 1.80, respectively), and any mental disorder (AORs = 1.24 and 1.96, respectively) (i.e., Model 4). The mean operational stress score was also significantly associated with increased odds of a positive AUD screen (AOR = 1.33). Models 5 and 6 examined whether occupational stress and the number of PPTEs interacted to influence the associations with the mental health variables. Neither of the total number of PPTE types by mean organizational or mean operational stress score interaction terms were significant.





4. Discussion


The current results provide evidence that PPTEs are only one element associated with mental health concerns across a wide range of PSP. Operational and organizational stressors associated with doing work in public safety were both significantly associated with all of the mental health variables included in our large survey. Moreover, the associations between both operational and organizational stressors and mental health remained significant, with moderate to large effect sizes, even after the influence of PPTEs was statistically controlled. Accordingly, the current results provide the first large-scale evidence that PSP leaders and managers need to understand the important role of non-traumatic, work-related stressors on the psychological health of their personnel. The current results suggest that organizational and operational workplace stress might even play a larger role on PSP mental health than PPTEs.



The current results can also provide PSP with opportunities to evaluate whether actioning specific individual organizational and operational changes may benefit the mental health of their people. The nature of PSP work (i.e., necessarily high levels of PPTE, life and death decision-making in extreme environments) underscores the need to effectively manage other occupational stressors wherever possible in order to help maximize recruitment, retention, and performance [64]. Participating PSP certainly reported difficulties with being exposed to PPTE types (i.e., a mean score of 11.08 out of 16); however, participants also reported substantial difficulties with most organizational stressors (i.e., mean scores from 2.63 to 4.46 out of 7), such as staff shortages and bureaucratic red tape, which have been underscored as potentially problematic in previous research in other occupations [65,66,67,68]. Substantial difficulties were also reported with most operational stressors (i.e., mean scores from 2.21 to 4.14 out of 7), such as working alone at night and fatigue associated with shift work and over-time. These types of stressors were identified as potentially problematic in previous research conducted in other occupations [69,70,71].



There were significant differences between PSP categories with respect to perceived levels of stress in both the organizational and operational domains. Across organizational stressors overall, RCMP and correctional workers reported the highest levels of stress, whereas firefighters reported the lowest levels. Several significant differences were identified among the individual organizational items that may offer specific directions for leaders looking to make changes. For example, RCMP reported higher levels of stress from a lack of resources when compared to most other PSP, but correctional workers reported higher levels of stress from feeling that different rules apply to different people (e.g., favoritism) than did most other PSP. Among operational stressors, RCMP and paramedics reported the highest levels of overall stress, whereas firefighters reported the lowest levels. Again, there were several significant differences within the operational items that may offer specific directions for leaders looking to make changes. For example, RCMP reported higher levels of stress from trying to find time to stay in good physical condition, but paramedics reported higher levels of stress from fatigue (e.g., shift work, over-time). In any case, the detailed results provide PSP leaders who choose to act with agency to select and test potential solutions they believe might fit best for their individual agency. The differences in organizational and operational stressors may be systemically associated with leadership tools, management structures, workload expectations, environmental variables, or other currently unidentified considerations. The underlying causal factors for each stressor should be identified, where possible, by PSP leadership and then modified, where possible, to minimize mental health impact.



The odds ratios for organizational and operational stressors were comparable; as such, operational stressors are not the only stressors associated with adverse outcomes. The current results suggest that organizational stressors might also offer particularly beneficial intervention targets for PSP managers and senior leaders. Across different positive screenings for mental disorders, the two organizational stressors with the highest odds ratios were believing that feeling like you always have to prove yourself to the organization and believing that if you are sick or injured your co-workers seem to look down on you. The perception that an employee must prove their value to the organization and to other employees may create perceptions of occupational vulnerability and insecurity that could severely negatively impact wellbeing [72,73,74]. Indeed, the current results are consistent with prior evidence that employees’ perceptions of being valued directly impact their workplace orientation, performance, and well-being [75,76,77,78,79]. Assuming the PSP leaders themselves are not already stretched beyond their own capacity, which may be causing compounding problems [80], additional leadership training or support may be helpful to change individual PSP perceptions of being valued by their organization. Across different positive screenings for mental disorders, the two operational stressors with the highest odds ratios were managing social life outside of work and fatigue (e.g., shift work, over-time), both of which might require developing innovative systemic solutions. The PSP categories differed with respect to specific organizational and operational stressors, which suggests individual organizations may also want to consider tailoring efforts to address the specific needs of their members.



The total number of PPTE exposure types was associated with higher odds ratios of screening positive for all measured mental disorders, except alcohol use disorder; in contrast, mean occupational stress scores were associated with higher odds ratios of screening positive for all measured mental disorders. When assessed together, the total number of PPTE exposure types remained significant for PTSD, MDD, and PD, while mean occupational stress scores remained associated with higher odds ratios of screening positive for all measured mental disorders. The interaction terms were not significant, suggesting against a moderating effect. In other words, both PPTE exposure types and occupational stressors appear to be independently contributing to mental disorders, which suggests that if the PPTE cannot be reduced, PSP leadership may still have a significant opportunity to improve mental health by reducing organizational and operational stressors where possible.



Strengths and Limitations


The current study had several important strengths. First, the results are based on a large and diverse sample that appears demographically representative of the population. Second, the assessment tools have been very broadly psychometrically validated. Third, the statistics used allow for clear interpretations of the relationships of interest. Fourth, the associations of interest were large and statistically significant even using conservative interpretations. Fifth, the results are novel and may directly and indirectly benefit PSP, the research community, and clinical practitioners.



There are also several limitations to the current work that offer directions for future research. First, the PSP sample was self-selected rather than being random and stratified, which means the results may not be broadly representative. Second, responses were anonymous, allowing for potential problems with missing, erroneous, and biased data; furthermore, mental disorder assessments were based on self-report screens instead of diagnoses. In response, future researchers should consider including clinical interviews in order to provide diagnoses. Third, in the results, we used the self-reported number of different PPTE types (which plateaued at 16), rather than exposure frequencies (which plateaued exposure at 11+ times), all of which limits the applicability of results based on retrospective recall and artificial ceilings. In the future, researchers should consider using more accurate and flexible methods for assessing exposure frequency. Fourth, the prevalence and impact of familial stressors and individual difference variables may be significant and substantial, but were not assessed. Thus, there is a need for future researchers to include assessments of the impacts of familial stressors and individual difference variables on PSP mental health. Fifth, an even larger sample size would be required to simultaneously assess the relationships between individual items for each PSP category and each mental disorder. Future researchers might consider tailored data collections within PSP categories for such levels of specificity. Sixth, future researchers may also want to examine whether there are interaction effects between direct and indirect exposures to trauma and each of the individual occupational stressors. Seventh, the current data does not include a comparison group of participants working in other occupations unrelated to public safety; as such, direct comparisons cannot be made to assess relative perceptions of stress between PSP and non-PSP. Future researchers, we suggest, should consider including a non-PSP control group. Eighth, the cross-sectional nature of the data does not allow for potentially important assessments of risk and causality; for example, there is currently no way to know whether traumatic stressors precede and increase vulnerability for occupational stressors, or vice versa, or if the two occur in concert. Longitudinal study designs would help future researchers assess for risk associated with diverse stressors and then identify intervention strategies that can maximally reduce PSP mental health challenges.





5. Conclusions


Overall, PSP appear to report significant occupational stress associated with organizational and operational stressors. PPTE exposures may be inevitable for PSP; as such, policy makers should explore ways to mitigate occupational stressors in support of PSP mental health, such as by creating increasingly psychologically safe workplaces. The largest associations appear to be with positive screenings for PTSD and the lowest with positive screenings for AUDs. The current results suggest that a successful action plan to address PTSD and other mental health disorders will likely depend, at least in part, on making changes to reduce organizational and operational stressors within PSP organizations. The largest gains might be made by focusing on leadership training and support, improved organizational engagement, reduced stigma, improved sleep, and strengthening social support.







Author Contributions


All authors made substantial contributions consistent with the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. The details describing the contributions are presented below alphabetically by last name. Initial design for the current article was a collaborative effort based on the following contributors, each of whom was responsible for overseeing their area-specific domains for assessment, all of whom reviewed, revised as necessary, and approved the final design in its entirety: Conceptualization, R.N.C., T.O.A., D.R.M., R.D.C.II; Methodology, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T., D.R.M., C.T.G., A.D.V., E.A.D., R.D.C.II; Validation, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T.; Formal Analysis, T.O.A., T.T., S.T.; Investigation, R.N.C., T.O.A., R.R., G.S.A., D.G., H.A.C., R.S.M., & C.T.G.; Resources, R.N.C., T.O.A.; Data Curation, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T., J.E.M., R.L.K.; Writing—Review & Editing, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T., J.E.M., R.R., D.R.M., A.D.V., G.S.A., R.L.K., E.A.D., R.D.C.II, D.G., H.A.C., R.S.M., & C.T.G.; Supervision, R.N.C., T.O.A.; Project Administration, R.N.C., T.O.A., T.T., S.T.; Funding Acquisition, R.N.C., T.O.A., R.R., H.A.C., G.S.A., D.G. All authors have read and agree to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


R. N. Carleton’s research is supported by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) through a New Investigator Award (FRN: 285489) and a Catalyst Grant (FRN: 162545). T.O. Afifi’s research is supported by a CIHR New Investigator Award and Foundation Scheme Award. This research was also funded in part by the Ministry of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness through the Policy Development Contribution Program.




Acknowledgments


R. N. Carleton’s research is supported by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) through a New Investigator Award (FRN: 285489) and a Catalyst Grant (FRN: 162545). T.O. Afifi’s research is supported by a CIHR New Investigator Award and Foundation Scheme Award. Special thanks for recruitment support provided by the (alphabetically): Badge of Life Canada, Behind the Red Serge, Canadian Association for Police Governance (CAPG), Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP), Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs (CAFC), Canadian Institute for Military and Veteran Health Research (CIMVHR), Canadian Ministry of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, Canadian Police Association (CPA), Community Safety Knowledge Alliance, Correctional Service of Canada (CSC), Families of the RCMP for PTSD Awareness, First Responder Mental Health Network Collaboration, International Association of Firefighters (IAFF), Justice Institute of British Columbia, Mood Disorders Society of Canada, Nova Scotia Operational Stress Injury Clinic—Capital Health, Paramedic Association of Canada (PAC), Paramedic Chiefs of Canada (PCC), Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), The Tema Foundation, Union of Safety and Justice Employees (USJE), and Wounded Warriors Canada. This research was also funded in part by the Ministry of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness through the Policy Development Contribution Program.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Oliphant, R.C. Healthy Minds, Safe Communities: Supporting Our Public Safety Officers through a National Strategy for Operational Stress Injuries; Security, Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security, Ed.; Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th ed.; American Psychiatric Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Komarovskaya, I.; Maguen, S.; McCaslin, S.E.; Metzler, T.J.; Madan, A.; Brown, A.D.; Galatzer-Levy, I.R.; Henn-Haase, C.; Marmar, C.R. The impact of killing and injuring others on mental health symptoms among police officers. J. Psychiatr. Res. 2011, 45, 1332–1336. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Galatzer-Levy, I.R.; Madan, A.; Neylan, T.C.; Henn-Haase, C.; Marmar, C.R. Peritraumatic and trait dissociation differentiate police officers with resilient versus symptomatic trajectories of posttraumatic stress symptoms. J. Trauma. Stress 2011, 24, 557–565. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kilpatrick, D.G.; Resnick, H.S.; Milanak, M.E.; Miller, M.W.; Keyes, K.M.; Friedman, M.J. National Estimates of Exposure to Traumatic Events and PTSD Prevalence Using DSM-IV and DSM-5 Criteria. J. Trauma. Stress 2013, 26, 537–547. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



O’Donnell, M.L.; Creamer, M.; Pattison, P. Posttraumatic stress disorder and depression following trauma: Understanding comorbidity. Am. J. Psychiatry 2004, 161, 1390–1396. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Leskin, G.A.; Sheikh, J.I. Lifetime trauma history and panic disorder: Findings from the National Comorbidity Survey. J. Anxiety Disord. 2002, 16, 599–603. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grant, D.M.; Beck, J.G.; Marques, L.; Palyo, S.A.; Clapp, J.D. The structure of distress following trauma: Posttraumatic stress disorder, major depressive disorder, and generalized anxiety disorder. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 2008, 117, 662–672. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kashdan, T.B.; Morina, N.; Priebe, S. Post-traumatic stress disorder, social anxiety disorder, and depression in survivors of the Kosovo War: Experiential avoidance as a contributor to distress and quality of life. J. Anxiety Disord. 2009, 23, 185–196. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fetzner, M.; McMillan, K.A.; Sareen, J.; Asmundson, G.J.G. What is the association between traumatic life events and alcohol abuse/dependence in people with and without ptsd? Findings from a nationally representative sample. Depress. Anxiety 2011, 28, 632–638. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carleton, R.N.; Afifi, T.O.; Taillieu, T.; Turner, S.; Krakauer, R.; Anderson, G.S.; MacPhee, R.S.; Ricciardelli, R.; Cramm, H.A.; Groll, D.; et al. Exposures to Potentially Traumatic Events Among Public Safety Personnel in Canada. Can. J. Behav. Sci. 2019, 51, 37–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carleton, R.N.; Afifi, T.O.; Turner, S.; Taillieu, T.; Duranceau, S.; LeBouthillier, D.M.; Sareen, J.; Ricciardelli, R.; MacPhee, R.S.; Groll, D.; et al. Mental Disorder Symptoms Among Public Safety Personnel. Can. J. Psychiatry 2018, 63, 54–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McCreary, D.R.; Thompson, M.M. Development of two reliable and valid measures of stressors in policing: The operational and organizational police stress questionnaires. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2006, 13, 494–518. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ricciardelli, R.; Carleton, R.N.; Cramm, H.; Groll, D. Qualitatively Unpacking Canadian Public Safety Personnel Experiences of Trauma and their Wellbeing: Physical Manifestations, Psychological Implications, and Fatalistic Attitudes. Can J Criminol Crim 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ricciardelli, R.; Carleton, R.N.; Mooney, T.; Cramm, H. “Playing the system”: Structural factors potentiating mental health stigma, challenging awareness, and creating barriers to care for Canadian Public Safety Personnel. Health Interdiscip. J. Social Study Health Illness Med. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Karasek, R.; Theorell, T. Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the Reconstruction of Working Life; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	



Theorell, T. Stress reduction programs for the workplace. In Handbook of Occupational Health and Wellness; Gatchel, R.J., Schultz, I.Z., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2012; pp. 383–403. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E. The Job Demands-Resources model: State of the art. J. Manag. Psychol. 2007, 22, 309–328. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Colquitt, J.A. Organizational justice. In The Oxford Handbook of Organizational Psychology; Kozlowski, S.W.J., Ed.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2012; Volume 1. [Google Scholar]

	



Colquitt, J.A.; Conlon, D.E.; Wesson, M.J.; Porter, O.L.H.; Ng, K.Y. Justice at the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research. J. Appl. Psychol. 2001, 86, 425–445. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sparks, K.; Cooper, C.L. Occupational differences in the work-strain relationship: Towards the use of situation-specific models. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 1999, 72, 219–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Regehr, C.; Millar, D. Situation critical: High demand, low control, and low support in paramedic organizations. Traumatology 2007, 13, 49–58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Taris, T.W.; Kompier, M.A.J.; Geurts, S.A.E.; Houtman, I.L.D.; van den Heuvel, F.F.M. Professional efficacy, exhaustion, and work characteristics among police officers: A longitudinal test of the learning-related predictions of the demand-control model. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2010, 83, 455–474. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wong, J.Y.; Lin, J.H.; Liu, S.H.; Wan, T.H. Fireman’s job stress: Integrating work/non-work conflict with Job Demand-Control-Support model. Eur. Rev. Appl. Psychol. 2014, 64, 83–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Toch, H. Stress in Policing; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	



Ricciardelli, R. “Risk It Out, Risk It Out”: Occupational and Organizational Stresses in Rural Policing. Police Q 2018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sterud, T.; Hem, E.; Lau, B.; Ekeberg, O. Suicidal ideation and suicide attempts in a nationwide sample of operational Norwegian ambulance personnel. J. Occup. Health 2008, 50, 406–414. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Shane, J.M. Organizational stressors and police performance. J. Crim. Just. 2010, 38, 807–818. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McCreary, D.R.; Fong, I.; Groll, D.L. Measuring policing stress meaningfully: Establishing norms and cut-off values for the Operational and Organizational Police Stress Questionnaires. Police Pract. Res. 2017, 18, 612–623. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Armstrong, D.; Shakespeare-Finch, J.; Shochet, I. Organizational belongingness mediates the relationship between sources of stress and posttrauma outcomes in firefighters. Psychol. Trauma Theory Res. Pract. Policy 2016, 8, 343–347. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Donnelly, E.A. Work-Related Stress and Posttraumatic Stress in Emergency Medical Services. Prehosp. Emerg. Care 2012, 16, 76–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Summerlin, Z.; Oehme, K.; Stern, N.; Valentine, C. Disparate Levels of Stress in Police and Correctional Officers: Preliminary Evidence from a Pilot Study on Domestic Violence. J. Hum. Behav. Soc. Environ. 2010, 20, 762–777. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cooper, C.L.; Marshall, J. Occupational sources of stress: A review of the literature relating to coronary heart disease and mental ill health. J. Occup. Psychol. 1976, 49, 11–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cooper, C.L.; Cartwright, S. Healthy Mind—Healthy Organization—A Proactive Approach to Occupational Stress. Hum Relat. 1994, 47, 455–471. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cooper, C.L.; Marshall, J. Occupational Sources of Stress: A Review of the Literature Relating to Coronary Heart Disease and Mental Ill Health. In Stress to Wellbeing; Cooper, C.L., Ed.; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2013; Volume 1, pp. 3–23. [Google Scholar]

	



Donnelly, E.A.; Bradford, P.; Davis, M.; Hedges, C.; Klingel, M. Predictors of posttraumatic stress and preferred sources of social support among Canadian paramedics. Can. J. Emerg. Med. 2016, 18, 205–212. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finney, C.; Stergiopoulos, E.; Hensel, J.; Bonato, S.; Dewa, C.S. Organizational stressors associated with job stress and burnout in correctional officers: A systematic review. BMC Public Health 2013, 13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ashbaugh, A.R.; Herbert, C.F.; Butler, L.D.; Brunet, A. Ashbaugh, A.R.; Herbert, C.F.; Butler, L.D.; Brunet, A. A New Frontier: Trauma Research on the Internet. In Internet Use in the Aftermath of Trauma; Brunet, A., Ashbaugh, A.R., Herbert, C.F., Eds.; IOS Press BV: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2010; pp. 99–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Blevins, C.A.; Weathers, F.W.; Davis, M.T.; Witte, T.K.; Domino, J.L. The Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Checklist for DSM-5 (PCL-5): Development and Initial Psychometric Evaluation. J. Trauma. Stress 2015, 28, 489–498. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Weathers, F.W.; Litz, B.T.; Keane, T.M.; Palmieri, P.A.; Marx, B.P.; Schnurr, P.P. The PTSD Checklist for DSM-5 (PCL-5). Scale Available from the National Center for PTSD. Available online: www.ptsd.va.gov (accessed on 11 February 2020).

	



Ashbaugh, A.R.; Houle-Johnson, S.; Herbert, C.; El-Hage, W.; Brunet, A. Psychometric Validation of the English and French Versions of the Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Checklist for DSM-5 (PCL-5). PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0161645. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bovin, M.J.; Marx, B.P.; Weathers, F.W.; Gallagher, M.W.; Rodriguez, P.; Schnurr, P.P.; Keane, T.M. Psychometric properties of the PTSD Checklist for Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-Fifth Edition (PCL-5) in veterans. Psychol. Assess. 2016, 28, 1379–1391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



MacIntosh, H.B.; Séguin, G.; Abdul-Ramen, I.; Randy, M. Première Traduction Française PCL-5-LEC, Civilian Checklist for PTSD, DSM5; McGill: Montreal, QC, Canada, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Julian, K.; Beard, C.; Schmidt, N.B.; Powers, M.B.; Smits, J.A. Attention training to reduce attention bias and social stressor reactivity: An attempt to replicate and extend previous findings. Behav. Res. Ther. 2012, 50, 350–358. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kroenke, K.; Spitzer, R.L.; Williams, J.B. The PHQ-9: Validity of a brief depression severity measure. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 2001, 16, 606–613. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lowe, B.; Unutzer, J.; Callahan, C.M.; Perkins, A.J.; Kroenke, K. Monitoring depression treatment outcomes with the patient health questionnaire-9. Med Care 2004, 42, 1194–1201. [Google Scholar]

	



Manea, L.; Gilbody, S.; McMillan, D. A diagnostic meta-analysis of the Patient Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9) algorithm scoring method as a screen for depression. Gen. Hosp. Psychiatry 2015, 37, 67–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beard, C.; Bjorgvinsson, T. Beyond generalized anxiety disorder: Psychometric properties of the GAD-7 in a heterogeneous psychiatric sample. J. Anxiety Disord. 2014, 28, 547–552. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kroenke, K.; Spitzer, R.L.; Williams, J.B.; Lowe, B. The Patient Health Questionnaire Somatic, Anxiety, and Depressive Symptom Scales: A systematic review. Gen. Hosp. Psychiatry 2010, 32, 345–359. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spitzer, R.L.; Kroenke, K.; Williams, J.B.; Lowe, B. A brief measure for assessing generalized anxiety disorder: The GAD-7. Arch. Intern. Med. 2006, 166, 1092–1097. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Swinson, R.P. The GAD-7 scale was accurate for diagnosing generalised anxiety disorder. Evid. Based Med. 2006, 11, 184. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carleton, R.N.; Collimore, K.C.; Asmundson, G.J.G.; McCabe, R.E.; Rowa, K.; Antony, M.M. Refining and validating the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale and the Social Phobia Scale. Depress. Anxiety 2009, 26, E71–E81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carleton, R.N.; Thibodeau, M.A.; Weeks, J.W.; Teale Sapach, M.J.; McEvoy, P.M.; Horswill, S.C.; Heimberg, R.G. Comparing short forms of the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale and the Social Phobia Scale. Psychol. Assess. 2014, 26, 1116–1126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Duranceau, S.; Peluso, D.L.; Collimore, K.C.; Asmundson, G.J.G.; Carleton, R.N. Social Interaction Phobia Scale: Propriétés psychométriques de la version française. Can. J. Behav. Sci. Revue Canadienne des Sciences du Comportement 2014, 46, 406–413. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menatti, A.R.; Weeks, J.W.; Carleton, R.N.; Morrison, A.S.; Heimberg, R.G.; Hope, D.A.; Blanco, C.; Schneier, F.R.; Liebowitz, M.R. The Social Interaction Phobia Scale: Continued support for the psychometric validity of the SIPS using clinical and non-clinical samples. J. Anxiety Disord. 2015, 32, 46–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reilly, A.R.; Carleton, R.N.; Weeks, J.W. Psychometric evaluation of the Social Interaction Phobia Scale. Anxiety Stress Coping 2012, 25, 529–542. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Furukawa, T.A.; Katherine Shear, M.; Barlow, D.H.; Gorman, J.M.; Woods, S.W.; Money, R.; Etschel, E.; Engel, R.R.; Leucht, S. Evidence-based guidelines for interpretation of the Panic Disorder Severity Scale. Depress. Anxiety 2009, 26, 922–929. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shear, M.K.; Brown, T.A.; Barlow, D.H.; Money, R.; Sholomskas, D.E.; Woods, S.W.; Gorman, J.M.; Papp, L.A. Multicenter collaborative Panic Disorder Severity Scale. Am. J. Psychiatry 1997, 154, 1571–1575. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shear, M.K.; Rucci, P.; Williams, J.; Frank, E.; Grochocinski, V.; Vander Bilt, J.; Houck, P.; Wang, T. Reliability and validity of the Panic Disorder Severity Scale: Replication and extension. J. Psychiatr. Res. 2001, 35, 293–296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gache, P.; Michaud, P.; Landry, U.; Accietto, C.; Arfaoui, S.; Wenger, O.; Daeppen, J.B. The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) as a screening tool for excessive drinking in primary care: Reliability and validity of a French version. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2005, 29, 2001–2007. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saunders, J.B.; Aasland, O.G.; Babor, T.F.; Delafuente, J.R.; Grant, M. Development of the Alcohol-Use Disorders Identification Test (Audit)—Who Collaborative Project on Early Detection of Persons with Harmful Alcohol-Consumption 2. Addiction 1993, 88, 791–804. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nakagawa, S. A farewell to Bonferroni: The problems of low statisitical power and publication bias. Behav. Ecol. 2004, 15, 1044–1045. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Perneger, T.V. What’s wrong with Bonferroni adjustments. BMJ 1998, 316, 1236–1238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Driskkell, J.E.; Salas, E. (Eds.) Stress and Human Performance; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1996; p. 313. [Google Scholar]

	



Lyons, J.B.; Schneider, T.R. The effects of leadership style on stress outcomes. Leadersh. Q. 2009, 20, 737–748. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ryska, T.A. Leadership styles and occupational stress among college athletic directors: The moderating effect of program goals. J. Psychol. 2002, 136, 195–213. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ferri, P.; Guadi, M.; Marcheselli, L.; Balduzzi, S.; Magnani, D.; Di Lorenzo, R. The impact of shift work on the psychological and physical health of nurses in a general hospital: A comparison between rotating night shifts and day shifts. Risk Manag. Healthc. Policy 2016, 9, 203–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Adriaenssens, J.; De Gucht, V.; Maes, S. Causes and consequences of occupational stress in emergency nurses, a longitudinal study. J. Nurs. Manag. 2015, 23, 346–358. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fitzpatrick, K.; Neis, B. On the Move and Working Alone: Policy Implications of the Experiences of Unionised Newfoundland and Labrador Homecare Workers. Policy Pract. Health Saf. 2015, 13, 47–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, S.H.; Liao, W.C.; Chen, M.Y.; Fan, J.Y. The impact of shift work on nurses’ job stress, sleep quality and self-perceived health status. J. Nurs. Manag. 2014, 22, 604–612. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caruso, C.C. Negative impacts of shiftwork and long work hours. Rehabil. Nurs. 2014, 39, 16–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kung, C.S.J.; Chan, C.K.Y. Differential roles of positive and negative perfectionism in predicting occupational eustress and distress. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2014, 58, 76–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fan, L.B.; Blumenthal, J.A.; Watkins, L.L.; Sherwood, A. Work and home stress: Associations with anxiety and depression symptoms. Occup. Med. 2015, 65, 110–116. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Boren, J.P.; Veksler, A.E. Communicatively Restricted Organizational Stress (CROS) I: Conceptualization and Overview. Manag. Commun. Q 2015, 29, 28–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brough, P.; Frame, R. Predicting police job satisfaction and turnover intentions: The role of social support and police organisational variables. N. Z. J. Psychol. 2004, 33, 8–16. [Google Scholar]

	



Garcia-Herrero, S.; Mariscal, M.A.; Gutierrez, J.M.; Ritzel, D.O. Using Bayesian networks to analyze occupational stress caused by work demands: Preventing stress through social support. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2013, 57, 114–123. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kurtessis, J.N.; Eisenberger, R.; Ford, M.T.; Buffardi, L.C.; Stewart, K.A.; Adis, C.S. Perceived Organizational Support: A Meta-Analytic Evaluation of Organizational Support Theory. J. Manag. 2017, 43, 1854–1884. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



van der Ploeg, E.; Kleber, R.J. Acute and chronic job stressors among ambulance personnel: Predictors of health symptoms. Occup. Environ. Med. 2003, 60, 40–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saijo, Y.; Ueno, T.; Hashimoto, Y. Twenty-four-hour shift work, depressive symptoms, and job dissatisfaction among Japanese firefighters. Am. J. Ind. Med. 2008, 51, 380–391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Byrne, A.; Dionisi, A.M.; Barling, J.; Akers, A.; Robertson, J.; Lys, R.; Wylie, J.; Dupre, K. The depleted leader: The influence of leaders’ diminished psychological resources on leadership behaviors. Leadersh. Q. 2014, 25, 344–357. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Average stress levels associated with occupational stressors across Canadian public safety personnel categories.
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Occupational Stressor

	
Total (n = 4441)

	
Municipal/Provincial Police a

(n = 1147)

	
Federal Police (i.e., RCMP) b

(n = 1188)

	
Corrections c

(n = 574)

	
Firefighters d

(n = 711)

	
Paramedics e

(n = 612)

	
Public Safety Communications Officials [e.g., Call Center Operators/Dispatchers]

(n = 209)

	
F-Statistic

	
Significant Differences between PSP Categories




	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)

	
M (SD)






	
Organizational Stressors (PSP-Org)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Organizational Stress Score, mean (SD)

	
3.62 (1.33)

	
3.58 (1.30)

	
3.99 (1.31)

	
3.93 (1.31)

	
2.91 (1.22)

	
3.49 (1.22)

	
3.57 (1.21)

	
72.21

	
a<b, c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b, c

f<b, c




	
Dealing with co-workers

	
4.05 (1.78)

	
3.94 (1.74)

	
4.18 (1.76)

	
4.65 (1.78)

	
3.53 (1.75)

	
4.00 (1.72)

	
4.25 (1.74)

	
29.04

	
a<b, c

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<c




	
The feeling that different rules apply to different people (e.g., favouritism)

	
4.15 (1.95)

	
4.17 (1.93)

	
4.22 (1.90)

	
4.78 (1.86)

	
3.39 (1.99)

	
4.11 (1.89)

	
4.55 (1.87)

	
36.61

	
a<c

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<c




	
Feeling like you always have to prove yourself to the organization

	
4.02 (1.96)

	
3.96 (1.94)

	
4.37 (1.92)

	
4.32 (1.95)

	
3.29 (1.94)

	
4.03 (1.90)

	
3.87 (1.92)

	
31.56

	
a<b, c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b

f<b




	
Excessive administrative duties

	
3.69 (1.98)

	
3.73 (1.87)

	
4.56 (1.85)

	
3.98 (1.98)

	
2.75 (1.81)

	
2.95 (1.84)

	
2.99 (1.82)

	
116.64

	
a<b

c<b

d<a, b

e<a, b, c

f<a, c




	
Constant change in policy/legislation

	
3.80 (1.91)

	
3.63 (1.84)

	
4.04 (1.85)

	
4.40 (1.93)

	
3.08 (1.80)

	
3.80 (1.93)

	
4.22 (1.92)

	
41.19

	
a<b, c, f

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<c




	
Staff shortages

	
4.46 (2.08)

	
4.48 (1.96)

	
5.19 (1.86)

	
4.51 (2.03)

	
3.07 (1.96)

	
4.30 (2.10)

	
5.32 (1.86)

	
113.31

	
a<b, f

c<b, f

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b, f




	
Bureaucratic red tape

	
4.44 (1.98)

	
4.35 (1.91)

	
4.83 (1.87)

	
4.91 (1.89)

	
3.60 (1.99)

	
4.37 (2.07)

	
4.41 (2.03)

	
43.40

	
a<b, c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b, c

f<c




	
Too much computer work

	
3.19 (1.89)

	
3.26 (1.83)

	
3.99 (1.88)

	
3.32 (1.92)

	
2.45 (1.65)

	
2.47 (1.62)

	
2.58 (1.70)

	
96.29

	
a<b

c<b

d<a, b, c

e<a, b, c

f<a, b, c




	
Lack of training on new equipment

	
3.12 (1.80)

	
2.82 (1.69)

	
3.41 (1.82)

	
3.38 (1.97)

	
3.09 (1.78)

	
2.96 (1.74)

	
2.97 (1.74)

	
16.68

	
a<b, c, d

d<b

e<b, c

f<c




	
Perceived pressure to volunteer free time

	
2.64 (1.85)

	
2.51 (1.77)

	
3.21 (2.03)

	
2.34 (1.76)

	
2.55 (1.74)

	
2.39 (1.71)

	
1.95 (1.43)

	
37.08

	
a<b

c<b

d<b

e<b

f<a, b, d, e




	
Dealing with supervisors

	
3.69 (2.00)

	
3.53 (1.96)

	
3.92 (1.97)

	
4.20 (2.02)

	
3.25 (1.96)

	
3.63 (2.01)

	
3.55 (1.93)

	
19.75

	
a<b, c

d<a, b, c, e

e<b, c

f<c




	
Inconsistent leadership style

	
4.44 (2.10)

	
4.29 (2.09)

	
4.56 (2.05)

	
4.97 (2.09)

	
3.87 (2.12)

	
4.65 (2.06)

	
4.55 (2.06)

	
21.48

	
a<b, c, e

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Lack of resources

	
4.29 (2.04)

	
4.05 (2.00)

	
4.95 (1.91)

	
4.55 (1.99)

	
3.26 (1.89)

	
4.46 (2.05)

	
4.10 (2.03)

	
72.27

	
a<b, c, e

c<b

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b

f<b




	
Unequal sharing of work responsibilities

	
3.90 (2.10)

	
3.81 (2.06)

	
4.18 (2.06)

	
4.57 (2.06)

	
3.00 (1.92)

	
3.93 (2.10)

	
4.02 (2.08)

	
45.16

	
a<b, c

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<c

f<c




	
If you are sick or injured your co-workers seem to look down on you

	
2.78 (2.00)

	
2.80 (2.01)

	
3.19 (2.13)

	
2.91 (1.99)

	
2.00 (1.56)

	
2.59 (1.96)

	
3.12 (1.98)

	
35.63

	
a<b

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b, f




	
Leaders over-emphasize the negatives (e.g., supervisor evaluations, public complaints)

	
3.51 (2.10)

	
3.43 (2.06)

	
3.61 (2.10)

	
3.81 (2.16)

	
2.90 (1.91)

	
3.82 (2.16)

	
3.84 (2.15)

	
19.32

	
a<c, e

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Internal investigations

	
3.04 (2.08)

	
3.22 (2.14)

	
3.06 (2.11)

	
3.59 (2.19)

	
2.24 (1.63)

	
3.17 (2.07)

	
2.82 (1.92)

	
32.87

	
a<c

b<c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<c

f<c




	
Dealing with the court system

	
2.63 (1.84)

	
3.40 (1.88)

	
3.28 (1.81)

	
2.24 (1.65)

	
1.52 (1.25)

	
1.95 (1.52)

	
1.64 (1.28)

	
188.89

	
c<a, b

d<a, b, c, e

e<a, b, c

f<a, b, c




	
The need to be accountable for doing your job

	
3.35 (1.92)

	
3.48 (1.99)

	
3.46 (1.87)

	
3.59 (2.00)

	
2.82 (1.77)

	
3.30 (1.88)

	
3.34 (1.97)

	
14.46

	
d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Inadequate equipment

	
3.13 (1.89)

	
2.86 (1.76)

	
3.59 (1.93)

	
3.45 (2.00)

	
2.55 (1.63)

	
3.11 (1.91)

	
3.23 (1.93)

	
37.02

	
a<b, c

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b, c




	
Operational Stressors (PSP-Op)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Operational Stress Score, M (SD)

	
3.17 (1.28)

	
3.15 (1.29)

	
3.54 (1.36)

	
3.06 (1.22)

	
2.62 (1.09)

	
3.30 (1.20)

	
2.96 (1.07)

	
50.95

	
a<b

c<b, e

d<a, b, e, f

e<b

f<b, c, e




	
Shift work

	
3.32 (2.10)

	
3.38 (2.09)

	
3.29 (2.15)

	
2.76 (2.18)

	
2.96 (1.82)

	
3.99 (2.04)

	
4.01 (2.00)

	
30.49

	
a<e, f

b<e, f

c<a, b, e, f

d<a, b, e, f




	
Working alone at night

	
2.21 (1.86)

	
2.39 (1.85)

	
2.91 (2.20)

	
1.90 (1.68)

	
1.44 (1.10)

	
1.94 (1.69)

	
1.56 (1.13)

	
76.55

	
a<b

c<a, b

d<a, b, c, e

e<a, b

f<a, b




	
Over-time demands

	
2.68 (1.94)

	
2.70 (1.86)

	
3.29 (2.08)

	
2.08 (1.67)

	
1.75 (1.38)

	
3.14 (2.09)

	
2.54 (1.77)

	
80.24

	
a<b, e

c<a, b, e, f

d<a, b, c, e, f

f<b, e




	
Risk of being injured on the job

	
2.98 (1.89)

	
2.69 (1.76)

	
3.16 (1.98)

	
3.29 (1.94)

	
2.86 (1.73)

	
3.55 (1.95)

	
1.49 (1.09)

	
50.95 ***

	
a<b, c, e

b<e

d<b, c, e

f<a, b, c, d, e




	
Work-related activities on days off (e.g., court, community events)

	
2.53 (1.77)

	
2.87 (1.82)

	
3.16 (1.92)

	
1.92 (1.43)

	
1.96 (1.41)

	
2.24 (1.63)

	
1.69 (1.21)

	
86.41

	
a<b

c<a, b, e

d<a, b, e

e<a, b

f<a, b, e




	
Potentially psychologically traumatic events (e.g., motor vehicle accidents, domestics, death, injury)

	
3.39 (1.98)

	
3.21 (1.94)

	
3.64 (2.10)

	
2.80 (1.95)

	
3.48 (1.82)

	
3.73 (1.89)

	
3.38 (1.93)

	
20.20

	
a<b, e

c<a, b, d, e, f




	
Managing your social life outside of work

	
3.02 (1.77)

	
2.88 (1.69)

	
3.23 (1.88)

	
2.97 (1.75)

	
2.59 (1.60)

	
3.28 (1.81)

	
3.38 (1.72)

	
18.00

	
a<b, e, f

c<b, e

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Not enough time available to spend with friends and family

	
3.54 (1.87)

	
3.44 (1.81)

	
3.83 (1.96)

	
3.45 (1.82)

	
2.94 (1.73)

	
3.86 (1.85)

	
3.91 (1.76)

	
27.20

	
a<b, e, f

c<b, e, f

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Paperwork

	
3.29 (1.88)

	
3.38 (1.81)

	
4.11 (1.83)

	
3.53 (1.89)

	
2.36 (1.59)

	
2.84 (1.67)

	
1.96 (1.30)

	
126.64

	
a<b

c<b

d<a, b, c, e

e<a, b, c

f<a, b, c, e




	
Eating healthy at work

	
3.40 (1.84)

	
3.38 (1.85)

	
3.76 (1.78)

	
3.32 (1.87)

	
2.50 (1.59)

	
3.79 (1.82)

	
3.52 (1.85)

	
51.38

	
a<b, e

c<b, e

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Finding time to stay in good physical condition

	
3.96 (1.85)

	
3.87 (1.85)

	
4.32 (1.78)

	
4.03 (1.82)

	
3.21 (1.81)

	
4.18 (1.79)

	
4.01 (1.78)

	
36.73

	
a<b, e

c<b

d<a, b, c, e, f




	
Fatigue (e.g., shift work, over-time)

	
4.14 (1.99)

	
4.07 (1.97)

	
4.27 (1.99)

	
3.91 (2.11)

	
3.62 (1.88)

	
4.66 (1.88)

	
4.70 (1.88)

	
24.81

	
a<e, f

b<f

c<b, e, f

d<a, b, e, f




	
Occupation-related health issues (e.g., back pain)

	
3.62 (2.02)

	
3.55 (2.01)

	
3.94 (1.96)

	
3.72 (2.08)

	
3.07 (1.90)

	
3.70 (2.07)

	
3.49 (2.01)

	
17.76

	
a

d<a, b, c, e

f<b




	
Lack of understanding from family and friends about your work

	
3.04 (1.89)

	
2.88 (1.83)

	
3.10 (1.91)

	
3.39 (2.00)

	
2.74 (1.79)

	
3.19 (1.92)

	
3.18 (1.86)

	
10.40

	
a<c, e

b<c

d<b, c, e, f




	
Making friends outside the job

	
2.73 (1.84)

	
2.43 (1.69)

	
3.12 (1.91)

	
2.90 (1.97)

	
2.20 (1.59)

	
2.94 (1.90)

	
2.83 (1.86)

	
32.01

	
a<b, c, e, f

d<b, c, e, f




	
Upholding a “higher image” in public

	
2.98 (1.89)

	
3.07 (1.95)

	
3.36 (1.91)

	
2.68 (1.79)

	
2.58 (1.79)

	
2.97 (1.81)

	
2.52 (1.67)

	
22.53

	
a<b

c<a, b

d<a, b, e

e<b

f<a, b, e




	
Negative comments from the public

	
3.45 (1.97)

	
3.83 (2.00)

	
3.80 (1.93)

	
3.25 (1.96)

	
2.80 (1.82)

	
3.12 (1.89)

	
3.08 (1.84)

	
39.31

	
c<a, b

d<a, b, c, e

e<a, b

f<a, b




	
Limitations to your social life (e.g., who your friends are, where you socialize)

	
2.99 (1.87)

	
2.92 (1.86)

	
3.35 (1.92)

	
3.05 (1.91)

	
2.40 (1.64)

	
3.05 (1.88)

	
2.95 (1.81)

	
23.85

	
a<b

c<b

d<a, b, c, e, f

e<b




	
Feeling like you are always on the job

	
3.31 (2.01)

	
3.37 (1.96)

	
3.86 (2.01)

	
3.07 (1.98)

	
2.74 (1.93)

	
3.31 (1.98)

	
2.49 (1.69)

	
39.84

	
a<b

c<a, b

d<a, b, c, e

e<b

f<a, b, c, e




	
Friends/family feel the effects of the stigma associated with your job

	
2.87 (1.88)

	
2.99 (1.86)

	
3.31 (1.94)

	
2.87 (1.94)

	
2.28 (1.68)

	
2.65 (1.77)

	
2.45 (1.68)

	
32.66

	
a<b

c<b

d<a, b, e

e<a, b, c

f<a, b








Notes. PSP = Public Safety Personnel. Different lettered superscripts indicate PSP categories that differ from one another at p ≤ 0.05. Differences in mean scores across PSP categories were tested using Bonferroni post-hoc tests from the one-way ANOVA models. *** all F-values were statistically significant at p ≤ 0.001.
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Table 2. Relationship between occupational stressors and positive mental disorder screens among Canadian public safety personnel.






Table 2. Relationship between occupational stressors and positive mental disorder screens among Canadian public safety personnel.





	
Occupational Stressor

	
PTSD

	
MDD

	
Generalized Anxiety

	
Social Anxiety

	
Panic Disorder

	
Alcohol Use Disorder

	
Any Mental Disorder




	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)






	
Organizational Stressors (PSP-Org)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Organizational Stress Score

	
2.08 ***

(1.92, 2.25)

	
1.82 ***

(1.69, 1.95)

	
1.85 ***

(1.71, 2.00)

	
1.74 ***

(1.60, 1.90)

	
1.88 ***

(1.69, 2.10)

	
1.34 ***

(1.19, 1.50)

	
1.94 ***

(1.81, 2.08)




	
Dealing with co-workers

	
1.35 ***

(1.28, 1.42)

	
1.35 ***

(1.28, 1.41)

	
1.40 ***

(1.33, 1.48)

	
1.34 ***

(1.26, 1.42)

	
1.33 ***

(1.24, 1.43)

	
1.19 ***

(1.09, 1.29)

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.44)




	
The feeling that different rules apply to different people (e.g., favoritism)

	
1.41 ***

(1.34, 1.48)

	
1.33 ***

(1.27, 1.39)

	
1.35 ***

(1.29, 1.42)

	
1.34 ***

(1.27, 1.42)

	
1.35 ***

(1.26, 1.45)

	
1.15 ***

(1.07, 1.24)

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.44)




	
Feeling like you always have to prove yourself to the organization

	
1.51 ***

(1.44, 1.59)

	
1.43 ***

(1.37, 1.50)

	
1.50 ***

(1.43, 1.59)

	
1.42 ***

(1.34, 1.50)

	
1.41 ***

(1.31, 1.52)

	
1.21 ***

(1.12, 1.30)

	
1.48 ***

(1.41, 1.54)




	
Excessive administrative duties

	
1.30 ***

(1.24, 1.37)

	
1.24 ***

(1.19, 1.30)

	
1.24 ***

(1.18, 1.30)

	
1.22 ***

(1.16, 1.28)

	
1.25 ***

(1.17, 1.33)

	
1.08

(0.999, 1.16)

	
1.26 ***

(1.20, 1.31)




	
Constant change in policy/legislation

	
1.33 ***

(1.27, 1.40)

	
1.33 ***

(1.27, 1.39)

	
1.31 ***

(1.25, 1.38)

	
1.28 ***

(1.21, 1.34)

	
1.25 ***

(1.16, 1.33)

	
1.17 ***

(1.08, 1.27)

	
1.33 ***

(1.28, 1.39)




	
Staff shortages

	
1.27 ***

(1.21, 1.33)

	
1.23 ***

(1.17, 1.28)

	
1.24 ***

(1.18, 1.31)

	
1.21 ***

(1.15, 1.28)

	
1.24 ***

(1.16, 1.33)

	
1.02

(0.94, 1.10)

	
1.22 ***

(1.17, 1.27)




	
Bureaucratic red tape

	
1.34 ***

(1.28, 1.41)

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.34)

	
1.26 ***

(1.20, 1.33)

	
1.28 ***

(1.21, 1.35)

	
1.26 ***

(1.17, 1.36)

	
1.13

(1.04, 1.22)

	
1.30 ***

(1.24, 1.35)




	
Too much computer work

	
1.21 ***

(1.16, 1.27)

	
1.19 ***

(1.14, 1.24)

	
1.19 ***

(1.14, 1.25)

	
1.12 ***

(1.06, 1.18)

	
1.17 ***

(1.10, 1.25)

	
1.11

(1.02, 1.20)

	
1.20 ***

(1.15, 1.25)




	
Lack of training on new equipment

	
1.26 ***

(1.21, 1.32)

	
1.23 ***

(1.18, 1.29)

	
1.24 ***

(1.18, 1.30)

	
1.27 ***

(1.20, 1.33)

	
1.24 ***

(1.16, 1.32)

	
1.09

(1.01, 1.17)

	
1.27 ***

(1.22, 1.33)




	
Perceived pressure to volunteer free time

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.34)

	
1.21 ***

(1.16, 1.26)

	
1.22 ***

(1.17, 1.28)

	
1.17 ***

(1.11, 1.22)

	
1.24 ***

(1.16, 1.31)

	
1.09

(1.02, 1.18)

	
1.25 ***

(1.20, 1.30)




	
Dealing with supervisors

	
1.37 ***

(1.31, 1.44)

	
1.30 ***

(1.25, 1.35)

	
1.32 ***

(1.26, 1.38)

	
1.24 ***

(1.19, 1.31)

	
1.32 ***

(1.24, 1.41)

	
1.16 ***

(1.08, 1.25)

	
1.35 ***

(1.30, 1.40)




	
Inconsistent leadership style

	
1.42 ***

(1.35, 1.49)

	
1.29 ***

(1.24, 1.35)

	
1.30 ***

(1.24, 1.36)

	
1.22 ***

(1.16, 1.28)

	
1.32 ***

(1.23, 1.42)

	
1.08

(1.01, 1.16)

	
1.32 ***

(1.27, 1.38)




	
Lack of resources

	
1.35 ***

(1.29, 1.42)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.30)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.32)

	
1.28 ***

(1.21, 1.35)

	
1.28 ***

(1.19, 1.37)

	
1.10

(1.02, 1.19

	
1.28 ***

(1.23, 1.33)




	
Unequal sharing of work responsibilities

	
1.35 ***

(1.29, 1.41)

	
1.27 ***

(1.22, 1.32)

	
1.24 ***

(1.19, 1.30)

	
1.27 ***

(1.21, 1.33)

	
1.31 ***

(1.23, 1.39)

	
1.09

(1.02, 1.18)

	
1.30 ***

(1.25, 1.35)




	
If you are sick or injured your co-workers seem to look down on you

	
1.51 ***

(1.44, 1.57)

	
1.44 ***

(1.38, 1.50)

	
1.47 ***

(1.40, 1.53)

	
1.35 ***

(1.29, 1.41)

	
1.55 ***

(1.46, 1.65)

	
1.20 ***

(1.12, 1.29)

	
1.53 ***

(1.46, 1.59)




	
Leaders over-emphasize the negatives (e.g., supervisor evaluations, public complaints)

	
1.37 ***

(1.32, 1.43)

	
1.28 ***

(1.23, 1.33)

	
1.29 ***

(1.23, 1.34)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.31)

	
1.31 ***

(1.23, 1.39)

	
1.15 ***

(1.07, 1.23)

	
1.32 ***

(1.27, 1.37)




	
Internal investigations

	
1.28 ***

(1.23, 1.33)

	
1.21 ***

(1.16, 1.26)

	
1.21 ***

(1.16, 1.27)

	
1.18 ***

(1.13, 1.24)

	
1.25 ***

(1.18, 1.32)

	
1.15 ***

(1.07, 1.23)

	
1.24 ***

(1.20, 1.29)




	
Dealing with the court system

	
1.21 ***

(1.15, 1.27)

	
1.13 ***

(1.08, 1.19)

	
1.16 ***

(1.10, 1.22)

	
1.19 ***

(1.12, 1.25)

	
1.21 ***

(1.13, 1.29)

	
1.19 ***

(1.09, 1.29)

	
1.17 ***

(1.12, 1.22)




	
The need to be accountable for doing your job

	
1.26 ***

(1.21, 1.32)

	
1.27 ***

(1.22, 1.32)

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.34)

	
1.27 ***

(1.21, 1.33)

	
1.26 ***

(1.18, 1.34)

	
1.23 ***

(1.15, 1.33)

	
1.32 ***

(1.27, 1.38)




	
Inadequate equipment

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.34)

	
1.22 ***

(1.17, 1.28)

	
1.20 ***

(1.14, 1.25)

	
1.23 ***

(1.17, 1.29)

	
1.25 ***

(1.17, 1.33)

	
1.08

(0.999, 1.16)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.30)




	
Operational Stressors (PSP-Op)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Operational Stress Score

	
2.19 ***

(2.02, 2.38)

	
2.14 ***

(1.98, 2.31)

	
2.07 ***

(1.91, 2.25)

	
1.98 ***

(1.82, 2.16)

	
2.05 ***

(1.83, 2.28)

	
1.41 ***

(1.25, 1.58)

	
2.30 ***

(2.13, 2.48)




	
Shift work

	
1.20 ***

(1.15, 1.25)

	
1.19 ***

(1.15, 1.24)

	
1.14 ***

(1.10, 1.19)

	
1.16 ***

(1.11, 1.22)

	
1.14 ***

(1.07, 1.20)

	
1.09

(1.02, 1.17)

	
1.21 ***

(1.16, 1.25)




	
Working alone at night

	
1.24 ***

(1.19, 1.30)

	
1.20 ***

(1.15, 1.26)

	
1.19 ***

(1.13, 1.24)

	
1.21 ***

(1.15, 1.27)

	
1.24 ***

(1.16, 1.31)

	
1.02

(0.94, 1.11)

	
1.20 ***

(1.15, 1.25)




	
Over-time demands

	
1.22 ***

(1.16, 1.27)

	
1.23 ***

(1.18, 1.28)

	
1.21 ***

(1.15, 1.26)

	
1.19 ***

(1.14, 1.25)

	
1.25 ***

(1.17, 1.33)

	
1.07

(0.99, 1.15)

	
1.23 ***

(1.18, 1.28)




	
Risk of being injured on the job

	
1.34 ***

(1.28, 1.50)

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.33)

	
1.29 ***

(1.23, 1.35)

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.35)

	
1.38 ***

(1.30, 1.47)

	
1.13 ***

(1.05, 1.22)

	
1.31 ***

(1.26, 1.37)




	
Work-related activities on days off (e.g., court, community events)

	
1.32 ***

(1.26, 1.39)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.31)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.31)

	
1.23 ***

(1.17, 1.30)

	
1.27 ***

(1.19, 1.36)

	
1.07

(0.98, 1.16)

	
1.28 ***

(1.22, 1.34)




	
Potentially psychologically traumatic events (e.g., motor vehicle accidents, domestics, death, injury)

	
1.48 ***

(1.41, 1.55)

	
1.37 ***

(1.31, 1.43)

	
1.39 ***

(1.32, 1.46)

	
1.32 ***

(1.26, 1.39)

	
1.45 ***

(1.35, 1.54)

	
1.26 ***

(1.17, 1.36)

	
1.43 ***

(1.37, 1.49)




	
Managing your social life outside of work

	
1.46 ***

(1.39, 1.53)

	
1.56 ***

(1.49, 1.64)

	
1.55 ***

(1.47, 1.63)

	
1.47 ***

(1.39, 1.56)

	
1.49 ***

(1.39, 1.59)

	
1.26 ***

(1.16, 1.36)

	
1.58 ***

(1.50, 1.66)




	
Not enough time available to spend with friends and family

	
1.37 ***

(1.30, 1.44)

	
1.34 ***

(1.28, 1.41)

	
1.38 ***

(1.31, 1.46)

	
1.26 ***

(1.20, 1.33)

	
1.32 ***

(1.23, 1.41)

	
1.11

(1.02, 1.20)

	
1.35 ***

(1.29, 1.41)




	
Paperwork

	
1.26 ***

(1.20, 1.32)

	
1.24 ***

(1.19, 1.30)

	
1.25 ***

(1.19, 1.31)

	
1.20 ***

(1.13, 1.26)

	
1.27 ***

(1.18, 1.36)

	
1.16 ***

(1.07, 1.26)

	
1.25 ***

(1.20, 1.31)




	
Eating healthy at work

	
1.34 ***

(1.28, 1.41)

	
1.40 ***

(1.34, 1.47)

	
1.33 ***

(1.27, 1.40)

	
1.31 ***

(1.24, 1.38)

	
1.29 ***

(1.21, 1.38)

	
1.18 ***

(1.09, 1.27)

	
1.41 ***

(1.35, 1.48)




	
Finding time to stay in good physical condition

	
1.39 ***

(1.32, 1.46)

	
1.50 ***

(1.43, 1.57)

	
1.42 ***

(1.34, 1.50)

	
1.33 ***

(1.26, 1.41)

	
1.37 ***

(1.27, 1.48)

	
1.19 ***

(1.09, 1.29)

	
1.49 ***

(1.42, 1.56)




	
Fatigue (e.g., shift work, over-time)

	
1.47 ***

(1.40, 1.55)

	
1.62 ***

(1.54, 1.71)

	
1.48 ***

(1.40, 1.56)

	
1.39 ***

(1.31, 1.47)

	
1.51 ***

(1.40, 1.63)

	
1.22 ***

(1.13, 1.32)

	
1.54 ***

(1.47, 1.61)




	
Occupation-related health issues (e.g., back pain)

	
1.41 ***

(1.35, 1.47)

	
1.40 ***

(1.34, 1.46)

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.45)

	
1.30 ***

(1.24, 1.37)

	
1.45 ***

(1.35, 1.55)

	
1.17 ***

(1.09, 1.26)

	
1.38 ***

(1.33, 1.44)




	
Lack of understanding from family and friends about your work

	
1.45 ***

(1.39, 1.52)

	
1.37 ***

(1.32, 1.43)

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.45)

	
1.37 ***

(1.30, 1.44)

	
1.38 ***

(1.30, 1.47)

	
1.23 ***

(1.15, 1.33)

	
1.46 ***

(1.40, 1.53)




	
Making friends outside the job

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.45)

	
1.40 ***

(1.34, 1.47)

	
1.35 ***

(1.28, 1.41)

	
1.53 ***

(1.45, 1.61)

	
1.36 ***

(1.28, 1.45)

	
1.15 ***

(1.07, 1.24)

	
1.44 ***

(1.38, 1.51)




	
Upholding a “higher image” in public

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.45)

	
1.38 ***

(1.32, 1.44)

	
1.41 ***

(1.34, 1.48)

	
1.39 ***

(1.33, 1.47)

	
1.33 ***

(1.25, 1.42)

	
1.23 ***

(1.14, 1.33)

	
1.43 ***

(1.37, 1.50)




	
Negative comments from the public

	
1.39 ***

(1.32, 1.45)

	
1.32 ***

(1.26, 1.38)

	
1.39 ***

(1.32, 1.46)

	
1.38 ***

(1.31, 1.45)

	
1.31 ***

(1.23, 1.40)

	
1.15 ***

(1.06, 1.23)

	
1.41 ***

(1.35, 1.47)




	
Limitations to your social life (e.g., who your friends are, where you socialize)

	
1.40 ***

(1.34, 1.47)

	
1.41 ***

(1.35, 1.47)

	
1.39 ***

(1.32, 1.46)

	
1.41 ***

(1.34, 1.48)

	
1.34 ***

(1.26, 1.43)

	
1.20 ***

(1.11, 1.29)

	
1.45 ***

(1.39, 1.51)




	
Feeling like you are always on the job

	
1.47 ***

(1.40, 1.54)

	
1.42 ***

(1.36, 1.49)

	
1.44 ***

(1.37, 1.51)

	
1.37 ***

(1.30, 1.44)

	
1.42 ***

(1.33, 1.51)

	
1.14 ***

(1.06, 1.23)

	
1.45 ***

(1.39, 1.51)




	
Friends/family feel the effects of the stigma associated with your job

	
1.49 ***

(1.42, 1.56)

	
1.39 ***

(1.33, 1.45)

	
1.46 ***

(1.39, 1.54)

	
1.41 ***

(1.34, 1.48)

	
1.46 ***

(1.37, 1.56)

	
1.25 ***

(1.16, 1.34)

	
1.48 ***

(1.41, 1.55)








Notes. PTSD = post-traumatic stress disorder; MDD = major depressive disorder; AOR = Odds ratio adjusted for sex, age, marital status, race/ethnicity, education, urban/rural work location, province of residence, the total years of service, the total number of trauma exposures, and the public safety officer category. *** p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Relationship between potentially psychologically traumatic event exposures, organizational stressors, and operational stressors, and any positive mental disorder screen among Canadian public safety personnel.
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PTSD

	
MDD

	
Generalized Anxiety

	
Social Anxiety

	
Panic Disorder

	
Alcohol Use Disorder

	
Any Mental Disorder




	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)

	
AOR (95% CI)






	
Model 1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Total Number of Potentially Psychologically Traumatic Event Exposure Types

	
1.13 *** (1.09, 1.16)

	
1.10 ***

(1.07, 1.13)

	
1.08 ***

(1.05, 1.11)

	
1.04

(1.01, 1.07)

	
1.16 ***

(1.10, 1.21)

	
1.05

(0.996, 1.10)

	
1.07

(1.05, 1.10)




	
Model 2

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Organizational Stress Score

	
2.15 ***

(2.00, 2.31)

	
1.90 ***

(1.78, 2.03)

	
1.90 ***

(1.77, 2.05)

	
1.75 ***

(1.62, 1.89)

	
1.96 ***

(1.77, 2.16)

	
1.37 ***

(1.24, 1.53)

	
1.99 ***

(1.87, 2.12)




	
Model 3

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Mean Operational Stress Score

	
2.28 ***

(2.12, 2.46)

	
2.18 ***

(2.04, 2.34)

	
2.09 ***

(1.94, 2.25)

	
1.98 ***

(1.80, 2.09)

	
2.09 ***

(1.89, 2.31)

	
1.39 ***

(1.25, 1.55)

	
2.29 ***

(2.14, 2.46)




	
Model 4

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Total Number of Potentially Psychologically Traumatic Event Exposure Types

	
1.06 ***

(1.03, 1.10)

	
1.04

(1.01, 1.07)

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.04)

	
0.97

(0.94, 1.00)

	
1.09 ***

(1.04, 1.15)

	
1.01

(0.96, 1.06)

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.04)




	
Mean Organizational Stress Score

	
1.41 ***

(1.26, 1.58)

	
1.15

(1.04, 1.28)

	
1.21 ***

(1.08, 1.36)

	
1.14

(1.01, 1.28)

	
1.24

(1.05, 1.45)

	
1.07

(0.89, 1.50)

	
1.24 ***

(1.12, 1.37)




	
Mean Operational Stress Score

	
1.72 ***

(1.54, 1.92)

	
1.93 ***

(1.73, 2.14)

	
1.80 ***

(1.61, 2.03)

	
1.80 ***

(1.59, 2.03)

	
1.76 ***

(1.51, 2.06)

	
1.33

(1.11, 1.59)

	
1.96 ***

(1.76, 2.17)




	
Model 5

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Trauma Exposure by Organizational Stress Interaction Term

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.04)

	
1.02

(0.99, 1.04)

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.03)

	
1.02

(0.99, 1.04)

	
1.00

(0.96, 1.04)

	
0.98

(0.95, 1.02)

	
1.00

(0.98, 1.02)




	
Model 6

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Trauma Exposure by Operational Stress Interaction Term

	
1.00

(0.98, 1.03)

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.03)

	
1.00

(0.98, 1.03)

	
1.01

(0.98, 1.03)

	
0.99

(0.95, 1.03)

	
0.98

(0.94, 1.01)

	
0.99

(0.97, 1.02)








Notes. AOR = Odds ratio adjusted for sociodemographic covariates (i.e., sex, age, marital status, race/ethnicity, education, urban/rural work location, province of residence, total years of service, public safety category); PTSD = post-traumatic stress disorder; MDD = major depressive disorder. Model 1: The total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types entered and adjusted for covariates. Model 2: The mean organizational stress score entered and adjusted for covariates. Model 3: The mean operational stress score entered and adjusted for SD covariates. Model 4: The total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types, the mean organizational stress score, and the mean operational stress score entered into the same model simultaneously and adjusted for covariates. Model 5: Model 4 with the main effects of the total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types, the mean organizational stress score, and the interaction term for the total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types x the mean organizational stress score and adjusted for covariates and the mean operational stress score. Model 6: Model 4 with the main effects of the total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types and the mean operational stress score and the interaction term for the total number of potentially psychologically traumatic event types x the mean operational stress score and adjusted for covariates and the mean organizational stress score. *** p < 0.001.
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