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Abstract

The Canadian Forces Conditions of Service Questionnaire 
(CFCSQ;Oakes, 1991) captures important information regarding 
the impact of policies, programs and service support on the 
well being of Canadian Forces members* The purpose of the 
CFCSQ is to obtain information that will provide senior 
military executives with a reliable profile of personnel 
attitudes and perceptions towards those conditions of 
service which might serve as sources of dissatisfaction with 
military life. Specifically, the CFCSQ captures information 
on compensation and benefits policies (pay, promotion, 
education and training, etc.), overall job satisfaction, 
current employment as well as working conditions(i.e., 
leadership, peer relationships}and intentions to stay or 
leave the CF. The CFCSQ was based on Mobley, Griffeth, Hand 
and Meglino's {1979} Expanded Turnover Process model. The 
CFCSQ was administered to 3275 officers and non-commissioned 
members serving in the CF in June 1993. This study, using 
that data set, 1) examined how well the Mobley et al model 
fit the CFCSQ data; 2) examined the factor structure of the 
different scales embedded in the CFCSQ and, 3} determined if 
the policies and procedures measured by the CFCSQ, had a 
differential impact on the turnover behavior of operational 
members of the Airforce, Army and Navy.
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LISREL analysis suggested that the CFCSQ data could be 
explained in the context of the Mobley et al (1979) models 
although the fit was not the best that could be obtained. 
When LISREL analysis was conducted using psychometricaily 
improved versions of the scales included in the CFCSQ, a 
better fit occured. Distinctive Environmental Uniform (DEU) 
was not an appropriate criterion on which to measure 
differences in satisfaction and turnover among Canadian 
Forces (CF) personnel. Military occupations, grouped as 
either operational or support was a better measure of 
differential rates of satisfaction and turnover. These 
findings suggest that the current CFCSQ requires revision so 
that concerns about consitions of service within each unique 
sub-culture of the CF can be identified. The inclusion of 
culture specific questions, measures of organisational 
comittment and other general recommendations are offered as 
a means to achieve this aim.



INTRODUCTION

Organizational behaviour is influenced by the 
interactions between the values of the organization and the 
characteristics of the individuals employed by it. Positive 
interactions between organizational and employee values have 
been associated with increased employee satisfaction, 
increased organizational commitment, higher productivity, 
and lower levels of attrition and less absenteeism. 
Conversely, negative interactions have been associated with 
low satisfaction, low commitment, low productivity, and 
increased absenteeism and attrition (Roberts,Hulin, & 
Rousseau, 1978; Schneider, 1983; Schein,1985; Judge &
Hulin,1993; Hatch,1993).

Organizational satisfiers or dlssatisfiers may affect 
the organization's "bottom-line" by influencing 
productivity and profitability. Therefore, many 
organizations throughout the world have become more 
concerned with the effects of working conditions and quality 
of work-life issues. This has renewed interest in 
philosophies such as Total Quality Management, Quality of 
Work Life, Just-in-Time techniques, and more concern for the 
attitudes of employees. Many military institutions 
throughout the world (e.g., Britain, Australia, United 
States and Canada)have developed survey instruments and
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methods to assess worker concerns. The Canadian Forces 
(CF) is currently addressing many issues that affect its 
workforce, including issues of attrition, harassment, sexual 
orientation as well as other topics that affect conditions 
of service.

The Canadian Forces Conditions of Service Questionnaire 
{CFCSQ; Oakes, 1991} was developed in response to a 1990 
Auditor General Report which cited the need to evaluate the 
effectiveness of conditions of service in the CF. The 
intent of the CFCSQ was to measure he attitudes and 
perceptions of CF members about quality of work life issues. 
The CFCSQ was adapted from Mobley, Griffeth, Hand and 
Meglino*s (1979) model of turnover behaviour (Figure 1).
It proposes that the CF*s policies and procedures related to 
conditions of service influenced individual service member's 
perceptions of the personal impact of each condition of 
service. In turn, this cognitive evaluation influenced the 
perception of the quality of working life and the degree of 
satisfaction or dissat'sfaction with present employment and 
the CF. In short, the policies and procedures influenced an 
individual's sense of well being and their intention to stay 
in or leave the CF (Oakes,1991). Oakes (1991) model, also 
proposed that policies and procedures could directly 
influence stay or leave intentions.
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The Conditions of Service Questionnaire is administered 

on a periodic basis throughout the CF (the next 
administration is scheduled for Spring ’96). Information 
gained from this survey is used by senior executive military 
personnel to formulate or amend policy items that affect 
member satisfaction. To date^ there has been only a 
preliminary, descriptive analysis of a few variables 
measured by the CFCSQ. The structure and psychometric 
properties of the CFCSQ have not been analysed through 
either exploratory or confirmatory factor analyses. This is 
required to assure policy makers that the CFCSQ items 
validly represent the constructs that it purports to measure 
(e.g., satisfaction)(Oakes, 1991).

The Canadian Forces as an organization is subdivided 
Into three distinct elements: Army, Navy and Airforce.
Each of these elements is essentially a subculture of the CF 
which has distinct social principles, philosophies, goals 
and standards. From a cultural perspective, differing value 
systems provide insight into organizational climate (Schein, 
1985; Hatch,1994). Khat is a source of satisfaction to 
personnel serving in the Navy may not necessarily be a 
source of satisfaction to those in the Airforce or Army.
To date, differential rates of job and organizational 
satisfaction have been examined (e.g., through multivariate 
analyses of variance) by rank, gender, environmental



5
uniform, first official language, marital status and 
education level. No significant differences were found to 
exist using these criteriatoakes, 1994). Many of these 
criteria ignore unique cultural differences that exist 
between the three elements of the CF (e.g., pride in 
regimental affiliation. Naval traditions). As such, it is 
possible that true concerns about conditions of service are 
not being addressed or made known to senior level policy 
makers because results are reported according to 
"environmental uniform" as opposed to "operational 
component".

Environmental uniform is the particular uniform which 
identifies the CF member as belonging to the Airforce (light 
blue uniform), Army (brown uniform) or Navy (Black and/or 
white uniform). Operational component refers to those 
members, who may be wearing any of the above three uniforms 
but are directly employed in a unit (e.g., ship, aircraft, 
or regiment) which is routinely assigned to perform specific 
tasks- For ex-unple, military members who would, as part of 
their normal job, be employed aboard a naval ship, an 
infantry unit or aircraft squadron as part of a United 
Nations, fishery patrol, or any other designated mission are 
classified as "operational". Those personnel who do not 
work in this capacity are defined as "support personnel".
In this regard, differential rates of job satisfaction and 
turnover between operational components of the Army, Navy
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and Airforce have not been analysed. Snch an analysis would 
provide important information on the need for more 
culturally specific instruments for each element.

The primary purpose of this study was 1) to confirm 
how well the Mobley et al (1979) model fits the data 
generated by the CFCSQ; 2) to confirm the structure and 
psychometric properties of the CFCSQ and, 3) to determine if 
the policies and procedures, as measured by the CFCSQ, have 
a differential impact on the turnover behavior of 
operational members of the Airforce, Army and Navy.

Linear structural equation modelling can be used to 
test the model underlying the CFCSQ and to examine the 
influence that policies and procedures related to pay, 
promotion, working relations, and family-life predict job 
satisfaction and turnover. Testing the fit of the 
underlying model, as well as alternatives, to the data 
obtained from the CFCSQ will suggest improvements that can 
be made in questionnaire content and ultimately, the 
information obtained through it.
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Work satisfaction is one of the more important 
variables that has been related to both organizational 
behaviour and quality of work life. Early studies 
(e.g.,Locke, 1976) related job satisfaction to specific 
working conditions such as pay rates, promotions, rest 
periods and increased variety of work. Later research 
emphasized the human relations aspects of jobs as sources of 
satisfaction (e.g., Parsons, 1974} and job content factors 
(e.g., Hertzberg,1966) as true motivators of performance and 
satisfaction. Extension of these studies to blue collar 
workers suggested that "perceived intrinsic job 
characteristics" also has an impact on the level of job 
satisfaction (Warr, Cock & Wall, 1979). The diversity of 
findings with respect to job satisfaction led Oskamp (1984)
to comment that " the causes and effects of job
satisfaction must be studied anew with better research 
designs..." However, the study of each of these 
satisfaction variables individually has laid the foundation 
upon which more complex models of job satisfaction can be 
examined.
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Compensation and Bgiefits

Collectively, rewards such as pay, promotion prospects, 
vacation, medical and dental benefits and other special 
gratuities or allowances are thought to affect job 
satisfaction. Reward systems are a fundamental aspect of 
organizational culture because of their impact on 
motivation, satisfaction and continued participation within 
the organization (Mobley, 1982; Mobley, Hand, Meglino & 
Griffeth, 1979). Reward systems may have an effect on those 
outside the culture through their use to attract newcomers 
into the organization. They also affect the retention of 
current employees; those who do not see the reward system 
as equitable may leave. Better performers may feel they are 
unfairly rewarded compared to those they believe to be 
* known* poor performers. As a result, the employee may 
either quit the organization, or remain in the organization 
to express dissatisfaction by complaining, requesting 
special transfers and promoting mistrust within the 
organization. The potential danger in such situations is 
that the expressed mistrust may proliferate throughout the 
organization and poison a once positive environment.

Although some of the reward n /stems within the CF are 
pay/promotion based, several other formal and informal 
rewards may influence member satisfaction. Several reward
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systems, however, are grounded in expectancy theory* 
Expectancy theory involves three components (Lawler & 
Jenkins,1981}: 1) Performance-outcome expectancy relations 
hypothesizes that individuals believe or expect that if they 
behave in a certain way, they will receive certain things.
In military terms, if a sailor goes to sea or a soldier goes 
on a combat mission for an extended period of time under 
unusually harsh circumstances (e.g. Peacekeeping, War) the 
organization, for example, would be expected to provide 
amenities for the family to help cope with the sailors* 
absence. 2) Outcome attractiveness - individuals will 
perform better if they value the outcome (e.g., promotion) 
that the extra work is meant to achieve; and 3} Effort- 
performance expectancy - an individual's estimate of the 
likelihood of achieving the desired outcome. Each of the 
these components affect individual motivation and job or 
organizational satisfaction.

Satisfaction with. Pay and Promotion

There is little evidence supporting any relationship 
between pay satisfaction and turnover (Hellreigal & White, 
1979; Newman,1974; Koch & Steers,1978). Rather, the Pay 
satisfaction-turnover relationship is mediated by 
job/organizational satisfaction and commitment. Rewards 
such as pay, promotion, and hours of work are highly and 
directly correlated with organizational satisfaction
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(r=.45), moderately and indirectly correlated with turnover 
behaviour £r=-.19) and not related to job effort (Oliver,
1990). Summers and Hendrix (1991? explored specific 
structural linkages, through path analysis, between pay 
equity, pay satisfaction, job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment and turnover. In part, they found 
a bidirectional relationship between pay satisfaction and 
job satisfaction. Of the two, pay satisfaction was a better 
predictor of job satisfaction (r=-56? than job satisfaction 
was of pay (r=,15). There was no relationship between pay 
satisfaction and any other outcome variable (e.g. turnover). 
Both studies, Oliver's and Summers and Hendrix's, 
demonstrated that job satisfaction and organizational 
satisfaction are two different latent constructs, each with 
distinct exogenous variables.

Perceivect Qrjtintzafional Support

Despite the large amount of research on organizational 
committment, only recently has interest shifted to measuring 
the support organizations provide to their employees. 
Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson and Sowa 
(1986)approached the duality of organizational commitment 
from a social exchange perspective. They suggested that 
employees perceptions of the organization's commitment to 
them (referred to as Perceived Organization Support(PCS)) is 
based on their global view about the degree to which the
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organization values their contribution and cares about their 
well-being. POS^ in turn, may affect the employee* 9  

commitment to the organization.

Organizations demonstrate their support for employees 
through the encouragement and facilitation of individual 
work values. Knoop (1994) asked 187 first-line supervisors 
in a large manufacturing firm to rank the importance and 
achievement of 16 work values (e.g.. Pride in Organization, 
Status, Security, Working hours. Recognition,) in relation 
to job satisfaction. Work values accounted for as much as 
63% of the variance in job satisfaction and 35% of the 
variance in overall satisfaction (organizational}. 
Similiarly, focus group discussions with approximately 200 
military personnel in the CF identified values and concerns 
which they believed affected their work values. These values 
and concerns are illustrated in Tables 1-3 and served as a 
primary source for the CFCSQ (Oakes, 1992).
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Table t 

Global Caoeents

Leadership
Military Pride {Ethos) 
Leadership versus Management 
Postings

Discipline and Respect 
Communication 
Career Management 
Performance Evaluation Reports

Table:

Specific Concerns

Pay
Leave
Pension
Specialist pay

Incentive Pay
Accommodation Assistance Allowance 
Clothing Upkeep Allowance 
Married Service Couples

Table 3

FeisoDoel Support Services

Military Housing Meases
Medical services physical Fitness Training
Canex Uniforms
Family Resource Centres Education s Training Benefits

Source: Oakes, L.J. (1992) The Development Of The Canadian 
Forces Conditions Of Service Questionnaire. Miliowdale, ON; 
CFPARÜ

Work'TamHy Issues

Organizations also demonstrate their support for 
employees by recognizing the possibility of work-family
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conflict. Military focus groups raised work-family concerns 
such as daycare in Family Resource centres or adequacy of 
military housing {Table 3). Work-family conflicts are a 
major concern for many organizations because of significant 
structural and functional changes to the ’traditional 
family’. Quinn and Staines (1979) were among the first to 
show that many married couples with children experienced 
stress due to work-family conflicts. In addition to 
producing stress, work-family conflict may lead to job 
dissatisfaction (Greenhaus & Parasuraman,1987; Bacharach, 
Bamberger & Conley,1991; Bedeian et al.,1988).

Using path analysis, Thomas and Ganster (1995} found 
that supervisor support affected job satisfaction directly 
as well as indirectly through the amount of control 
employees perceived themselves to have over their situation 
and through work-family conflict itself. Supportive 
policies (e.g.,flexible work schedules, time-off) did not 
predict job satisfaction; however, they did predict the 
presence of somatic complaints and depression.

Unlike other large organizations, the Canadian Forces 
is a self-contained unit which meets as many of the needs of 
its employees as possible. One rationale for operating in 
this way is that military installations often operate in 
areas and under conditions in which normal supportive
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functions (e.g., medical, dental services} are not 
available. Military members often bring families with them 
on postings or deployments, requiring other support services 
(e.g.. Base Exchanges). Employees who believe the 
organization strongly supports them are more likely to feel 
an obligation to repay the organization in terms of positive 
affective commitment and work-related behaviours, which are 
aspects of satisfaction.

SWsfKdoR wife WodLReWons

Satisfaction with Supervision

Oakes*(1991} focus groups identified leadership and 
managerial concerns as having an impact on conditions of 
service (See Table 1). These concerns are consistent with 
past research which suggests a negative relationship between 
satisfaction with supervision and turnover (Graen & 
Ginsburgh,1977; Ilgen & Dugoni,1978}. This negative 
relationship is not definitive because the leadership 
variable in most of this research had more to do with 
aspects of the leader-member exchange rather than with 
satisfaction with supervision (Mobley, Hand,Meglino and 
Griffeth, 1979). More recent research supports the view that 
leadership style has a strong and positive effect on 
supervisor satisfaction (Putti & Tong,1992). Putti and Tong 
found that differences in leadership style significantly
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accounted for subordinate satisfaction with supervision 
among employees of three distinct civil service agencies 
(e.g., nurses, police and engineers}.

Satisfaction with Peers

Peer group relations do not appear to be related to 
turnover, (Mobley et al., 1979). Individual differences in 
need for affiliation and task interaction appear to mediate 
the peer relation-turnover relationship. As well, there are 
inherent methodological problems in measuring group 
processes.

Satisfaction with Subordinates

Superiors, or leaders, are also employees of the 
organization. One system unique to them which could 
influence their job satisfaction is their satisfaction with 
the quality of the people they lead. There is little 
research on this type of satisfaction. Leader-Member 
exchange (LMX) theory proposes that all superiors form 
varying social exchange relationships with different 
subordinates (Graen & Cashman,1975). Subordinates who the 
leader believes to be of higher quality receive more 
benefits, higher status, and greater influence than those 
subordinates perceived to be of lower quality. In exchange, 
the leaders obtain hard-working subordinates who are



16
dedicated to workgroup objectives. Highly regarded 
subordinates expressed greater satisfaction with their 
superior and with the superior's effectiveness (Deluga & 
Perry, 1991). This supports the view that leaders' job 
satisfaction may be directly influenced by the quality of 
subordinates under their charge.

SatisfscPQjt witft Human Rights Leeistghon

Reports of harassment (e.g., sexual, personal), and 
discrimination (e.g., due to race, religion) in the work 
enviromne : appear to be increasing (Canadian Human Rights 
Commission Report, 1983). Such instances are in violation 
of the Canadian Human Rights Act (Canadian Human Rights 
Commission Report, 1983 No. HR21-14/19B3) which states:

"It is the responsibility of the employer to as ure to 
the employee a workplace free of discriminatory 
practises, including harassment, and to a client or 
customer service free of harassment".

Consistent with this ruling, the Canadian Forces has 
implemented policies and guidelines with the purpose of 
ensuring an harassment free workplace. Despite the 
existance of these policies and procedures, which have 
enforceable consequences, as many as 26% of the CF 
population reported that they experienced some form of 
harassment {Hansen, 1992). There were no differences in 
the number of harassing incidents reported by males and
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females. However, there was a mitigating problem with the 
study in that a significant portion of the sample reported 
that they did not have a clear understanding of the 
definition of harassment.

Clearly then, satisfaction with the effectiveness of 
policies designed to limit harassment may predict job 
satisfaction and/or organizational commitment. Minority 
managers who experienced more positive treatment in their 
organization, and who were employed in organizations that 
were more accepting of minorities, were more satisfied, 
committed and integrated with the organization (Burke,
1991). Minority managers who held higher status positions 
were more positive than those in lower status management 
positions. When organizations such as the CF value 
diversity, minority workers are motivated to improve their 
performance and skills; relationships become more harmonious 
and conducive to effective problem solving and decision 
making.

Satisfaction with Education &  Traiiting

In terms of the current literature, the CF is a culture 
which promotes a "continuous-learning work environment" 
(Tracey, Tannenbaum & Kavanagh, 1995; Dubin, 1990; Rosow & 
Zager, 1988). Dubin (1990) proposed four characteristics 
which are indicative of such an environment. First, such an
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environment is one in which knowledge and skill acquistion 
are essential responsibiities of everyone's job* Further, 
job assignments are challenging and meant to promote 
personal development. Second, knowledge and skill acquistion 
are supported by social interaction and work relationships. 
In this way, organizational members gain an understanding of 
each others tasks and responsibilities and the 
interrelationships among jobs. This fosters cooperation and 
cohesion among members so that work relationships also 
become institutionalized. Third, formal systems that 
reinforce achievement and provide opportunities for personal 
development are entrenched {e.g.. Military post-graduate 
training programs) , Extrinsic and intrinsic rewards are 
also provided to those who effectively use the newly 
acquired job knowledge {e.g., advanced promotion and/or 
positions). Finally, there is a shared expectation thac all 
organizational members strive for high levels of performance 
and try to be the best at what they do (e.g., U.N. 
Peacekeeping).

Clearly then, effective training is directly related to 
positive job attitudes (Louis, Posner,& Powell, 1983; Saks, 
1995). Consistent with the characteristics of a 
''continuous-learning work environment", training appears to 
be related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
and turnover intentions {Saks, 1995). Given these results.
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providing employees with feedback on the efficacy of 
training programs should predict job satisfaction and 
turnover intentions.

Satisfaction with Physical Work Conditions

Physical work conditions influence job satisfaction 
(Ivancevich & Matteson,1980; Quick & Quick,1984;
Burke,1990)- Lack of privacy, unavailability of equipment, 
poor air quality, and lack of working space generally lead 
to a decrease in job satisfaction (Cohen, 1980; Burke,
1990).

Ctattire on Job Sagsfwdoa

Reward systems are one feature of an organization that 
contribute to its overall culture (Whyte,1955)* They 
influence the perception of organizations as having a human- 
resource oriented, entrepreneurial, or an innovative 
culture- The working climate of the organization also 
influences this perception. Organizational climate and, 
ultimately, culture are represented by the shared perception 
that people attach to features of the work setting (e.g., 
the level of authoritarianism or participation in the 
organization). The climate of the organization may ai. o be 
thought of as a reward system because it attracts 
individuals with similar values and beliefs to the
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organization.

Individuals may be attracted to the Army, Navy and 
Airforce based on stereotypes they have about those 
organizations. For instance, recruits may join the Army 
because they have a high affinity for camping, hiking, 
wilderness survival and see Army life as satisfying these 
interests. Similiarly, people may join the Navy because 
they have an interest in sailing and travel. In fact, 
recruiting officers use applicant interests such as those to 
select individuals for employment within the CF. Interests, 
as well as skills, are matched with the environmental job as 
part of giving the applicant a realistic preview of the job 
in the CF.

The "theory of congruence" {Aronoff & Wilson, 1985) 
proposes that it is necessary to match the characteristics 
of the person and the situation in order to provide the most 
productive work environment (i.e., culture). In support of 
this theory, satisfaction with work was explained by a 
joint, additive function of organizational climates and 
personal orientations {Osteroff, 1993). That is, congruent 
personal work attitudes and organizational philosophy (i.e., 
culture) led to greater job and organizational satisfaction. 
In addition the largest explained relationships, independent 
of climate, were found for personal orientations (i.e..
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value system) between commitment and turnover (Osteroff,
19931. In short, the value an employee attaches to an 
organization mediates the level of commitment which in turn 
affects turnover intention. Thus, an organizations' work 
environment and cultural climate may affect turnover 
behaviour. Therefore, it is important to examine the 
antecedents of turnover and satisfaction with respect to an 
organization's culture. In the current case, culture is 
directly related to operational environment. Differences in 
turnover and satisfaction that are related to operational 
element would support the arguement for revising the CFCSQ 
to take into account different organizational climates and 
cultural concerns.

Major Cottcctiteit_MoÆets of Jt>b Saüsfactîott &  Ttooover

Mobley's Expanded Model of Employee Turnover Process

Mobley et al.'s (1979) highly complex model of the 
employee turnover process attempted to account for all the 
factors which influence job satisfaction and turnover 
behaviour (Figure 2). Mobley et al., believed the model 
offered insight into job satisfaction and did not expect 
that it could be evaluated in any one study. This model was 
used to the develop the CFCSQ. The following sections 
describe certain aspects of Mobley et al.'s model, as well 
as Oakes* (1991) adaptation. Specifically, individual
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differences, organizational values and praticises, job- 
related perceptions and expectations about one's employment 
are discussed in the context of job satisfaction and 
turnover.

Individual Differences

Satisfaction, whether in life or on the job, is related 
to individual differences (Figure 2) in values, beliefs and 
attitudes (Mobley,1982î. For some individuals, a highly 
repetitive job, irregular work hours, extended absences from 
family-life, and a cohesive work environment may be 
attractive. For other individuals, these same factors may be 
less desirable. Accordingly, trying to satisfy employees 
through the introduction of uniform policies, practises and 
procedures which treat the workforce as a homogenous group 
may be an exercise in futility. Such policies rarely 
recognize or respond to individual differences in values.

Employee Perceptions

Job satisfaction is also related to employee 
perceptions (Figure 2). It is a function of what is 
perceived relative to the employees*s values. Employees who 
believe they are victims of discrimination by their 
superiors may also believe the organization is unfair to 
them depsite the existance of company policies forbidding 
discrimination or which provide a procedural mechanism to
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grieve the discrimination. This would not be a case of the 
organization tolerating 'discrimination' but the employees 
being unaware of the policies or their rights and knowing 
how to address the issue.

fob afftf OfgamrangpM Vslties

In Mobley's model, job satisfaction is viewed as a 
multi-faceted, composite which is governed by the perceived 
values provided by the job/organization {Figure 2). These 
values may include high pay, good working conditions, job 
content or any other perceived reward or incentive.
Mobley's model also allows for these Incentives to be both 
extrinsive or intrinsic. As such, an occupation which is 
perceived as low paying may still attract job applicants 
because it satisfies other important values {e.g., it may 
offer travel to foreign countries or highly challenging 
work}.

The model also proposes that an employee's expectations 
{Figure 2) about the job influences their perception of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. For example, members of 
the Canadian Forces start out in very low ranking positions 
but expect advancement or promotion- The CF m^nber may 
endure tenure in a position which is dissatisfying for a 
fixed period of service with the expectation of transfer to
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a new occupation or promotion to a higher rank. If these 
expectations are not met, the member is likely to become 
dissatisfied with the organization.

Structurât Models Relanug Job Satisfaction 
and other Precursors to Voluntary Turnover

In addition to the Mobley (1979) model presented in 
Figure 2, other models have influenced research on voluntary 
employee turnover: Mobley,1977; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand & 
Meglino,1979; Mowday,Porter & Steers,1982; Price,1975, 1977; 
Steers & Mowday,1981. There are similiarites and 
differences in these models. Lance (1991), integrated these 
related models into one involving job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment and other precursors to voluntary 
turnover- Lance (1991) proceeded to test this new model 
using structural equation modelling. His final model is 
presented in Figure 3. His analysis suggested a 
nonrecursive relationship between job satisfaction and 
organizational (affective) commitment. Satisfaction with 
employment predicted commitment (r=-50) more so than did the 
relationship from commitment to satisfaction with employment 
(r=.D85). Both job satisfaction and affective commitment 
partially mediated the effects of job perceptions upon 
turnover intentions. Some of Lance's hypothesized 
precursors to voluntary turnover included role stress, 
leader facilitation and support (leadership), co-worker
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FiQüte 3. Lance's Structurai Model of Precursors to Voluntary Turnover.
Source: Lance,C.(1991) Evaluation of a Structurai Modef Reiating 
Job Satisfaction, Organizationaf Commitment, and Precursors 
to Voiuntary Turnover. Multivariate Behavioral Research 
2S. 137-162
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integration (peer groups relations), organizational 
dependability (i.e., the extent to which the organization 
supports workers), job involvement and perceived 
availability of alternatives. There was empirical support 
for some of the hypothesized relationships; however, the 
findings were limited due to method bias and lack of cross 
validation. Lance’s integrative approach is important from 
a theoretical perspective; specifically, it can be used as a 
yardstick with which to compare a causal model based on the 
CFCSQ data.
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Ÿunmt and Hvpotfaescs of Present Study

Emsfisfi

The review and examination of the structural linkages 
and antecedents of job satisfaction and employee turnover 
provide the necessary background for analysing the data 
captured by the CFCSQ. Analysis of the most salient 
factors identified by the CFCSQ may reveal antecedents of 
job satisfaction within the Canadian Forces. This 
information will assure senior policy makers that the 
questions being asked in the CFCSQ measure what they purport 
to measure, as well as providing them with a '’thermometer** 
by which to gauge the overall level of satisfaction of the 
CF. This study examines variables which may affect job and 
organizational satisfaction and turnover in the CF:

a. Career Management
b. Working Conditions (Operational and Static)
c. Compensation and Benefits
d- Human Charter of Rights
e. Education and Training
f. Present Employment
g. Support Services
h. Working Relationships (leadership, peer 

relations, subordinate relations)
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i. Overall (CF) satisfaction 
j. Effects of CF Career on Family 
k. Career Intentions (Stay/leave)

The present study has three purposes. The first is to 
compare and test how well Oakes* (1991} model (Figure 1), 
adapted from Mobley (*979), fits the CFCSQ data in relation 
to job satisfaction and turnover. The second is to examine 
the structure and psychometric properties of the CFCSQ 
through exploratory factor analysis and, third, to examine 
the rates of job satisfaction between members of the 
Airforce, Army and Naval environments. Based on the 
foregoing, it is hypothesized that:

HI. Oakes model will provide a good fit to the data 
collected through the CFCSQ.

H2. Psychometricaily improved CFCSQ scales will 
provide a better fit to the data.

H3. Consistent with Schein's theory of organizational 
culture, the uniqueness of the Army, Navy and Airforce 
environments will lead to differential rates of 
turnover intentions and perceived differences in job 
and organizational satisfaction.



30
S&Mfy I

MWuOfon
study 1 used structural equation modeling to determine 

whether the model represented in Figure 4 fit the data 
provided by the CFCSQ* Following Oakes'(1991) explanation 
(Figure 1) for the development of the CFCSQ, the model in 
Figure 4 is an "X-Y or measurement-structural equation 
model" (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1984} .

The model represented in Figure 4 presents three latent 
variables: policies and procedures, job and organizational 
satisfaction and turnover intentions* Policies and 
procedures has seven indicators (career management, 
operational work conditions, compensation and benefits, 
human rights legislation issues, static work conditions, 
support services and education and training). Job and 
organizational satisfaction has four indicators (work 
relations, job satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and 
effect of CF on family life)* Turnover intentions has one 
indicator (career intentions). The unidirectional arrows 
from the latent variables to their observed variables 
indicates direction of effect. Effect is expressed as a 
standardized beta weight which is analogous to beta weights 
in regression equations.
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Figure 4: Structurât Representation of Oeüces'(ISSI) CFCSQ 
Development Model.
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The model presented in Figure 4 proposes several causal 

relationships. First, there are direct effects from 
policies and procedures to job and organizational 
satisfaction and to turnover intentions. Second, there is a 
direct effect from job and organizational satisfaction to 
turnover intention. Third, there is an indirect effect from 
policies and procedures to turnover intentions that is 
mediated by job and organizational satisfaction. The 
coefficent of effect of the latent variable, turnover 
intentions, on its indicator, career intentions, as well as 
the error of the indicator is fixed because it is a single 
indicator.

The original data and variables reported by Oakes 
(1994) were analyzed through LISREL procedures. Since the 
purpose of this study was to assess the fit of the model to 
the obtained data, the variables, as represented by Oakes 
were used in the first analysis. Because many of the 
variables had not been examined to determine their 
psychometric properties, the Oakes (1991) model was not 
expected to provide the most parsimonious fit.
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M

Ail data reported in this study were previously 
collected by the Canadian Forces Personnel Applied Research 
Unit (CFPARUÏ as part of a longitudinal examination of the 
policies and procedures within the Canadian Forces. The 
data were not previously analyzed except for summary 
descriptive statistics (Oakes, 1994J-

Data Base/Farticipants

CF members who completed the CFCSQ were selected by 
the Directorate of Personnel Management Information Systems 
(PMIS), PMIS generated a random sample (N=4295) from the 
77,783 personnel serving in the CF at the time of survey. 
The sample, and its respondents, was representative of 
serving CF members in terms of gender and rank - two 
variables of particular concern (Tables 4 and 5). Completed 
surveys were returned by 75.3% (N=3275) of the population 
surveyed.
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Table 4
ReptescDtativeiifss ef Respondents to fbe Siuvey Sample Gender

1 Gender Survey
Sample
N

Survey
Sample
(%)

Respondents
N

Respondents
(%)

CF
Populabon
(%)

Male 3715 86.5 2765 85 5 89.3
1 Female 580 13.5 470 14.5 10.7

1 Total 4295 100.0 3275 100.0 too.o

Tables
Reptesenlativeness of Respondents to the Stnvey Sample by Rank

Rank Survey
Sample
N

Survey
Sample
(%)

Respondents
N

Respondents
<%)

CF
Population
(% )

1 Private- 
Master 
Cpt

2321 54.0 1744 53.9 54.9

Sgt -
cwo

945 22.0 743 22.9 22.6

OCdt - 
Capt

661 15.4 506 15.7 15.8

Maj - 
General

368 86 242 7.5 8.6

Total 4295 100.0 3275 100.0 100.0

Source: Oakes, L-J. (1994) Personnel Attitudes and Perceptions Toward 
Conditions of Service in the Canadian Forces: 1993 Survey. Kiliowdale, 
ON: CFPARU
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Procedure

The CFCSQ data were collected in June 1993. 
Questionnaires were sent to Base Personnel Selection 
Officers {BPSOs), together with detailed instructions for 
its administration and a list of participants. The CFCSQ 
was administered within controlled classroom environments to 
3235 CF personnel. A total of 1,060 surveys were not 
completed due to operational requirements (i.e., duty) or 
member unavailability {e.g., leave, posted to another unit, 
or release from the CF). Completed questionnaires were 
forwarded in sealed envelopes to CFPARU. Once received, all 
crcSQ machine readable data were encoded and stored on the 
main computer for analysis.

Mgaaires

The CFCSQ (see Appendix C; Oakes,1991) was used to 
collect the data for this study and was based on Mobley's 
Expanded Turnover Process Model (1979). It provides 
information about policies and procedures related to 
conditions of service based on servicemembers' perceptions 
of the quality of working life within the Canadian Forces. 
The scales used in the CFCSQ are described in detail 
elsewhere (Oakes, 1991, 1994). However, none of these 
'scales* were factor analyzed to examine their validity as 
measures of the constructs they were intended to measure.
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The following section describes the different scales 
included in the CFCSQ and their reliabilties as reported by 
Oakes (1994J. Unless otherwise noted, all items were 
measured with five-point likert-type scales ranging from A- 
"Very Satisfied" to E~"Very Dissatisfied".

The CFCSQ contains five sections which are :
Section 1 - Overall Satisfaction;
Section 2 - Satisfaction with Specific CF Policies; 
Section 3 - Satisfaction with Employment;
Section 4 - Career Intentions; and.
Section 5 - Biographical Information.

Section 1 - Overall Satisfaction - measures levels of
satisfaction with current employment, trade/occupation, 
career and the CF organization as a whole. The intention of 
the questions in this section was to provide a measure of 
the general level of satisfaction with various aspects of 
military life. This section contains items developed 
through focus group discussions with 200 subject matter 
experts and senior executive military personnel. These 
discussions identified important variables affecting 
military service. The questions in this section assess the 
CF member * s overall satisfaction by examining job related 
perceptions and individual values.
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This scale included questions such as "Considering 

your CF career as a whole, how satisfied are you with the 
challenge it provides?" The 13 items in this scale had a 
Cronbach’s a of .85 {Oakes, 1994). This scale had a low 

correlation (r=.ll) with career/turnover intentions (Oakes, 
1994).

Section 2 - Satisfaction with Specific CF Policies -
measures the influence of relevant policies and procedures 
on organizational satisfaction. These items, which are 
represented by six separate indices, measure satisfaction 
with compensation and benefits (e.g., How satisfied are you 
with incentive pay, and annual salary?), career management 
{e.g.. How satisfied are you with the promotion system in 
regard to fairness and effectiveness?), support services 
(e.g.. How satisfied are you with medical, dental benefit 
services and recreational facilities?), education and 
training (e.g., How satisfied are you with MOC training?), 
charter of rights issues (e.g.. How satisfied are you with 
the CF policy on personal discrimination?) and effects of 
military career on family life (e.g.. In general how much 
has your spousal/partner relationship been affected by your 
military career?). This section contains 79 questions which 
were subdivided into the following groups:

Compensation & Benefits Scale - contains 21 items that
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address satisfaction with salary, pay incentives and 
other benefits, such as gratuities. It had a reported 
of internal consistency of a=.87. This scale 

correlated significantly with organisational 
satisfaction (r=.51, g<.01; Oakes, 1994).

Career Management Scale - contains 10 items with a 
reported Cronbach’s a of -86. This scale also had a

high correlation with organizational satisfaction 
(r=.5B, p<.01; Oakes, 1994).

Support Services Scale - contains 23 questions that 
deal with the unique services that the CF provides its 
members (e.g., dental, medical, financial and 
recreational services, adequacy of uniforms). Such 
services are typically provided because they help 
ensure the operational efficacy of CF members as well 
as contribute to such issues as morale and cohesion.
The scale reported a Cronbach’s ce=.88 (Oakes, 1994) .

Education and Training Scale - contains 8 items which 
discuss availability, adequacy and usefulness of 
training received within a military contest. The scale 
had a reported internal consistency of a=.74 (Oakes, 

1994).
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Human Rights Scale - contains 9 items which discuss 
level of satisfaction servicemembers have with CF 
policies and procedures regarding Human Rights {e.g., 
discrimination, abuse of authority, harassment). The 
scale had a reported internal consistency of <x=.79 

{Oakes, 19941 .

Family-Life Scale - has 6 items which measure the 
effects of a military career on family life, social 
life, financial stability and living in a desired place 
of residence. The scale had good internal consistency 
(Cronbach a=-79, Oakes, 1994).

Career Intentions Scale - assessed members* intentions 
to stay in or to leave the CF and their willingness to 
accept special retirement buy-out packages (Force 
Reduction Program). The four items in this scale had 
good internal consistency tCronbach cc=0.83, Oakes,

1994).

Section 3 - Satisfaction with Employment - measures
satisfaction with working relationships {e.g., superiors, 
peers, subordinates), working conditions and hours of work. 
The questions in this section focus on "job-specific 
variables" or antecedents to job satisfaction {Mobley,
1979). This section has 51 items which are grouped into
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four different measures:

Job Satisfaction Scale - has 10 items which measure 
individual satisfaction with specific aspects of 
present employment(i.e., variety, supervision received, 
responsibility) with good internal consistency 
(Cronbach's a=.79 Oakes, 1994).

Working Relationships Scale - contains 24 questions 
dealing with leadership, relationships with coworkers, 
and the effect of subordinates* attitudes and technical 
ability on leader satisfaction (Cronbach a=.93,Oakes,

1994). This scale correlated with both job 
satisfaction {r=.51) and organizational satisfaction 
(r=.44). Low scores indicate strong satisfaction with 
either leadership, peer-relations or subordinate 
relations.

Working Condltions-Operational Scale - addresses 
concerns such as too much work, not enough compensation 
received for overtime, old poorly maintained buildings, 
and cramped spaces. The 7 items in this scale had 
excellent internal consistency (Cronbach*s a*.92,

Oakes, 1994).

Working Conditions-Static Scale - asks the same



41
questions as working conditions-operational but 
addresses working conditions for those members in non- 
operational environments (i.e., support personnel)’.
The 8 items in this scale had excellent internal 
reliability (Cronbach's a=.8l, Oakes, 1994).

Section 4 - Career Intentions - measures intention to stay
or leave the CF and their willingness to accept special 
retirement buy-out packages (Force Reduction Program). The 
six items in this scale had good internal consistency 
(Cronbach's a=0.83/ Oakes, 1994).

Section 5 - Personal Information - contains 10 questions
related to individual (e.g., age, gender), organizational 
(e.g., rank, environment), and extra-organizational (e.g., 
dependent children) variables that may influence 
satisfaction.

BaKMalms
The zero order correlations (Table 6; Oakes,1994) were 

used as the LISREL input data. Maximum likelihood estimates 
as well as goodness-of-fit indices were obtained for the

’working conditions in static environment are those conditions 
in which military members are not working in a unit that is participating 
in active aea, land or air deployments. This is opposed to an "operational 
environment" or unit within an operational environment whose members are working 
in situations such as U N .  missions.
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model shown in Figure 4. Indices that estimate goodness-of- 
fit of the baseline model only were calculated as 
recommended by Sobel and Bohrnstedt (1985). Other indices 
of fit used were the adjusted GFI (AGFI), the ratio of x*

to its degrees of freedom and an examination of the root 
mean square residuals (RMSR). Acceptable values for the GFI 
and AGFI are usually above .90. Values less than this 
usually indicate the model can be substantially improved 
(Marsh, Balia, & McDonald, 1988). For the x̂ /df ratio, values

between 2 and 5 indicate a reasonable fit to the data 
(Kelloway,1995) whereas values less than one indicate "over­
fitting” and capitalization on chance (Loehlin,1987).

Loadings of the observed variables "career management", 
"work relations” and "career intentions" were set to a 
predefined value. This was required by the LISREL program 
to establish a metric to compute the loadings of remaining 
observed variables. As such, significance levels are not 
reported for these variables by LISREL.

The models, where possible, were corrected and 
simplified. First, the models were corrected on the basis 
of their modification indices which would allow a comparison 
of the original model and other nested models. Modification 
was only carried out if it was consistent with the 
theoretical background of the constructs being investigated.
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Finally, the models were simplified by eliminating 
nonsignificant relationships that did not also reduce the 
overall goodness of fit. It must be stressed that the 
goodness-of-fit index {GFI} as well as other calculated 
indices, which are obtained through LISREL, may be faulty 
due to their sensitivity to large sample sizes. Relevant to 
the present research, the original sample (N=3272) was 
randomly subdivided into two separate data sets. Hence, the 
model was confirmed using one set of data and then 
variations of that same model were explored using the second 
data set. Notwithstanding, the resultant sample size was 
still large (N=i500) and could artificially inflate 
goodness-of-fit indices and chi-square estimates.
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Table 6
Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. CRMGT
2. WCONOP .30 -

3. COMPBEN .51 .14 »

4. HRGTS .45 .22 ,37
5. EDTRG .44 .29 .34 ,36
6. JOBSAT .42 .31 .25 .33 .35 -*

7. SVCSPT .42 .32 .39 .43 .44 .30 -

8, WCONST .32 .30 .23 .29 .32 .29 .39 -

9. WRKREL .41 .25 .23 .31 .30 .51 .28 .25
10.OVRSAT .58 .30 .38 .41 .41 .61 .42 .37 .44
11.FAMLIF .13 .10 .12 .10 .12 .09 .13 .10 .07 .14 —

12.CARINT .14 .10 .11 .12 .12 .18 .13 .10 .11 .10 .10
M 2.57 2.82 2.90 3.10 3.15 3.34 3.37 3.41 3.48 3,75 2.28 3.64
SD .83 1.10 ,78 .72 .76 .85 .54 .76 .73 .58 1.03 1.26

Source: Oakes, L.J, (1994) Personnel Attitudes and Perceptions Toward 
Conditions of Service in The "Canadian FdrcesT'WilloWdale, OH: CFPARU
Note 1. CRMGT - Career Management, WCONOP = Operational working conditions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits, HRGTS = Human Rights legislation,
EDTRG = Education and Training. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. SVCSPT = Support services. WCONST = Static working conditions.
WRKREL = Working relations. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. FAMLIF = Effect of CF on 
Family Life, CARINT = Career Intentions.
Note 2, All correlations were reported to be significant to p<.01,
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The corrected and simplified model is presented in 
Figure 5. It represents a moderately good fit to the data 
collected with the CFCSQ. The fit indices (% (,,=375.09;

GFI = .96; AGFI = .94; RMSR = .038} met or exceeded 
acceptable fit values. The small difference between GFI and 
AGFI values also suggested the fit was parsimonious.'

However, the to-degrees-of-freedom ratio (x''/df=7.2) 

indicated a poor fit. Since the is sensitive to sample 

size, the value of N in the model was reduced from 1500 to 
300 and re-evaluated. This produced an acceptable %Vdf

ratio = 1.4 (Loehlin,1987) without affecting the RMSR, GFI 
and AGFI indices. Modification indices for the Oakes 
(1991) model as represented in Figure 4 indicated no 
additional paths could be freed to improve the fit of the 
model to the data.

Figure 5 shows that the LISREL analyses did not support 
Oakes' (1991) proposed direct causal pathway from policies 
and procedures to turnover intentions. Rather, there was a 
significant indirect effect through gob and organizational

^Kelloway (1995) states that the degree to which the GFI and AGFI values 
are identical is an indication of the most parsimonious solution. This is due to 
the nature of the GFI which is based on the ratio of the sum of the squared 
discrepancies to the observed variances and the AGFI, which adjusts the GFI for 
degrees of freedom.
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satisfaction from policies and procedures and turnover 
(.309). Policies and procedures was a very strong predictor 
of job and organizational satisfaction CB=0.821,

£< .01) while job & organizational satisfaction was a 
moderately weak, but significant, predictor of turnover 
intentions (B=0.258, p< .01).

Dtscogsion Qakes* (1991) Model

Study 1 partially confirmed that Oakes* (1991) adapted 
version of Mobley's Expanded Turnover Process fits the CFCSQ 
data. The organizational variables defined by Mobley (e.g., 
policies and procedures) predicted satisfaction directly, 
and through it, intent to stay or leave the CF. However, 
policies and procedures did not directly influence turnover, 
which was originally hypothesized in Oakes* (1991) model. 
Consistent with the original model there was a significant 
indirect effect from policies and procedures to turnover 
intention.

2

WWHSBsn

With the exception of measuring internal consistency, 
the measures contained within the CFCSQ were not subjected 
to psychometric analysis. The failure to assess the
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construct validity of the measures leaves open to question 
the degree of error variance contained in the measures.
This is one possible explanation why the Oakes model did not 
provide a more parsimonious fit of the data. Factor 
analysis is an accepted procedure for establishing construct 
validity. Additionally, it minimizes the number of 
variables while maximizing the amount of reliable variance 
(Gorsuch,1993). Study 2 used exploratory factor analysis to 
determine the dimensional structure of each measure and to 
revise questionnaire items that were producing little more 
than error variance. The use of the improved measures was 
expected to produce a better fit of Oakes* model to the 
CFCSQ data in subsequent LISREL analyses.

Data Anaivsts

Exploratory factor analyses were carried out on all 
items with Likert-type response scales. Principal Axis 
Factor (PAF) method, in combination with orthogonal 
rotation, was used to explore the factor structure of each 
scale. The correlation matrix of items, the Kaiser-Myer- 
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy for each item, initial 
communalities and Cronbach's alpha were examined to identify 
problem items. The problem itans were then verified with 
the final factor output to determine the amount of variance 
they predicted.
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Each scale contained in the CFCSQ was factor analyzed 

separately, since each addressed a separate construct 
(Oakes, 1994). Missing data were replaced through mean 
substitution. The number of factors for each scale was 
determined through application of the Kaiser rule 
(Loehlin,1987), examination of the scree plot, and review of 
the associated eigen values for each factor. Factors with 
eigen values below 1.0 (Nunnally, 1978) and not explaining a 
minimum of 10% of the variance were dropped from subsequent 
analyses except where doing so violated the theoretical 
framework. In addition, items which did not have a factor 
loading in excess of .50 were dropped from the scale.

Results 

PAF Analyses

The PAF analyses produced seven scales with one factor 
each and four scales with two factors. Fourty-four CFCSQ 
items did not load on any factor and were dropped from 
subsequent analyses. All factors were internally consistent 
with alpha values ranging from .72 to .93 and accounted for 
24% to 57.7% of the total variance for each scale. Tables 7 
and 8 present the scales, their factor solutions and their 
psychometric properties respectively.
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Table 7
Factor Loadings (LD), Communalities(CCM) and Percentage of 
Variance for each section of the CFCSQ items.
Soml#: Overall Smtiafâotïoâ VârïaS^ ï® CCW

37,1%
Orerall satisfaction with CF career .69 .53
Overall satisfaction with Challenge of CF .69 .57
Overall satisfaction with responsibility .67 .46
Satisfaction with Sense of Adventure .61 .70
Overall satisfaction with CF .60 ,39
Overall satisfaction with variety of career .60 .43
Overall satisfaction with KOC .58 .36
Satisfaction with Skills S Training accpiired .57 .32

Scale: Coaçens&bioft £ Benefit*
31.4%

Satisfaction with Pay Incentives -.72 .52
Satisfaction with Annual Salary -.71 .51
Satisfaction with Separation Allowance .63 .40
Satisfaction with Foreign Duty Allowance .63 .40
Satisfaction with Posting Allowance .63 .40
Satisfaction with House Hunting Trip .56 .31
Satisfaction with TD pay .55 .31
Satisfaction with Environmental Allowance .51 .26

Scale: Career Naaagemeat 54.3%
Factor I - Promotion System 40.8%
Satisfaction with Promotion System Effectiveness .79 .62
Satisfaction with Promotion System Fairness .78 .62
Satisfaction with Effectiveness of Merit Boards .76 .57
Satisfaction with Fairness of Merit Board Process .76 .57
Satisfaction with Importance placed on PER .64 .41
Satisfaction with Recognition of Individual Merit .61 .38
Satisfaction with Promotion Prospects .59 .35
Factor 2 - Career Counsel 13.5%
Satisfaction with Adequacy of Career Counsel .94 .88
Satisfaction with Availability of Career Counsel .90 ,81
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Table 7 Continued:
Factor Loadings {LD), Communalities(COM) and Percentage of
Variance for each section of the CFCSQ items.

Scale: Service Support Varience
24%

LD COM

Factor I - Administrative Services 24%
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction

with Pay Office hours of Operation 
with Financial service availability 
with Admin Office hours of Operation 
with Admin service availability 
with quality of Financial services 
with quality of Admin services

.81

.73

.78

.76.68

.67

.59

.65

.61

.63

.47

.45

Scale: Education and Training 47.5%
Factor 1 - MOC Specific Training 30.2%
Satisfaction with MOC training adequacy 
Satisfaction with KOC training length 
Satisfaction with KOC training currency 
Satisfaction with MOC training usefulness
Factor 2 - Second Language Training 17.3%
Satisfaction with SLT opportunity 
satisfaction with SLT availability

.82

.71

.69.68

.86

.86

.68

.50

.50

.49

.74
,73

Scale: Human Rights Policies 31.1%
Satisfaction with policies 
on Personal Harassment 
Satisfaction with policies 
on Personal Discrimination 
Satisfaction with policies 
on Sexual Harassment
Satisfaction with Access to Personal Information 
Satisfaction with Privacy Act

procedures 
procedures 

& procedures

,77
.82
.68
.61
.60

.59

.68

.46

.38

.36

Scale: Effects of CF on Family Life 37.6%
Degree to which Military affects family life in general .67 ,45
Degree to which Military affects partner relationship .67 .44
Degree to which Military affects social life .62 ,39
Degree to which Military affects financial ability .62 ,38
Degree to which Military affects academic upgrading .55 .31
Degree to which Military affects living where you want .53 .28
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Table 7 Continued:
Factor Loadings (LD), Communalities{COM} and Percentage of
Variance for each section of the CFCSQ items.

Vmriamo* £5 COÜ
Seal*; Job Satisfaction 49.6%
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
Satisfaction
ençloyment
Satisfaction
en^loyment
Satisfaction
employment

with responsibility in present eiEployment 
with challenge of present employment 
with excitement of present enç>loyment 
with your authority in present employment 
with decision making opportunities 
with sense of accomplishment 
with variety in present employment 
with defined objectives in present
with supervision received in present
with the level of stress within present

.78

.77

.77

.76

.72

.72

.72

.68

.58

.50

.60

.60

.59

.59

.52

.52

.52

.46

.33

.25

Scale; Work Relations
Factor 1 - Leadership

57.7%
32.6%

Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction that 
Satisfaction that 
Satisfaction that 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction that 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with

how leader provides leadership .86 .75
leader provides direction .84 .70
leader is supportive .84 .70
leader maintains high performance levels .82 .66
how leader encourages communication .81 .67
leader recocpiizes your performance .78 .61
leader provides performance feedback .75 .57
how leader encourages teamwork .73 .54
how leader accepts advice .68 .46
how leader encourages consnitment to CF .68 .47
leaders technical abilities .62 .39

Factor 2 - Leader Satisfaction 
with Subordinates 17.5%
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with 
Satisfaction with

subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates
subordinates

acceptance of direction .76 .59
standard of performance .75 .56
support for you .75 .56
respect for your rank .75 .57
respect for your position .75 .56
communication with you .69 .49
commitment to the CF .69 .49
loyalty to the CF .68 .46
training .62 .39
technical abilities .61 .38
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Table 7 Continuedî
Factor Loadings (LD), Communalities(COM) and Percentage of 
Variance for each section of the CFCSQ items.

Variance IS 6QB

goal*: Work Conditions 41.3%
Factor 1 - Static Work Conditions 26.3%
Satisfaction that its a healthy snvlroi^Qt .69 .48
Satisfaction with working space .68 .54
Satisfaction with cleanliness .68 .46
Satisfaction with lighting .66 .47
Satisfaction with safety in the workplace .62 .39
Satisfaction with privacy .62 .37
Satisfaction with washrooms .58 .34
Factor 2 - Operational Work Conditions 15.0%
Satisfaction that its a healthy environment .72 .53
Satisfaction with working space .72 .52
Satisfaction with adequacy of training facilities .66 .46
Satisfaction with privacy .65 .42
Satisfaction with workplace safety .64 .42
Satisfaction with washrooms .60 .35
Satisfaction with availability of equipment -.59 .54
Satisfaction with quality of equipment -.58 .52

Scale: Career intention* 47,5%
Intend to leave CF within two years/end of contract .83 .69
Intend to get a civilian job within two years .82 .67
Would accept FRP if offered .76 .58
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Table 6
Measures of Stapling Adequacy, Means, Standard Deviations,
and Reliability Estimates

Seale tm H STD a

Overall Satisfaction .865 3.80 .585 .83
CoB^RSfttion & Benefits .810 3.04 .437 .86
Career Management .775 2.85 .749 .86
Support Services .829 3.52 .556 .87
Education & Training .719 3.40 .672 .72
Human Rights Legislation .770 3.50 .865 .74
Effects of CF on Family Life .798 3.60 .966 .79
Job Satisfaction .914 3.11 .665 .91
Work Relations .916 3*36 .826 .93
Work conditions .856 3.32 .678 .89
Career Intentions .824 3.21 .806 .79

Table 9 presents the correlation matrix, means ar.d 
standard deviations of the new scales that served as the 
input for subsequent linear structural modelling. Although, 
"Static Working Conditions” and "Operational Working 
Conditions” were two separate factors, they were highly 
correlated. To avoid problems of muiticolinearity, these 
scales were combined into one.
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Table 9

Scales

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .25**
3. CRMGT ,47** .40**
4. SVCSPT .23** .26** .26**
5. EDTRG .39** .25** .34** -.27**
6. HRGTS .32** .31** .37** -.27** .35** wm
7. JOBSAT .59** .24** .40** .18** .37** .32**
8. WRKREL .51** .26** .43** .23** .33** .30** ,56** -
9. WCOND .28** .28** .35** .34** .45** .38** .38** .22** -
10.CARINT .13** .11** ,16** .04 .11* .05 .07 -.03 ,06 -
11. FAMLIF -.12** -.17** -.12** -.14** -.18** -.09** -.13** -.08* -.16** -.11 -

M 3.79 3.44 3.21 3.49 3.41 3.51 3.40 3.65 3.33 3.56 3.61
SD .61 .57 .80 .78 , 66 .73 .80 .66 .67 1.08 .95

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. 
CRMGT = Career Management. SVCSPT = Support services.
EDTRG - Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights legislation.
JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working conditions. WRKREL = Work Relations 
WCOND * Working conditions. CARINT = Career Intentions.
FAMLIF ” Effect of CF on Family Life.
*p<.05 **p<,01
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The data presented in Table 9 served as the input data 

for a new LISREL analysis. Figure 6 presents the results of 
of this re-analysis. The model, based on the improved 
measures fit the data moderately well. The fit indices 
( GFI = .95; AGFI = .93; RMSR = .047) met or

exceeded acceptable values. The small difference between 
GFI and AGFI values also suggested the fit was parsimonious. 
However, the to-degrees-of-freedom ratio (%Vdf=9.0)

again indicated a poor fit; decreasing the value of 
N from 1500 to 300 led to results similiar to those 
presented in Study 1. The %^/df ratio = 1.8 was an

acceptable fit without affecting the RMSR, GFI and AGFI 
indices(Loehlin,1987). Modification indices for the base 
model did not suggest any ways to improve the fit of the 
model.

The LISREL analyses confirmed an indirect effect from 
policies and procedures to turnover (.229), Also, as in 
illustrated in Figure 6, policies and procedures strongly 
predicted job & organizational satisfaction {B=D.770,

£< .01), while job & organizational satisfaction predicted 
"Turnover Intentions" (B=0.175, .01)to a lesser degree.
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Figure 6: Standardized solution of Revised CFCSQ Scales,
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Pî ussion - Psychometric properties of the CF_CSQ

Several conclusions can be drawn from Study 2. The new 
scales which meet acceptable psychometric standards are 
valid measures satisfaction and turnover. The revised job 
satisfaction scale had a better internal consistency 
(Cronbach's a of .91 vs .79). All other scales were

relatively similiar with the exception that they more 
parsimonious. The revised scales had fourty-four less items 
and achieved the same measures of internal consistency. One 
exception was the Career Intentions scale. One item (i.e., 
"I intend to stay in the CF as long as I can.") was dropped 
because of large amounts of missing data. The revised scale 
had an alpha = .79 compared to .83.

The new scales had strong measures of sampling adequacy 
(Kasier-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) values) and communalities, 
indicating that the scales consisted of items that were 
related. Values ranged from .72, which is described as 
'good', to .92 which is described as 'marvelous' (Norusis, 
1990). In addition, the revised scales (Table 9) explained 
more variance than the originals. In part, the improvement 
resulted from the deletion of items which had a large amount 
of missing data. Many of the items with missing data used 
both "Don't Know" and "Doesn't Apply" in their responses, in 
conjunction with a "neutral" response, which appears to have 
led to inconsistency in reporting. It is highly unlikely
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-that military personnel would be unaware of the issues 

addressed in the CFCSQ {e.g., "How satisfied are you with 
Medical, Dental or Administrative services?"). "Don’t Know" 
or "Doesn’t i^ply" responses may have been due to 
indifference on the part of the military personnel rather 
than a lack of knowledge.

In summary, using the original scales embedded in the 
CFCSQ to test the Mobley et al. (1979) model may not have 
been a fair test since these scales were not parsimonious 
and did not have the best internal consistency. Factor 
analyses produced psychometrically sound scales. When these 
revised scales were used to test the model, an acceptable 
fit occurred. The revise^ version of the CFCSQ has 44 less 
items which also has the benefit of providing reduced 
administration time.

Study 3

Introduction

Oakes’ (1994) examined whether CF members who wore 
different Distinctive Environmental Uniforms (DEÜ) had 
different levels of job and organizational satisfaction and 
subsequently left the CF at different rates. Oakes did not 
find any differences on CFCSQ measures across DEUs through 
multivariate analysis of variance. Study 3 sought to 
confirm Oakes’(1994) results using the new psychometrically
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improved measures through LISREL analyses.

Metfiod

The data were categorized according to service members' 
DEU. 1,303 service members reported wearing an Army (light 
brown) uniform, 535 service members reported wearing a Naval 
(white/black) uniform and 1,386 reported wearing an Airforce 
(light blue) uniform for a total N of 3,224. Correlation 
matrices were computed for the study variables for each DEU. 

Tables 10-12 report the means, standard deviations and 
correlations used as the input data for the multi-sample 
LISREL analyses. Multi-sample analyses permit more 
parameters to be held constant across groups to test whether 
the correlation matrices or variance-covariance matrices are 
equal, whether correlated common factors exist, or whether 
the factor loadings, error variances and factor 
intercorrelations are equal. A copy of the command file for 
the analysis is attached as Appendix A.
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Table 10
Army PEU Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .24**
3. CRMGT .50** .35**
4. SVCSPT .28** .28** .24**
5. EDTRG .45** .31** .44** .35**
6. HRGTS .35** ,31** .34** .30** .38** -

7. FAMLIF -.10** -.18** -.09** -.12** -.09** -.10**
8, JOBSAT .63** .20** .42** ,25** .40** .40** -.10** —

9. LDRSHP .37** .14** .38** .14** .30** .28** .002 ,48**
lO.SUBREL .37** .17** .26** ,24** .29** .27** -.04 ,34**
11.WCONOP .33** .34** .35** .35** .42** .38** -.18** .29**
12.CARINT .13** .08** .15** .09* .14** .14** -.05 ,43**
M 3.7 3.5 2.8 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.3
SD .68 .61 .79 .88 .70 .76 .98 .84

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT - Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP =* Leadership. SUBREL = subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN - Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT - Support services, EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = operational working conditions.

Note 2, **=p< ,01; *=p< .05
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Table 10 continued:
Army DEU Means^ Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 9 10
X, OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN
3. CRMGT
4. SVCSPT
5. EDTRG
6. HRGTS
7. FAMLIF
8. JOBSAT
9. LDRSHP ~

lO.SUBREL .29**
11,WCONOP .25** .23**
12.CARINT .06** .07**
M 3.5 3.7
SD .88 .70

11 12

.14
3.0 3.4
.81 1.09

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader.
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions,
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services, EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP * Operational working conditions.

Note 2, **~p<,01; *=p<.05
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Table II
Navy DEU Means, standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN ,33**
3. CRMGT .50** .45**
4. SVCSPT .25** .34** .24** -

5. EDTRG ,44** .37** .42** .36**
6. HRGTS .35** .30** .29** .28** .37**
7. FAMLIF -, 08 -.10* -. 09 ~. 09 -.14* - . 07 * * -
8. JOBSAT .63** .24** ,43** .23** .38** .30** -.10 —
9. LDRSHP .37** .19** .35** .13** .18** .25** -.14** ,52**
lO.SUBREL .38** .23** .29** .20** .33** .31** -.10 .31**
11.WCONOP .43** .34** .39** .27** .57** .40** -.05 .44**
12.CARINT .10 .006 .07 .06 .02 .06 -.05 .11**
M 3.8 3.4 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.5
SD .61 .59 .73 .75 .67 .76 .90 ,79

Note 1, OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT - Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP - Leadership. SUBREL ■= Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN - Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG Education and Training, HRGTS « Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note 2. **=p< .01; *=p< .05
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Table 11 continued:
Wavy DEU Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Qrder Correlations

Variable 9 10 11 12
i;“OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN
3. CRMGT
4. SVCSPT
5. EDTRG
6. HRGTS
7. FAMLIF
8. JOBSAT
9. LDRSHP 
lO.SUBREL
11.WCONOP
12.CARINT
M
SD

,20** —

.29** .35** mm

.05 .04 .08

.6 3.7 3.1 3.6

.78 .61 .79 1.06

Note 1. OVRSAT " Overall satisfaction, JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with Jcader.
FAMLIF ~ Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN ” Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation, WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note 2, **~p<.01; *=p<,05
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Table 12
Air PEU Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Qrder Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .27**
3. CRMGT ,47** ,45**
4. SVCSPT .21** ,26** .23**
5. EDTRG .33** ,23** .31** .18**
6. HRGTS .33** .32** .43** .28** .28**
7. FAMLIF -.10** -.13** -.13** -, 16* * -.14** -.08**
8. JOBSAT .59** .23** ,40** .14** .37** ,30** -.09**
9. LDRSHP .31** .19** ,34** .15** .24** .23** -.08* .52**
10,SUBREL .35** .21** .30** ,20** .26** ,28** -.02 .31**
11.WCONOP .25** .38** .41** .25** .33** ,39** -.18 .44**
12.CARINT .05 .05 .07 .005 .04 -.03 -.07 .11**
M 3.8 3.4 2.8 3.5 3.5 3,5 3.5 3.4
SD ,59 .57 .77 .77 ,63 .75 .97 .81

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction, J0B3AT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP - Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF « Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP - operational working conditions.

Note 2. **=p< ,01; *=p< .05
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Table 12 continued:
M r  PEU Means, Standard Deviations and 2ero~Order Correlations

Variable 9 10 11 12
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN
3. CRMGT
4. SVCSPT
5. EDTRG
6. HRGTS
7. FAMLIF
8. JOBSAT
9. LDRSHP
10.SUBREL .31**
11 .WCONOP .29**
12 .CARINT .03
M 3.5
SD ,86

.20**
-.07 ,03
3.8 3.3 3.5
.65 .72 1.10

Note 1, OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader.
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management,
SVCSPT ™ Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = operational working conditions.

Note 2. **«p<.01; *=p<.05
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Results

The multi-group LISREL analyses produce a moderate fit 
of the model to the data. The fit indices for the Army DEÜ 
group <GFI=.96; RMSR=.042}and Navy DEU group (GFI=.9>J; 
RMSR=.048) met or exceeded acceptable fits values. The 
overall fit indices for the three groups (%%;^4=360.57;

GFI=.96; RMSR=.046) and the overall %^/df ratio of 2.3 

indicate the three models fit the data in a similiar 
fashion.

Stuffy 4

Introduction

The rec"^ts for study 3 confirmed Oakes' (1994) 
findings that differential rates of job satisfaction and 
turnover are not present using DEU as the criterion.
However, using DEU as a criterion measure may not be the 
best indicant of job and organizational satisfaction or 
turnover. A more accurate criterion might be one which 
accurately taps into the specific culture, or in a military 
context, the operational element, in which the service 
member is employed.

Schein (1985) argued that to understand how an 
organization operates, one must be aware of the influences 
different sub-cultures exert within the organization.
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Because many CF personnel are cross-employed within 
different operational and support environments, distinctive 
environmental uniform may not be an appropriate criterion on 
which to base job and organizational satisfaction and 
turnover intention. Operational grouping may be a more 
meaningful way which to explore differential rates of 
satisfaction across the three different subcultures. 
Operational personnel may have devloped a closer affinity 
with their particular subculture. Grouping on the basis of 
DEU may have obscured the influence of the subculture as 
support personnel wearing different color uniforms may not 
have identified with that culture.

Study 4 examined whether differential rates of 
job/organizational satisfaction and turnover existed for CF 
personnel working in Land Operations {LandOps; N=460), Naval 
Operations(NavalOps; N=404) and Air Operations (AirOps; 
N=497). Personnel working in a support MOC (Support;
N=1584) were examined separately.

Method

The CF personnel were grouped into either operational 
or support categories by following Canadian Forces 
Adminsitrative Order (CFAO) 2-10 which specifies the 
grouping of all MOCs within the CF. Table 13 outlines the 
MOCs and their particular operational element.
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mssji

BfflPcb_«od Qpcwiional CrouBinas

Offiçera 
Armour 21 
Artillery 22 
Infantry 23

Ngn̂ ojBtssjoned Members 
Crewman 011 
Artilleryman (Field) 021 
Artilleryman (Air Defence) 022 
Infantryman 031

Nwai OpewdoBs
Cheers
Maritime Engineer 45 
Maritime Surface & 
Sub-surface 71

Non-Comtsstoned Member^
Boatswain 181 
Clearance Diver 341 
Clearance Diving Technician 342 
Electrical Technician 331 
Hull Technician 321 
Marine Electrician 332 
Marine Engineer Artificer 314 
Marine Engineering Mechanic 312 
Marine Engineering Technician 313 
Naval Acoustics Operator 273 
Naval Combat Information Operator 275 
Naval Electronic Sensor Operator 276 
Naval Electronics Technician 
(Acoustics) 283 
Naval Electronics Technician 
(Communications) 284 
Naval Electronics Technician 
(Manager) 286 
Naval Electronics Technician 
(Tacticai)285
Naval Radio Operator 274 
Naval Signalman 262 
Nava! Weapons Technician 065 
Oceanographic Operator 191
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Qffjçgrg
Aerospace Engineering 41 
Air Navigator 31 
Air Traffic Controt 63 
Air Weapons Control 64 
Flight Engineer 65 
Meteorology 73 
Pilot 32

Non-ComissionW Members 
Aero Engine Technician 511 
Airborne Efectromc Sensor 
Operator 081 
Airframe Technician 512 
Air Defence Technician 171 
Air Traffic Controller 161 
Air Weapons Systems 
Technician 572 
Communications and Radar 
Systems Technician 524 
Aviation Technician 513 
Avionics Technician 525 
Flight Engineer 091 
Instrument Elecriical Technician 551 
Integral Systems Technician 521 
Machinist 562 
MetWs Tedmician 561 
Meteorological Technician 121 
Photographic Technician 541 
Refinisher Technician 563 
Safety Systems Technician 531 
Search and Rescue Technician 131 
We^Tons Technician (Air) 571
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Table B  wnt&nwed:

S n m d
Officers
Pereonnet Administration 
Music 75
Pastoral Associate 59 
Chaplain (P) 61 
Chaplain (RC> 62 
Communications & 
Electronics Engineer 42 
Dental 51
Dental Associate 52 
Intelligence 82 
Land Electrical and 
Mechanical Engineer 43 
Legal 67 
Logistics 69 
Health Care 
Administration 48 
Medici 55 
Medical Associate 56 
Nursing 57 
Pharmacist 54 
Physical Therapy 49 
Social Work 58 
Military Engineer 45 
Personnel Selection 72 
Physical Education & 
Recreation 
Postai 76 
Public Affairs 66 
Security 81
Training &  Development

Non-Commissioned Members 
68 Administrative Clerk 831 

Musician 871
Communications Technician 224
Communicator Research 291
Lineman 052
Radar Technician 231
Radio Operator 211
Radio Technician 221
Teletype & Cypher Technician 223
Teletype Operator 212
Terminal Equipment Technician 222
Intelligence Operator 111
Electro-Mechanical Technician 431
Fire Control Systems Technician 435
Fire Control Technician (Electronic) 432
Fire Control Tedmician (Optronic) 433
Materials Technician 441
Vehicle Technician 411
Weapons Technician (Lo  d> 421
Ammunition Technician 921
Cook 861
Finance Clerk 841
Mobile Support Equipment Operator 935 
Steward 862 
Supply Technician 911 
Traffic Technician 933 
Aero Medical Technician 717 
Medical Assistant 711 
Medical Laboratory Technician 714 

74 Operating Room Assistant 713 
Preventive Medicine Technician 716 
X-ray Technician 715 
Construction Engineering Technician 611 
Construction Engineenng 
Procedures Technician 631 
Construction and Maintenance Technician 615 
Electricd Generating Systems Technician 622 
Electrician 614 
Field Engineer 041
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Table I .t contmued

Field Engineer Equipment Operator 042 
Fire Fighter 651
Map Reproduction Technician 151
Mechanical Systems Technician 625
Plumber Gas Fitter 613
Refrigeration and Mechanical Technician 621
Stationary Engineer 623
Structures Technician 612
Topographical Surveyoer 141
Water. Sanitation and POL Technician 624
Physical Education and Recreation Instructor 851
Postal Clerk SSI
Military Police SI I
Dental Clinical Assistant 722
Dental Equipment Technician 724
Dental Laboratory Technician 723
Dental Hygienist 725
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Data Analysts

Tables 14-16 present the correlation matrices for each 
operational group. The matrices were used as input data 
for multi-group analysis in Lisrel (version 7.16). Table 17 
presents the correlation matrix for support personnel.
The Static Working Conditions" scale did not apply to the 
operational groups and was dropped from the model. Data for 
the support personnel (N=1584) were analysed separately to 
determine if their perceptions differed from those in 
operational elements.
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Table 14
LandOps Means, .standard Deveiations and Zero-Qrder Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1, OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .27 + *
3. CRMGT .48** .38**
4. SVCSPT .24** .28** .27**
5. EDTRG .50** .29** .46** .34** -

6. HRGTS .36** .36** .30** .27** .42** -

7. FAMLIF -.14** -.21** -.11** -.17** -.16** -.05
8. JOBSAT .62** .16** .35** .25** .39** .40** -.12*
9. LDRSHP .31** .17** .36** .15** .39** .30** -.04** .44**
10.SUBREL .39*» .14* .27** .30** .32** ,28** -.08 .34**
11.WCONOP .29** .42** .39** .39** .43** .43** -.24** .31**
12.CARINT .13 .05 .19 .13 .14 .22** -.05 .17*
M 3.6 3.4 2.8 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.7 3.2
SD .74 .63 .78 .92 .68 ,80 .94 .85

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT ~ Support services, EDTRG Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = operational working conditions.

Note 2. +*=p< .01; +=p< .05



75
Table 14 continued;
LandOps Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 9 10 11 12
1. OVRSAT
2. JOBSAT
3. LDRSHP
4. SUBREL
5. FAMLIF
6. CARINT
7. COMPBEN
8. CRMGT
9. SVCSPT
to.EDTRG .30**
11.HRGTS .31** ,25** -
12.WCONOP .05 -.06 .30** -
M 3.4 3.7 2.8 3.4
SD .85 ,71 .83 1.06

Note 1, OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction» JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader,
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions,
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT - Support services, EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation, WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note ■* '*'1sp<.01; *~p<,05
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Table 15
NavalOps Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Qrder Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .36**
3, CRMGT .49** .50** -rm
4. SVCSPT .24** .34** ,30**
5. EDTRG .43** .37** .48** .36**
6. HRGTS .42** .28** .32** .27** .35**
7. FAMLIF -.04 -.008 -.10 -.03 - .005 .03
8. JOBSAT .61** .26** .38** .22** .40 .38** -.07
9. LDRSHP .44** .16** .39** .06 .07 .24** -.09 .52**
10.SUBREL .38** .26** .29** .16* .28** .33** -.11 .36**
11.WCONOP .47** ,33** .44** .21** .62** .40** .01 .41**
12.CARINT .13** .05 .10 .004 ,09 .06 -.08 .14
M 3.80 3,41 3,00 3.41 3.30 3,43 3.68 3.48
SD .60 .57 .71 .75 .65 .72 ,86 ,73

Note 1. OVRSAT ~ Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF =- Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions,
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation, WCONOP = Operational working conditions.
Note 2, **~p< ,01; *=p< .05
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Table 15 continued:
NavalOps Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 9 10 11 12
1. ÔVRSAT
2. COMPBEN
3. CRMGT
4. SVCSPT
5. EDTRG
6. HRGTS
7. FAMLIF
8. JOBSAT
9. LDRSHP 
10.SUBREL
11.WCONOP
12.CARINT
M
SD

.23**

.18** .37** mm

.17 .19 .13
3.55 3.71 3.08 3.74
.75 .61 .75 1.04

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction, JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership, SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life, CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN « Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG " Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = Operational working conditions.
Note 2, **=p< .01; *=p< .05
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Table 16
AirOps Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN .28**
3, CRMGT ,46** .41**
4, SVCSPT .16** .22** .24** ""
5. EDTRG .35** .15** .35** .20** -
6, HRGTS .34** .29** .38** .27** ,25** **
7, FAMLIF -.13** -.16** -.20** -.10 -, 15** ", 04 -
8. JOBSAT .61** .15** .35** .15** .43** .33** -.13*
9, LDRSHP .36** .08 .33** .11* .27** .20** -.14** .46**
10.SUBREL .42** .12* .29** .18** .20* .25** -. 08 .39**
11.WCONOP .25** .47** .48** .20** .38** .37** -.14* .30**
12.CARINT .04 -.08 .01 -.15* -.03 ".08 -.15* .11
M 3.85 3.38 2.87 3.36 3.55 3.53 3.63 3.50
SD .59 ,56 .76 .78 .59 .73 .93 .75

Note I. OVRSAT =» Overall satisfaction, JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership, SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF » Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN ™ Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management,
SVCSPT = Support services, EDTRG = Education and Training, HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note 2. 0.01; *=p< ,05
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Table 16 continued:
AirOps Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Corrélations

Variable 9 10 11 12
1. OVRSAT
2. COMPBEN
3. CRMGT
4. SVCSPT
5. EDTRG
6. HRGTS
7. FAMLIF 
B. JOBSAT 
9. LDRSHP 
10.SUBREL
11.WCONOP
12.CARINT
M
SD

.32**

.27** .25**

.01 "■.16 .04
3.48 3.89 3,26 3,,44
.83 .62 .66 1..13

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP ~ Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT => Career Intentions.
COMPBEN ” Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT = Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note 2. **=p< 0.01/ *=p< .05
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Table n
Support Means# Standard Deviations and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. CRMGT
2. WCONOP .33*»
3. COMPBEN .41»» .28** —
4. HRGTS .38** .37** ,31**
5. SVCSPT .24** .29** .30** .30»*
6. EDTRG .36*» .34** .31** .35** .30** M.
7. LDRSHP .35** ,25** .20** .25 .18** .28 •*
8. SUBREL .28** .19** .20** .28** .22** .27** .31*
9. JOBSAT .44** .34 .25** .33* .20** .37** .53** .35**
10.OVRSAT .50** .27* .25** .31** .28* .39** .33 .34**
11.FAMLIF -.10 -.20** -.14** -.12** -.13** -.11** -.02* -.03* *
12.CARINT .16 .02 .08 .08* ,05 .08 .15* .04
M 2.80 3.23 3.45 3.52 3.62 3.40 3.49 3.75
SD .79 .79 .60 .77 .78 .70 .90 .69

Note 1. OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP = Leadership. SUBREL ~ Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life, CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management.
SVCSPT « Support services. EDTRG - Education and Training, HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = Operational working conditions.

Note 2. * * ~ p <  0.01; *=p< .05
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Table 17 continued:
Support Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-Order correlations

Variable 9 10 11 12
1. CRMGT
2. WCONOP
3. COMPBEN
4. HRGTS
5. SVCSPT
6. EDTRG
7. LDRSHP
8. SUBREL
9. JOBSAT
10.OVRSAT .60**
11. FAMLIF “.09** -.09**
12.CARINT .05 ,09 -.05 —
M 3.35 3.80 3.51 3.45
SD .86 .63 1,00 1.09

Note 1, OVRSAT = Overall satisfaction. JOBSAT = Satisfaction with present working 
conditions. LDRSHP - Leadership. SUBREL = Subordinate relation with leader. 
FAMLIF = Effect of CF on Family Life. CARINT = Career Intentions.
COMPBEN = Compensation and Benefits. CRMGT = Career Management,
SVCSPT - Support services. EDTRG = Education and Training. HRGTS = Human Rights 
legislation. WCONOP = operational working conditions.

Note 2. **=p< 0.01; *-p< .05
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The simplified LISREL models for military personnel in 
the LandOps, NavalOps and AirOps environments are presented 
in Figures 7, 8 and 9 respectively. Figures 7 and 9 are 
identical to Oakes* model (Figure 4} which served as the 
base model. Both have seven indicators of policies and 
procedures, five Indicators of job and organizational 
satisfaction and one indicator of turnover intentions.
Figure 8, the NavalOps group, differs in that only four 
indicators of job and organizational satisfaction are 
present. The indicator "Effects of CF on Family Life" did 
not load significantly and was dropped from the model. The 
common metric standardized solutions and the overall Chi- 
Square statistic and goodness-of-fit between the three 
models also demonstrate that the models fit the data 
differently. Table 18 provides a clear comparison 
between the results of the separate models.

All three models failed to provide acceptable fit 
statistics (%\rw,,=315.49, GFI=0.927, RMSR=0.060). However,

in all models, "Policies and Procedures" strongly predicted 
"Job & Organizational Satisfaction" {LandOps: B=.824, p<

.01; NavalOps: B=.766, p< .01; AirOps: B=.659, p< .01).

In the LandOps model, the pathway from "Job &
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Organizational Satisfaction" to "Turnover Intentions" was 
not significant but the pathway from "Policies and 
Procedures" to "Turnover Intentions" (B = .462, .05) was

significant. While the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI=0.92) for 
the LandOps model suggested an acceptable fit, the root mean 
square residuals (RM&R=0.060) did not. In the NavalOps 
model, the GFI values {GFI=0.91) suggested an acceptable fit 
but the RMSR (RMSR=0.061) values are not significant. In 
the NavalOps model neither the pathway from "Job & 
Organizational Satisfaction" to "Turnover Intentions" or 
from "Policies and Procedures" to "Turnover Intentions" was 
significant. In the AirOps model, the pathway from 
"Policies and Procedures" to "Job & Organizational 
Satisfaction {B =0.659, g< .01) was significant. Due to the

nature of multi-group analysis, separate fit indices for the 
final group, cannot be determined.

Oakes model (Figure 10) provided a very good fit to the 
support group data as shown by the fit indices (xVdf=2.5, 

GFI=0.960, AGFI=Q.940, RMSR=.043). The fit of Oakes model to 
the support group was superior to the fit to any of the three 
operational groups (Table 18) whose fit indices did not meet 
accepted values.
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Table IS
Goodoew-of-Fit InÆces «od Oü-Smwe EstiuMtes forTtoteit Motlels

iC df ÇUÜ Mm RMSR X'IÙL

Oakes' Model 375.09 52 .960 940 038 7 2 ( 14 )

Revised Model 410.93 42 .950 .930 (147 90( 1  H>

DEU Model(Atr) 360,57 156 960 - .042 2 3 (0\erall>
Navy DEU - - .94 - .048 -
Army DEU - - .96 - .042 -

Ops Model(A*0 315 49 156 .927 . .060 2.02 (Overalt)
I^andOps - .922 - 060 -
Na%'aIOps - - .910 - .061 -

Support Model 129-52 52 .960 940 .043 2.50

C > indicates recalculated ehi-square/df i^tio with N==300̂

Discussion - DEU vs Environment as a Criterion

Study 3 confirmed Oake's,(1994} earlier finding that 
differential rates of job and organizational satisfaction 
did not exist when DEU (uniform color) was the basis for CF 
members. However, even with the improved measures, the 
Mobley model did not apply equally to operational groupings. 
Yet, it provided a good fit when the data were combined 
across all members as well as for the support group.

 ̂Acceptable fit indices exist when ail of the following prequisitea exist: 
GFI 4 AGFI values exceed ,90; RMSR values are below .05, The ratio of
XVdf is greater than 1.0 but less than 5.0.
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Apparently, operational military members and members in 
support roles (e.g., clerical, administrative, logistical, 
medical, dental,etc) do not have the sam^ set of satisfiers.

The LISREL multigroup analyses strongly suggested that 
CF members operating in these different environments 
perceive CF policies differently which leads to differences 
in job and organizational satisfaction. First, there is the 
differential manner in which the three groups* pathways 
existed between the latent variables. The LandOps model 
(Figure 7) has a significant pathway from "policies and 
procedures" to "turnover intentions" which is absent in the 
other two operational groups as well as the support group. 
However, the level of job and organizational satisfaction 
does not lead to turnover intention. Apparently, the 
existance of policies and procedures alone are enough for 
LandOps personnel to base their intentions to stay in or 
leave the CF. This seems to suggest that LandOps personnel 
intention to stay or leave the CF is determined more by the 
existance of specific policies and procedures as opposed to 
indices such as working relations or job satisfaction.

The NavalOps (Figure 8) and AirCps (Figure 9) personnel 
responded in an indentical manner in regard to turnover 
intentions as neither "policies and procedures” nor "job and 
organizational satisfaction" led to the intention to the
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leave the CF. However, the observed variable, "Effects of 
CF on Family Life", for the NavaiOps group was not 
significant whereas it was for the other two operational 
groups and support group (Figure 10). These results are 
important because they provide strong evidence for the 
notion that service members in the three operational groups 
and one support group respond differentially to indicants of 
job and organizational satisfaction. These results also 
support Scheins's (1985) belief that individual 
organizational cultures or sub-cultures may have unique 
values, symbols and artifacts which produce a sense of 
identity and well-being. The results in the case of the 
three operational elements and one support group are typical 
of what one might expect for members of different sub­
cultures responding to questions or items which are not 
salient to their own distinctive environment. Applied to 
the CF, Schein's theory underscores the need for a cultural 
specific "thermometer" which not only taps into concerns 
about conditions of service but which also reflects unique 
concerns of each operational element. Such culturally 
specific instruments are needed in the CFCSQ to more 
accurately judge the efficacy its policies and procedures.

An interesting result of Study 4 was that neither the 
operational nor support models supported a direct pathway 
from "job and organizational satisfaction” to "turnover
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intentions". Apparently, satisfaction for these groups is 
not an adequate predictor of turnover intention. This 
suggests that a better predictor must be found.
Commitment (affective) is a more powerful predictor of 
turnover behaviour than is satisfaction (Lance, 1991). By 
systematically assessing commitment, the degree of cultural 
influence can be directly measured. This would give an 
indication of whether CF members were satisfied (i.e., 
affective commitment) or if they were dissatisfied but 
remaining in the military because it is a "paying job"
(i.e., continuance commitment).

Gcaeral PisctBSloa

There are several suggestions that follow from this 
research; First, the CFCSQ, with the revised scales, is a 
psychometricaliy sound and valid instrument. Regardless of 
the criterion measured, "policies and procedures" 
consistently, and significantly, predicted "job and 
organizational satisfaction". This suggests that feedback 
from the CFCSQ effectively assesses the relative impact of 
policies and procedures on conditions of service.

Second, the differential way in which CF members, 
when classified as operational or support personnel.
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responded to the CFCSQ items underscores the immediate need 
for a culturally specific instrument which taps into the 
unique concerns of those environments. Particularly, "job 
and organizational satisfaction" did not relate 
significantly to "turnover intention" when the data were 
selected according to operational or support grouping. In 
part, this suggests that satisfaction is not a good 
indicator of intention to stay or leave the CF. As such, a 
major deficit of the CFCSQ is the absence of any measure of 
organizational committment. If the CF is determined to 
measure members' intentions to stay or leave, such a scale 
must be included in the CFCSQ. A commitment scale 
(e.g., Allen & Myers',1990), which captures both affective 
and continuance commitment would be an excellent addition 
and have the potential to substantially increase the 
external validity of the CFCSQ. It would also provide more 
comprehensive feedback to senior executive military 
personnel for use in ammending policies and procedures that 
adversely affect conditions of service.

In summary, the model on which the CFCSQ is relevant to 
CF members is shown by the fit of that model to the data 
generated by the CFCSQ for both the original scales reported 
on by Oakes (1994) and the psychometricaliy improved scales 
reported in this research. However, this model does not 
appear to apply eqaully well to all operational units. It
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provides a better description of the data obtained for 
support personnel. This is strong evidence that 
differential rates of satisfaction and turnover do exist 
within CF operational units and that these units react 
differently to policies and procedures. This in turn 
suggests the need for a more culturally specific instrument 
as well as one that accurately reflects turnover intention.

fatDtïatfioB» for EmAer Rescwth

The differential fit of the model across operational 
units leads to general suggestions for future research. 
First and foremost, it provides strong evidence for the use 
of operational units as a criterion measure in future 
administrations. Second, the results suggest that the 
unique concerns related to each operational element's 
culture must be assessed through an "environmental or 
culturally specific" section within the CFCSQ. Third, 
organizational committment is a valid predictor of both job 
satisfaction and turnover intention and measures of it must 
be built into the CFCSQ. A committment scale would assess 
not only if military personnel were satisfied, but also 
provide an indication of why they were satisfied. For 
example, knowing whether personnel are committed to the 
organization regardless of external influencers {e.g..
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unpopular media coverage) could be more important than just 
knowing level of satisfaction. Commitimnent, in contrast to 
satisfaction, is an enduring quality which may reflect 
changes in emotion that accompany the introduction of an 
unpopular policy. For example, it is possible for an 
individual to be dissatisfied with a certain policy, 
procedure and even a working relationship but still feel 
committed to the organisation.

An attempt was made to assess committment by using 
items from the CFCSQ data. Specifically, scale items which 
were similiar in nature to affective committment were 
extracted from the overall satisfaction scale. These items 
were then tested for their psychometric properties as a 
scale and used as input data for LISREL analysis. The data, 
however were highly correlated with the job satisfaction 
scale, indicating both scales were measuring the same 
construct - satisfaction. This failure is encouraging 
because it provides strong support for the inclusion of a 
committment scale in the questionnaire. Committment is a 
distinct construct from satisfaction. The inclusion of such 
a scale would add greatly to the prediction of satisfaction 
and turnover.
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The present research is based on archival data.
Because it is two years old, it may be somewhat dated due to 
changes presently occurring in the Canadian Forces (e.g., 
downsizing, budgetary reductions?. It is entirely possible 
that "conditions of service" which were once a concern to 
military personnel, either in an operational or support 
capacity, have been overshadowed by new concerns (e.g., the 
increased number of United Nations deployments). In this 
regard, a subsequent administration of the revised CFCSQ is 
necessary to validate present findings.

Second, the current response format of the CFCSQ uses 
both "Don't Know/Doesn't Apply" categories, in conjunction 
with "neutral” categories, limits the amount of useable 
data. For example, under "Support Services" and "Immediate 
Supervisor Relations", it is highly unlikely that even the 
very newest of military members would not know enough about 
administrative, financial and medical services. Given this 
fact, "Don’t Know" responses in these categories may reflect 
indifference and not lack of information. The lack of 
useable information was further compounded by equally large 
quantities of missing data which compelled the use of mean 
substitution during factor extraction and analysis 
procedures. Therefore, the present study may have 
artificially inflated values for KMO, internal consistency, 
and percentage of explained variance.
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Conelttsion

Notwithstanding the preceding limitations, the present 
research shows that the CFCSQ is both a valid and 
psychometricaliy sound instrument that can be used to assess 
job and organisational satisfaction and their influence on 
turnover intention. This research also relates previous 
findings about turnover intentions to organisational 
cultures and sub-cultures. To be effective predictors of 
turnover intention, the antecedents of job and 
organizational satisfaction, must be examined in the context 
of the unique cultural concerns which define the 
organization. Broadbased measures, which are designed to 
reflect global concerns about conditions of service, may 
ignore more potent and salient cultural issues which truly 
underiy organizational satisfaction. Relevant to the 
present research, operational grouping is a salient 
criterion which predictors job and organizational 
satisfaction and turnover intention.

Future research should incoporate additional predictors 
of turnover {e.g., commitment) which are culture specific; 
in this way, identification of the most salient issues to 
organizational effectiveness may be realized.
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Recommendations

1. Future administrations and analyses of the CFCSQ should 
report findings according to operational grouping as opposed 
to environmental uniform. Support personnel should be 
grouped separately to avoid masking problems that are unique 
to operational personnel,

2. Include environment specific sections in the CFCSQ that 
directly tap into the unique concerns of each operational 
Command. In this way, senior executive personnel will 
better be able to respond to concerns regarding conditions 
of service that affect job/organizational satisfaction,

3. Include a scale designed to tap into "organizational 
commitment" as it is a stronger predictor of turnover 
behaviour {Lance, 1991; Allen & Myers, 1990) than job 
satisfaction,

4. Modify, where possible, the response format in the CFCSQ 
so that both "Don’t Know" and "Doesn’t Apply" are not 
possible answers to the same item,

5. Shorten the CFCSQ content by removing those items found 
in Study 2 that do not adequately load on any scale or 
predict a significant portion of the explained variance.
This will also reduce administration time.
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Environmental Uniform (DEU)
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SET PRINTBACK OFF
TITLE "EXAMINE CFCSQ VARIABLES"
MATRIX DATA VARIABLES- OVRSAT COAPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGSTS 

FAMLIF JOBSAT LDRSHP SUBREL WCONOP CARIKT 
/FORMAT-FREE 
/CONTENTS CORR 
/SPLIT-SPL

BEGIN DATA
1.00
0.23 1.00
0.50 0.35 1.000
0.28 0.28 0.24 1.000
0.45 0.31 0.44 0.35 1.000
0.35 0.31 0.34 0.30 0.38 1.000
-.10 -.18 -.09 -.12 -.08 -.09 1.000
0.63 0.20 0.42 0.25 0.40 0.40 -.10 1.00
0.37 0.14 0.38 0.14 0.29 0.28 0.002 0.48 1.00
0.37 0.17 0.26 0.24 0.29 0.27 -.04 0.34 0.29 ;
0.33 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.42 0.38 -.18 0.32 0.25 (
0.13 0.07 0.15 0.09 0.14 0.14 -.05 0.12 0.06 (
1.00
0.33 1.00
0.50 0.45 1.00
0.25 0.34 0.24 1.00
0.44 0,37 0.42 0-36 1.00
0-34 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.36 1.00
-.08 -.10 -.08 -.09 -.14 -.07 1.00
0.63 0.24 0.43 0.23 0.38 0.30 -.09 1.00
0.37 0.19 0.35 0.12 0.18 0.25 -.14 0.52 1-00
0.38 0.23 0.29 0.20 0.33 0.31 -.10 0-31 0.20 :
0.42 0.34 0.38 0.27 0.57 0.40 -.05 0.44 0,29 1
0.10 0.006 0.07 -.06 0.02 0.06 -.05 0.11 0.05
1.00
0.27 1.00
0.47 0.45 1.00
0.21 0.26 0.23 1.00
0.33 0.23 0.31 0.18 1.00
0.33 0.32 0.43 0.28 0.28 1.00
-.10 -.13 -. 13 —. 16 -.14 -.08 1.00
0-59 0.23 0,40 0.14 0.37 0.30 -.09 1.00
0.31 0.19 0.34 0.15 0.24 0.23 -.08 0.50 1.00
0.35 0.21 0.30 0.20 0.26 0.28 -.02 0.38 0.31
0.25 0.38 0.41 0.25 0.33 0.39 -.18 0.31 0.29 1
0.05 0.05 0.08 0-005 0.04 -.03 -.07 0.08 0.03
END DATA
LISREL

06 0.07 0.14 1.00

1-00

0.20 1.00 
-.07 0-03 1.00

/SIZE-500
/CANADIAN FORCES Uandops) CONDITIONS OF SERVICE 
QUESTIONNAIRE
/DA NI-12 NG=3 SO-580 MA-KM
/MO NT-12 NE=3 BE-FO,FI PS=DI,FR TE=DI,FR
/SE
/ 3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 S 1 7 12/
/LA
/OVRSAT CmPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT 
/LDRSHP SOBREL SfCOKOP CARINT
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/LE
/* POLPROC * 'OVRSAT' 'TORNOVR */FR Lï 2 1 Lï 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 1 Lï 8 2 LY 9 2 Lï 10 2
/FR LY 11 2 BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2
/VA 1.0 LY 1 1 LY 7 2
/FI TE 12 3
/VA .79 LY 12 3
/VA .21 TE 12 3
/ST 0.5 ALL
/OO TV SS MI
/CF NAVAL OPS
/DA KI=Î2 N0=220
/MO KY=12 NE=3 PS=DI,FR TE=DI,FR 
/SE
/3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 8 1 7 12 /
/LA
/OVRSAT COMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT
/LDRSHP SOBREL WCONOP CARINT
/LE
/’POLPROC• *OVRSAT' 'TÜRNOVR'
/FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 1 LY 8 2 LY 9 2
/FR LY 10 2 LY 11 2 BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2
/VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 7 2
/FI TE 12 3
/VA .79 LY 12 3
/VA .21 TE 12 3
/ST 0.5 ALL
/CD TV SS MI
/CF AIROPS
/DA NI«12 NCN536
/MO NY=12 KE=3 PS*=DÎ FR TE=DI,FR 
/SE
/3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 8 1 7 12 /
/LA
/OVRSAT COMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT
/LDRSHP SOBREL WCONOP CARINT
/LE
/'POLPROC* 'OVRSAT* 'TORNOVR'
/FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 1 LY 8 2 LY 9 2 
/FR LY 10 2 LY 11 2 BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2 
/VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 7 2 
/FI TE 12 3 
/VA .79 LY 12 3 
/VA .21 TE 12 3 
/ST 0.5 ALL 
/OU TV SS MI 

FINISH
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APPENDIX "B"

LiSREL Program for Multi-Sample Analysts of CF Personnel by Operational Grouping
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SET FRINTBACK OFF
TITLE “EXAMINE CFCSQ VARIABLES"MATRIX DATA VARIABLES» OVRSAT COMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS 

FAMLIF JOBSAT LDRSHP SOBREL WCONOP CARINT 
/FORMAT»FREE 
/CONTENTS CORR 
/SPLIT»SPL

BEGIN DATA
1.00
0.27 1.00
0.48 0.38 1.000
0.24 0.28 0.27 1.000
0.49 0.29 0.46 0.34 1.000
0.36 0.36 0.30 0.27 0.42 1.000
-.14 -. 21 -.11 -.17 -.16 -.05 1.000
0.62 0.16 0.35 0.25 0.39 0.40 -.12 1.00
0.31 0.17 0.36 0.15 0.39 0.30 -.04 0.44 1.00
0.39 0.14 0.2? 0.30 0.32 0.28 -.08 0.33 0.30 1.00
0.29 0.42 0.39 0.39 0.43 0.43 — .23 0.31 0.31 0.25
0.13 0.05 0.10 0.13 0.14 0.22 -.05 0.17 0.05 -.05
1.00
0,36 1.00
0.49 0.50 1.00
0.24 0.34 0.30 1.00
0.43 0.37 0.48 0.36 1.00
0.42 0.28 0.32 0.27 0.35 1.00
-.04 -.008 -.10 -.02 -.005 0.03 1.00
0.61 0.26 0.38 0.22 0.40 0.38 —. 06 1.00
0.44 0.16 0.39 0.06 0.07 0.24 -.09 0.52 1.00
0.38 0.26 0.29 0.16 0.28 0.33 -.11 0.36 0.22 1.00
0.47 0.33 0.44 0.21 0.62 0.40 0.10 0.41 0.18 0.37
0.13 0.05 0.10 0.004 0.09 0.06 -.07 0.14 0.17 0.19
1.00
0.28 1.00
0.46 0.41 1.00
0.16 0.22 0.24 1.00
0.35 0.15 0.35 0.20 1.00
0.34 0.29 0.38 0.27 0,25 1.00
-.13 -.16 -.20 -.10 -.15 -.04 1.00
0.61 0.15 0.35 0.15 0.43 0.33 -.13 1.00
0.36 0.08 0.33 0.11 0.27 0.20 -.14 0.46 1.00
0.42 0.12 0.29 0.18 0.20 0.25 -.07 0.39 0.32 1.00
0.25 0.47 0.48 0.20 0.38 0.37 -.14 0.30 0.27 0.25 :
0.04 -.08 0.01 -.15 -.03 -.07 -.15 0.11 0.01 -.16 1
END DATA
LISREL

1.00
0.30 1.00

0.13 1.00

0.03 1.00

/SIZE»500
/CANADIAN FORCES (Landops) CONDITIONS OF SERVICE 
QUESTIONNAIRE
/DA NI“12 NG=3 NO=205 MA=KM
/MO BY=12 NE=3 BE=FU,FI PS=DI,FR TE=DI,FR
/SE
/ 3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 8 1 7 12//LA
/OVRSAT COMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT 
/LDRSHP SUBREL WCONOP CARINT
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/LE
/‘POLPROC* *OVRSAT* 'TURKOVR*
/FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 1 L¥ 8 2 LY 5 2 LY 10 2
/FR LY 11 2 BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2
/VA 1.0 LY 1 1 LY 7 2
/FI TE 12 3
/VA .70 LY 12 3
/VA .21 TE 12 3
/ST 0.5 ALL
/CO TV SS MX
/CF NAVAL OPS
/DA NI*12 N0=176
/MO NY=12 NE=3 PS=DI,FR TE=DI,FR 
/SE
/3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 8 1 7 12 /
/LA
/OVRSAT CCMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT
/LDRSHP SUBREL WCONOP CARINT
/LE
/'POLPROC* 'OVRSAT* 'TORNOVR*
/FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 î LY 8 2 LY 9 2
/FR LY 10 2 LY 11 2 BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2
/VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 7 2
/FI TE 12 3
/VA .79 LY 12 3
/VA .21 TE 12 3
/ST 0.5 ALL
/OU TV SS MI
/CF AIROPS
/DA NI=12 N0=214
/MO NY=Î2 NE=3 PS=DI,FR TE=DI,FR 
/SE
/3 11 2 6 4 5 9 10 8 1 7 12 /
/LA
/OVRSAT COMPBEN CRMGT SVCSPT EDTRG HRGTS FAMLIF JOBSAT
/LDRSHP SUBREL WCONOP CARINT
/LE
/'POLPROC* 'OVRSAT* 'TORNOVR*
/FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 4 1 LY 5 1 LY 6 1 LY 8 2 LY 9 2 
/FR LY 10 2 LY 11 2 BE 2 l BE 3 1 BE 3 2 
/VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 7 2 
/FI TE 12 3 
/VA .79 LY 12 3 
/VA .21 TE 12 3 
/ST 0.5 ALL 
/OU TV SS MI 

FINISH
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APPENDIX X ”

The Canadian Forces Conditions of Service Questionnaire



PROTTCTED B (When Complied)

CANADIAN FORCES 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE

QUESTIONNAIRE

Message to Survey Respondents
.'fit ft/ifur ptrtfoftne/ authortty *n tnc CF. u Â» fmpo'-ranr /w" ntt :tr Knott: iwn eur pottcus and 

programmes are workutg. There are a number ofmethtjdf for determining ;his, and they include, among 
.others. G.'tffyr for input from command, baæ ana „r.it an:hori::,.f. ar,a immediate supertutors. This 
Conditions of Service Questionnaire prm tdes a rrmrc dtrcct method tn that it pewits you. the service 
member, to expressyntir ficus directly ana in a'o'o :h::T u:'.'. al'.'-u detadec ana.'y*;.'

' . CF i\i>‘ng ui a changing .,‘gar.i;a:: •<: . ■  .t'i o.,,.,:, - .-dp" g’amru, fiu.et be develtiped. 
amcndt’d or deleted as conditions, needs, ar,d requirements change. T the grtatest extern possible, and 
uakin a constrained budget, ure are attempting to .maintain human resource poLetes. programmes, and 

ensce'v a high letel of m'volr and o' ‘̂w vm ;ce membe's and. where applicable,
their fbmtlies.
/- •jrdc' TO assist tn this endeai our I ask that rou ;ake T,"nt- tare’u.'.''. "cipind to the items in this 
questionnaire, so that tee might better assess hole welt your needs are being met and take apprt̂nate
ctfrn u •oçui'td.
Thank you frr your cooperation

P.G.Ad<fy 
Lieuten*nt-G«neral 

Asâstact Deputy Minister tPerseniteb

CtauuBort Foreet Pertwm el AppUed Reeewvk Unit 
Suitg 6(KK49Q0YottgeStFe«t 

Vttnotedah, Qntarto 
iiiS^T

»e&
Copie F tvn  fa ite  

A» Mtfw

g m m o i lO O O B O O O O O O O O O O O  4 5 9 9tmmewetwKTtwTwnwiiQcgMe* [
raOTECTED B < W I e« i  Cûfflfiletedf



fiBtMdBetk»
T W f — Foret* CoadiOoat of Servi e t <^e«tieaatire h** beta iticff&cd to p r o i^  CF m tm btr* witb tb t 
oppecttalty to txprtte  t&ttr vie#* regmnüog the <ta*nt{Qr. qusUtv «nd equity of t  vtrtety of eosdftfOB» of tervie# 
tfbr «KMiFttt p#y «ad «tle#aae«*, beoefit» aod prooMÜont which cScet them «ad tbeir (kotittcw Vour iaput i*  
tK t i 'f i ly  vafoâbfe ta Idtstüÿisf, *Mv#*fng u d  W aging to light those ittue* whfc^ « i*  intpoctuit to you, «ad 
whkh auF r«tpdr* policy cr proctduntl ehaaget.
Yott have W ta  tetected, ** part of « random tampic of service members, to participate in  this surveys For the 
rsm tf* to be truly repreeeotetive of the CF, ft ts important that each questionnaire be compte ted. This t* an 
aaonymoue survey; tbertfors, you t$*t he asattred o f eemptete ooaBdentWfQt Please do not write your name or 
yoar aserice number anywhere on (ha qgeatfoaoaire. The data colteeted wiD be aaaiyaed by the Canadian Fore** 
^rsonnc! Applied Research Unit (CFFARO and the results «fit be made avaitahte for use by NDHQ and

RIGHT
EXAMPLES
vRoxc

3. Once you have completed the questtotutaire, please follow the instructions at the end.

SECTION 1 - Overall Satisfaction
Wr troufcf ftn t tUte to a *t sereraf qaettiatu retated to your yrnffoi /err/ of tatia/aetion with Uf^ in the CF.

Thanh you for your eo-oprtation.

General Instructions
This is not a test. There art no right or wrong answers, it Is important, however, that your answers leQect. as 
aeettratcty a* possible, your opinions and experiences. In  some cases, you tsay feel that the question does not 
a p ^  ta you. Remcmhcn howeven that we want to bnow about }-our knowledge and opinion* regarding CF 
policies, as welt as those policies which hove afTeeted you pereonatly. When you answer the qttestloac. pteaae 
follow these three steps:
t. Read each question carvlully. tthen there are several responses pr'.'video. read all of the choices available

before selecting your answer. |
2. Record yottr answer with an RB pencil. Completely blacken the oval corresponding to your response, dhoutd , 

you wish to change your answer, erase completely the pencil marking and then blacken your revised 
response. Do not put any onnecessary marks on the questionnaire.

I.  Ccnerallyv how satisfied are you 
ocrmff with the following?
a. m W theC F
b, your CF career
& yaarpnacnsMOC 
d  yeur current tmit 
#. your current job 
f  your present geographical lomhoit

Csoafdarisg ymir CP earesr a* a  t(Ao£r. how 
aatW ad ana you with the fifibwing?
a. thasvisty 
h. ^chaS rafc  e. ihaiê eeSiB^
d. thsssaaaofadventu» 
a. tmrrioMoRaaitict 
f  skills and training acquired
g. the security ft ofTers

S, How ànyttuihhüt your lifit tm tkrCF
aamparw wish that of your ririfianfrisW a?

ittiiùfé

y«iibcr
.Vor

OtfMtkfifd
\<fty 3e=:

Sttcw
a o O O O
o o o O O o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o c
o o o o o o

ftfV
Sctitfled Suûded

îwhifop
Sktk&d
m

DkmrnW DheefWW
r«T

DiwadAd
Stoat
Eaev

O O o O O o
o o o O O o
o o o O O o
o o o O O o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o

Mack
BfOff
Ts.r

Xekkr
SrttffSit* Mwb Un*,e Dnt:

TkttStu»: ThsaNaa ThaaMo« TVuJion kOP*
w o o C



4. Thick of the CF u  »n employer overstL 
bow satiified are you with tW  CF a* an 
orcmoizatlofl for which to work?

5. In  m potuc to the foUowinf iceues. how do 
you fW  shoot the CF as an oifanlsatiott fbr 
which to work?
The CF, in general,..
L provtdea the kisdofleadenhip I expect.
h. iDstdhaseitsetd'pndeio weartofftheuQifons.
e. bet foalt with which lean fdentw
d providet the disdptine I expe^
e. looks afUr the w'elfare of iu  memberi.
f keei» me informed of important pactes and events.
g. has espnt de corps.
n. can eBectively defend Canada ipwheit necessary.
L is «ating.
I .  IS chailengine
IL has policies that are applied fairly aenss the CF.
I meets mvesoectattons.

V»ri
ântiM Siaubed

Stttw
WdW

Nee
ffj—ftifte* Outttfified

V«y
BWWW

host
Kssw

o o o o o O

Stroagtr
Apee Apts

.Sntbw
Afrto
her

Dhsgree tKMgn*
Seat
Sssa
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o o O o o oo o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o c o o o o
o c o o o o
o o o o o o
o wr c o o
o o o o o o
o c o o o oo o o o o o

SECTION 2 - Satisfaction with Specific CF Policies
The CF is aa orgartisation unique fiwn other puhite tervier departments in terms of the o'emoiufs it ptaces upom 
serrfce membere and their famittes. It  has tong been ren^fsed (Aof thequatify, quantity and equity afCF  pofl̂ fcs 
hate an impact on the moraie and tcetf-being of its members. Be teoatd like ta know hau you feel about a tariety of 
CF polieiet irhieh may affect you and your famity. Seen i f  the policies and proeedures do not affietyo» direetty, 
please reply an the basis of yoar kaatcledge or opinion.

Compensation and Benefits
s. CenersdJy. how aatitSed are you with the 

following eompensatuut and benefits oSered 
bytheCF?

/  a. aoQoal salary 
I b. pay incentjres 
£ c. ipecahst pay 
f d. annual leave entitlement 

e. leave without pay iLWOPt 
(. maternity leave enhtfementEeontpaastooate lea% enhtlement 

acemniDodstion assistance attowaaee (AAAr 
L posting aBowanoe

i. separattonmipenseailowaBtt 
V  dothing upkeep aBowaneefCDAI 
I  temporary du^ rates 
m.5Hvtfit duty aBowane» 
n. pcBmo beacStt
o. •opptsasotary death bancfitpfSDBl 
p. serrtea income secunmnsarane» plan tSISIPi qf. houaahandagnÿiBKD 
r  envhtmmenMaBewaneea 
K BDcmfdoyaam {oaui«BC»coetnbittioaa(U*Cl 
t. depcmEants'dental |dxab*oeSts 

. CFreloeatieoservkaiERSi

Neither ÛLMTttfiec
Vriy Nor that

Ssudlcd Miuficd DiMSfUfitd fh»M tubed PtrtttuSed Saow
o o o
o o o o o S co? oo o o o o oo o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o § mo o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o o

*
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Working Conditions
Consider your present tcvrlfeùtf eoi«A*noa*, 
how satisfied are you with the foCowiag? 
(Choose e ith e r the static setting or the  
operational setting, whichever is 
applicable to  your present employment.^
STATIC SETTING (ie. hase, headquarters} 
a  svailabiliQr of equipment ,
b. qualiQf of equipment
c. working sp a*
(L lighting
e. desnltness
f. washroom facilities
g. privacy
n. safety in the work piace 
t. healthy ennronment

OPEiUnO.V.XL SETTING
(ie. unit capable of sea. land or air deployment;
a. availability of equipment
b. quahtv of equipment
t w- rsjnçd. wa.-nrw/tii îjïil;tte?
C. *  W f  '  **fo4
Î. prtMAcy
g safety in the «-ork place 
r. r.t.i.'thv cr. '̂rr.jr.n-.t*:

Sthbw
V*nSukM
OOOOooo
oo
oo

ooo
ooo
o
o
o

oo
3

naarM,# BWsddkd
V«y Dat

2o

§o
oooooo
ooooo
coo

ooo
oo
oo
oo
oo
o
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o

ooo
o
oo
o
oo
o§
o
o

5
o

§
3
o
o
o
D
o

J
i
i
I
i
I
I
i
J
I

j Hottrs of Work
‘ 2T. Consider your present position, how satisfied are 

jou with the number of hours that you work per 
week?

i STATIC SETTING tie. base, headquarters;
J The following four questions refer to 
I son*operational employment It does not include 
I exercises or other operational deployment.

YnyMUtfied

Xwikf 
S t t t i d e d  

S w e  V f t y

K u ir r if iw  O uw U tS K i D tM tiàS ed

0  3  0

tteat&ao«

«M4 4M* KW4 iws *9*08»
within the past 12 months, bow many Itatirt kofs hMT* koars bosn wmor*
hours per tceek on aterage did you work? O — o w —

Within the past 12 months, how many
hours pertwch on operaf* did you work (•& u-tt fl'lC #*08»
that were above your regularly scheduled Boae bntrs ham bsôs *08» hMom or SMS
hours os eotahli^ed 1^ your unit? O O O O O o O

30. Considering your answer to question 29, 
how often were the overtime hours worked 
on weekends? (Please answer a. b, and c.)
a. both Saturday and Sunday
b. Saturday only
c. Sunday only

3 t. Within the past 12 months, how many 
«Mn^pmcaftuy'ddy* yon receive for
the extra time you worked? (Do not Include 
annual lease, statutory holidays, weekends 
or other regularly scheduled d i^  o ft; ^

t4 44 Î4 Ibtt llwn*»
sow tin» dam time d#»o O O O O OO o o O o oO o o O o o

1 4 4 1 * U -U («4* f t# 9 i m
4 m d»«s <*** d m d m or#*»
3 w o O O



OPERATIONAL SETHNC
ustt eapsM* of Ma. butd or «tr

Tfce M lairtas ÜMir queetioas refer te eeipley»«tt at eea laway froo lio»e pe*t>, ïD tfca Held, or « Ir 
epei*tloBei that {a, cxerricee or eperatfoeal deployment. It  doe* not btclude time epeat on a etatfe eettinf.

#. Within the put U month*, have you been Ye*
dapl̂ FcdfoexerelM or ether operatloiu? O
tifYSS, pfeaee anttetr çuetüoiû 33,34 and 3S>
(ifNO, ptea» aJttp to çueiiton 3S/

SS. Within tlm^attSmoatha. how many dey* were 
you deployed on emerdae or other opera tiona?

So
O

140 day* 
31-60 days 
61-90 day* 
91-120 day*

O
ooo

121-150 day* 
151-180 day* 
181-210 day* 
211-2& day*

O
Ooo

34. Within the p u t 12 month*, how many hours 
per unvk an at-erage did yon work? 
(taeludeduQraat^es or guard doty.) ^

33. How many eompetta/ory day* o f  did you 
receive for the extra time you worked? 
{Do not include annual tuve. ctatotory 
hcdidaya, weekend* or other regotarty 
acheduied day* oft)

241-270 days 
271-300 days 
301-330 dav-s 
331465 davf

t-îan.
O

oooo
*4*Sjitr»

36. Do you perform nhlA work?

60»
o

Tn
O

14
d tn

S*
o

$-10d*T*
o

♦S-ti)hour*
O

U-tSdino

50.Î4bow
O

lato
di*»
o

S5-SShour*
O

tttldiT*
o

(ïctir»
t r  mvrto

rno
C

nfi'ES, please ar.nu ĉ  question 3T>
'if NO. please skip question 37 and go to question 3S‘

ST. Within the p u t 12 month*, how often did 
your regularly scheduled shift work 
require you to work on a Saturday.
Sunday or statutory holiday? Count each 
diqr worked u  one. (Do not Include eoai
exerdau or opcrstlotxal deployment*.) O

i-sdifi
O

at»
d*^
O

u-isdiy*
O

u-h)
d*r*
O

It-»
d*î*
O

%d#y*irnereo

SECTION 4 - Career Intentions
lf*x3,iM argbtS«Fetttd inyourfitture ptctna ufith regard to making the CF a eareer. 
FhammmtmrtktfitBoaHtif,

What are your career intenHcfne within the 
next two years?

a. I  intend to stay in the CP fte u b o g u  I  can. 
h I  intesd to luve die CP «ô^tn the next two years or at 

the sf^ my eurreot centrertdblipadam «enice 
e. lin tu d  to seek endian cmptciymmtsitbm the next 

two year*.
ft- IwMWaooeptthe(ofcemAmtioaprogram(FRPfif

Htfbh
Ukcÿ
O

likety
O

XdtWr
UMy
tier

o TslWy
O

Btfbb
tsBkct*

O

Ooot
Kow
O

c o o o
o o o o o o
o o o o o o

• I * .



Listed bctow Kv t noaiber of aspeeit related to 
Btllituy lifie . Ptease tfiov the exteac to which 
each of them wilt influence your decision to 
rcaula or (eavs the CF.
a. the CP lifestyle 
b sccuri^ of employment
c. job setiaftctifin
d. jch worfclotd
e. yebchmHenge 
C eniitdteotps^ mjWtmydWphpe

stebfli^ of femfly life 
L tpoosesipaurtaer'e/joh'careerk spouse's (psftan'et and'or children s education 

pay smd benefits 
L support services 

m. poetiag location 
n. accommodation 
o. pubhe awareness of CP 
p. promotion opportunities 
q. home ownership

40. How would you describe your quality of life in 
the CF in relation to what you believe exists in 
dvtlian life?

m ■ #

Streof Modmte VmAs Xodertte SoeefladutsK» IttOwoc* Isfitwaee fsdeiettT* ÎS I b t in a 1» * BsttXet
leesie SuBsta Orlatte latte lasts W ?O O O O O OO o o o O OO o o o O oO o o o O oO o o o O oO o o o O oo o o o O oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o o o oo o o 3 o oc o o o oo o o o o o

Veiifter »ucbl
Much Better BettfrNw %er*f forte

BmerTbiB Thaa Sor*» Tcse Tsct Tbta Ouni
CnibsaLift Ctuhan Life CniliiaUfe CivtlitsLifr CivüitsLif» Saow :O c. O 3 O o —

SECTION 5 - Personal Information
LatiJs ure tcotttd tike to ask some gueeftons ahouf yourself to help us interpret the retutts of this 
questionnaire. This information ûitl he grouped into cofegortea oncf only grouped informatitm seitt be used.

4 t. Rhmt la your present rank?
PtetByOS O  OcduXedt O
PteTvAB O  Stt.ASU o
CÿbîS
MC^plMS
&t4»02

O  LtSLt 
O  Capt/LnX» 
O  M t#C dr

ooo
WO-POl a  LCol'Cdr o
MW0/CP02 O  CobCapttX’ ocwo/cmi O  (îeneral officer list o

4*. What la yottr MOCT (Flease btselcen the ovals
eorreapendfng to yottr oeenpatfos/elaasifieatf on code.1

NCMt OFFICES#LU(DO<%>{%>oxnaxDdXDaxnCD<Z>
<S><S>

CDOXS)OD(D(D(D(D(D
(DQDin(2>GD(Z>(DOODCZXDCD(DCDCD

43. What is your length o f m ilitary service 
(In oompleted years, regular fereeonlyt?

5 years or îv*? O
çtolOtvars O
U to 16 years O
16 to 20 yean O
greater than 20 years O

44 Which eoviroomental unifomi do you wear?
.Vmy O  Naiy O  Air Force O

45. What Is your First OfBeial Language?
ZD Er-̂L'.-i; O

46. What la your gender?
Male O  Female O

47. What Is yottr age (In completed yearal?
16*22 years O
23*26 years O
36-36 years O
37*43 ynrt O
44*50 years O
SlyeanorD«e O

46. What la your marital status?
Married O
Common-taw O
Feparatcd'Otvorced O
Single, never married 3  
Widowed O

46. Do you have dependent children?
Yes O  Xo C

U



Mk Wfcatii tiw  blgbeüteTtlefedeesfioa yen bave eeeyfjlrftpdî
•cow bifb teboet
htfb sehoot diplôme or Sec V 

“ lorCECEP

•eœ  msivvfiity or CEGEP n  
ooivenily degree 
#om# graduate echoct 
a graduate degree

O
o
a
o
o

St. Ib what province or territory of Canada did you initially join the CF7
Newfboedland O  Saskatchewan o
Nova Scotia O  Alberta o
NawBntoawiek O  British Columb» o
Prince Edward Island O  Yokoft o
Qudbac C  Vorth West Terntories o
Ontario O  Outside Canada o
Manitt&a O

J If y'OL haicany cumrrtcr::.^ ïu rriake on any of the is.-uoi raised ir. :n: or if: tne questtonnaiir tîseif

I r

Final Instructions
Vcu haw nosf completed the Canadian Forcej Condition* of Semee Quesuonnaire. Pieaae tosert the queationnaire toto the 
envelope prtmded: seal the envelope and return it to the survey administrator.

TH A \K  YOU FOR YOUR CO^OPERATIOX ASD ASSISTANCE.

ti-


