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Abstract  

In 2014, Defence Research and Development Canada – Toronto Research Centre began research 
investigating the nature and impact of organizational trust for the Canadian Army (Thompson & Gill, 
2015). The current research begins to address a foundational recommendation made by Thompson and 
Gill: to develop a reliable and valid measure of an individual’s trust in their organization for a military 
context. The current research report pursues this recommendation, conducting secondary data analyses of 
the 2010 Canadian Forces (CF) Retention Survey (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) to provide initial 
tests of the psychometric properties of two potential approaches to the measurement of organizational 
trust in a military context. The first is a 5-item organizational trust scale originally included in the 
2010 Retention Survey, and the second is an 18-item scale drawn from other existing measures in the 
2010 Retention Survey. As the 18-item measure includes items from a variety of other measures, it acts as 
essentially a proxy measure based on items that conformed to the operational definition of organizational 
trust outlined in Thompson and Gill (2015). 

Initial psychometric analyses revealed that the two approaches to assessing organizational trust were of 
some value and, overall, produced similar patterns of results. Supporting the initial validity of two 
measures of organizational trust, higher levels of organizational trust were significantly positively 
associated with greater organizational commitment, job satisfaction, perceived work fairness, and 
organizational justice, and significantly negatively associated with cynicism, psychological withdrawal, 
psychological strain, and intentions to leave the military. Higher levels of organizational trust were also 
associated with greater satisfaction with the more concrete aspects of work, such as pay and benefits, 
deployments, postings, and career progression. 

A second objective of the current research explores potential differences in organizational trust levels as a 
function of demographic variables. To do this, we adopted the approach used in Koundakjian and 
Goldenberg’s (2012) original analysis of the 2010 Retention Survey. Based on the wider literature in this 
area, we predicted that, all things being equal, members of minority groups in the military would have 
lower levels of organizational trust than would members of majority groups. This prediction was 
generally confirmed. For instance, organizational trust levels tended to be lower for females than males, 
and lower for individuals who chose not to indicate whether they were members of a visible minority 
group. There were also group differences as a function of first official language, although the direction of 
the effect was counter to predictions: Francophones reported significantly higher organizational trust 
levels relative to Anglophones. Organizational trust levels also differed based on marital status, age, years 
of service, and rank. Although there were a number of statistically significant group differences, the 
percentage of variance accounted for in organizational trust levels was generally quite small. 

One striking exception in terms of amount of variance accounted for occurred, however. Following from 
the organizational literature we predicted that organizational trust levels would be related to attitudes 
toward a future career in the military. This prediction was confirmed in that those who indicated that they 
would definitely leave the military within 1 to 5 years and for the first available job had significantly 
lower levels of organizational trust than those who definitely intended to stay in the military. Indeed, 
these differences accounted for 20–25% of the variance in organizational trust levels. 

We make a number of recommendations for future research in this area based on the current results. In 
particular this results support the requirement for a (1) a dedicated effort directed toward the development 
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of a pool of organizational trust items to be the subject of systematic scale development efforts. Once 
validated, the measure should be used to (2) assess the potential impact of organizational trust on 
important individual well-being and organizational outcomes, especially for military members whose 
status or experience leaves them feeling more vulnerable with respect to the military organization. 

Significance to Defence and Security  

Although considered important, there is an acknowledged lack of understanding of the nature and the 
impact of organizational-level trust in a military context. This program of research seeks to address this 
issue by exploring the phenomenology of and the demographic associations of organizational trust. While 
promising, it is noted that the current results are based on what is a proxy measure of the construct 
(i.e., based on a composite measure comprised of items from other scales in the 2010 Retention Survey). 
The development of a psychometrically valid measure of organizational trust is integral to research in this 
area. Once developed, such a measure will indicate the degree to which organizational trust is an issue, 
whether particular groups are affected by a lack of trust in the Canadian Army organization, and the 
domains of organizational trust that may need attention. Data of this nature will also provide valuable 
feedback on the impact of organizational-level initiatives, such as those articulated in Strong, Secure, 
Engaged, and provide information to assist in identifying ways to address and to monitor the impact of 
any changes that may be required. 
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Résumé  

En 2014, le Centre de recherches de Toronto de Recherche et développement pour la défense Canada a 
entrepris une étude sur la nature et l’incidence de la confiance organisationnelle pour l’Armée canadienne 
(Thompson et Gill, 2015). On commence par aborder une recommandation fondamentale de Thompson et 
Gill : l’élaboration d’une mesure valide et fiable de la confiance d’une personne en son organisation dans 
un contexte militaire. Dans le présent rapport de recherche, nous donnons suite à cette recommandation 
en procédant à une analyse des données préexistantes dans le sondage sur le maintien de l’effectif des 
Forces Canadiennes (FC) 2010 (Koundakjian et Goldenberg, 2012) afin de fournir les premiers essais des 
propriétés psychométriques de deux approches possibles pour mesurer la confiance organisationnelle dans 
un contexte militaire. La première approche consiste en une échelle de confiance organisationnelle à 
cinq points, qui faisait partie dès le départ du sondage de 2010 sur le maintien de l’effectif. Quant à la 
deuxième approche, celle-ci consiste en une échelle de confiance organisationnelle à 18 points, tirée 
d’autres mesures existantes dans le même sondage. Comme la mesure à 18 points comprend des éléments 
provenant de diverses autres mesures, celle-ci sert de mesure de substitution basée sur des éléments qui 
concordaient avec la définition opérationnelle de la confiance organisationnelle telle qu’énoncée par 
Thompson et Gill (2015).  

Les analyses psychométriques initiales ont révélé que les deux approches pour mesurer la confiance 
organisationnelle avaient un certain intérêt, et dans l’ensemble, produisaient des résultats semblables. 
Pour appuyer la validité initiale des deux mesures de confiance organisationnelle, les niveaux supérieurs 
étaient positivement associés à un degré plus élevé d’engagement organisationnel, de satisfaction au 
travail, d’équité ressentie au travail et de justice organisationnelle, tandis qu’à l’inverse, ils étaient 
négativement associés au cynisme, au repli sur soi, à la détresse psychologique et à l’intention de quitter 
la vie militaire. Les niveaux plus élevés de confiance organisationnelle étaient aussi associés à une plus 
grande satisfaction des aspects concrets du travail, tels que la paie et les avantages sociaux, les 
déploiements, les affectations et l’avancement professionnel.  

Comme deuxième objectif de la recherche actuelle, nous avons exploré les différences possibles dans la 
confiance organisationnelle en fonction de variables démographiques. Pour ce faire, nous avons adopté 
l’approche utilisée dans l’analyse initiale de Koundakjian et Goldenberg’s (2012) du sondage de 2010 sur 
le maintien de l’effectif. D’après l’essentiel de la littérature dans ce domaine, nous avions prédit que, tout 
bien considéré, les membres des groupes minoritaires dans les FAC auraient des niveaux de confiance 
organisationnelle plus bas que ceux des groupes majoritaires. Cette prédiction s’est généralement 
confirmée. Par exemple, les niveaux de confiance organisationnelle tendaient à être plus faibles pour les 
femmes que pour les hommes, et plus faibles pour les personnes qui avaient choisi de ne pas indiquer leur 
appartenance à une minorité visible. Il y avait aussi des différences dans les groupes en fonction de la 
langue maternelle, même si l’effet de ces différences était contraire aux prédictions; les francophones ont 
indiqué des niveaux de confiance organisationnelle considérablement plus élevés par rapport aux 
anglophones. Ces niveaux variaient aussi en fonction de l’état matrimonial, de l’âge, des années de 
service et du grade. Même s’il y avait des différences statistiquement importantes chez les différents 
groupes, le pourcentage d’écart dans la confiance organisationnelle était généralement faible.  

Une exception frappante au point de vue écart s’est toutefois manifestée. D’après la littérature 
organisationnelle, nous avions prédit que les niveaux de confiance organisationnelle seraient liés aux 
perspectives de carrière future dans les FAC. Cette prédiction a été confirmée; ceux qui avaient indiqué 
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qu’ils quitteraient certainement la vie militaire d’ici un à cinq ans et pour le premier emploi disponible 
avaient des niveaux de confiance organisationnelle nettement plus faibles que ceux qui avaient indiqué 
qu’ils demeureraient au sein des FAC. En fait, ces différences ont compté pour 20 à 25 % de l’écart dans 
les niveaux de confiance organisationnelle. 

Nous avons formulé plusieurs recommandations de recherches futures dans ce domaine sur la base des 
résultats actuels. En particulier, ces résultats appuient le besoin d’un effort ciblé (1) pour l’élaboration 
d’un bassin de mesures de confiance dans l’organisation qui pourraient faire l’objet d’efforts de 
développement d’échelle systémique.  Une fois qu’elle serait validée, la mesure devrait être utilisée pour 
évaluer l’effet possible de la confiance organisationnelle sur les résultats importants en matière de 
mieux-être personnel et de résultats organisationnels, surtout chez les militaires dont le statut ou 
l’expérience leur donne une impression de vulnérabilité par rapport à l’organisation militaire. 

Importance pour la défense et la sécurité  

Même si on la considère importante, on reconnaît qu’on ne comprend pas bien la nature et l’incidence de 
la confiance organisationnelle dans un contexte militaire. Ce programme de recherche vise à aborder cette 
question par l’étude du phénomène et des associations démographiques de la confiance organisationnelle. 
Bien que prometteurs, les résultats actuels sont fondés sur une approximation de la mesure du concept 
(à savoir, fondé sur une mesure composite dérivée de facteurs d’autres échelles dans le sondage de 2010 
sur le maintien de l’effectif). L’élaboration d’une mesure psychométrique valide de la confiance 
organisationnelle est essentielle à la recherche dans ce domaine. Une fois mise au point, cette mesure 
indiquerait l’importance de la confiance organisationnelle comme enjeu, si certains groupes particuliers 
étaient touchés par le manque de confiance organisationnelle de l’Armée canadienne, et les domaines de 
la confiance organisationnelle qui ont besoin d’attention. Des données de cette nature fourniront 
également des rétroactions utiles sur l’incidence des initiatives organisationnelles, telles que celles qui 
sont décrites dans la politique de défense Protection, Sécurité, Engagement, et fourniront de l’information 
pour aider à trouver des façons de composer avec les effets des changements qui sont requis et d’en faire 
le suivi. 
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missing = 191. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  74 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC) – Toronto Research Centre has been investigating 
the nature and impact of trust in a military context for a number of years, beginning with a focus on 
interpersonal trust at the small unit level for the Canadian Army (CA). That work resulted in the 
development and validation of measures of trust in leaders and trust in teams, as well as studies related to 
trust building, trust violation, and trust repair in that context (see Adams, Bruyn, & Chung-Yan, 2004; 
Adams & Sartori, 2006; Blais & Thompson, 2009; see Thompson, Adams & Niven, 2014 for a full 
review of that research program). This work was then extended to explore the issue of trust in interagency 
contexts (e.g., Gill, Thompson, & Holton, 2014; Thompson, Febbraro, & Blais, 2011; Thompson & Gill, 
2010; Thompson, Hendriks et al., 2018) More recently DRDC – Toronto Research Centre responded to 
an Army G1 (Personnel) Concepts research requirement to investigate the nature and impact of 
organizational-level trust in the Canadian Army. Addressing this requirement, Thompson and Gill (2015) 
produced an integrative literature review and developed a working definition of organizational-level trust 
relevant to a military context: a soldier’s assessment of the degree to which he or she believes that the CA 
can be relied upon for resources and support when needed. Thompson and Gill also developed an initial 
conceptual model outlining the relationship of organizational trust to other important measures of individual 
and organizational effectiveness. They concluded with a set of recommendations for future research in this 
area. Foundational to this future research program was a requirement for the psychometric development of a 
reliable and valid measure of an individual’s trust in their organization for a military context. 

The current research report begins to pursue this recommendation, while also addressing an additional 
Personnel Research Portfolio requirement to continue to understand what organizational trust means to 
soldiers.1 To this end, the current research conducts secondary data analyses of the CA sample of 
respondents in the 2010 Canadian Forces (CF)2 Retention Survey (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) to 
provide initial tests of the psychometric properties of two potential approaches to the measurement of 
organizational trust. The first measurement approach is a 5-item organizational trust scale that was 
included in the 2010 Retention Survey. The second measurement approach involves an examination of an 
additional 18 items, drawn from other existing measures in the 2010 Retention Survey, meaning that the 
18-item measure essentially acts as a proxy measure based on items that conformed to the operational 
definition of organizational trust outlined in Thompson and Gill (2015). Both measures are investigated 
and compared throughout the report to empirically investigate the dynamics of organizational trust in the 
CA context. We begin by briefly reviewing the trust literature, and by distinguishing organizational from 
interpersonal trust. 

1.2 Trust 

Trust is the confident expectation that another entity (person, group, organization, or thing, e.g., a 
technology) will provide us with something positive and important to us when it is needed (see Barney 
& Hansen, 1994; Blomquist & Stahle, 2000; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2004; Holmes, 1991; Mayer, Davis, 

                                                      
1 Ivey, G., personal communication, e-mail, March 23, 2017. 
2 At the time of data collection and the publication of Koundakjian and Goldenberg (2012), the Canadian Armed 
Forces (CAF) were referred to as the Canadian Forces (CF). 
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& Schoorman, 1995; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Trust is comprised of cognitive and/or 
emotional assessments of an entity regarding up to four psychological dimensions: perceived level of 
technical skill or ability, that is, the ability to do the job or produce the results needed (i.e., competence); 
adherence to a valued set of goals and principles and acting according to these (i.e., integrity); and 
responding with genuine care and concern for others (i.e., benevolence) and behavioural or technical 
consistency (i.e., predictability). 3 

Although considered to be distinct, these dimensions are often positively related to one another. For 
instance, assessments of integrity will often be positively associated with benevolence. However, a person 
can adhere to specific values and principles, to the extent of overriding sympathy or compassion for 
another. In this case, there would be a weaker relationship between integrity and benevolence. The extent 
to which any of these dimensions of underlying trustworthiness will be important will depend on the 
specifics of a given circumstance; for instance, the extent to which it is important that the other’s response 
demonstrates their competence, benevolence and/or integrity in a situation. 

Although trust can be based in direct past experience with the entity, it need not always be, as trust can be 
inferred from the salient categories that the entity appears to represent or be associated with (e.g., a 
person may be assumed to be particularly competent because of the quality of the training courses that he 
or she attended) or based on the endorsement of a trusted third party (Bozoyan & Vogt, 2016; Burt 
& Knez, 1996). However, whether based in past direct experience or not, trust is always a prediction 
about the likelihood of future positive intent and action and, as such, is always considered to be a “leap of 
faith” (Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Mollering, 2007). 

1.2.1  Why Trust is Important 

Trust is important because people’s confident belief that they will receive what they need when it is 
needed (Searle, Weibel, & Den Hartog, 2011; see also Payne & Clark, 2003) allows them to accept a 
degree of personal vulnerability. In fact trust allows people to suspend doubt and to persevere in the face 
of a degree of negative information that otherwise would be demoralizing (Mollering, 2006). Although 
early trust research was conducted in the context of close relationships (e.g., Lazelere & Huston, 1980; 
Rempel et al., 1985), slightly later extensions delved into the realm of interpersonal relationships within 
organizational settings, (i.e., trust between colleagues, and/or between leaders/managers and employees, 
e.g., McCauley & Kuhnert, 1992; Mayer et al., 1995). These later results confirmed that trust has a range 
of beneficial effects. In the organizational domain higher levels of trust have been associated with higher 
perceived organizational effectiveness, greater job satisfaction, higher motivation, and higher efforts 
among workers, greater risk taking and innovation, greater task performance, higher organizational 
identification, more positive extra-role behaviours (termed organizational citizenship) and fewer 
organizationally destructive behaviours in work settings. Trust is also associated with reduced 
absenteeism rates and greater intention to stay with an organization as well as increased efforts to 
promote group welfare, even in instances where team or group members are not co-located (Bigley 
& Pearce, 1998; Colquitt et al., 2007; Den Hartog, De Hough, & Keegan, 2007; Edwards & Cable, 2009; 
Montes & Irving, 2008; Restubog, Hornsey, Bordia, & Esposo, 2008; Semerciöz & Hassan, 2011; 

                                                      
3 There are some differences in the composition of the dimensions that comprise conceptual models of trust. For 
instance some, but not all, theorists depict trust as also involving predictability (consistency in action). Schindler and 
Thomas (1993) proposed a model of trust based on four dimensions: competence, consistency, loyalty, and 
openness. However, the three dimensions of competence, integrity and benevolence are the most consistently used 
across the trust literature. Thus, they form the central dimensions of interest for organizational trust in the CA as well. 
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Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000; Travaglione, Albrecht, Firms, & Savery, 1998; Wiseman & Gomez-Mejia, 
1998). Higher trust levels are also associated with less organizational cynicism and lessened resistance to 
organizational change (Albrecht, 2002; Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003; Song, Catterjee, & Wang 2010); 
indeed, personnel who trust their organization are more willing to accept and abide by unpopular 
organizational decisions (Tyler, 1994). 

One of the most consistent research findings in the organizational domain is that higher trust increases 
cooperation and the sharing and receiving of knowledge among employees (McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 
2003). This openness exists because, under conditions of high trust, there is less concern with being taken 
advantage of or that shared proprietary or sensitive information will be exploited (Krishnan, Martin, 
& Noorderhaven, 2006). Not surprisingly, information sharing under conditions of trust facilitates joint 
problem solving at the organizational level (Song et al., 2010) and the adoption of mutually beneficial 
solutions (Walton & McKersie, 1965). 

High trust is also beneficial because it reduces the incidence and impact of conflict and enhances conflict 
management and resolution strategies if differences do arise (Dirks & Skarlicki, 2004). This occurs 
because trust motivates more forgiving and constructive interpretations which are associated with more 
stable relationships (Uzzi, 1997; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998). In fact, trust is considered to be 
particularly important in a crisis because it works to promote continued communication, the sharing of 
scarce resources, goodwill when unforeseen contingencies arise, and mutual adjustment, allowing for the 
synchronization of critical tasks (Mishra, 1996; Krishnan et al., 2006). 

1.2.2 Trust in the Military Context 

Although less extensive, the research literature has also revealed the benefits of high trust in military 
contexts, findings that are entirely consistent with the wider trust literature that has assessed trust between 
civilian occupational peers and between leaders and subordinates. For instance, higher trust levels are 
related to higher performance and achievement in military settings (Ivy, 1995), with a greater propensity 
to engage in organizational citizenship behaviours (Deluga, 1995) and with lower unit attrition (Thomas 
& Barios-Choplin, 1996). Higher trust is also associated with a range of positive organizational attitudes 
relevant to the military, including a greater reported intention to remain in the military (Collins & Jacobs, 
2002), greater perceived combat readiness (Shamir, Brainin, Zakay, & Popper, 2000), greater perceived 
effectiveness in training and in-garrison settings (Adams & Sartori, 2006) and a more positive command 
climate (Cox, 1996). Not surprisingly, military research has also demonstrated that higher trust is related 
to greater higher morale and team cohesion (Cassel, 1993), even when team members come from diverse 
backgrounds (Cox, 1996). Taken together, then, these findings underscore that high trust can enhance 
effectiveness, efficiency, and morale on both individual and organizational levels. It is therefore no 
wonder that trust has been deemed to be “an important factor in determining organizational success, 
organizational stability and the well-being of employees” (Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003, p. 76). 

1.3 But what is Organizational-Level Trust? 

Despite the understanding of the benefits of trust in organizational contexts, researchers working in the 
area (Bachmann & Zaheer, 2013; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997; Thompson & Gill, 
2015; Zaheer et al., 1998) have noted that most of this research continues to assess interpersonal-level 
trust in organizational contexts, rather than issues related to employees’ trust in the organization per se. 
Addressing this conceptual gap, and in response to a research requirement articulated by the Canadian 
Army (CA) Personnel Concepts Advisor (G1 Concepts), Thompson and Gill (2015) conducted a literature 
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review of both civilian and military trust theory and empirical research. While acknowledging the 
conceptual ambiguity inherent in the literature in this area, based on their review, Thompson and Gill 
addressed this conceptual issue. Based on the extant literature, they concluded that organizational-level 
trust should be considered a system-level variable and a latent or underlying variable that “stands beyond 
the day to day experiences that influence personal trust” (Luhmann, 1979, as cited in Nyhan & Marlowe, 
1997, p. 58). 

Following from this distinction then, one of the distinguishing features of organizational- as opposed to 
interpersonal-level trust involves its non-social aspects, specifically the organization’s goals, structures, 
practices, policies and processes (Bachmann, 2010). Searle and Skinner (2011) suggest that such 
structures affect organizational-level trust because they provide important information concerning the 
overall intent of the organization as far as its integrity and benevolence are concerned and reflect its 
competence and predictability as a whole. For instance, where organizational processes and structures are 
considered to conform to the employee’s value system and to operate in ways that are consistent with its 
stated values, the organization will be deemed to have integrity. Where these structures, policies and 
processes are considered to be in place to be genuinely responsive to the needs of the employee, the 
organization will be deemed to be benevolent, resulting in higher trust. Organizational-level trust will also 
be higher where these policies, processes and structures are predictable because this predictability 
promotes shared understanding and a sense of security (Zaheer & Zaheer, 2006; see also Kiefer, 2005). 
Such structural features are also thought to be important because they influence the real and/or the 
perceived risks associated with trusting (Bachman, 2001). Organizational structures can also imply power 
and control relationships (Knights, Noble, Vurdubakis, & Willmott, 2001). Thus, when structures 
emphasize control or power differentials, organizational trust will be undermined because they usually 
restrict autonomy and involve a monitoring of employee actions, both of which imply a lack of trust in 
the employees (Das & Teng, 1998; McAllister, 1995; Sitkin & Roth 1993). In general then, those 
organizational policies, processes and structures that reflect and promote fairness (akin to the integrity 
dimension), magnanimity (i.e., benevolence), predictability (i.e., clarity and consistency), and 
appropriateness to the efficient and effective execution of organizational tasks (akin to the competence 
dimension) will be associated with higher levels of organizational trust (Adams et al., 2008). 

1.3.1 Organizational Trust in the Military Context 

Although pursued to a lesser degree, there have also been relevant discussions regarding 
organizational-level trust within the military context. For instance, there is an acknowledgement that 
soldier trust at the organizational/institutional level is important to military personnel (e.g., Odierno, as 
cited in Piper, 2012; Paparone, 2002). In these cases, the specific definitions utilized in the military 
literature are consistent with the notions of organizational-level trust in the civilian literature: 
“…organizational trust refers to the trust that personnel attribute to an organization, in this case the 
Australian Army” (Drobnjak, Stothard, Talbot, Watkins, & McDowall, 2013, p. 163). Thus, “[m]ember 
trust in the Army as an institution is based on the relationship between its members and the profession’s 
senior strategic leaders, as well as perceptions of the organizational bureaucracy that operationalizes those 
senior leaders’ choices” (Allen & Braun, 2013, p. 75). Allen and Braun (2013) further noted that 
organizational trust is related to the perception that the “organization [has] the ability to accomplish tasks 
and missions in an efficient, effective and ethical manner … [the] “perception that organizational 
procedures (policies and regulations) are established for the common and greater good” (p. 76)… [and] “a 
perception that the Army would [not] be intentionally” (p. 80) deceptive. They also went on to 
acknowledge that “[o]rganizational level trust is also related to a belief that senior leaders “will act in 
good faith and do what is best for the Army” (p. 76) and that they will demonstrate “competence in 
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managing service-level processes and establishing priorities for the force (e.g., personnel, training, 
acquisition, sustainment, family programs)” (p. 84). In contrast, “low organizational trust would involve 
the [p]erception of the Army as self-serving, exploiting soldiers, exhibiting poor stewardship (fraud, 
waste, abuse, mismanagement)” (p. 84). 

1.4 A Definition of Organizational-Level Trust 

Integrating the existing civilian and military trust literatures, Thompson and Gill (2015) defined 
organizational-level trust as individuals’ confident expectation that their organization, that is, 
strategic-level leaders and organizational systems, would 1) be responsive, providing them with resources 
and support when needed for something that is important to them, 2) have the resources and skills, 
structures, and processes to enable the completion of both organizational objectives and objectives that 
may be more personally relevant to the individual employee, and 3) conform to or represent important 
and shared values (see also Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 
1986; Rhoades Shanock, & Eisenberger, 2006). 

1.5 Links Between Individuals’ Trust in an Organization and Their 
Interpersonal Trust in Military Organizations (e.g., Trust in Unit 
Leaders, Trust in Peers) 

Although distinct in some ways, it is also the case that organizational trust shares some important 
phenomenology with interpersonal trust. For instance, organizational-level trust, like interpersonal trust, 
always involves a prediction about the future that reflects the degree to which employees deem the 
organization as a system to be competent (demonstrates relevant skill and acumen), benevolent 
(demonstrates genuine care and concern for employee welfare), and predictable (demonstrates 
behavioural consistency; Sydow, 1998; see also Seppänen, Blomqvist, & Sundqvist., 2007), and to have 
integrity (possesses values and principles that are shared by its employees and acts according to them). 
Moreover, although organizational trust is a macro-level rather than interpersonal assessment, as 
organizations are populated by humans, organizational trust is understandably informed by trust 
assessments of key personnel that represent the organization to the employee. That is because key 
organizational actors are often the main conduits of organizational information for workers and are seen 
as responsible for, and for representing or personifying the intent and actions of, an organization as a 
whole (Gambetta, 1988; Kramer & Cook, 2004; Levinson, 1965; Mishra & Mishra, 2013; Perry, 2004; 
Sousa-Lima, Michel, & Caetano, 2013;Tyler & Bies, 1990). Further, trusted organizational leaders have 
been found to buffer the effects of organizational disruption, such as organizational change, market 
downturns, and so on (see Dirks & Skarlicki, 2004; Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). Although trust in leaders 
has been assessed at the level of direct supervisor and at the level of senior management, it is likely that 
trust in senior management will be more abstract and related to perceptions of trust in the overall 
organization as an entity, relative to trust in direct supervisor, because trust in senior leaders is typically 
not based on direct experience with those leaders (Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003; Costigan, Insinga, 
Berman, Kranas, & Kureshov, 2011; Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001), although to date the empirical 
findings in this area have been mixed (e.g., Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Neves & Caetano, 2006). 

1.6 The Current Research 

As mentioned in the introduction of this report, Thompson and Gill (2015) outlined a proposed program 
of future research with respect to organizational trust in the CA. The cornerstone of this research program 
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called for the development and validation of a psychometrically sound measure of organizational trust in 
a military context. Thus, the current research conducts analyses designed to support this objective. 
Accordingly, we assess the psychometric properties of the existing organizational trust scale in the 2010 
Canadian Forces (CF)4 Retention Survey. These 5 items, listed in Table 1, were created for the Retention 
Survey “to reflect the unique nature of members’ military careers (Peddie, 2007; see also Goldenberg, 
2011”, Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012, p. 28). Respondents indicated the extent to which they agreed 
with each of the five statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 

Table 1: CF Retention Survey organizational trust scale. 
I trust the senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members. 
I trust my unit leaders to make the right decisions for the unit. 
I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me. 
I trust the health care providers in the CF to look after my health and well-being. 
I trust the military justice system to apply the Code of Service Discipline fairly. 

However, it is also the case that these items do not capture all of the operational definition of 
organizational-level trust as defined in the trust literature and by Thompson and Gill (2015). In particular, 
trust in unit leaders and peers essentially refers to interpersonal trust in members of the organization with 
whom the employee, or in this case, the CA member, has daily contact (see Thompson & Gill for a more 
fulsome discussion of these differences and their importance to conceptual clarity in this area). 

Moreover, further inspection yielded several other items within the overall Retention Survey that also 
captured other important aspects of Thompson and Gill’s conceptual definition of organizational-level 
trust. In fact, we identified 18 items used in the 2010 Retention Survey that conform to the core 
definitional aspects of organizational-level trust because they tap into military personnels’ assessments of 
the benevolence, integrity and competence of the organization as a whole, including perceptions of the 
systems and senior leaders that represent the organization. Table 2 summarizes the individual items, the 
specific scales from which they are drawn and the dimension of trust they are assumed to represent. 
Accordingly, 7 items are from the Perceived Organizational Support Scale (Eisenberger et al., 1986), with 
6 items assessing organizational-level benevolence and a single item assessing organizational integrity. 
Two items are from the Organizational Cynicism scale (Brandes, Dharwadkar, & Dean, 1999): both items 
are reversals relating to organizational integrity. A further 4 items are from the Procedural Fairness 
subscale of the Organizational Justice scale (Colquitt, 2001), assessing the predictability (1 item), 
integrity (2 items), and competence (1 item) of organizational systems. A final 5 items tap into 
assessments related specifically to senior leaders: competence (2 items), integrity (2 items) and 
benevolence (1 item). Collectively, these will be referred to throughout the remainder of this report as the 
“Reformulated CF Organizational Trust Scale” in order to distinguish results from those of the original 
trust scale. As was the case above, respondents indicated the degree of their agreement with each 
statement on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. 

  

                                                      
4 We use the acronym CF in cases of scales that were developed prior to the adoption of the name the Canadian 
Armed Forces (CAF). 
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Table 2: Reformulated CAF organizational trust scale (i.e., items representing a proxy measure). 

2010 CAF Retention 
Survey Scale 

Item Trust  
Dimension 

Perceived Organizational  
Support 

1. Help is available from the CF when I have a problem. Organizational 
Benevolence 

2. The CF would ignore any complaint by me. [reversal] Organizational 
Benevolence (r) 

3. The CF strongly considers my values and goals.  Organizational 
Benevolence  

4. The CF really cares about my well-being. Organizational 
Benevolence 

5. If given the opportunity the CF would take advantage of me. 
[reversal] 

Organizational 
Benevolence (r) 

6. The CF would take care of me if I became ill or injured. Organizational 
Benevolence 

7. The CF operates in accordance with its values.  Organizational 
Integrity 

Organizational 
 Cynicism 

8. When the CF says it’s going to do something, I doubt 
it will really happen. [reversal] 

Organizational 
Integrity (r) 

9. The CF expects one thing of its employees, but 
rewards another. [reversal] 

Organizational 
Integrity (r) 

Procedural  
Fairness 

10. Decision-making procedures are applied consistently. 
 

Organizational 
Systems 

 11. Decision-making procedures are free of bias. Organizational 
Systems Integrity 

12. Decision-making procedures are based on accurate 
information. 

Organizational 
Systems 

 13.  Decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral 
standards. 

Organizational 
Systems Integrity 

Satisfaction  
with Senior  
Leaders  

14. The way senior leaders* develop the operational 
capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks. 

Sr. Leaders 
Competence 

15. The way senior leaders* communicate strategic intent 
and coordinate processes to ensure the internal 
functioning and stability of the CF. 

Sr Leaders Integrity 

16. The way senior leaders* champion members’ interests 
and concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel 
support policies, programs and services. 

Sr Leaders 
Benevolence 

17. The way senior leaders* promote, exemplify and reinforce the 
military ethos. 

Sr. Leaders 
Integrity 

18. The overall effectiveness of senior leaders*. Sr. Leaders 
 * Senior leaders are defined as Colonels, Captains (N), and General/Flag Officers. 

 
Second, as a preliminary exploration of the validity of the two organizational trust scales, we explored the 
relationship of organizational trust to select career and job-relevant scales. Based on their integrative 
review of the literature, Thompson and Gill (2015) concluded that: 
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… a wide body of empirical research demonstrates that high trust is an organizational 
staple that is related to a variety of important … organizational outcomes, both for the 
individual (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment and identity) and for the 
organization itself in terms of stability and in terms of overall performance and goal 
attainment. The literature also makes clear how organizational trust contributes to these 
positive outcomes, for instance by increasing cooperation, as well resource and knowledge 
sharing, and reducing transaction costs, such as the time and effort devoted to formal and 
informal proactive protections and to defensive monitoring. (p. 17). 

Following from this, as well as the research summarized earlier in this report, we anticipated that higher 
levels of organizational trust would be positively associated with positive psychological indicators of 
well-being such as organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and negatively associated with negative 
indicators such as organizational cynicism, psychological strain, and intention to leave the military. 

Third, we began to explore the extent to which organizational trust is associated with particular 
demographics. In general, past research has demonstrated that members of minority groups often feel 
disadvantaged and thus more vulnerable in organizational contexts (e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 2004; Van Laer 
& Janssens, 2011). These negative effects are often a function of real or perceived differences in power 
and status, relative to members of majority groups (DiTomaso, Post, & Parks-Yancy, 2007).5 Knights and 
colleagues (Knights et al., 2001) articulated this psychological dynamic, arguing that in instances where 
minority membership is related to less power and status in an organization or perceptions thereof, 
perceived vulnerability increases and organizational trust decreases. Empirical research supports 
predictions concerning differences in organizational trust for groups who feel less power in a relationship. 
For instance, Israeli Defence Forces (IDF) cadets were more vigilant about potential trust violations than 
were their supervisors, and tended to recall more negative behaviours than their supervisors—presumably 
reflecting the power and authority differential because subordinates are more dependent and vulnerable in 
these cases (Lapidot, Kark, & Shamir, 2007; see also Kramer, 1999). Further, these more negative 
recollections had a larger effect on the cadets’ levels of perceived trust in their superiors (than did 
negative events on the supervisors’ trust in the subordinates). In fact, fully two thirds of the examples of 
interactions involving their supervisors generated by IDF cadets resulted in decreases in trust, with the 
greatest declines in trust being associated with perceived violations in terms of the supervisors’ 
competence and their integrity. Applying this literature to the current data, we anticipated that 
organizational-level trust would be lower for members of those demographic groups that might be 
associated with minority status, especially in the Canadian military context, including sex, first official 
language, and visible minority status. Similarly, given previous findings in both the civilian and military 
literatures, we expected that decisions related to career, in particular release and career intentions, should 
be related to organizational-level trust. For completeness, however, we conducted exploratory analyses to 
determine the extent to which organizational trust levels differed for a range of demographic variables 
assessed in the 2010 Retention Survey. 

Fourth, the Retention Survey may be of particular interest to explorations of trust overall, and to 
organizational-level trust in particular. Specifically, the Retention Survey is designed to assess “the work 
and organizational factors that influence retention and attrition of CF personnel” (Koundakjian & 
Goldenberg, 2012, p. iii) in “at risk” CF occupations. “At risk” refers to those military occupations “that 
                                                      
5 Other research was shown to be at least partially mediated by psychological mechanisms such as anticipated 
prejudice (Tropp, Stout, Boatswain, Wright, & Pettigrew, 2006) and perceived behavioral integrity (the perceived 
alignment between an entity’s words and deeds; see Simons, 2002;Simons, Friedman, Liu, & McLean Parks, 2007). 
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are below Preferred Manning Levels (PML) or those with higher than average voluntary attrition” 
(Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012, p. 21). As trust is assumed to be more critical under conditions of 
vulnerability and risk (Mishra, 1996), we also explored the extent to which organizational trust was an 
issue in a sample of respondents in “at risk” occupations. 

Together these findings will provide initial systematic results that are intended to guide recommendations 
for any continued development of a measure that assesses an individual’s trust in the military 
organization to which they belong. More generally, this information also begins to provide important 
information concerning the phenomenology of organizational trust among a sample of CA personnel. 
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2 Method 

2.1 The 2010 CF Retention Survey  

The 2010 CF Retention Survey is one of the periodic assessment tools developed, administered and 
analyzed by Director General Military Personnel Research and Analysis (DGMPRA) to provide the 
leadership of the CAF with information on the organizational state, health, and well-being of the CAF 
(Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012). As indicated earlier, the retention survey is designed to provide 
empirical data from large-scale soldier surveys regarding “the work and organizational factors that 
influence retention and attrition of CF personnel” (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012, p. iii) in “at risk” 
CAF occupations. 

2.2 Participants 

A total of 6,503 military personnel completed the 2010 Retention Survey (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 
2012). However, as the current research responds to a request from the CA, the current analyses are based 
on only the 1,941 respondents who self-identified as members of the CA and as a member of one of the 
12 “at risk” occupations. As Table 3 indicates, the largest groups of respondents in this sample were male 
(93.2%), were either married or in common law relationships (79%), indicated that English was their first 
language (72.8%), were Junior Non-Commissioned Members (NCMs; 41.3%) in the 35–44 (39.7%) or 
45+ (29.1%) age groups, had 5–24 years of military service (72.9%), and who indicated that they had 
either not deployed (39.0%) or had deployed only once in the last 5 years (36%). Highest education level 
groupings were “completed high school/GED” (26.8%) and “university degree” (21.4%). Eight percent of 
the sample self-identified as a member of a visible minority, with a further 9.1% indicating that they did 
not wish to self-identify. Representation of each of the military occupations was fairly consistent, with the 
highest percentage of the CA respondents indicating “Signals Operator” (15.1%) or Signals Officer 
(10.1%), followed by “Land, Communications & Information Systems” personnel (13.3%). 

Table 3: Canadian Army sample demographic characteristics. 
Variable Demographic Group n % 

Age Group 
(N = 1,925; missing =16) 

16–24 98 5.1 
25–34 502 26.1 
35–44 762 39.7 
45+ 50 29.1 

Gender 
(N = 1932; missing = 9) 

Male 1,801 93.2 
Female 131 6.8 

Years of Service 
(N = 1,941) 

0–4 160 8.2 
5–14 560 37.1 
15–24 694 35.8 
25+ 527 27.2 

No. deployments in last 5 yrs 
(N = 1,935; missing = 6) 

0 755 39.0 
1 708 36.0 
2 342 17.7 
3 92 4.8 
4+ 38 2.0 

Rank 
(N = 1,941) 

Jr NCM 801 41.3 
Sr NCM 335 17.3 
Jr Officer 371 19.1 
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Variable Demographic Group n % 
Sr Officer 434 22.4 

First Language 
(N =1,919) 

French 522 27.2 
English 1,397 72.8 

Highest Education Level 
(N = 1,936; missing = 5) 

Some high school 87 4.5 
High School Graduate/GED 519 26.8 
Some college/CEGEP 216 11.2 
College graduate 217 11.2 
Some university 196 10.1 
University degree 415 21.4 
Graduate degree courses 87 4.5 
Graduate degree 199 10.3 

Marital Status 
(N =1,935; missing = 6) 

Married/common law/partner 1,528 79.0 
Single 270 14.0 
Separated/divorced 133 6.9 
Widowed 4 .2 

Visible Minority 
(N = 1,764) 

No 1,609 82.9 
Yes 155 8.0 
    Aboriginal 30 1.5 
     Visible Minority 75 3.9 
      Person with Disability 22 1.1 
Did not wish to self-identify 177 9.1 

Military Occupation Name and Code 
(N =1,941) 

Artillery 00179 192 9.9 
Electrical and Mechanical 
Engineering 00187 

171 8.8 

Engineering Officer  133 6.9 
Infantry 00181 185 9.5 
Signals Officer 00341 197 10.1 
Artillery Field Soldier 00008 88 4.5 
Crewman 00005 135 7.0 
Electronic-Optronic Technician 
00327 

112 5.8 

Geomatics Technician 00238 58 3.0 
Land Communications and 
Information Systems Technician 
00110 

259 13.3 

Signal Operator 00329 294 15.1 
Vehicle Technician 117 6.0 

Note: for demographic analyses we used case-wise deletion of mission data. 

2.3 Method 

The 2010 CF Retention Survey used in the current analyses was web-based and available in French or 
English. It was administered by DGMPRA between February and July 2010 via the Defence Wide Area 
Network (DWAN). The 2010 Retention survey was made available to all military personnel in 
47 occupations that were classified as “at-risk.” After reading the introduction and informed consent, 
volunteer participants completed the remaining measures, described in more detail in the next section, 
that were contained in the 2010 Retention Survey  

2.4 Additional Selected Measures in the 2010 CF Retention Survey 

The 2010 CF Retention Survey included a mix of established scales and a number of scales developed 
specifically for the survey; the latter are indicated by the authorship of Koundakjian and Goldenberg (2012). 
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Previously, psychometric analyses of the scales were conducted on the full CAF Retention Survey sample 
(Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012); however, our interests lie in the CA sample only. Hence, for 
completeness, we re-ran these analyses on the Army sample. Table 4 summarizes the scale means and 
Standard Deviations (SD) as well as the reliability results based on the Army sample for each of the 
selected Retention Survey scales used in the correlational analyses. Full reliability analyses for each scale 
based on the Army sample are included in Annex A of this report. 

To facilitate the presentation of the results, individual variables are grouped under the more general 
headings of Positive Psychological Indicators (i.e., high scores indicated greater positivity, e.g., job 
satisfaction, fairness, commitment), Negative Psychological Indicators (i.e., higher scores indicated 
greater negative reactions or attitudes, e.g., psychological withdrawal, cynicism, stress), Material 
Indicators (e.g., level of satisfaction with aspects of a military career such as pay, deployments), Release 
Intentions (in 1, 3, or 5 years) and Career Intentions. 

2.4.1 Positive Psychological/Attitudinal Indicators 

2.4.1.1 Job Satisfaction (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) 

A 6-point scale (1 = completely dissatisfied to 6 = completely satisfied) consisting of 14 items assessed Army 
respondents’ satisfaction with different aspects of their job (e.g., “… the variety in my work”; “ … the 
opportunities that I have to work towards my professional goals”). Responses to this scale yielded an 
excellent reliability score of .95, and a mean score of 4.11 (SD = 1.08), indicating that the Army 
respondents were moderately satisfied with their jobs overall. 

2.4.1.2 CF Fit (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) 

CF Fit refers to the perceived compatibility between the respondent’s and the CF’s core values, and the 
respondent’s feeling that they “fit” within the CF organization. Respondents indicated the extent to which they 
agreed with three items assessing CF Fit6 on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree) that 
yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .80. As Table 4 shows, perceived fit with the CF was high (M = 4.57, SD = .94) 
for this sample of respondents. 

2.4.1.3 CF Future (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) 

Two items assessed the extent to which respondents felt hopeful about the future of the CF (e.g., “The CF 
has a positive future”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. Perceptions of the future of 
the CF were quite high (M = 4.35, SD = 1.26). The Spearman-Brown internal reliability coefficient, a 
measure of internal consistency for 2-item scales (see Eisinga, Grotenhuis, & Pelzer, 2013) was .73, 
which just meets the criteria of acceptability (Nunally & Bernstein. 1994). 

                                                      
6 Note that for some of the scales [CF Fit, CF Future, Perceived Organizational Support, Organizational Trust, Job 
Satisfaction, Pay and Benefits, Career Progression, Postings, and Work/Personal Life Balance], respondents provided 
two answers to each of the items. The first measured level of satisfaction with each statement and the second measured 
how the statement affected the respondents’ decision to stay or leave the CF. Correlations between the satisfaction and 
decisional scale scores were positive and significant across all scales and ranged from to 0.77 to 0.87. As a result, and 
following the approach used in Koundakjian and Goldenberg (2012), we chose to report the results for level of 
satisfaction only. 
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2.4.1.4 Organizational Justice: Overall Justice (Suurd, 2009, adapted from Ambrose & 
Schminke, 2009) 

Two items assessed perceived overall organizational justice (“Overall I am treated fairly at work”; “In 
general, employees are treated fairly in this workplace”), on a 5-point (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree) scale and yielded a positive overall mean score of 3.94 (SD = .97. The Spearman-Brown 
Reliability Coefficient for this scale was .89 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 7 

2.4.1.5 Distributive, Procedural, Interpersonal and Informational Justice (Fairness) 
Subscales (Colquitt, 2001) 

Four items assessed perceived fairness regarding the distribution of outcomes and resources in the 
workplace, 7 items assessed the perceived fairness of the processes used to distribute resources in the 
organization, 4 items assessed individuals’ perceptions of the degree to which they are treated with 
respect and dignity by their employer, and 5 items assessed perceptions of fairness regarding the 
communication of information in the organization. Each of the four subscales is accompanied by a 
5-point scale ranging from 1 (to a small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). As indicated in Table 4, 
means for these scales ranged from 2.99 (procedural work fairness, SD = .90) to 4.11 (interpersonal work 
fairness, SD = .95) and the reliabilities for these scales were all above .90. 

2.4.1.6 Organizational Commitment: Affective and Normative (Meyer,  
Allen & Smith, 1993) 

Organizational commitment refers to the nature and the strength of the individual’s bond, attachment or 
connection to their organization. It can involve some combination and level of affective commitment, the 
worker’s voluntary emotional attachment to the organization (6 items), normative commitment, a bond 
that is based on feelings of obligation or loyalty (6 items), and/or continuance commitment that is based 
on the costs associated with leaving the organization or the lack of alternatives to the current organization 
(5 items). As Table 4 shows, the mean for the normative commitment scale was 3.46 (SD = 1.10) and 
4.38 (SD = .97) for affective commitment on a 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree) scale. 
Cronbach’s alphas for affective and normative commitment were both above .80. 

2.4.2 Negative Psychological Indicators 

2.4.2.1 Organizational Commitment: Continuance (Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993) 

Continuance commitment refers to staying in a job due to a lack of alternatives or because of the costs 
associated with leaving a job. It is generally unrelated or negatively related to Affective or Normative 
Commitment, which are considered to be positive work indicators. Thus we have chosen to present the results 
for continuance commitment under the Negative Psychological Indicators heading. The mean level of 
continuance commitment in this sample was 3.38 (SD = 1.09) ( 1 = (completely disagree) to 6 = (completely 
agree) scale) and the Cronbach`s alpha was α = .76. 

                                                      
7 Although there is some variation in the literature concerning acceptable levels of Cronbach’s alpha, for instance 
depending on stage of scale development, in general, levels of alpha above .70 are considered to be at least 
acceptable and .80 are considered good (e.g., Loewenthal, 2004). 
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2.4.2.2 Psychological Withdrawal (Mantler, 2006) 

Six items assessed psychological withdrawal (e.g., “My body goes to work; my mind does not;” “I find I 
fluctuate between hate and apathy when thinking about my work”) that included a 6-point response scale 
(1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). The overall mean score for this scale for the Army sample 
was relatively low at 2.70 (SD = 1.29), meaning that this sample reported a low level of psychological 
withdrawal, and the reliability for the scale was = .93. 

2.4.2.3 Organizational Cynicism (Brandes, Dharwadkar, & Dean, 1999) 

Four items assessed organizational cynicism in the 2010 CF Retention Survey, 2 items adapted from an 
existing organizational cynicism scale (i.e., “The CF expects one thing of its employees, but it rewards 
another”; “When I think about how the CF acts, I feel frustrated”), and two items added for the purposes 
of the survey (i.e., “I am sceptical about the likelihood of success for any future change efforts”; “When 
the CF says it`s going to do something, I doubt it will really happen”). Respondents indicated the extent 
of their agreement with these statements on a 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree) scale. The 
mean score for this scale was just over the mid-point at 3.48 (SD = 1.20) and the Cronbach’s alpha was .90. 

2.4.2.4 Work Cynicism (Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, & Jackson, 1996) 

Work cynicism was assessed using the 4-item cynicism subscale of the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General 
Survey. The mean response was 2.90 (SD = 1.24) on a 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree) 
scale, indicating a moderate level of cynicism, and the Cronbach’s alpha was quite good at .87. 

2.4.2.5 Work Health Issues / Psychological Strain (K-10; Kessler et al., 2002) 

The 10-item Kessler Psychological Distress Scale was also included in the 2010 CF Retention Survey. In 
this case respondents indicated how frequently in the last 4 weeks they had experienced each of the 
feelings or symptoms (e.g., “Did you feel nervous?”; “Did you feel so sad that nothing could cheer you 
up?”) described on a 1 (none of the time) to 5 (all of the time) scale. Across items the scale produced an 
excellent reliability score (α = .92) and the descriptive results indicated that the sample experienced very 
little to no psychological strain within the last 4 weeks (M = 1.57, SD = .62). 

2.4.3 Material Indicators 

2.4.3.1 Career Progression 

Fourteen questions assessed respondents’ satisfaction with the quality of their career progression (e.g., “… the 
way competencies and promotions are linked) on a 6-point scale (1 = completely satisfied to 6 = completely 
unsatisfied). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .95. The mean score of 3.61 (SD = .67) indicated 
moderate satisfaction concerning career management. 

2.4.3.2 Deployments 

Three items were directed at respondents’ level of satisfaction (1 = completely satisfied to 6 = completely 
unsatisfied) with aspects related to deployments (e.g., “…the frequency or expected frequency of 
deployments”; “…time between deployments”). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .70, just meeting the 
criteria of acceptability (Nunally & Bernstein. 1994). The mean score for this scale across respondents 
was 3.402 (SD = 1.03), suggesting a moderate level of satisfaction with aspects related to deployments. 
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2.4.3.3 Pay and Benefits 

Five items assessed satisfaction on a 6-point scale (1 = completely dissatisfied to 6 = completely satisfied) 
with CF pay and benefits (e.g., “pay when compared to similar jobs outside the CF”) and produced a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .87. The mean score for this scale was 4.40 (SD = 1.02) suggesting that, on average, 
Army respondents were fairly satisfied with their pay and benefits. 

2.4.3.4 Postings 

Six items assessed satisfaction with postings (e.g., “the variety of postings”; “the average length of time 
between postings”) on a 6-point scale (1 = completely dissatisfied to 6 = completely satisfied). The mean 
score for this scale was 3.91 (SD = 1.02) suggesting that, on average, Army respondents were somewhat 
satisfied with their postings. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .88, indicating high internal consistency. 

2.4.3.5 Work-Life Balance 

Eleven items assessed respondents’ satisfaction with several aspects of their Work-Life Balance on a 6-point 
scale (1 = completely dissatisfied to 6 = completely satisfied). On average, respondents indicated 
moderate levels of satisfaction with their work-life balance (M = 3.74, SD = .98) and together the items 
yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .94. 

2.4.4 Release Intentions (Within 1, 3, and 5 Years) 

Army respondents indicated how likely they were to release from the military within 1, 3, and 5 years on 
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely not) to 5 (definitely yes). As each construct was assessed via a 
single item, there are no associated reliabilities. Mean results indicated that, across the sample, the 
average likelihood of leaving within 1 year was low (M = 1.85, SD = 1.12). However, the average 
likelihood of leaving was just around the mean point of the scale for both the 3-year (M = 2.43, SD = .67) 
and 5-year (M = 2.56, SD = .66) time intervals. A repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant 
effect of time on intentions to leave, F(2, 3880) = 591.83, p < .000, ηp

2 = .23). Similarly, a significant 
linear trend across time was found, F(1, 1093.15) = 853.45, p < .000, ηp

2 = .31), suggesting that 
intentions to leave increase significantly over each of the three projected time periods. 

2.4.5 Career Intentions 

Army respondents were asked the following 6 questions with respect to their career intentions: a) “I 
intend to stay in the CF until retirement (i.e., age of 60), if I can,” b) “I intend to stay in the CF until I 
complete my terms of service,” c) “I intend to stay in the CF beyond my present terms of service, but not 
necessarily until retirement (i.e., age of 60) ,” d) “I intend to leave the CF as soon as another job becomes 
available,” e) “I intend to stay in the CF but transfer to the Reserve Force,” and f) “I intend to leave the 
CF and take a public service job with the Department of National Defence.” 

Responses ranged from 1 (definitely not) to 5 (definitely yes). Mean results indicated that, across the 
sample, respondents, on average, plan to stay in the CF until they complete their terms of service 
(M = 3.95, SD = 1.13). The average likelihood of staying in the CF until retirement, however, was just 
around the mean point of the scale (M = 2.84, SD = 1.33); similarly, the average likelihood of staying in 
the CF beyond their present terms of service, but not necessarily until retirement, was also just around the 
mean point of the scale (M = 3.10, SD = 1.25). On average, respondents indicated that they would 
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probably not leave the CF as soon as another job becomes available (M = 2.45, SD = 1.18), that they 
would probably not stay in the CF but transfer to the Reserve Force (M = 2.29, SD = 1.06), and that they 
would probably not leave the CF and take a public service job with the Department of National Defence 
(M = 2.60, SD = 1.02). 

Table 4: Means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alphas of occupational and  
work-relevant scales in the 2010 CF retention scale. 

 Mean SD Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Positive 
Psychological 
Indicators 

Job Satisfaction  4.11 1.08 .95 

CF Fit: Satisfaction 4.57 .94 .80 

CF Future: Satisfaction 4.35 1.26 .72 

Overall Organizational Justice 3.94 .97 .89 

Distributive Work Fairness 3.16 1.07 .94 

Procedural Work Fairness 2.99 .90 .91 

Interpersonal Work Fairness 4.11 .95 .94 

Informational Work Fairness 3.58 1.05 .94 

Affective Commitment 4.38 .97 .83 

Normative Commitment 3.46 1.10 .84 

Negative 
Psychological 
Indicators 

Continuance Commitment 3.38 1.09 .76 

Psychological Withdrawal 2.70 1.29 .92 

Organizational Cynicism 3.48 1.20 .90 

Work Cynicism 2.90 1.24 .87 

Work Health / Psychological Strain 1.57 .62 .92 

Material 
Indicators 

Career Progression 3.61 .67 .95 

Deployments  3.40 1.03 .70 

Pay and Benefits 4.40 1.02 .87 

Postings 3.91 1.02 .88 

Work-Life Balance 3.74 .98 .94 

Release 
Intentions 

Intention to leave in 1 year 1.85 1.19 NA 

Intention to leave w/in 3 years 2.38 1.33 NA 

Intention to leave w/in 5 years 2.91 1.41 NA 
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3 Results 

3.1 Overview 

The results section of this report is organized around the following questions: 

1. What are the psychometric and descriptive properties of the two organizational trust scales? 

2. What is the relationship of the two measures of organizational trust with other psychological, career 
and job satisfaction indicators among CA personnel? 

3. Does organizational trust level vary as a function of demographic group, in particular those groups 
that might be considered to be minorities in the CA? 

4. Does organizational trust affect career decisions (i.e., decisions to stay or leave the forces within 
one year; decisions to stay in the forces until retirement age)? 

Accordingly, the first section of this chapter summarizes the findings of the reliability analyses and the 
inter-item correlations for the 5-item original and then the 18-item reformulated organizational trust 
scales, respectively. For completeness we also explored whether the items on the 5- and 18-items scales 
were associated with an underlying set of construct dimensions via Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA; Fabrigar & Wegner, 2012). 

In the second section of this chapter we use Pearson correlations to explore the relationships among the 
two approaches to the assessment of organizational trust and selected additional scales that were included 
in the 2010 CF Retention Survey. These analyses provide initial tests of the validity of the two 
approaches to the measure of organizational-level trust within the 2010 Retention Survey. 

We then explore whether organizational trust levels are associated with particular demographic groups. 
Following the analytical approach used by Koundakjian and Goldenberg (2012), in most cases we used 
between-groups analyses of variance (ANOVA) to pursue this issue, employing the groups that appeared 
in the description of the demographics of our sample. As noted earlier in this report, although we conduct 
exploratory analyses on all of the demographic variables, overall, our expectation was that organizational 
trust levels might be lower for those demographic groups that may be associated with minority status, for 
instance women, as well as Francophones and visible minorities. 

Finally, we expect that differences in organizational trust will affect decisions related to one’s career 
decisions. That is, we expect that lower levels of organizational trust will be associated with a greater 
intention to release earlier and a more limited intention to stay in the military until retirement. Again, for 
completeness we conducted these analyses on both the original and the reformulated organizational trust 
scales that are the focus of this report. 
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3.2 What are the Psychometric and Descriptive Properties of the 
Two Organizational Trust Scales? 

3.2.1 The 5-Item Original Organizational Trust Scale 

An initial EFA indicated that the 5 items loaded onto a single factor with an eigenvalue of 2.57 that 
accounted for 51.3% of the variance in responses. The factor loadings, presented in Table 7, ranged from 
.60 (“I trust CF health care providers to look after my health and well-being”) to .82 (“I trust the senior 
leaders to make the right decisions for CF members”). 

Table 5: Factor loadings of the 5-item original organizational trust measure. 

Item Factor 
1 

1 I trust the senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members. .82 

2 I trust my unit leaders to make the right decisions for the unit. .82 

3 I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me. .60 

4 I trust the health care providers in the CF to look after my health and well-being. .60 

5 I trust the military justice system to apply the Code of Service Discipline fairly. .71 

Additional psychometric analyses, presented in Table 6, revealed that average responses to each of the 
five questions indicated a moderately high amount of trust, with item means ranging from 3.83 for trust in 
CF senior leaders to 4.50 for trust in unit peers, out of a possible average score of 6. The Cronbach’s 
alpha was acceptable at .76; no specific item particularly weakened the overall alpha value and item-total 
correlations range from .29 to .67. 

Table 6: Descriptive and reliability analyses of the 5-item original  
organizational trust scale items (N = 1,926). 

Item  
Mean 

 
SD 

Alpha if 
item 

deleted 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 I trust the senior leaders to make the right 
decisions for CF members. 3.83 1.39 .67 .64 

2 I trust my unit leaders to make the right 
decisions for the unit. 4.04 1.42 .67 .63 

3 I trust my peers in my work unit to look out 
for me. 4.50 1.21 .75 .42 

4 I trust the health care providers in the CF to 
look after my health and well-being. 4.21 1.39 .75 .42 

5 I trust the military justice system to apply 
the Code of Service Discipline fairly. 4.29 1.34 .71 .53 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .76  

Inspection of the inter-item correlation matrix, presented in Table 7, indicates that although the 
correlation between “trust in senior leaders to make the right decisions for the CF” and “trust in unit 
leaders to make the right decisions for my unit” was quite high (r =.67), the remainder of the correlations 
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were considerably lower, ranging from .25 (“trust in peers to look out for me” and “trust in CF medical 
providers to look after my health and well-being”) to .45 (“trust that the military justice system will apply 
the Code of Service Discipline fairly” and “trust in senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF 
members”). The average correlation among all of the items in the original scale is .38. 

Table 7: Inter-item correlation matrix of the 5-item original organizational trust scale items. 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

1  I trust the senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members. 1.00 .67 .33 .35 .45 
2  I trust my unit leaders to make the right decisions for the unit.  1.00 .39 .30 .44 
3  I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me.   1.00 .25 .29 
4  I trust the health care providers in the CF to look after my health and 

 well-being.    1.00 .36 

5  I trust the military justice system to apply the Code of Service 
 Discipline fairly.     1.00 

3.2.2 The 18-Item Reformulated Organizational Trust Scale 

We also conducted an initial EFA on the 18-item reformulated organizational trust scale. Results of the 
EFA, presented in Table 8, produced a 3-factor solution with eigenvalues of 8.54, 1.57, 1.31 and 
accounting for 47.44%, 8.72%, and 7.29% of the variance in trust scores for factors 1, 2, and 
3 respectively. Together the three factors accounted for 63.45% of the variance in responses. A principal 
component analysis using varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization converged in three iterations. As 
summarized in Table 8, the results of the analysis indicated that the items representing different scales 
from the Retention Survey generally loaded on separate factors. More specifically, 5 items from the 
Satisfaction with Senior Leaders scale loaded on the first factor (i.e., items 14–18 of the Reformulated 
Organizational Trust Scale). The second factor contained the 6 items from the Perceived Organizational 
Support measure, specifically those that we have classified as assessing organizational Benevolence. The 
third factor had four items that loaded highly and positively: these represented all of the items from the 
Procedural Fairness Scale that we considered assessed trust in Organizational Systems (although these 
were not associated with any particular component of trust such as integrity). Finally, 3 additional items 
loaded moderately highly on all three factors. These included one item from the Perceived Organizational 
Support Scale that we classified as assessing Organizational Integrity and the 2 items from the 
Organizational Cynicism Scale that appear to be reverse-scored items assessing Organizational Integrity. 

Table 8: Factor loadings of the 18-item reformulated organizational trust scale. 

 
Item Number and Wording 

 

Factor 

1 2 3 
1 Help is available from the CF when I have a problem. .23 .69 .15 
2 The CF would ignore any complaint by me. [reversal] .18 .61 .26 
3 The CF strongly considers my values and goals.  .19 .67 .25 
4 The CF really cares about my well-being. .23 .77 .22 
5 If given the opportunity the CF would take advantage of me. 

[reversal] 
.15 .55 .21 

6 The CF would take care of me if I became ill or injured. .16 .63 .04 
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Item Number and Wording 

 

Factor 

1 2 3 
7 The CF operates in accordance with its values.  .43 .48 .36 
8 When the CF says it’s going to do something, I doubt it will really 

happen. [reversal] 
.40 .47 .39 

9 The CF expects one thing of its employees, but rewards another. 
[reversal] 

.31 .50 .43 

10 Decision-making procedures are applied consistently. .20 .21 .82 
11 Decision-making procedures are free of bias. .17 .24 .82 
12 Decision-making procedures are based on accurate information. .26 .20 .80 
13 Decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral standards. .22 .27 .74 
14 Senior leaders develop the operational capabilities necessary to fulfill 

defence tasks. 
.85 .16 .16 

15 Senior leaders communicate strategic intent and coordinate processes 
to ensure the internal functioning and stability of the CF. 

.85 .20 .20 

16 Senior leaders champion members’ interests and concerns, and 
provide satisfactory personnel support policies, programs and 
services. 

.73 .38 .22 

17 Senior leaders promote, exemplify and reinforce the military ethos. .76 .29 .26 
18 The overall effectiveness of senior leaders. .83 .28 .26 

Percentage of Variance Accounted for by Factor 47.4 8.7 7.3 

Inspection of item means of the reformulated organizational trust scale items, presented in Table 9, 
indicates moderately high average scores, with item mean scores ranging from 2.68 (“I trust that decision-
making procedures are free of bias”) to 4.55 (“The CF would take care of me if I became injured or ill”) 
on the 6-point scale. As Table 9 also illustrates, the Cronbach’s alpha for these items together is very 
good at .93, with item-total correlations ranging from .45 (“The CF would take care of me if I became 
injured or ill”) to .75 (“The overall effectiveness of senior leaders”), with no particularly weak items. 
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Table 9: Descriptive and reliability analyses of reformulated  
organizational trust scale items (N = 1941). 
 

Item 
 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Alpha if 
item 

deleted 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

1 Help is available from the CF when I have a problem. 4.49 1.20 .93 .59 
2 The CF would ignore any complaint by me. [reversal] 3.02 1.37 .93 .57 
3 The CF strongly considers my values and goals.  3.47 1.31 .93 .61 
4 The CF really cares about my well-being. 3.69 1.35 .93 .69 
5 If given the opportunity the CF would take advantage 

of me. [reversal] 
3.95 1.50 .93 .48 

6 The CF would take care of me if I became ill or 
injured. 

4.55 1.34 .93 .45 

7 The CF operates in accordance with its values.  4.11 1.28 .93 .68 
8 When the CF says it’s going to do something, I doubt 

it will really happen. [reversal] 
3.42 1.44 .93 .68 

9 The CF expects one thing of its employees, but 
rewards another. [reversal] 

3.61 1.39 .93 .67 

10 Decision-making procedures are applied consistently. 2.90 1.11 .93 .63 
11 Decision-making procedures are free of bias. 2.68 1.15 .93 .63 
12 Decision-making procedures are based on accurate 

information. 
3.09 1.02 .93 .64 

13 Decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral 
standards. 

3.42 1.09 .93 .63 

14 Senior leaders develop the operational capabilities 
necessary to fulfill defence tasks. 

4.07 1.20 .93 .63 

15 Senior leaders communicate strategic intent and 
coordinate processes to ensure the internal 
functioning and stability of the CF. 

3.98 1.19 .93 .68 

16 Senior leaders champion members’ interests and 
concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel support 
policies, programs and services. 

3.98 1.25 .93 .74 

17 Senior leaders promote, exemplify and reinforce the 
military ethos. 

4.06 1.25 .93 .72 

18 The overall effectiveness of senior leaders. 4.09 1.24 .93 .76 
Cronbach’s Alpha = .93  

Note: Individual item mean scores for items 2, 5, 8 and 9 are not reversed here, but were reverse scored for 
the calculation of alpha if item deleted (reverse scored means are 3.98, 3.05, 3.58 and 3.39 for items 2, 5, 8 
and 9 respectively), and in calculations of overall Reformulated Organizational Trust scale mean scores.  

As Table 10 indicates, inter-item correlations among these items ranged from .22 (“The CF would take 
care of me if I became injured or ill” and “If given the opportunity, the CF would take advantage of me”) 
to .71 (“decision-making procedures are free of bias” and “decision-making procedures are applied 
consistently”), with an average correlation among these eighteen items of .44. 
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Table 10: Inter-item correlation matrix for the 18-item reformulated organizational trust scale. 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1 1.00 0.43 0.43 0.55 0.29 0.47 0.46 0.42 0.39 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.38 0.34 0.35 0.45 0.42 0.43 
2 0.43 1.00 0.41 0.47 0.38 0.29 0.44 0.45 0.47 0.36 0.35 0.37 0.38 0.31 0.35 0.42 0.35 0.39 
3 0.43 0.41 1.00 0.67 0.36 0.32 0.46 0.44 0.46 0.39 0.41 0.38 0.39 0.35 0.38 0.43 0.40 0.41 
4 0.55 0.47 0.67 1.00 0.46 0.44 0.49 0.49 0.47 0.40 0.41 0.42 0.42 0.38 0.42 0.51 0.45 0.47 
5 0.29 0.38 0.36 0.46 1.00 0.22 0.36 0.40 0.42 0.29 0.34 0.30 0.28 0.29 0.33 0.34 0.29 0.34 
6 0.47 0.29 0.32 0.44 0.22 1.00 0.31 0.29 0.30 0.24 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.23 0.26 0.39 0.36 0.33 
7 0.46 0.44 0.46 0.49 0.36 0.31 1.00 0.51 0.51 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.51 0.45 0.48 0.52 0.57 0.55 
8 0.42 0.45 0.44 0.49 0.40 0.29 0.51 1.00 0.60 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.43 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.47 0.55 
9 0.39 0.47 0.46 0.47 0.42 0.30 0.51 0.60 1.00 0.48 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.39 0.43 0.50 0.48 0.50 
10 0.35 0.36 0.39 0.40 0.29 0.24 0.43 0.47 0.48 1.00 0.71 0.66 0.61 0.34 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.44 
11 0.35 0.35 0.41 0.41 0.34 0.25 0.44 0.45 0.47 0.71 1.00 0.67 0.61 0.34 0.37 0.41 0.41 0.42 
12 0.34 0.37 0.38 0.42 0.30 0.27 0.43 0.47 0.46 0.66 0.67 1.00 0.64 0.40 0.43 0.45 0.43 0.48 
13 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.42 0.28 0.29 0.51 0.43 0.46 0.61 0.61 0.64 1.00 0.33 0.37 0.44 0.48 0.46 
14 0.34 0.31 0.35 0.38 0.29 0.23 0.45 0.48 0.39 0.34 0.34 0.40 0.33 1.00 0.78 0.63 0.63 0.74 
15 0.35 0.35 0.38 0.42 0.33 0.26 0.48 0.49 0.43 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.37 0.78 1.00 0.70 0.66 0.76 
16 0.45 0.42 0.43 0.51 0.34 0.39 0.52 0.49 0.50 0.42 0.41 0.45 0.44 0.63 0.70 1.00 0.70 0.73 
17 0.42 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.29 0.36 0.57 0.47 0.48 0.43 0.41 0.43 0.48 0.63 0.66 0.70 1.00 0.80 
18 0.43 0.39 0.41 0.47 0.34 0.33 0.55 0.55 0.50 0.44 0.42 0.48 0.46 0.74 0.76 0.73 0.80 1.00 
Key: 1: Help is available from the CF when I have a problem; 2:The CF would ignore any complaint by me. [reversal]; 3: The CF strongly 
considers my values and goals; 4:The CF really cares about my well-being; 5: If given the opportunity the CF would take advantage of me. 
[reversal]; 6: The CF would take care of me if I became ill or injured; 7: The CF operates in accordance with its values; 8: When the CF says it’s 
going to do something, I doubt it will really happen. [reversal]; 9: The CF expects one thing of its employees, but rewards another. [reversal]; 
10: decision-making procedures are applied consistently; 11: decision-making procedures are free of bias; 12: decision-making procedures are 
based on accurate information; 13: Decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral standards; 14: Senior leaders develop the operational 
capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks; 15: Senior leaders communicate strategic intent and coordinate processes to ensure the internal 
functioning and stability of the CF; 16: I trust that senior leaders champion members’ interests and concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel 
support policies, programs and services; 17: Senior leaders promote, exemplify and reinforce the military ethos;18: The overall effectiveness of 
senior leaders. 
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3.3 What is the Relationship Between the two Measures of 
Organizational Trust with Other Psychological, Career and Job 
Satisfaction Indicators among CA Personnel? 

A second objective of this research is to establish initial evidence concerning the relationship of the two 
measures of organizational trust with other measures of psychological and physiological well-being, 
satisfaction with material occupational and career aspects, and retention intentions. We pursued this 
question using Pearson correlation analyses. As noted earlier, individual variables were grouped under the 
more general headings of Positive Psychological Indicators (i.e., high scores indicating greater positivity; 
e.g., job satisfaction, fairness, commitment), Negative Psychological Indicators (i.e., higher scores 
indicating greater negative reactions or attitudes; e.g., cynicism, psychological withdrawal), Material 
Indicators (e.g., level of satisfaction with more material aspects of a military career, such as pay, 
deployments), Release Intentions (in 1, 3 or 5 years), and Career Intentions (e.g., stay in military until 
retirement, stay in military until terms of service are completed). Overall, we anticipated that higher 
levels of organizational trust would be positively related to other positive psychological variables, such as 
affective commitment and work satisfaction, and negatively related to negative psychological indicators 
such as organizational cynicism. We also anticipated that higher levels of organizational trust would be 
associated with greater satisfaction with material career and job indicators, such as pay and career 
progression. Finally, we expected that higher levels of organizational trust would also be positively 
associated with continued intention to stay in the military at 1, 3 and 5 years, and a greater likelihood of 
staying in the military, at least until current terms of service are completed. 

First, the two approaches to the assessment of organizational trust were positively and quite highly 
correlated (r = .80, p < .001). The other Pearson correlations results are presented in Table 11 and show, 
as also anticipated, that higher levels of organizational-level trust were positively associated with higher 
levels of positive psychological indicators assessed in the Retention Survey. That is, higher levels of 
organizational trust (regardless of scale used) were associated with greater perceived fit with the CF, 
more positive views regarding the future of the CF, higher levels of affective and normative commitment, 
as well as greater perceived distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational fairness at work. 

Also as expected, higher levels of organizational-level trust were significantly and negatively associated 
with negative psychological indicators such as greater self-reported psychological withdrawal, 
organizational and work cynicism, and psychological strain. Interestingly, neither organizational trust 
measure was significantly associated with continuance commitment, that is, remaining in the military for 
lack of a better alternative or due to the trouble associated with releasing (r = -.04 & -.06, p’s > .05, for 
the original and reformulated scales, respectively). Also as hypothesized, higher organizational-level trust 
was positively associated with material job and career indicators such greater reported satisfaction with 
deployments, pay and benefits, postings, career progression, and succession planning, but notably was 
unrelated to reported satisfaction with career management (r’s = -.10, -.07, ns, for the original and 
reformulated scales, respectively). 

Finally, as also might be expected and regardless of scale, higher levels of organizational trust were 
significantly and negatively associated with intentions to leave the military in 1, 3 or 5 years. Similarly, 
higher levels of organizational trust were significantly and negatively associated with intentions to leave 
the military as soon as another job becomes available. Conversely, higher levels of organizational trust 
were significantly and positively associated with intentions to stay in the military until retirement, until 
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terms of service are completed, and beyond the present terms of service, but not necessarily until 
retirement. Organizational trust was not significantly associated with intentions to stay in the military but 
transfer to the Reserve Force or to intentions to leave the military and take a public service job with DND. 

Table 11: Pearson’s correlations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item reformulated trust scale with 
selected occupational and work-relevant scales in the 2010 CF Retention Survey. 

 5-item  
Original  

Trust Scale 

18-Item 
Reformulated Trust 

Scale 

Positive 
Psychological 
Indicators 

Job Satisfaction (satisfied)  .63** .71** 

CF Fit: Satisfaction .64** .70**a  

CF Future: Satisfaction .58** .64** 

Overall Organizational Justice .59** .67** 

Distributive Work Fairness .41** .52** 

Procedural Work Fairness .61** .77**b 

Interpersonal Work Fairness .47** .49** 

Informational Work Fairness .52** .57** 

Organizational-level leaders .68** .84** 

Unit leaders .70** .74** 

Affective Commitment .56** ..61** 

Normative Commitment .50** .54** 

Negative 
Psychological 
Indicators 

Continuance Commitment -.04 -.05* 

Psychological Withdrawal -.56** -.63** 

Organizational Cynicism -.67** -.84**c 

Work Cynicism -.54** -.66** 

Work Health / Psychological Strain -.35** -.40** 

Material 
Indicators 

Career Progression .62** .71** 

Deployments  .34** .41** 

Pay and Benefits  .38** .40** 

Postings .43** .51** 

Succession planning .48** .55** 

Work/Personal Life Balance  .48** .57** 

Release 
Intentions 

Intention to leave w/in 1 year -.26** -.25** 

Intention to leave w/in 3 years -.23** -.21** 

Intention to leave w/in 5 years -.19** -.18** 

Career 
Intentions 

Stay in the CF until retirement .28** .32** 
Stay in the CF until terms of service 
are completed 

.21** .20** 

Stay in the CF beyond present terms .24** .23** 
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 5-item  
Original  

Trust Scale 

18-Item 
Reformulated Trust 

Scale 
of service, but not necessarily until 
retirement (i.e., age of 60) 
Leave the CF as soon as another job 
becomes available 

-.38** -.39** 

Stay in the CF but transfer to the 
Reserve Force 

.01 .04 

Leave the CF and take a public 
service job with the Department of 
National Defence 

-.04 .00 

Notes: ** p < .01, * p < .05; a = scales contain one duplicate item; b = scales contain four duplicate 
items; c = scales contain two duplicate items; list-wise deletion; n’s range from 1923 to 1941 for all 
correlations except Work Health / Psychological Strain where n = 1748 and 1750 for the 5- and 
18-item scale, respectively. 

3.4 Does Organizational-Level Trust Vary as a Function of 
Demographic Group? 

As noted earlier in this report, our working hypothesis is that matters related to organizational trust may 
be more salient for individuals who are members of minority groups within the military context. Thus, we 
expected that trust levels may be lower for females, members of visible minorities as well as for 
Francophones as they are a smaller demographic relative to Anglophone members of the CA. Finally, we 
expected that organizational trust level would also be associated with retention and career intentions. Our 
first analyses address these specific hypotheses. In selected other cases where we have hypotheses related 
to other demographic variables (e.g., rank, age, and years of service) these are mentioned immediately prior 
to the presentation of those specific results. In other cases we do not have a priori hypotheses, although for 
completeness we conducted analyses on all demographic variables included in the retention survey. 

3.4.1 Sex 

Original Trust Scale: As indicated in Table 12, our hypotheses regarding sex were confirmed. As 
expected, males reported significantly higher organizational trust levels than did female respondents 
(F(1, 1927) = 8.95, p = .003, ηp

2=.005). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: In this case the overall pattern of results was similar, with males reporting 
significantly higher average trust scores relative to the females in the sample (F(1, 1929) = 4.36, p = .036, 
ηp

2 = .002; see Table 12). 

Table 12: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original  
trust scale and 18-item reformulated trust scale by sex. 

  Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
  N  Mean SD N Mean SD 

Sex 
 

Male 1798 4.19 0.96 1800 3.71 0.86 
Female 131 3.93 0.95 131 3.55 0.79 
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3.4.2 Minority Status (Aboriginal Peoples, Members of Visible Minorities, 
Persons with Disabilities) 

Original Trust Scale: The overall ANOVA of visible minority status on organizational trust was 
significant (F(2, 1935) = 10.05, p = .000, ηp

2=.010). A follow-up Tukey Honestly Significant Difference 
(HSD) test revealed that mean organizational trust level was significantly lower for those who did not 
wish to self-identify compared to those who were not a member of one of the visible minority status 
groups (p < .001; see Table 13). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: Similar to results above, the overall ANOVA for visible minority status was 
statistically significant (F(2, 1843) = 11.33, p = .000, ηp

2=.012). Consistent with the results for the 
original organizational trust scale, the follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed that mean organizational trust 
levels for those who did not wish to self-identify were significantly lower compared to those who 
indicated that they are not a member of one of the visible minority status groups (p < .001; see Table 13). 

Table 13: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by visible minority status. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Group N Mean  SD N Mean SD 

Member of a Visible Minority  154 4.05 1.18 145 3.62 1.01 
Not a Member of a Visible Minority  1608 4.22 0.92 1532 3.74 .83 

Did not wish to self-identify 176 3.90 1.08 169 3.42 .97 

3.4.3 First Official Language (FOL) 

Original Trust Scale: As indicated in Table 16, a significant difference was found between FOL groups 
(F(1, 1914) = 16.57, p <001, ηp

2 = .009). However the direction of the effect did not support our 
hypotheses, as Francophones reported significantly higher organizational trust scores than did 
Anglophones. We conducted follow-up analyses to determine whether there were specific aspects of 
organizational trust that differed based on FOL. Results of these analyses indicated that Francophone 
respondents reported significantly higher organizational trust levels for 4 of the 5 trust items (“I trust the 
senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members,” “I trust my unit leaders to make the right 
decisions for the unit,” “I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me,” and “I trust the health care 
providers in the CF to look after my health and well-being”). Although the result was not statistically 
significant, a similar trend in mean scores for FOL was found for the item “I trust the military justice 
system to apply the Code of Service Discipline fairly.” 

Reformulated Trust Scale: Similar to results above, the overall ANOVA for FOL was statistically 
significant (F(1, 1824) = 8.08, p = .005, ηp

2=.004). For completeness, we conducted further analyses by 
exploring group differences at the level of each of the 18 reformulated trust items. Results indicated 
significant differences for 11 of the 18 items, with Francophones reporting significantly higher mean 
scores than Anglophones on 10 of those items. More specifically, we found that Francophones reported 
higher mean trust scores on the items “The CF operates in accordance with its values,” and lower mean 
scores on “The CF expects one thing of its employees, but rewards another,8” as well as higher scores on 
3 of the 4 items that comprised the Procedural Fairness Scale (“decision-making procedures are applied 

                                                      
8 This item was reversed scored in calculating the overall organizational trust scale score.  
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consistently,” “decision-making procedures are free of bias,” and “decision-making procedures are based 
on accurate information”) and on all 5 of the items that measured Satisfaction with Senior Leaders Scale 
(“senior leaders develop the operational capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks,” “senior leaders 
honestly communicate their strategic intent and coordinate processes to ensure the internal functioning 
and stability of the CF,” “senior leaders champion members’ interests and concerns, and provide 
satisfactory personnel support policies, programs, and services,” “senior leaders promote, exemplify and 
reinforce the military ethos,” and “the overall effectiveness of senior leaders”). Conversely, Anglophones 
reported significantly higher mean scores than Francophones on the item “If given the opportunity, the 
CF would take advantage of me.” 

Table 14: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by first official language. 

  Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
  N  Mean  SD N Mean  SD 

First Official 
Language 

English 1395 4.12 0.96 1324 3.66 0.88 
French 521 4.32 0.94 502 3.79 0.81 

3.4.4 Age, Rank, Years of Service  

As age, rank, and years of service are generally positively correlated with each other, we present the 
ANOVA results for these variables in this section. To better equate results across these demographic 
variables, we coded rank groups in the following manner: Junior NCMs = 1, Junior Officers = 2, Senior 
NCMs = 3 and Senior Officers = 4, in the belief that these values more closely approximate low to high 
ages and years of service groupings for these rank groups. 

We had no particular a priori hypotheses concerning the effects of age, save for its typical positive 
correlation with years of service and rank level. However, we anticipated that higher rank levels would be 
also be associated with higher levels of organizational trust as a higher rank level is associated with 
higher status within a military context. Similarly, we anticipated that those who had been in the military 
longer would have higher levels of organizational trust—otherwise they likely would have released from 
the military. 

Original Trust Scale  

Age: Results indicated that mean trust ratings tended to increase across age groups, F(3, 1918) = 10.75, 
p < .001, ηp

2 = .027, although the Tukey HSD revealed that only the ratings of the 45+ age group were 
significantly higher than the other three groups (p = .052, p < .001, and p < .001 for comparisons with 
16–24, 25–34, and 35–44 age groups, respectively) which did not differ from each other (see Table 15). 

Years of Service: The ANOVA revealed a statistically significant effect of years of service on 
organizational trust levels, F(3, 1934) = 15.59, p < .001, ηp

2 = .024. Results of the Tukey HSD test at 
least partially confirmed our hypotheses and indicated that the 25+ years of service group reported 
significantly higher trust scores than the 5–14 (p < .001) years of service group and marginally higher 
trust scores than the 15–24 (p = .057) years of service groups that did not differ from each other (see 
Table 15). 
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Rank: The ANOVA again produced a statistically significant effect of rank group on organizational trust 
level, F(3, 1934) = 49.38, p < .001, ηp

2 = .07, although the pattern of effects was not exactly as predicted. 
Specifically, a follow-up Tukey HSD test indicated that Junior NCMs had significantly lower trust ratings 
relative to the other three rank groups (p < .001 for comparisons with Junior Officer, Senior NCM, and 
Senior Officer, respectively), which did not differ from each other (although Junior Officers’ trust scores 
were marginally lower than were those of Senior Officers, p = .081; see Table 15). 

Reformulated Trust Scale 

Age: Similar to the results seen above, age group was significantly associated with mean levels of 
organizational trust as assessed by the reformulated organizational trust scale, F(3, 1920) = 23.53, p < .001, 
ηp2 = .035. The Tukey HSD test again revealed that the 45+ age group had significantly higher trust 
ratings than all other age groups (p < .001 for comparisons with 16–24, 25–34, and 35–44 age groups, 
respectively; see Table 15). The 16–24 age group had significantly lower trust scores than the 35–44 age 
group; however, their ratings did not differ from the 25–34 age group. There was also a marginally 
significant difference in trust levels between the 25–34 and the 35–44 age groups (p = .086). 

Years of Service: The ANOVA produced a statistically significant effect of years of service grouping on 
organizational trust levels, F(3, 1936) = 26.77, p < .001, ηp

2 = .04. Overall trust scores increased over 
years of service; a follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed that respondents in the 25+ years of service group 
had significantly higher trust scores than did the other three years of service groups ( p < .001 for 
comparisons with 0–4, 5–14, and 15–24 years of service groups, respectively) and there were no 
significant differences in organizational trust levels between the 0–4 and the 5–14 nor the 15–24 years of 
service groups (see Table 15). The 5–14 years of service group had significantly lower trust scores than 
15–24 years of service group (p = .010; see Table 15). 

Rank: A significant ANOVA, F(3, 1936) = 49.60, p < .001, ηp
2 = .071, followed up by a Tukey HSD test 

revealed again that Junior NCMs had significantly lower trust ratings across the 18 items relative to the 
other three rank groups (p < .001 for comparisons with Junior Officer, Senior NCM, and Senior Officer, 
respectively), which did not significantly differ from each other (see Table 15). 

Table 15: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by age, rank, and years of service demographic groups. 

  Original Trust Scale Reformulated Trust Scale 
Variable Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Age 
 

16–24 98 4.10 1.06 98 3.43 0.85 
25–34 501 4.06 0.97 502 3.55 0.87 
35–44 765 4.13 0.97 765 3.66 0.87 
45+ 558 4.37 0.89 559 3.93 0.77 

Rank 
 

Jr NCM 800 3.87 1.00 801 3.42 0.88 
Jr Off 334 4.29 0.87 335 3.95 0.72 

Sr NCM 371 4.38 0.94 371 3.86 0.84 
Sr Off 433 4.46 0.81 433 3.86 0.79 

Years of 0–4 160 4.21 1.05 160 3.55 0.91 
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  Original Trust Scale Reformulated Trust Scale 
Variable Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 
Service 

 
5-14 559 4.02 1.01 560 3.53 0.87 

15-24 694 4.12 0.94 694 3.67 0.85 
25+ 525 4.40 0.86 526 3.96 0.77 

3.4.5 Number of Deployments 

We had no firm a priori predictions concerning the effects of number of deployments on organizational 
trust levels. On the one hand, more deployments might be associated with higher levels of organizational 
trust, if for no other reason that it tends to be associated with years of service. On the other hand, number 
of deployments has been known to be a significant stressor and may well cause individuals to come into 
contact with and be frustrated or disappointed by the organizational processes and policies specifically 
related to deployments that are in place (or should be in place). This might suggest that a higher number 
of deployments might be associated with lower levels of organizational-level trust. 

Original Trust Scale: Although the ANOVA was significant, F(4, 1927) = 2.73, p = .028, ηp
2=.006, the 

follow-up Tukey HSD test failed to reveal significant differences among the groups. However, as seen in 
Table 16, mean trust tended to be lowest in the group that deployed 4 or more times. 

Reformulated Trust Scale: The overall ANOVA again produced a significant effect (F(4, 1929) = 2.78, 
p = .026, ηp

2=.006); however, as seen in Table 16, while there was a trend for mean trust levels to be 
slightly higher for those groups who deployed 0, 1, or 2 times compared to those who deployed 3, 4 or 
more times, a follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed that the group who deployed 3 times had significantly 
lower trust scores than those who deployed 1 time only (p = .018). 

Table 16: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by number of deployments. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Number of Previous 

Deployments  N Mean SD N Mean SD 

0 754 4.17 0.99 755 3.70 0.90 
1 707 4.24 0.91 708 3.75 0.79 
2 341 4.13 0.98 341 3.67 0.85 
3 92 4.01 0.91 92 3.46 0.89 

4+ 38 3.85 1.11 38 3.58 0.93 

3.4.6 Marital Status 

Original Trust Scale: A significant effect of marital status was found, F(3, 1928) = 4.56, p = .003, 
ηp

2=.007. A follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed that respondents in the Married/Common Law/Partner 
group had significantly higher organizational trust scores than did those who were single, p = .012; see 
Table 17). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: A significant effect of marital status was found, F(3, 1836) = 10.00, p = .000, 
ηp

2=.016. A follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed again that respondents in the Married/Common 
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Law/Partner group had significantly higher trust scores that did those who were single, p = .000; see 
Table 17. 

Table 17: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by marital status. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Group N Mean  SD N Mean  SD 

Married/common law/partner 1525 4.21 0.95 1452 3.76 0.84 
Single 270 4.02 1.00 255 3.46 0.90 
Separated/divorced 133 4.05 1.00 129 3.56 0.93 
Widowed 4 4.85 0.34 4 3.79 0.65 

3.4.7 Highest Education Level 

Original Trust Scale: The ANOVA produced a statistically significant effect of education on 
organizational trust levels, F(7, 1925) = 9.73, p = .000, ηp

2=.034. A follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed 
that mean organizational trust was higher for those who completed an undergraduate degree or a graduate 
degree compared to those in the high school graduate, completed some college, or college graduate 
categories (p < .001 for each comparison; see Table 18). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: Interestingly, although the overall ANOVA was again statistically 
significant, F(7, 1833) = 7.02, p = .000, ηp

2=.026, the exact pattern of results differed somewhat for the 
reformulated organizational trust scale. Specifically, the follow-up Tukey HSD test revealed that mean 
organizational trust was higher for those who completed an undergraduate degree or a graduate degree as 
compared to those in the some college, college graduate, or some university categories (p = .000, p = .000, 
and p = .003 for comparisons of undergraduate degree with some college, college graduates, and some 
university, respectively; for comparisons with graduate degree, p = .001, p = .001, and p = .034, 
respectively; see Table 18). 

Table 18: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by education level. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Some high school 86 4.19 0.90 87 3.76 0.80 
High School 

Graduate/GED 519 4.08 0.97 519 
3.71 0.84 

Some college/CEGEP 215 3.99 0.97 215 3.50 0.89 
College graduate 217 3.99 1.00 217 3.50 0.89 
Some university 196 4.02 1.10 196 3.57 1.00 

Undergraduate degree 415 4.41 0.85 414 3.87 0.76 
Graduate degree courses 86 4.36 1.09 86 3.71 0.96 

Graduate degree 199 4.41 0.78 199 3.85 0.81 

3.4.8 Military Occupation Name/Code 

Original Trust Scale: The ANOVA produced a statistically significant effect of military occupation on 
organizational trust levels, F(11, 1926) = 7.58, p = .000, ηp

2=.042. While the Tukey HSD test revealed 
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some significant differences among the occupations, there was no clear understandable pattern to the 
differences that emerged (see Table 19). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: Similarly, the ANOVA produced a statistically significant effect of military 
occupation on reformulated organizational trust levels, F(11, 1834) = 6.08, p = .000, ηp

2=.035. Again, at 
this point there was no clear pattern to these group differences (see Table 19). 

Table 19: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by military occupation group. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Group N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Artillery 00179 192 4.23 0.96 185 3.73 0.90 
Electrical and Mechanical Engineering 00187 171 4.28 0.98 168 3.86 0.83 
Engineering Officer 00181 133 4.33 0.86 126 3.71 0.85 
Infantry 00180 184 4.41 0.91 178 3.78 0.86 
Signals Officer 00341 197 4.50 0.87 187 4.00 0.75 
Artillery Field Soldier 00008 87 4.30 0.87 85 3.88 0.86 
Crewman 00005 135 4.01 0.98 127 3.56 0.90 
Electronic-Optronic Technician 00327 112 4.09 0.89 102 3.58 0.81 
Geomatics Technician 00238 57 3.84 0.69 55 3.27 0.85 
Land Communications and Information Systems 
Technician 00110 259 4.10 0.95 246 3.65 0.82 

Signal Operator 00329 294 3.96 1.02 276 3.58 0.87 
Vehicle Technician 00129 117 3.87 1.10 111 3.51 0.89 

3.5 Does Organizational-Level Trust Vary as a Function of 
Career Intentions? 

3.5.1 Release Intentions (Within 1, 3, and 5 Years) 

Release intentions are perhaps one of the most important indicators of individual job/career satisfaction 
and thus are highly relevant organizational outcomes. To clarify analyses, in this case we conducted post 
hoc subgrouping which “involves deleting from a data set those cases having X scores in the interior of 
the X distribution” (Preacher, 2015, p. 3) to determine the extent to which mean organizational trust 
scores varied between those respondents who indicated that they definitely intended to leave the military 
in either 1, 3, or 5 years compared to those who indicated that they definitely intended to stay in the CF 
within that timeframe. Although there are some disadvantges with this approach, the chief concern is “the 
reduced power to detect linear relationships relative to analyses using the full range of X scores” 
(Preacher, 2015, p. 3). 

Original Trust Scale: The overall ANOVA for intention to leave the military in 1 year (F(1, 1215) = 52.41, 
p = .000, ηp

2=.041), 3 years (F(1, 860) = 60.11, p = .000, ηp
2=.065), and 5 years (F(1, 801) = 41.86, p = .000, 

ηp
2=.050) on organizational trust levels was statistically significant. As expected, mean organizational 

trust was significantly higher for those who were definitely not planning to leave the military compared to 
those who were definitely planning to leave the military at each of the three time periods (see Table 20). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: The overall ANOVA again produced a significant effect of intention to leave 
the military in 1 (F(1, 1156) = 47.65, p = .000, ηp

2=.040), 3 (F(1, 815) = 44.94, p = .000, ηp
2=.052), and 
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5 years (F(1, 767) = 37.61, p = .000, ηp
2=.047), with mean organizational trust being significantly higher 

for those who were definitely not planning to leave the military compared to those who were definitely 
planning to leave the military at each of the three time periods (see Table 20). 

Table 20: Means and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by release intentions. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
Intentions to Leave N Mean SD N Mean SD 

In One Year:       
Definitely Not 1106 4.40 .85 1048 3.89 .77 
Definitely Yes 111 3.76 1.17 110 3.34 1.09 

In Three Years:       
Definitely Not 706 4.44 .90 666 3.92 .82 
Definitely Yes 156 3.80 1.09 151 3.41 .97 

In Five Years:       
Definitely Not 458 4.38 1.00 433 3.88 .90 
Definitely Yes 345 3.92 1.00 336 3.47 .94 

3.5.2 Career Intentions 

A post hoc subgrouping approach also was run to determine the extent to which mean organizational trust 
scores varied between those who responded “definitely not” compared to those who responded “definitely 
yes” to each of the following questions regarding career intentions: a) “I intend to stay in the CF until 
retirement (i.e., age of 60), if I can,” b) “I intend to stay in the CF until I complete my terms of service,” 
c) “I intend to stay in the CF beyond my present terms of service, but not necessarily until retirement 
(i.e., age of 60) ,” and d) “I intend to leave the CF as soon as another job becomes available.” 

Original Trust Scale: The ANOVAs for each of the career intentions items on organizational trust levels 
was significant: a) Intention to stay until retirement: F(1, 656) = 444.45, p = .000, ηp

2=.145; b) Intention 
to stay until terms of service are completed: F(1, 863) = 42.15, p = .000, ηp

2=.047; c) Intention to stay 
beyond present terms of service, but not necessarily until retirement: F(1, 544) = 75.14, p = .000, 
ηp

2=.121; and d) Intention to leave the CF as soon as another job becomes available: F(1, 609) = 208.11, 
p = .000, ηp

2=.255). Results indicated that mean organizational trust was significantly higher for those 
who definitely intended to stay in the military compared to those who were definitely planning to leave 
(see Table 21). 

Reformulated Trust Scale: Consistent with the results for the original organizational trust scale, the 
ANOVAs for each of the career intentions items on reformulated organizational trust was significant: a) 
Intention to stay until retirement: F(1, 624) = 159.35, p = .000, ηp

2=.203; b) Intention to stay until terms 
of service are completed: F(1, 825) = 36.48, p = .000, ηp

2=.042; c) Intention to stay beyond present terms 
of service, but not necessarily until retirement: F(1, 518) = 70.24, p = .000, ηp

2=.119; and d) Intention to 
leave the CF as soon as another job becomes available: F(1, 580) = 200.84, p = .000, ηp

2=.257. Again, 
results indicated that mean organizational trust was significantly higher for those who definitely intended 
to stay in the military compared to those who were definitely planning to leave (see Table 21). 
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Table 21: Mean and standard deviations of 5-item original trust scale and 18-item  
reformulated trust scale by career intentions. 

 Original Trust Reformulated Trust 
 Career Intentions N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Intention to stay until retirement:       
Definitely Not 427 3.77 1.03 406 3.28 .93 
Definitely Yes 231 4.61 .89 220 4.20 .78 

Intention to stay until terms of service are 
completed:       

Definitely Not 89 3.70 1.20 88 3.30 1.11 
Definitely Yes 776 4.38 .90 739 3.89 .83 

Intention to stay beyond present terms of 
service, but not necessarily until retirement:       

Definitely Not 292 3.80 1.16 280 3.33 1.05 
Definitely Yes 254 4.58 .90 240 4.02 .79 

Intention to leave the CF as soon as another 
job becomes available:       

Definitely Not 495 4.60 .82 470 4.09 .76 
Definitely Yes 116 3.29 1.11 112 2.88 .99 
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4 Discussion 

4.1 Psychometric Properties of the Original and Reformulated 
Organizational Trust Measures 

Results of the analyses conducted on the original 5-item organizational trust scale and the reformulated 
18-item organizational trust scale indicated that both are relatively psychometrically sound. That is, both 
produced at least acceptable Cronbach’s alpha values, although the alpha was higher for the reformulated 
than the original measure (α’s = .93 vs .76, respectively). As well, EFA analyses produced meaningful 
solutions that demonstrated that the items collectively accounted for significant amounts of the variance. 
The original scale produced a one-factor solution with consistently high factor leadings that accounted for 
approximately 50% of the variance in responses. Overall the reformulated scale produced a solution in 
which the positive items appeared to load onto one factor and negative items loaded onto a separate factor, 
with high factor loadings that together accounted for approximately 60% of the variance in responses. 

There is no doubt that the items in the original trust scale are face valid in terms of asking about trust, and 
are consistent with some aspects of the working definition of organizational trust in Thompson and Gill 
(2015). Specifically, they address more macro-level aspects of the military organization such as senior 
leadership as well as the military justice and medical systems. A closer inspection of the inter-item 
correlation matrix of the items that comprise the 5-item original trust scale revealed considerably higher 
correlations between the items assessing trust in leaders (senior and unit-level) than among the remaining 
items of the scale. In retrospect these results make sense in that the target of the trust decision in the first 
two items is similar (senior and unit leaders) and the object of the trust decision (to make the right 
decisions) is the same. On the other hand, the remaining items involve very different targets of trust 
(peers, CF health care providers, military justice system) and pertain to different aspects of trust (look out 
for me; look after my health and well-being; apply the Code of Service Justice fairly). Moreover, if this is 
the approach to the assessment of organizational-level trust adopted in the future, there may well be other 
relevant organizational-level aspects or structures within the CA to consider, such as trust in career 
management or trust in structures associated with providing family support. At the very least, other 
military organizational structures and processes need to be explored and, where trust-relevant, be added to 
any scale that adopts this approach. 

While the reformulated trust scale is a good start, as has been noted earlier in this report, the variety of 
items assembled for the 18-item reformulated trust scale are, at this point, best considered to be a proxy 
measure of organizational trust. For instance, several of these items would need to be modified to more 
closely represent the trust construct. Indeed, as indicated in Table 22, 9 of the 18 items would require 
modification if they were to be included in future research. At the very least, the current analyses would 
need to be replicated in a separate sample in order to establish that they are reliable. 
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Table 22: Recommended modifications to the procedural fairness and satisfaction with senior  
leaders items from the 2010 Retention Survey that assess organizational trust. 

Procedural  
Fairness 

I trust that Are decision-making procedures are applied consistently. 

I trust that Are decision-making procedures are free of bias. 

I trust that Are decision-making procedures are based on accurate 
information. 
I trust that Do decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral 
standards. 

Satisfaction  
with Senior  
Leaders  

I trust The way senior leaders* to develop the operational 
capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks. 
I trust that The way senior leaders* honestly communicate their 
strategic intent and coordinate processes to ensure the internal 
functioning and stability of the CF. 
I trust that The way senior leaders* champion members’ interests and 
concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel support policies, 
programs and services. 
I believe that The way senior leaders* promote, exemplify and reinforce the 
military ethos. 
I trust in the overall effectiveness of senior leaders*. 

Note: Modifications to the wording of the existing items are indicated via strike throughs and 
grey font colour for deletions, and italics for additions. * Senior leaders are defined as Colonels, 
Captains (N), and General/Flag Officers. 

 
4.2 Initial Validity Tests of the Organizational Trust Measures: 

Relationship of Organizational Trust to Other Measures of 
Individual Well-Being, Organizational and Job Indicators  

Overall, the correlational results provide initial evidence of the validity of both the original and the 
reformulated organizational trust scales. Both measures were significantly and positively related to 
positive indicators as well as significantly and negatively correlated with indicators of negative responses. 
For both scales, higher levels of organizational trust were associated with greater perceived fit with the 
CF, more positive views regarding the future of the CF, higher levels of affective and normative 
commitment as well as greater perceived distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational fairness 
at work. Conversely, but also as expected, higher levels of organizational-level trust were significantly 
and negatively associated with greater self-reported psychological withdrawal, organizational and work 
cynicism, and psychological strain. Higher organizational-level trust was also positively associated with 
greater reported satisfaction with deployments, pay and benefits, postings, career progression, succession 
planning, and career management. Interestingly, neither organizational trust measure was associated with 
continuance commitment, that is, remaining in the military for lack of a better alternative and/or due to 
the trouble associated with releasing (r = -.04 & -.05, p > .05, for the original and reformulated scales, 
respectively). However, the research concerning the effects of continuance commitment on organizational 
outcomes varies, in some cases being unrelated or even negatively associated with more positive 
organizational outcomes (see Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012; see also Fu, Bolander, & Jones, 2009; 
Snape & Redman, 2003). 
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Also as anticipated, regardless of which organizational trust scale was used for assessment, higher levels 
of organizational trust were significantly and negatively associated with intentions to leave the military in 
1, 3 or 5 years. Similarly, higher levels of organizational trust were significantly and negatively 
associated with intentions to leave the military as soon as another job becomes available. Conversely, 
higher levels of organizational trust were significantly and positively associated with intentions to stay in 
the military until retirement, until terms of service are completed, and beyond the present terms of 
service, but not necessarily until retirement. Organizational trust was not significantly associated with 
intentions to stay in the military but transfer to the Reserve Force or intentions to leave the military and 
take a public service job with the Department of National Defence. 

Overall, these correlational results present a reasonable first step in terms of the potential validity of the 
measures. The items generally reflect the construct of organizational trust as defined in the research 
literature, suggesting good face validity. In addition, the correlational analyses begin to suggest the 
convergent and discriminant validity of the organizational trust scales. Some of the findings related to 
demographic group differences, to be discussed in more detail below, also begin to speak to issues of 
concurrent validity. However, we recognize that the research summarized in this report represents only 
the beginning of what needs to be an iterative, systematic and thoughtful scale development and 
refinement process. Finally, while the positive correlations between organizational trust levels and 
intentions to leave the military provide an initial approximation of predictive validity, as a correlation 
based on behavioural intention, it remains a proxy variable. Moreover, as a correlation, we cannot 
determine if a low level of organizational trust causes a decision to leave the military or vice versa. 
Untangling the direction of this effect would require longitudinal data analyses. 

4.3 Demographic Differences Associated with Organizational Trust 

We hypothesized and found that organizational trust levels were associated with minority status in the 
military in most cases. For instance, as expected, as members of a clear numerical minority in the 
military, organizational trust levels were significantly lower for women than men in this sample. 
Moreover, visible minority status was also associated with organizational trust levels: in particular and 
most revealingly, those respondents who indicated that they preferred not to indicate that they were a 
member of a visible minority had significantly lower organizational trust in the CA/CAF than those who 
indicated that they were not a member of a visible minority. Though not statistically significant, mean 
organizational trust in the CA/CAF for those respondents who indicated that they preferred not to indicate 
that they were a member of a visible minority was also lower than that found for those who indicated that 
they were a member of a visible minority. While the membership of this “prefer not to answer” group 
could theoretically include personnel who are not members of visible minorities, the low number of 
respondents in this group suggests that this is likely not the case. Indeed, similar to other organizations 
that have found that visible minority group members “are reluctant to identify themselves as such on 
workforce surveys” (Baklid, 2004, p. 8). 

Although we did find statistically significant effects for FOL, the direction of the effects was not as we 
had anticipated. Specifically, as assessed by the original organizational trust scale, Francophone 
respondents indicated higher levels of organizational trust than did Anglophones. Additional analyses 
indicated that this pattern was evident for 4 of the 5 trust scale items. For the 18-item reformulated 
organizational trust scale, Francophone respondents also indicated higher levels of organizational trust 
than did Anglophones. This pattern of results was evident for 10 of the 18 items, three of which were 
drawn from the Procedural Fairness Scale and five of which measured satisfaction with senior leaders. 
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This finding may suggest that programs and policies affirming bilingualism within the government, 
DND/CAF, and the CA are a success—however, there is no specific data in the current research to 
confirm that this is the reason for this empirical result. 

Consistent with the prior trust literature, we anticipated that organizational trust levels would differ based 
on release and career intentions. To test these hypotheses, we conducted ANOVAs examining potential 
differences in organizational-level trust for those respondents whose intentions were that they “definitely 
would” versus “definitely would not” leave the military in 1, 3 or 5 years. Similarly, we explored whether 
there were differences in organizational-level trust between those who indicated that they “definitely 
would” and “definitely would not” stay in the CA until retirement, beyond their current contract length, 
but likely not until retirement, for the duration of their current contract, or who would leave the military 
for the first available job. 

Our hypotheses were supported in terms of release intention and career intentions. Specifically, 
organizational trust scores were significantly lower for those indicating that they definitely would leave 
the military within 1, 3, or 5 years, relative to those who indicated that they definitely would not leave the 
military. Results were quite compelling with respect to career intentions. Respondents who indicated that 
they definitely would leave the military for the first available job had significantly lower organizational 
trust scores than those who indicated that they definitely would not leave. Indeed, these differences 
accounted for 25%–27% of the variance in organizational trust scores for the original and reformulated 
trust scales, respectively. Organizational trust scores were also significantly higher for those who 
indicated that they definitely would intend to stay in the military until retirement as compared to those 
who indicated that they definitely would not stay until retirement, an effect that accounted for 15%–19% 
of the variance in organizational trust scores. Similar patterns of significant differences were found 
between the two groups in terms of items assessing intention to stay until completing present terms of 
service and staying beyond present terms of service but not necessarily until retirement, although the 
percentage of variance accounted for was only between .040 and 12.6. 

Although results for both release and career intentions were in the same direction, at first we wondered 
why the results for intentions to leave the military for the first available job and intentions to remain in the 
military until retirement were associated with these notably higher amounts of variance accounted for. 
Upon reflection, we feel that although clearly related, the wording of the career intentions items are 
particularly revealing of an emotional or motivational component as reflected in the desire to leave for the 
first available job versus staying in the military until retirement, especially for those respondents who 
indicated that they definitely would do so versus those who indicated that they definitely would not leave 
before retirement. 

Although not a focus of our research, also as anticipated, trust levels increased with age, however only the 
oldest age group (45+ years of age) was significantly higher in levels of organizational trust than the other 
age groupings. Similarly, years of service were also associated with higher levels of organizational trust 
on both scales, with those who had served 25+ years in the CA reporting statistically significantly greater 
levels of organizational trust. While there were differences in organizational trust levels based on rank 
group, it was the Junior NCM group who had significantly lower organizational trust levels relative to 
Senior NCMs, Junior Officers and Senior Officers, whose organizational trust levels generally did not 
differ from each other. 

Other analyses of demographic group differences reported here were more exploratory in nature. For 
instance, we had no specific a priori predictions and found no significant effects of number of 
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deployments on organizational trust. Although there was a trend for those with more deployments to have 
higher organizational-level trust scores as assessed by the reformulated trust scale, it may be that this trend 
is actually accounted for by the positive correlation between years of service and number of deployments. 

We also had no firm predictions concerning the effects of marital status on organizational trust levels, yet 
found that married/common-law relationships had statistically higher levels of organizational trust 
relative to single personnel. On the one hand, personnel who are married may have greater exposure to 
the range of services that are available to military personnel and their families, which could conceivably 
increase organizational-level trust—if those experiences have been positive. Moreover, married personnel 
tend to be older in age and this correlation may be a third variable that actually accounts for this effect. 
Finally, ANOVA results regarding the effects of education level and occupation on organizational trust 
levels were not at all clear. Thus, these issues are left to pursue in future research, beginning with 
determining if this pattern of results can even be replicated. This may involve collapsing groups into more 
meaningful categories, especially in the case of the current 12 occupational groups. 

4.4 Organizational Trust in “At-Risk” Occupations in the CA 

A final exploratory question we pursued in this research concerned the potential relevance of the 
organizational trust construct to occupations deemed to be “at risk” in the CA. That is, we wondered 
whether organizational trust might play a role in the retention and attrition of CF personnel in occupations 
that are below preferred manning levels. The current analyses do not provide an ideal test of that question 
as we cannot compare the means of this sample with those from occupations that are not below preferred 
manning levels. 

Still, inspection of the descriptive findings for both the original and reformulated measures produced 
scale mean scores of 4.16 (SD = 1.05) and 3.68 (SD = 0.92), respectively. Similar results were evident for 
each of the individual at-risk occupations that were assessed here, keeping in mind that there did not seem 
to be a pattern of results for specific occupation that was interpretable. For example, we have no rationale 
as to why a geomatics technician might have lower levels of organizational trust than a signals officer, 
save for their potential relation to the overall organizational trust results regarding rank groups. While 
average organizational trust scores were above the scale mean of 3.0 for both the original and 
reformulated trust measures, it is also the case that these mean scores indicated that the average response 
across respondents was that they “somewhat agreed” with statements indicating high organizational-level 
trust in the CA/CAF. Of course, the current 6-item bipolar approach to the response scale for the 
organizational trust scales used in the 2010 Retention Survey, although efficient, does not allow for more 
fine-grained assessments of the extent or level of organizational trust. Thus, it may be beneficial to pursue 
a unipolar approach in future iterations of an organizational trust scale, a recommendation that also 
speaks to the future development of a scale of organizational-level trust. 

Based on this particular data set (which included solely “at-risk” military occupations), the overall pattern 
of results here suggest that something other than organizational-level trust may explain why the 
recruitment/attrition in these designated occupations are lower than desirable. While the correlations 
suggest that lower levels of organizational-level trust are often associated with other negative indicators, 
such as organizational or work cynicism, it is not clear that organizational-level trust is a driver of these 
results or simply forms part of an overall negative psychological surround for some individuals. 
Moreover, ANOVA results indicated that organizational trust levels do not account for much of the 
variance in even the group differences that were statistically significant. Overall, whatever the proximal 
reasons that may account for the lower retention numbers in these occupations, organizational trust would 
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seem to be, at best, a distal factor for this sample. However, while organizational trust may not affect 
retention at the occupational level, it may still be a factor for at-risk and vulnerable military members 
(e.g., injured soldiers), regardless of occupation. This is definitely a hypothesis deserving of future research. 

4.5 Limitations and Caveats 

While a useful initial exercise, the fact that this exploration was conducted with two preliminary measures 
of organizational trust rather than a psychometrically validated measure of organizational-level trust in 
the CA) means that the results presented here need to be interpreted with caution. As well, the analyses 
presented here are rudimentary and do not involve more complex statistical analytic techniques such as 
multiple or logistic regression or perhaps multi-level modelling, nor are they longitudinal in nature. It is 
possible that a more sophisticated research design and analytic strategy may have uncovered more 
compelling underlying relations among these measures of organizational trust and important outcomes 
such as intention to leave the military and organizational cynicism. Nevertheless, the analyses adopted 
here provide a useful first look and parallel the analytical strategy used by Koundakjian and Goldenberg 
(2012), providing an opportunity to more directly compare the results of these two studies. 

A further important caveat, with respect to all of the results presented in this report, concerns statistical 
significance versus the size of the effects associated with the results. For instance, despite the range of 
statistically significant effects, it is important to note that the absolute differences in mean values of 
organizational trust between different demographic groups was often low—at least based on the analyses 
conducted so far. Indeed, despite their statistical significance, the effect sizes associated with 
demographic results were usually below 10% of the variance, although there were exceptions, most 
notably for career intentions. Overall, while this may reflect the fact that organizational trust is simply not 
an outcome relative to the demographic groups in this sample of respondents, it may again reflect issues 
related to the items used to assess organizational-level trust here. Moreover, as indicated in the section 
above, the important consequences of organizational-level trust may well be more evident in other more 
vulnerable segments of the military community, a point to which we will return. 

4.6 Recommendations for Future Research 
4.6.1 Continued Conceptual Refinement of the Operational Definition of 

Personnel’s Trust in the Military as an Organization 

Conceptual refinement should continue regarding the operational definition of organizational-level trust. 
In particular, future modifications in this respect should reflect the important definitional work of Allen 
and Braun (2013) to a greater extent than is presently the case. Accordingly, a member’s trust in the CA is 
their perceptions of the competence, benevolence, integrity and predictability of their senior strategic 
leaders, as well as their perceptions of the organizational bureaucracy (policies, procedures, practices, and 
processes) that operationalize the intent and choices of their senior strategic leaders. Such definitions are 
important because they lay the groundwork to distinguish organizational-level trust from other 
important constructs such as trust in unit leaders and unit peers, thus reducing redundancy and allowing 
us to better determine the relative contributions of trust at various organizational levels to outcomes of 
interest. Nontheless, the current results obtained using the reformulated trust measure should provide 
the closest approximation of the results that would be obtained using a measure such as that of Allen 
and Braun—although this remains an empirical question. 



  

40  DRDC-RDDC-2018-R247 
 

  

4.6.2 Continued Development of a Measure of Organizational-Level Trust 

Efforts to continue the development and refinement of measures of organizational-level trust should also 
proceed. The 5-item measure of organizational trust originally used in this research is certainly one way 
to approach this construct; however we have pointed out the ways that this scale may fail to capture the 
essence of at least some aspects of organizational-level trust. In the current research we tried to advance 
our understanding of organizational-level trust by selecting other items from the existing measures in the 
2010 Retention Survey. Analyses of this reformulated organizational trust scale provided initial evidence 
of its psychometric soundness and validity. Together these analyses suggest that these important elements 
of the organizational trust construct also resonate with military personnel. 

Based on the current results we would recommend continued empirical exploration of the organizational 
trust construct. At a minimum this could involve determining if the current findings could be replicated in 
a separate sample of CA personnel. For instance, the 2006 Canadian Forces Retention Survey (cited in 
Stouffer, 2008) appears to contain at least some of the same items that were used in the current research. 
Of course continued exploration of existing data sets and further development and validation of a dedicated 
organizational trust measurer are not mutually exclusive endeavours and would serve to support each other. 

4.6.3 Empirical Tests of the Contribution of Individuals’ Trust in the 
Organization in Vulnerable Segments of the CAF/CA  

Organizational trust levels do not seem to be a particular feature for personnel in what were designated as 
“at risk” occupations in 2010, suggesting that something else is in play as to why recruitment/attrition in 
these designated occupations is low. To the extent that the assessment of the organizational trust levels in 
“at-risk” versus “not at-risk” military occupations remains an issue, it is recommended that a more 
general data set be utilized to explore this question further. Moreover, while organizational trust may not 
affect retention in specific occupations, it may still be a factor for at-risk and vulnerable military 
personnel (e.g., injured soldiers, members who have experienced sexual harassment and/or misconduct) 
regardless of occupation. Indeed, pursuing this line of inquiry is consistent with Mishra’s (1996) thinking 
that trust becomes especially important under crisis conditions that leave individuals vulnerable, in this 
case to the competence, predictability, integrity and benevolence of senior organizational leaders and the 
bureaucracy that is in place around needed resources. 
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5 Conclusion  

The current research represents a useful initial step in explorations of the nature and importance of 
organizational-level trust in a military context generally and to the CA more specifically. This is 
particularly the case as the 5-item Organizational Trust measure originally included in the survey does not 
appear to be in current use by CAF personnel researchers. Thus the current research represents some 
initial empirical explorations that attempt to better reflect contemporary models of organizational trust, at 
least to the extent possible in secondary analyses of an existing data set. 

Two findings may be of particular note for the CA. First, lower levels of organizational trust were 
associated with decisions to leave the military, which should be of concern overall, but perhaps especially 
in the “at-risk” occupations comprising the sample in the current research. Second, lower levels of 
organizational trust were also associated with membership in specific minority groups, in particular, 
women, a focus within the 2017 Canadian Defence Policy Strong, Secure, Engaged (SSE), and among 
individuals who preferred not to indicate their minority status. Such results tend to support the thinking 
that issues related to trust may become most important when feelings of vulnerability exist or become 
evident. Thus, explorations of organizational trust may be useful in other areas, for instance, for injured 
soldiers, members who have experienced sexual harassment and/or misconduct, and members transitioning 
to veteran status—again all groups mentioned as important foci of effort in SSE. It may well be that in 
these cases and groups that the range of impacts and consequences of threats to organizational trust are 
greatest, for individual CA members, for groups within the CA and in terms of costs to the CA itself. 
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Annex A 2010 CF Retention Survey Reliability Analyses for Army Sample 

Note: All analyses use listwise deletion of missing data. 

Table A.1: Affective commitment (6 items) N = 1,913, missing = 28. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .83 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 I would be happy to spend the rest of my career in the CF. 4.61 1.34 .55 .81 

2 I really feel as if the CF’s problems are my own. 3.72 1.37 .46 .83 

3 I do not feel like “part of the family” in the CF. 4.26 1.37 .59 .80 

4 I do not feel “emotionally attached” to the CF. 4.35 1.41 .69 .78 

5 The CF has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 4.84 1.14 .60 .80 

6 I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to the CF. 4.48 1.34 .70 .78 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 I would be happy to spend the rest of my career in the CF. 1.00 .39 .37 .39 .48 .45 

2 I really feel as if the CF’s problems are my own.  1.00 .27 .39 .40 .34 

3 I do not feel like “part of the family” in the CF.   1.00 .59 .35 .62 

4 I do not feel “emotionally attached” to the CF.    1.00 .52 .61 

5 The CF has a great deal of personal meaning for me.     1.00 .48 

6 I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to the CF.      1.00 
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Table A.2: Reliability—scale: continuance commitment (5 items) N = 1,928, missing = 13. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .76 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 It would be hard for me to leave the CF right now, even if I wanted to. 3.75 1.62 .57 .70 

2 Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided to leave the CF now. 3.61 1.63 .62 .68 

3 Right now, staying with the CF is a matter of necessity as much as desire. 3.60 1.55 .55 .70 

4 I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving the CF. 2.80 1.40 .57 .70 

5 If I had not already put so much of myself into the CF, I might consider working 
elsewhere. 

3.19 1.43 .31 .78 

 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Item Number and Wording 1 2 3 4 5 

1 It would be hard for me to leave the CF right now, even if I wanted to. 1.00 .70 .40 .39 .14 

2 Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided to leave the CF now.  1.00 .45 .43 .16 

3 Right now, staying with the CF is a matter of necessity as much as desire.   1.00 .46 .31 

4 I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving the CF.    1.00 .39 

5 If I had not already put so much of myself into the CF, I might consider working elsewhere.     1.00 
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Table A.3: Reliability—scale: normative commitment (6 items), N = 1,922, missing = 19. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .84 

Mean SD 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item  

1 I do not feel any obligation to remain with the CF. 3.53 1.49 .58 .34 .82 

2 Even if it was to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to 
leave the CF now. 

3.06 1.44 .65 .48 .81 

3 I would feel guilty if I left the CF now. 2.73 1.45 .67 .52 .80 

4 The CF deserves my loyalty. 4.20 1.39 .59 .38 .82 

5 I would not leave the CF right now because I have a sense of 
obligation to the people in my unit. 

3.29 1.54 .68 .48 .80 

6 I owe a great deal to the CF. 3.95 1.51 .54 .34 .83 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item Number and Wording 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 I do not feel any obligation to remain with the CF. 1.00 .44 .48 .43 .49 .39 

2 Even if it was to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave the CF now.  1.00 .64 .44 .56 .37 

3 I would feel guilty if I left the CF now.   1.00 .42 .60 .37 

4 The CF deserves my loyalty.    1.00 .45 .52 

5 I would not leave the CF right now because I have a sense of obligation to the people in my unit.     1.00 .44 

6 I owe a great deal to the CF.      1.00 
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Table A.4: Reliability—scale: CF fit: satisfaction (4 items), N = 1,918, missing = 23. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .80 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item  

1 The CF values, as expressed in military ethos, have a great 
deal of personal meaning for me. 

4.78 1.11 .50 .26 .80 

2 The CF operates in accordance with its values. 4.10 1.28 .57 .33 .78 

3 I feel like I fit into the CF. 4.73 1.20 .69 .59 .71 

4 I fit with the CF’s culture. 4.66 1.18 .71 .60 .71 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  

1 2 3 4 

1 The CF values, as expressed in military ethos, have a great deal of personal meaning for me. 1.00 .44 .41 .44 

2 The CF operates in accordance with its values.  1.00 .49 .49 

3 I feel like I fit into the CF.   1.00 .76 

4 I fit with the CF’s culture.    1.00 
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Table A.5: Reliability—scale: CF future: satisfaction (2 items) N = 1936, missing = 5. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .72 

Mean SD 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Alpha if Item Deleted 

Item Number and Wording 

1 The CF has a positive future. 4.37 1.28 .57 -- 

2 My occupation has a good future in the CF. 4.33 1.56 .57 -- 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 

1 Section 2: The CF - 1-6 - Satisfaction - The CF has a positive future. 1.00 .57 

2 Section 2: The CF - 1-6 - Satisfaction - My occupation has a good future in the CF.  1.00 
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Table A.6: Reliability—scale: original organizational trust: satisfaction (5 items) N = 1926, missing = 15. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .76 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if 

Item Deleted Item  

1 I trust the senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members. 3.83 1.39 .64 .49 .67 

2 I trust my unit leaders to make the right decisions for the unit. 4.04 1.42 .63 .50 .67 

3 I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me. 4.50 1.21 .42 .18 .75 

4 I trust the health care providers in the CF to look after my health and well-being. 4.21 1.39 .42 .19 .75 

5 I trust the military justice system to apply the Code of Service Discipline fairly. 4.29 1.34 .53 .28 .71 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 

1 I trust the senior leaders to make the right decisions for CF members. 1.00 .67 .33 .35 .45 

2 I trust my unit leaders to make the right decisions for the unit.  1.00 .39 .30 .44 

3 I trust my peers in my work unit to look out for me.   1.00 .25 .29 

4 I trust the health care providers in the CF to look after my health and well-being.    1.00 .36 

5 I trust the military justice system to apply the Code of Service Discipline fairly.     1.00 
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Table A.7: Reliability—scale: psychological withdrawal (6 items) N = 1,922, missing = 19. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .92 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if 

Item Deleted 
Item  

1 My focus on my job has changed from being something I am proud of to 
simply being a means to a paycheque. 

2.88 1.59 .77 .59 .91 

2 I am still very professional at work, but I just do not put as much effort as I 
used to. 

2.76 1.52 .76 .63 .91 

3 My body goes to work; my mind does not. 2.40 1.40 .81 .66 .91 

4 I ask myself these days, why go out of my way to do these extra things when 
I really do not have to. 

2.79 1.51 .77 .61 .91 

5 I find I fluctuate between hate and apathy when thinking about work. 2.51 1.48 .76 .61 .91 

6 I am less engaged in the issues at work than I used to be. 2.86 1.58 .82 .68 .91 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 My focus on my job has changed from being something I am proud of to simply being a means to a paycheque. 1.00 .65 .68 .64 .66 .67 

2 I am still very professional at work, but I just do not put as much effort as I used to.  1.00 .71 .64 .56 .72 

3 My body goes to work; my mind does not.   1.00 .67 .68 .72 

4 I ask myself these days, why go out of my way to do these extra things when I really do not have to.    1.00 .69 .70 

5 I find I fluctuate between hate and apathy when thinking about work.     1.00 .68 

6 I am less engaged in the issues at work than I used to be.      1.00 
  



  

DRDC-RDDC-2018-R247  57 
 

  

Table A.8: Reliability—scale: organizational cynicism (5 items) N = 1,926, missing = 15. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .90 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if 

Item Deleted Item  

1 When the CF says it’s going to do something, I doubt it will really happen. 3.43 1.44 .79 .69 .88 

2 I am skeptical about the likelihood of success for any future change efforts. 3.36 1.43 .78 .68 .88 

3 The CF expects one thing of its employees, but it rewards another. 3.61 1.38 .73 .56 .89 

4 When I think about how the CF acts, I feel frustrated. 3.30 1.40 .75 .58 .88 

5 When I hear our leaders talking how great things are going to be, I exchange 
‘knowing’ looks with coworkers. 

3.68 1.45 .74 .56 .89 

 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Item  1 2 3 4 5 

1 When the CF says it’s going to do something, I doubt it will really happen. 1.00 .80 .60 .63 .66 

2 I am skeptical about the likelihood of success for any future change efforts.  1.00 .61 .61 .64 

3 The CF expects one thing of its employees, but it rewards another.   1.00 .69 .62 

4 When I think about how the CF acts, I feel frustrated.    1.00 .65 

5 When I hear our leaders talking how great things are going to be, I exchange ‘knowing’ looks with coworkers.     1.00 
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Table A.9: Reliability—scale: work cynicism (4 items) N = 1,929, missing = 12. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .87 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 I am more cynical (doubtful) about whether my work contributes anything. 2.89 1.41 .75 .82 

2 I just want to do my job and not be bothered. 2.92 1.47 .58 .89 

3 I have become less enthusiastic about my work. 3.15 1.56 .77 .81 

4 I doubt the significance of my work. 2.60 1.43 .79 .80 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 

1 I am more cynical (doubtful) about whether my work contributes anything. 1.00 .48 .67 .77 

2 I just want to do my job and not be bothered.  1.00 .58 .51 

3 I have become less enthusiastic about my work.   1.00 .72 

4 I doubt the significance of my work.    1.00 
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Table A.10: Reliability—scale: fairness at work—distributive (4 items) N = 1,928 missing = 13. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .94 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 Do your outcomes reflect the effort you have put into your work? 3.13 1.13 .84 .94 

2 Are your outcomes appropriate for the work you have completed? 3.18 1.13 .89 .92 

3 Do your outcomes reflect what you have contributed? 3.13 1.16 .90 .92 

4 Are your outcomes justified, given your performance? 3.21 1.20 .83 .94 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 

1 Do your outcomes reflect the effort you have put into your work? 1.00 .82 .81 .74 

2 Are your outcomes appropriate for the work you have completed?  1.00 .87 .80 

3 Do your outcomes reflect what you have contributed?   1.00 .82 

4 Are your outcomes justified, given your performance?    1.00 
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Table A.11: Reliability—scale: fairness at work—procedural (7 items) N = 1,916, missing = 25. 

Item Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha = .91 
 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 Are you able to express your views and feelings during decision-making procedures? 3.31 1.14 .71 .90 

2 Do you have influence over the outcomes arrived at by decision-making procedures? 2.94 1.18 .76 .89 

3 Are decision-making procedures applied consistently? 2.90 1.11 .79 .89 

4 Are decision-making procedures free of bias? 2.68 1.15 .73 .90 

5 Are decision-making procedures based on accurate information? 3.10 1.01 .73 .90 

6 Are you able to appeal the outcomes arrived at by decision-making procedures? 2.63 1.14 .69 .90 

7 Do decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral standards? 3.41 1.08 .70 .90 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Are you able to express your views and feelings during decision-making procedures? 1.00 .76 .58 .51 .51 .56 .52 

2 Do you have influence over the outcomes arrived at by decision-making procedures?  1.00 .65 .53 .54 .63 .54 

3 Are decision-making procedures applied consistently?   1.00 .70 .66 .59 .61 

4 Are decision-making procedures free of bias?    1.00 .67 .56 .61 

5 Are decision-making procedures based on accurate information?     1.00 .54 .64 

6 Are you able to appeal the outcomes arrived at by decision-making procedures?      1.00 .51 

7 Do decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral standards?       1.00 
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Table A.12: Reliability—scale: fairness at work interpersonal (4 items) N = 1,930, missing = 11. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha =.94 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted Item  

1 Does your supervisor treat you in a polite manner? 4.17 .96 .90 .91 

2 Does your supervisor treat you with dignity? 4.14 1.01 .92 .90 

3 Does your supervisor treat you with respect? 4.11 1.03 .92 .90 

4 Does your supervisor refrain from improper remarks or comments? 4.02 1.13 .72 .97 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 

1 Does your supervisor treat you in a polite manner? 1.00 .91 .90 .70 

2 Does your supervisor treat you with dignity?  1.00 .94 .70 

3 Does your supervisor treat you with respect?   1.00 .70 

4 Does your supervisor refrain from improper remarks or comments?    1.00 
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Table A.13: Reliability—scale: fairness at work—informational (5 items) N = 1920, missing = 21. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .94 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 
 if Item 
Deleted 

Item  

1 Is your supervisor candid in his/her communications with you? 3.93 1.08 .74 .94 

2 Does your supervisor explain decision-making procedures thoroughly? 3.51 1.20 .87 .91 

3 Are your supervisor’s explanations regarding decision-making procedures reasonable? 3.56 1.16 .87 .91 

4 Does your supervisor communicate details (e.g., about decisions and procedures) in a timely 
manner? 

3.47 1.21 .86 .92 

5 Does your supervisor tailor his/her communications to your specific needs? 3.40 1.21 .80 .93 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Is your supervisor candid in his/her communications with you? 1.00 .71 .69 .67 .65 

2 Does your supervisor explain decision-making procedures thoroughly?  1.00 .84 .80 .74 

3 Are your supervisor’s explanations regarding decision-making procedures reasonable?   1.00 .82 .75 

4 Does your supervisor communicate details (e.g., about decisions and procedures) in a timely manner?    1.00 .77 

 Does your supervisor tailor his/her communications to your specific needs?     1.00 
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Table A.14: Reliability—scale: organizational justice (2 items) N = 1935 missing = 6. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .89 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Item  

1 Overall, I’m treated fairly at work. 4.00 1.02 .79 --. 

2 In general, employees are treated fairly in this workplace. 3.89 1.03 .79 --. 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 

1 Overall, I’m treated fairly at work. 1.00 .79 

2 In general, employees are treated fairly in this workplace.  1.00 
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Table A.15: Reliability—scale: satisfaction with leadership—leading the organization (6 items). 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .93 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item  

1 The way senior leaders* develop the operational capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks. 4.08 1.20 .78 .92 

2 The way senior leaders* communicate intent and coordinate processes to ensure the internal functioning 

and stability of the CF. 
3.99 1.20 .82 .92 

3 The way senior leaders* champion members’ interests and concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel 

support policies, programs and services. 
3.98 1.25 .78 .92 

4 The way senior leaders* manage relationships with the government and external organizations and adapt 

to changing conditions. 
4.04 1.17 .78 .93 

5 The way senior leaders* promote, exemplify and reinforce the military ethos. 4.07 1.25 .79 .92 

6 The overall effectiveness of senior leaders*. 4.09 1.23 .87 .91 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 The way senior leaders* develop the operational capabilities necessary to fulfill defence tasks. 1.00 .78 .62 .65 .63 .74 

2 The way senior leaders* communicate intent and coordinate processes to ensure the internal functioning and stability of 
the CF. 

 1.00 .70 .69 .66 .76 

3 The way senior leaders* champion members’ interests and concerns, and provide satisfactory personnel support policies, 
programs and services. 

  1.00 .68 .70 .73 

4 The way senior leaders* manage relationships with the government and external organizations and adapt to changing 
conditions. 

   1.00 .67 .72 

5 The way senior leaders* promote, exemplify and reinforce the military ethos.     1.00 .80 

6 The overall effectiveness of senior leaders*.      1.00 
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Table A.16: Reliability—scale: satisfaction with leadership—leading the unit (6 items) N = 1904, missing = 37. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .96 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Item  

1 The way my unit leaders direct, motivate and enable the achievement of goals and 
completion of tasks. 

4.03 1.30 .90 .83 .96 

2 The way my unit leaders keep members informed and build teamwork and cohesion. 3.92 1.36 .89 .81 .96 

3 The concern my unit leaders demonstrate for our well-being and fair treatment. 4.10 1.41 .89 .79 .96 

4 The ability of my unit leaders to use the lessons learned from experience in 
preparing for future activities. 

3.86 1.40 .85 .72 .96 

5 The way my unit leaders reinforce and set a positive example of professional 
conduct. 

4.16 1.36 .86 .76 .96 

6 The overall effectiveness of my unit leaders. 4.15 1.36 .93 .86 .95 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item  1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 The way my unit leaders direct, motivate and enable the achievement of goals and completion of tasks. 1.00 .87 .82 .79 .79 .87 

2 The way my unit leaders keep members informed and build teamwork and cohesion.  1.00 .83 .79 .78 .84 

3 The concern my unit leaders demonstrate for our well-being and fair treatment.   1.00 .78 .80 .86 

4 The ability of my unit leaders to use the lessons learned from experience in preparing for future activities.    1.00 .76 .82 

5 The way my unit leaders reinforce and set a positive example of professional conduct.     1.00 .86 

6 The overall effectiveness of my unit leaders.      1.00 
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Table A.17: Reliability—scale: job satisfaction (14 items) N = 1890, missing = 51. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .95 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 The resources (people, money, materiel) available to do my job. 3.51 1.45 .44 .95 

2 The quality of the tools and equipment provided to do my job properly. 3.86 1.36 .47 .95 

3 How challenging my work is. 4.33 1.34 .77 .94 

4 My feeling of accomplishing meaningful work. 4.21 1.42 .82 .94 

5 The variety in my work. 4.35 1.37 .77 .94 

6 The opportunities to use initiative. 4.42 1.39 .80 .94 

7 The opportunities for becoming more proficient in a specialized type of work. 4.00 1.47 .76 .94 

8 The opportunities to gain experience in my field of choice. 3.83 1.41 .77 .94 

9 The recognition I receive for my work. 3.89 1.40 .74 .94 

10 The decision-making opportunities that I have. 4.22 1.37 .80 .94 

11 The opportunities that I have to work towards my professional goals. 3.93 1.41 .80 .94 

12 The personal gratification that I have doing my job. 4.20 1.45 .84 .94 

13 My choice of occupation (trade). 4.42 1.55 .63 .95 

14 My job overall. 4.32 1.37 .84 .94 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 The resources (people, money, materiel) available to do my job. 1.00 .70 .30 .35 .28 .29 .35 .36 .38 .32 .37 .32 .23 .34 

2 The quality of the tools and equipment provided to do my job 

properly. 
 1.00 .33 .36 .32 .33 .35 .37 .37 .35 .37 .33 .28 .34 

3 How challenging my work is.   1.00 .80 .75 .69 .61 .58 .52 .62 .58 .73 .49 .68 

4 My feeling of accomplishing meaningful work.    1.00 .77 .72 .65 .61 .60 .67 .63 .80 .50 .75 

5 The variety in my work.     1.00 .73 .63 .60 .55 .62 .59 .72 .50 .68 

6 The opportunities to use initiative.      1.00 .68 .61 .61 .78 .67 .69 .50 .68 

7 The opportunities for becoming more proficient in a specialized 

type of work. 
      1.00 .71 .57 .62 .68 .65 .47 .66 

8 The opportunities to gain experience in my field of choice.        1.00 .62 .64 .74 .66 .56 .67 

9 The recognition I receive for my work.         1.00 .70 .70 .64 .48 .66 

10 The decision-making opportunities that I have.          1.00 .73 .69 .53 .70 

11 The opportunities that I have to work towards my professional 

goals. 
          1.00 .70 .53 .69 

12 The personal gratification that I have doing my job.            1.00 .58 .82 

13 My choice of occupation (trade).             1.00 .70 

14 My job overall.              1.00 
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Table A.18: Reliability—scale: pay and benefits (5 items) N = 1902, missing = 39. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .86 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 

Item 

1 My rate of pay. 4.53 1.18 .77 .81 

2 My pay when compared to similar jobs outside the CF. 4.21 1.37 .72 .82 

3 Environmental allowances (e.g., aircrew, sea duty, field operation). 4.11 1.46 .53 .87 

4 CF pension benefits. 4.52 1.24 .59 .85 

5 Overall pay and benefits. 4.64 1.11 .84 .79 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 

1 My rate of pay. 1.00 .77 .45 .50 .76 

2 My pay when compared to similar jobs outside the CF.  1.00 .45 .45 .70 

3 Environmental allowances (e.g., aircrew, sea duty, field operation).   1.00 .39 .54 

4 CF pension benefits.    1.00 .66 

5 Overall pay and benefits.     1.00 
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Table A.19: Reliability—scale: career progression (14 items) N = 1791, missing = 144. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .95 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 My rate of promotion so far in my occupation. 4.03 1.49 .68 .95 

2 Future promotion opportunities in my occupation. 3.89 1.50 .66 .95 

3 The way competencies and promotions are linked. 3.26 1.51 .73 .94 

4 The fairness of the personnel appraisal process (i.e. PDR/PER).  3.31 1.50 .68 .95 

5 Promotion decisions in my occupation or Branch. 3.66 1.36 .76 .94 

6 The fairness of the merit processes related to promotions (i.e., all the steps in the system). 3.49 1.40 .70 .95 

7 The quality of career management that I have received. 3.64 1.38 .78 .94 

8 The way my career manager assists me with my career planning. 3.47 1.42 .74 .94 

9 I am satisfied with the career managers’ and administrators’ ability to strike a fair balance 
between service requirements and my personal circumstances. 

3.77 1.41 .74 .94 

10 The fair treatment by the career system (feedback, resolution of complaints, my career 
preferences). 

3.73 1.36 .81 .94 

11 Opportunities for changing occupations. 3.72 1.36 .63 .95 

12 The consideration of my input regarding my career. 3.67 1.40 .78 .94 

13 My professional growth and development. 3.92 1.37 .78 .94 

14 My career overall. 4.16 1.33 .79 .94 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 My rate of promotion so far in my occupation. 1.00 .74 .62 .53 .65 .55 .48 .41 .40 .49 .42 .45 .56 .60 

2 Future promotion opportunities in my occupation.  1.00 .60 .50 .65 .55 .44 .40 .38 .46 .38 .43 .55 .55 

3 The way competencies and promotions are linked.   1.00 .68 .71 .66 .51 .47 .47 .53 .48 .50 .57 .57 

4 The fairness of the personnel appraisal process (i.e., PDR/PER).     1.00 .65 .71 .47 .44 .44 .52 .42 .48 .50 .50 

5 Promotion decisions in my occupation or Branch.     1.00 .80 .54 .50 .49 .56 .44 .51 .56 .56 

6 The fairness of the merit processes related to promotions (i.e., all 

the steps in the system). 
     1.00 .48 .46 .44 .51 .40 .45 .50 .49 

7 The quality of career management that I have received.       1.00 .84 .77 .78 .53 .74 .65 .66 

8 The way my career manager assists me with my career planning.        1.00 .79 .76 .50 .74 .61 .61 

9 I am satisfied with the career managers’ and administrators’ ability 

to strike a fair balance between service requirements and my 

personal circumstances. 

        1.00 .81 .52 .76 .61 .62 

10 The fair treatment by the career system (feedback, resolution of 

complaints, my career preferences). 
         1.00 .57 .76 .67 .68 

11 Opportunities for changing occupations.           1.00 .64 .58 .60 

12 The consideration of my input regarding my career.            1.00 .71 .69 

13 My professional growth and development.             1.00 .80 

14 My career overall.              1.00 
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Table A.20: Reliability—scale: postings (6 items) N = 673, missing = 1268. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .73 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 Too few - Too many - The frequency or expected frequency of postings. 1.49 .50 -.10 .78 

2 The variety of postings. 3.32 1.40 .49 .71 

3 The opportunity to settle down in a certain area. 2.96 1.44 .57 .66 

4 The time between my posting notice and my move. 3.32 1.45 .57 .66 

5 The average length of time between postings. 2.98 1.29 .63 .64 

6 The fairness of posting decisions. 3.16 1.38 .55 .67 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Too few - Too many - The frequency or expected frequency of postings. 1.00 .07 -.30 -.06 -.05 -.02 

2 The variety of postings.  1.00 .30 .30 .32 .37 

3 The opportunity to settle down in a certain area.   1.00 .49 .57 .43 

4 The time between my posting notice and my move.    1.00 .52 .39 

5 The average length of time between postings.     1.00 .45 

6 The fairness of posting decisions.      1.00 
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Table A.21: Reliability—scale: work-life balance (11 items) N = 1728, missing = 213. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .94 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 Effects my career has on my personal relationships. 3.67 1.32 .78 .93 

2 Effects my career has on my family. 3.55 1.32 .82 .93 

3 Effects my family responsibilities have on my work. 4.10 1.06 .70 .93 

4 Effects my family responsibilities have on my career goals. 4.05 1.10 .67 .93 

5 Effects my career has on my free time. 3.83 1.25 .72 .93 

6 Time spent away from my family (training, deployment). 3.59 1.29 .77 .93 

7 Frequency of being away from my family. 3.69 1.26 .77 .93 

8 Effects my career has on my spouse’s or partner’s employment. 3.41 1.38 .69 .93 

9 Support for family during my extended absences. 3.82 1.37 .58 .94 

10 Effects my career has on my children’s education. 3.76 1.23 .68 .93 

11 Overall work and personal life balance. 3.84 1.26 .84 .92 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 Effects my career has on my personal relationships. 1.00 .86 .57 .55 .60 .61 .62 .54 .46 .51 .73 

2 Effects my career has on my family.  1.00 .62 .59 .61 .64 .65 .59 .48 .56 .73 

3 Effects my family responsibilities have on my work.   1.00 .82 .52 .51 .52 .47 .41 .48 .59 

4 Effects my family responsibilities have on my career goals.    1.00 .50 .49 .50 .46 .37 .47 .56 

5 Effects my career has on my free time.     1.00 .62 .60 .51 .43 .50 .74 

6 Time spent away from my family (training, deployment).      1.00 .87 .56 .46 .53 .69 

7 Frequency of being away from my family.       1.00 .57 .45 .53 .70 

8 Effects my career has on my spouse’s or partner’s employment.        1.00 .47 .61 .59 

9 Support for family during my extended absences.         1.00 .53 .56 

10 Effects my career has on my children’s education.          1.00 .61 

11 Overall work and personal life balance.           1.00 
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Table A.22: Reliability—scale: health at work / psychological strain (10 items) N = 1750, missing = 191. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .92 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 Did you feel tired-out for no good reason? 2.53 1.05 .63 .92 

2 Did you feel nervous? 1.98 .98 .67 .92 

3 Did you feel so nervous that nothing could calm you down? 1.38 .75 .71 .91 

4 Did you feel hopeless? 1.59 .94 .77 .91 

5 Did you feel restless or fidgety? 1.87 .97 .69 .91 

6 Did you feel so restless that you could not sit still? 1.49 .84 .66 .92 

7 Did you feel depressed? 1.80 1.00 .77 .91 

8 Did you feel that everything was an effort? 1.87 1.00 .74 .91 

9 Did you feel so sad that nothing could cheer you up? 1.57 .89 .71 .91 

10 Did you feel worthless? 1.43 .83 .70 .91 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 Did you feel tired-out for no good reason? 1.00 .49 .43 .52 .49 .42 .52 .60 .51 .42 

2 Did you feel nervous?  1.00 .67 .56 .57 .45 .54 .50 .45 .45 

3 Did you feel so nervous that nothing could calm you down?   1.00 .61 .55 .59 .53 .50 .50 .53 

4 Did you feel hopeless?    1.00 .53 .52 .69 .59 .60 .66 

5 Did you feel restless or fidgety?     1.00 .71 .54 .52 .48 .46 

6 Did you feel so restless that you could not sit still?      1.00 .50 .51 .49 .46 

7 Did you feel depressed?       1.00 .65 .65 .67 

8 Did you feel that everything was an effort?        1.00 .65 .56 

9 Did you feel so sad that nothing could cheer you up?         1.00 .62 

10 Did you feel worthless?          1.00 
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Table A.23: Reliability—scale: you and your occupation (4 items) N = 1915, missing = 26. 

Item Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha = .69 

Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Item 

1 I felt well trained occupationally for the rank level I presently hold. 4.04 1.09 .52 .60 

2 I felt prepared for CF leadership courses (such as Intermediate Leadership 
Qualification, Primary Leadership Qualification, Advanced Leadership Qualification). 

4.01 1.01 .43 .65 

3 I feel my occupation is still a good fit for me. 3.93 1.19 .60 .54 

4 I would leave my occupation if given the opportunity for an out of trade position. 3.06 1.43 .38 .70 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Item 1 2 3 4 

1 I felt well trained occupationally for the rank level I presently hold. 1.00 .55 .44 .23 

2 I felt prepared for CF leadership courses (such as Intermediate Leadership Qualification, Primary Leadership 
Qualification, Advanced Leadership Qualification). 

 1.00 .34 .16 

3 I feel my occupation is still a good fit for me.   1.00 .49 

4 I would leave my occupation if given the opportunity for an out of trade position.    1.00 
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List of Symbols/Abbreviations/Acronyms/Initialisms  

CA Canadian Army 

CAC Canadian Army Commander 

CAF  Canadian Armed Forces 

CF Canadian Forces 

DGMPRA Director General Military Personnel Research and Analysis 

DRDC Defence Research and Development Canada 

DWAN Defence Wide Area Network 

M Mean (average) score 

MPC Military Personnel Command 

ηp
2 eta squared; measure of effect size for ANOVA 

POS Perception of Organizational Support 

SD Standard Deviation 
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In 2014, Defence Research and Development Canada – Toronto Research Centre began 
research investigating the nature and impact of organizational trust for the Canadian Army 
(Thompson & Gill, 2015). The current research begins to address a foundational 
recommendation made by Thompson and Gill: to develop a reliable and valid measure of an 
individual’s trust in their organization for a military context. The current research report pursues 
this recommendation, conducting secondary data analyses of the 2010 Canadian Forces (CF) 
Retention Survey (Koundakjian & Goldenberg, 2012) to provide initial tests of the psychometric 
properties of two potential approaches to the measurement of organizational trust in a military 
context. The first is a 5-item organizational trust scale originally included in the 2010 Retention 
Survey, and the second is an 18-item scale drawn from other existing measures in the 2010 
Retention Survey. As the 18-item measure includes items from a variety of other measures, it 
acts as essentially a proxy measure based on items that conformed to the operational definition 
of organizational trust outlined in Thompson and Gill (2015). 

Initial psychometric analyses revealed that the two approaches to assessing organizational trust 
were of some value and, overall, produced similar patterns of results. Supporting the initial 
validity of two measures of organizational trust, higher levels of organizational trust were 
significantly positively associated with greater organizational commitment, job satisfaction, 
perceived work fairness, and organizational justice, and significantly negatively associated with 
cynicism, psychological withdrawal, psychological strain, and intentions to leave the military. 
Higher levels of organizational trust were also associated with greater satisfaction with the more 
concrete aspects of work, such as pay and benefits, deployments, postings, and career 
progression. 

A second objective of the current research explores potential differences in organizational trust 
levels as a function of demographic variables. To do this, we adopted the approach used in 
Koundakjian and Goldenberg’s (2012) original analysis of the 2010 Retention Survey. Based on 
the wider literature in this area, we predicted that, all things being equal, members of minority 
groups in the military would have lower levels of organizational trust than would members of 
majority groups. This prediction was generally confirmed. For instance, organizational trust 
levels tended to be lower for females than males, and lower for individuals who chose not to 
indicate whether they were members of a visible minority group. There were also group 
differences as a function of first official language, although the direction of the effect was 
counter to predictions: Francophones reported significantly higher organizational trust levels 
relative to Anglophones. Organizational trust levels also differed based on marital status, age, 
years of service, and rank. Although there were a number of statistically significant group 
differences, the percentage of variance accounted for in organizational trust levels was 
generally quite small. 

One striking exception in terms of amount of variance accounted for occurred, however. 
Following from the organizational literature we predicted that organizational trust levels would 
be related to attitudes toward a future career in the military. This prediction was confirmed in 
that those who indicated that they would definitely leave the military within 1 to 5 years and for 
the first available job had significantly lower levels of organizational trust than those who 
definitely intended to stay in the military. Indeed, these differences accounted for 20–25% of the 
variance in organizational trust levels. 

We make a number of recommendations for future research in this area based on the current 
results. In particular this results support the requirement for a (1) a dedicated effort directed 
toward the development of a pool of organizational trust items to be the subject of systematic 
scale development efforts. Once validated, the measure should be used to (2) assess the 
potential impact of organizational trust on important individual well-being and organizational 
outcomes, especially for military members whose status or experience leaves them feeling more 
vulnerable with respect to the military organization. 

 

En 2014, le Centre de recherches de Toronto de Recherche et développement pour la défense 
Canada a entrepris une étude sur la nature et l’incidence de la confiance organisationnelle pour 
l’Armée canadienne (Thompson et Gill, 2015). On commence par aborder une recommandation 
fondamentale de Thompson et Gill : l’élaboration d’une mesure valide et fiable de la confiance 



  

  

d’une personne en son organisation dans un contexte militaire. Dans le présent rapport de 
recherche, nous donnons suite à cette recommandation en procédant à une analyse des 
données préexistantes dans le sondage sur le maintien de l’effectif des Forces Canadiennes 
(FC) 2010 (Koundakjian et Goldenberg, 2012) afin de fournir les premiers essais des propriétés 
psychométriques de deux approches possibles pour mesurer la confiance organisationnelle 
dans un contexte militaire. La première approche consiste en une échelle de confiance 
organisationnelle à cinq points, qui faisait partie dès le départ du sondage de 2010 sur le 
maintien de l’effectif. Quant à la deuxième approche, celle-ci consiste en une échelle de 
confiance organisationnelle à 18 points, tirée d’autres mesures existantes dans le même 
sondage. Comme la mesure à 18 points comprend des éléments provenant de diverses autres 
mesures, celle-ci sert de mesure de substitution basée sur des éléments qui concordaient avec 
la définition opérationnelle de la confiance organisationnelle telle qu’énoncée par Thompson 
et Gill (2015). 

Les analyses psychométriques initiales ont révélé que les deux approches pour mesurer la 
confiance organisationnelle avaient un certain intérêt, et dans l’ensemble, produisaient des 
résultats semblables. Pour appuyer la validité initiale des deux mesures de confiance 
organisationnelle, les niveaux supérieurs étaient positivement associés à un degré plus élevé 
d’engagement organisationnel, de satisfaction au travail, d’équité ressentie au travail et de 
justice organisationnelle, tandis qu’à l’inverse, ils étaient négativement associés au cynisme, au 
repli sur soi, à la détresse psychologique et à l’intention de quitter la vie militaire. Les niveaux 
plus élevés de confiance organisationnelle étaient aussi associés à une plus grande satisfaction 
des aspects concrets du travail, tels que la paie et les avantages sociaux, les déploiements, les 
affectations et l’avancement professionnel. 

Comme deuxième objectif de la recherche actuelle, nous avons exploré les différences 
possibles dans la confiance organisationnelle en fonction de variables démographiques. Pour 
ce faire, nous avons adopté l’approche utilisée dans l’analyse initiale de Koundakjian et 
Goldenberg’s (2012) du sondage de 2010 sur le maintien de l’effectif. D’après l’essentiel de la 
littérature dans ce domaine, nous avions prédit que, tout bien considéré, les membres des 
groupes minoritaires dans les FAC auraient des niveaux de confiance organisationnelle plus 
bas que ceux des groupes majoritaires. Cette prédiction s’est généralement confirmée. Par 
exemple, les niveaux de confiance organisationnelle tendaient à être plus faibles pour les 
femmes que pour les hommes, et plus faibles pour les personnes qui avaient choisi de ne pas 
indiquer leur appartenance à une minorité visible. Il y avait aussi des différences dans les 
groupes en fonction de la langue maternelle, même si l’effet de ces différences était contraire 
aux prédictions; les francophones ont indiqué des niveaux de confiance organisationnelle 
considérablement plus élevés par rapport aux anglophones. Ces niveaux variaient aussi en 
fonction de l’état matrimonial, de l’âge, des années de service et du grade. Même s’il y avait des 
différences statistiquement importantes chez les différents groupes, le pourcentage d’écart dans 
la confiance organisationnelle était généralement faible. 

Une exception frappante au point de vue écart s’est toutefois manifestée. D’après la littérature 
organisationnelle, nous avions prédit que les niveaux de confiance organisationnelle seraient 
liés aux perspectives de carrière future dans les FAC. Cette prédiction a été confirmée; ceux qui 
avaient indiqué qu’ils quitteraient certainement la vie militaire d’ici un à cinq ans et pour le 
premier emploi disponible avaient des niveaux de confiance organisationnelle nettement plus 
faibles que ceux qui avaient indiqué qu’ils demeureraient au sein des FAC. En fait, ces 
différences ont compté pour 20 à 25 % de l’écart dans les niveaux de confiance 
organisationnelle. 

Nous avons formulé plusieurs recommandations de recherches futures dans ce domaine sur la 
base des résultats actuels. En particulier, ces résultats appuient le besoin d’un effort ciblé 
(1) pour l’élaboration d’un bassin de mesures de confiance dans l’organisation qui pourraient 
faire l’objet d’efforts de développement d’échelle systémique.  Une fois qu’elle serait validée, la 
mesure devrait être utilisée pour évaluer l’effet possible de la confiance organisationnelle sur les 
résultats importants en matière de mieux-être personnel et de résultats organisationnels, surtout 
chez les militaires dont le statut ou l’expérience leur donne une impression de vulnérabilité par 
rapport à l’organisation militaire. 
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