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Abstract

This paper (a) reports the results of the 2010 mmfd=thics Survey that was completed by
Regular Force, Reserve Force (Classes A and B)ciaiidn DND personnel in the fall of

2010 and (b) compares the 2010 administrationa®@93 Defence Ethics Survey. The overall
response rate for the 2010 survey administration 2va3% (Regular Force = 28.7%; Reserve
Force Class A = 12.6%; Reserve Force Class B =#86@vilian DND personnel = 31.3%).

The Complex Samples Module in SPSS Version 19 wed to analyze the data. In particular,
the Complex Samples General Linear Model (CSGLMEfion was used to conduct the
ANOVAs and multiple linear regressions presenteging while the Complex Samples Crosstabs
(CSTABULATE) function was used to conduct chi-squgests of independence. The difference
between how personnel perceive their current opgdioinal ethical climate and personnel’s
individual expectations regarding what the orgatiizel ethical climate should be like has
improved since 2003 to 2010. When the results weadyzed as a function of subgroups, rank
emerged as one of the most important demographigbles in explaining key group differences.
Key recommendations are made regarding how to ptbadth the next survey administration.

Résumé

Ce document (a) fait I'état des résultats du Sandagl'éthique de la Défense de 2010, mené
aupres de la Force réguliére, de la Force de régelasses A et B) et du personnel civil du MDN
au cours de l'automne 2010, et (b) établit une @vaigpon entre le sondage de 2010 et le Sondage
sur I'éthique de la Défense de 2003. Le taux densgpgénéral est de 27,3 % pour le sondage

de 2010 (28,7 % pour la Force réguliere, 12,6 % fmEorce de réserve classe A, 36,5 % pour

la Force de réserve classe B et 31,3 % pour l@pees civil du MDN). Le module d'échantillons
complexes du SPSS version 19 a été utilisé pouyserdes données. Plus précisément, la fonction
de modele linéaire généralisé d'échantillons corgald€CSGLM) a été utilisée pour effectuer les
analyses de variance et les nombreuses régredisi@aises contenues dans ce document, tandis
que la fonction de tabulations recoupées d'écthamticomplexes (CSTABULATE) a servi pour
effectuer les tests X2 d'indépendance. La diffézeamtdre la perception actuelle du climat éthique
en milieu de travail et les attentes individuetiespersonnel en matiére de climat éthique propice
en milieu de travail s'est améliorée de 2003 a 2D&é@rade apparait comme l'une des variables
démographiques les plus importantes dans I'exfitates difféerences importantes au sein du
groupe lorsque les résultats sont analysés enidondés sous-groupes. Des recommandations
importantes sont formulées quant a la fagcon dedplercpour le prochain sondage.
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Executive summary

2010 Defence Ethics Survey Report: Sponsor Research Report
2011

Deanna L. Messervey; Glen Howell; Tingting Gou; Mar  tin Yelle; DGMPRA TM
2011-037; Defence R&D Canada — DGMPRA; December 201 1.

Introduction: The Defence Ethics Program promotes and encoufaigesid DND personnel

to engage in ethical practices in their workplatee Defence Ethics Survey assesses ethical
decision-making among defence personnel and hasdzbeinistered by in 1999, 2003, 2007,
and 2010. The purpose of this report is to adseasorganizational ethical climate, individual
values, individual approaches to ethics, and sdnat moral intensity influence ethical decision-
making based upon the results of the 2010 DefettiesESurvey using Complex Samples.

Results:

a. Organizational ethical climate from 2003 to 2010The organizational ethical climate
improved from 2003 to 2010, especially with regardupervisors’ expectations,
supervisors’ behaviours, and co-workers’ behaviours

b. Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey Resail The discrepancy between
how personnel perceive their current organizatietiaical climate and personnel’s
individual beliefs about what the organizationdlieal climate should be like
has improved (i.e., decreased over time) since 20@810.

c. Organizational ethical climate based on subgroup2010): When organizational
ethical climate was examined by examining the 20i®ey results, we found several
important subgroup differences. Civilian DND pemsel were more likely than
Regular Force personnel to report less favouradgdegptions of organizational ethical
climate. Junior NCMs were less likely than theeottihree rank groups to report
positive perceptions of organizational ethical dien Additionally, personnel with
college diplomas were less likely than personned Wwad high school diplomas or
university degrees to report favourable perceptairrganizational ethical climate.

d. Discrepancy between Organizational Ethical Climateind Individual Values based
on subgroup comparisons (2010DND employees reported greater discrepancies
between current organizational ethical climate ted personal beliefs about what
the organizational ethical climate should be likart military personnel. Personnel
who have high school or college diplomas reportedigr discrepancies than personnel
who have graduate degrees. Likewise, Junior NGerted greater discrepancies
than Senior Officers with regard to the differebetween their current perceptions
of organizational ethical climate and their perddmsdiefs regarding what the ethical
climate should be like. In addition, personnel vitag 6-10 years of service reported
larger discrepancies than personnel with 25 yeansooe of service.
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e. Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making (2010) Rank accounted for the greatest
proportion of variance in the approaches to ethdeaision-making scale.

f.  Ethical Judgements (201Q)When personnel were asked to judge five hypathkti
ethical dilemmas on eight criteria, rank accourfitedhe greatest proportion
of variance.

g. Situational Moral Intensity (2010): In general, the more personnel believed that
people in their workplace would consider a decismbe inappropriate (social
consensus), the more they recognized that a situptesented an ethical issue.

The more personnel perceived possible harm reguditim the decision (magnitude

of consequences), the more people in one’s workphaauld consider the decision

to be inappropriate (social consensus). Simildhg,more the decision was perceived
to cause negative consequences (probability of@fféne greater the likelihood that
personnel would judge the decision made in theatenas unethical and the more
they indicated that they definitely would not make same decision described

in the scenarios.

h. Training (2010): Most Defence personnel reported receiving etinaising. Reserve
Force Class B personnel reported receiving moriesetiaining than civilians DND
employees and Regular Force personnel.

i.  Written Comments (2010) When personnel were asked to identify the most
important single ethical issue in the CF/DND, thestfrequent comment pertained
to the fair and equitable treatment of persontelddition, personnel commented
on the importance of all defence staff, includiegisr leaders, to maintain Defence
ethical obligations.

Significance: Overall, this report provides support for the asgerthat the organizational ethical
climate has improved since 2003, especially amottitany personnel. In addition, the results
suggest that rank and education are the most iapidi@ctors for explaining differences in
ethical decision-making. This report is the f&6MPRA publication to use Complex Samples
in SPSS to analyze survey results, which enablés nmke more statistically valid inferences
regarding the survey population.

Future plans: In light of advances in the field of ethical deoisimaking, it is recommended
that the DEP ethical decision-making model be rargred prior to the next administration.
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Introduction : le Programme d'éthique de la Défense encourggersennel des FC et du MDN

a favoriser les pratiques éthiques en milieu deattalLe Sondage sur I'éthique de la Défense, qui
a été réalisé en 1999, en 2003, en 2007 et en 20alye la prise de décisions éthiques au sein
du personnel de la Défense. L'objectif de ce rapmgsird'évaluer la fagon dont le climat éthique
en milieu de travail, les valeurs individuelless &pproches individuelles en matiére d'éthique

et l'intensité situationnelle influent sur la pride décisions éthiques, en fonction des résultats
du Sondage sur I'éthique de la Défense de 2010 et sur des échantillons complexes.

Résultats :

a. Climat éthique en milieu de travail de 2003 a 2010le climat éthique en milieu de
travail s'est amélioré de 2003 a 2010, particulienat en ce qui concerne les attentes
des superviseurs, ainsi que le comportement des\dseurs et des collégues.

b. Comparaison des résultats des sondages sur I'éthigjde 2003 et de 2010 :
I'écart entre la perception actuelle du climataathien milieu de travail et les attentes
individuelles du personnel en matiére de climaiéi propice en milieu de travail
s'est amélioré de 2003 a 2010 (c.-a-d., qu'il ardignavec le temps).

c. Climat éthique en milieu de travail en fonction desous-groupes (2010)nombre
de différences ont été remarquées au sein degysouges lors de I'examen des
résultats du sondage de 2010 sur le climat étrequmilieu de travail. Le personnel
civil du MDN est plus susceptible que le persortteela Force réguliere de rapporter
des impressions défavorables sur le climat éthégqumilieu de travail. Les militaires
du rang (subalternes), comparativement aux traresugroupes de grades, sont les
moins susceptibles de rapporter des impressiomsdhles sur le climat éthique en
milieu de travail. De plus, le personnel possédardipldme d'études collégiales a
moins tendance a rapporter des impressions fawewablr le climat éthique en milieu
de travail que le personnel ayant un dipldme d&tigiecondaires ou universitaires.

d. Ecart entre le climat éthique en milieu de travailet les valeurs des individus
selon la comparaison des sous-groupes (2010%cart entre le climat éthique actuel
en milieu de travail et les croyances personnellesit au climat éthique propice en
milieu de travail est plus important pour le perseirdu MDN que pour le personnel
militaire. L'écart est plus grand pour le persorayeint un dipléme d'études secondaires
ou collégiales que pour le personnel ayant un dipld'études universitaires. L'écart
entre le climat éthique actuel en milieu de tragales croyances personnelles quant au
climat éthique propice en milieu de travail estlégent plus grand pour les militaires
du rang (subalternes) que pour les officiers sepési L'écart était aussi plus grand
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pour le personnel comptant de six a dix ans deécgeque pour le personnel ayant
vingt-cing ans ou plus d'expérience.

e. Approches en matiére de prise de décisions éthiquéz010) :le grade est la
principale cause d'écart dans les approches epmalé prise de décisions éthiques.

f.  Jugements éthiques (2010)lorsque le personnel a eu a se prononcer sur
cing dilemmes éthiques potentiels selon huit @g&gle grade est apparu comme
la principale cause d'écart.

g. Intensité situationnelle (2010) en général, plus les membres du personnel croient
que leurs collegues jugeraient une décision ingpj#e (consensus social), plus ils
reconnaissent que la situation présente un probitonére éthique. Plus les membres
du personnel croient gu’une décision entraineesta@bnséquences dangereuses
(ampleur des conséquences), plus ils croient gus tollégues jugeraient cette
décision inappropriée (consensus social). Dan®laeoptique, plus la décision
semble avoir de conséquences négatives (probadpililéy ait des effets), plus les
membres du personnel jugent la décision prise ld@nscénarios comme n'étant pas
éthique; ils sont ainsi beaucoup plus enclins agmeeune décision différente de celle
des scénarios.

h. Formation (2010) :la majorité du personnel de la Défense indiquéraovi une
formation en matiere d'éthique. Le personnel deolae de réserve classe B indique
avoir recu une formation plus compléte en mati&thijue que les employés civils
du MDN et le personnel de la Force réguliére.

i. Commentaires écrits (2010) lorsque le personnel devait indiquer le probléth@ée
le plus important au sein des FC et du MDN, lesroemtaires se rapportaient en
grande majorité au traitement juste et équitablpatgonnel. De plus, le personnel
souligne a quel point il est important pour toup&sonnel de la Défense, y compris
les officiers supérieurs, de maintenir les obligagi éthiques de la Défense.

Signification : en résumé, ce rapport appuie l'idée selon laqueltdithat éthique en milieu

de travail s'est amélioré depuis 2003, en partcalu sein du personnel militaire. De plus, les
résultats portent & croire que le grade et I'édureabnt les principaux facteurs de différence en
matiére de prise de décisions éthiques. Ce rappbla premiere publication du DGRAPM pour
laguelle des échantillons complexes dans le SPE&®mnitilisés afin d’analyser les résultats

du sondage, ce qui nous permet de faire des irdésestatistiques plus justes concernant

la population qui a fait I'objet du sondage.

Plans pour I'avenir : a la lumiére des avancées dans le domaine des ges#ecisions éthiques,

il est recommandé de procéder a un nouvel examemodéle de prise de décisions éthiques
du DPE avant d'effectuer un nouveau sondage

vi DGMPRA TM 2011-037



Table of contents

Y 013 1 = VX S PP P PP TOPPPP [
RESUIME ..ot ottt e oo e et ettt e e e oo e e e bbbttt e e e e e bt bbbt e et e e e e e e e e nnbbbbaeeeeeee s [
EXE@CULIVE SUIMIMIAIY ... ettt eeeteeeebee ettt s s e st eseseeesneesnesnnnsnnnns iii
T0] 10110 F= T = PR PP PP PTPPPPPPR %
TaDIE Of CONTENTS ....ooiiiiiii e e e e s e e e e e e e e e nenaeees vii
IS A ) 0 U Xi
LIST Of TADIES ... e e e Xii
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... XV
R = 7= (o (o [ (o 18 [ o FO PP PPP P PPPPP 1
1.1 Statement of Defence EthiCS ..........cuuuviiiiiieriiiiiiii e 1
1.2  Ethical Decision-Making Model ............oooiicceeii e, 1
1.3 Organizational Ethical ClIMate ...............commmeeiiieiieee e 2
1.4 INAIVIUAI VAIUES.....ccoiiiiiiiiietee et e e 3
1.5 Comparison of Ethical Climate and Individual Values..............ccccccvvvvviveviveeenennne, 3
1.6 Individual Approaches to EthiCS. ......ccoooii e 4
1.7  Situational Moral INtENSILY ..........uueiiiiii e 4
1.8 Four Stages of Ethical DeciSion-Making........ccccuociiiriiiiiieeiiiriieeeee e 5
S |V o = LI 7= =T T 5
O |V o =N 1 T [ 1= o | PP 5
0 5 R |V o T =1 o 1A= V[ ] o PSP 6
1.12 Moral BENAVIOUT........ooiiiieiiieeeeeeee et 6
P22 . T 1 o o PP 7
N R o U 1[0t 0= U (S 7
2.2 Target POPUIALION .......ccccoiiii i 7
2.3  Sampling Frame (Obtained from DHRIM) .........cecceeiiiiiiiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienennnennes 7.
2.4 Survey Population (population covered by the SUNVEY..........vvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinans 8
A I - 1001 o] [T To T L= T] T | o PSR RPPRR 8
P2 G B o o To =T o LU ] £ TP P PP PPPRI 9
P A Y/ - 1 (=] ¢ = 1 PRSPPSO 9
2.7.1 Organizational Ethical ClImate...............cmmeeeeeereeeeiiieiiiiiiiiiierireere e 9
2.7.2  INAIVIAUAI VAIUES.......eeeiiiiiiiiiiiieteee et e e 12
2.7.3 Individual Ethical APProaches................ummmmmeerverruerirmnnnnninnrnnnnn———. 12
2.7.4  Situational Moral INTENSILY .........cociiiiiie e 13
2.7.5 Stages of DeCiSiON-MakKiNg.........uuuuuuummmmmii e 14
2.7.6  Ethical TraiNiNg ....ccooiiiiiiieee e 15
2.7.7 Open-ended QUESTION ........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeieeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 15
2.7.8 Demographic INFOrMALION .........ccooiiiiirrt et e 15

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 Vi



2.7.9 L e 15
3 RESUIS. ... e 16
3.1 Survey Sample and Population CharacteriStiCS............uuvvvveiiiniiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee 16
3.2 Post-Stratification and Survey Weight Derivation titee 2003 and 2010 Samples.... 16
3.3 Organizational Ethical Climate (“Now”) versus Indlual Values (“Should”)

[T ETod =T 0 T= 1 (o =P 18
3.4  Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey RedDrganizational Ethical
(O[]0 0= =P POPPPPPPRRTRR 18
3.4.1 Overall Improvement from 2003 t0 2010.......ccceeeeiiiiiiiiiecee e, 18
3.4.2 Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function of Q@thes .............ccccvvvvvvvnnnns 18
3.4.3 Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function of @onment .................cc.c..eee. 19
3.5 Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey Redbiscrepancies between
organizational ethical climate and individual vaUe.............cccccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 19
3.6 Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function of Dgnaphic Variables (2010) ...... 20
G 78 T01 A @] o 1 oo =T o | P 21
3.6.2  RANK ..ttt e e e e e e e ae e e s aane 21
GG B =0 (3 o7 4o ] [P EP PP TUURPRN 22
3.6.4  Years Of SErVICE (YOS) ...ttt eeerreeeeeeee e et eeeeeteee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeees 24
3.7 Discrepancies between Organizational Ethical Cknaaitd Individual Values as a
Function of Demographic Variables. ..., 25
3.7.1  Method of ANAIYSES....cccooii i, 25
T 7 @] 111 oo =T o | P 26
3.7.3  First Official Language (FOL)..........uuuuiiiceeeeeeerieriiiriiiiiiiiininennnnnnneennnnnnns 27
R A S € 1= o o = TSP 28
.75 EQUCALION ...ceiiiiiie ettt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e e beeeees s aane 29
A G - o | TSP PPRPPTRRN 30
3.7.7  Years Of SErVICE (YOS) ...ttt cerreeeeeeiee e ettt e et ee e eeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeees 32
G T 8 S T Vo [ RSP 34
3.8 Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making........ccccoeeeeeeieiiiiiiiieeee, 35
3.8.1 Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making by Component................ccccuvveee. 35
3.8.2  Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making by Rank .......................... 35
3.8.3  Multiple Approaches to DeciSioN-Making ........ccccceeeiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeiiee 35
3.9  Ethical Judgement (SCENANOS) ..........uvriieeeeeeereeeeee e e e e e e e s ee e e e e 36
0 A - o | SRR ERRR 37
3.9.2  COMPONENL.....cciiiiiiiiiiiieii ettt nnree e e 37
G IR T 1= o [T PP 38
3.9.4  First Official Language (FOL)........cuutiiiii e 38
3.9.5  Years of SErviCe (YOS) ... uiiiiiiiiiiimmme et 38
LS B T =0 (1 o= 1o o [ 38
S R A Vo - PR 39
3.10 Situational Moral INTENSILY ........coiiiiiiiieer e 39
3.10.1 Recognition of an Ethical ISSU ............ oo 39

viii DGMPRA TM 2011-037



G700 IO T2 g T = VN [ T [ [ 1= o | 40

3.10.3 Ethical INTENTIONS ......uuiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieeeeeii e ee e e e e 40
R 700 I R I 1 1 Vo PP 40
3.11.1 Participation in EthiCS EAUCAtION......... .. ccceaeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 40
3.11.2 Ethics Training and Stages of Ethical Decision-NkKi................ccccccvvvvreenn. 41
3.11.3 Ethics Dialogue Or Case STUAY ........ccceiiimrmeeeeeeiiiiiirie e 41
G700 I I S o 1 ¢ o2 3 @ o To ] £ [ = o ) 41
3.11.5 Knowledge of Defence Ethics Program (DEP) .........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns 42
3.12 Qualitative COMMENTS ......cciiiiiiii ettt e e e eneeeeeeeens 42
3.12.1 Theme 1: Fair and Equitable Treatment versus 8&idst ...............cccceeee. 42
3.12.2 Theme 2: Senior Leadership and Management ........cc.....coooviiiinnininneeeenn. 43
3.12.3 Theme 3 — Ethical Ideals .............coo o 44
3.12.4 Theme 4 — MiSCEllanN@OUS ..........uuumi e 44
N I L= o] 1 13 [ o PSSP USRRRSRPRPR 46
4.1 Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey RedDlganizational Ethical
O [ 0= 1RSSR 46
4.2 Discrepancies between Organizational Ethical Cknaattd Individual Values.......... 46
4.3 Discrepancy between Organizational Ethical Clinzatéd Individual Values based
on subgroup comparisSONS (2010) .............ccommmeeennnnnnnnaaae e e ae e ea e e e e e e e eeeeanes 46
4.4  Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making (2010) ...ceeoooioeieeeeeeeeeeee e 84
4.5  Ethical Judgements (2010) ......ccooiiiiiiie e 48
4.6  Situational Moral Intensity (2010) .....ccoeeiieieeeee e 48
A I -1 [T I 240 0 ) PRSP 49
4.8  WIeN COMMENTS. . ... 49
4.9  ReCOMMENALIONS ....ccoiiiiiiei e 50
I O B @7 o (1] [ o TR UT P POPPPPPPI 52
RETEIEINCES ... ittt ettt ettt e e oo e s bbbt ettt e e e eess et e e e e e e e e s e s nbbbbbeeeeeeeeeeaann 53
Annex A Defence Ethics Survey (Regular Force and ReSamk@el..................coeevvvvvvveeennnnn. 57
Annex B Defence Ethics Survey (DND Civilian) ... 77
Annex C The 2010 Defence Ethics Survey Sample and Popual&ti@racertistics.................. 93
Annex D Survey Weight Derivation for the 2003 and 2010 S@81D........ccoeeeeriiiiiivrriieeeeeennn. 97
Annex E Ethical Climate and Individual Value ..........cccccccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee 101
Annex F Organizational Ethical Climate and Individual Vauer the 2003 and 2010
Defence Ethics ADMINISTIatiONS ...........vviieiiieeiiiie e 103
Annex G Discrepancy between Organizational Ethical Clinzate Individual Values as a
function of Demographic Variables (2010) .......ccccuuriiiiiieieiiiiiiieiee e eee s 107
Annex H Approaches to Ethical Decision-MakKing............cc...uuvviiiviiiiiiiiiiiiies 135
Annex | Ethical JUAGEMENT .......cooiiiiiie et e e 139
Annex J Situational Moral INtENSILY .........cooiiiii e e 143
N o 1= G NG I = 11 T 145

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 iX



AnNnex L Qualitative COMMENTS ......iooiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e et e e e e e eeeeeeeeseens 149

Distribution list

DGMPRA TM 2011-037



List of figures

Figure 1: The Ethical Decision-Making Model usedtie 2010 Defence Ethics Survey..............
Figure 2: Discrepancy analyzed as a function ofwef ethics administration for the scales

measuring ethical climate and individual values...................c.cc . 20
Figure 3: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a FunctiolComponent .................uvvvvvvvvienviinniennnnn. 21
Figure 4: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a FunctiomRahk Group...........cccccceeeeviiiiiiiiiiiaceeens 22
Figure 5: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a Functiofedbication................ccccvviiieiiiiiiis e 23
Figure 6: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a FunctiorYefrs of Service.................cc.ooeo 24
Figure 7: Differences in Discrepancy among COMpPBIEN..............ccevvvveviiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeenrenns 26
Figure 8: Differences in Discrepancy among FOLS.........cccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 27
Figure 9: Differences in Discrepancy as a Funotib@ender..............ccooeeeeeeieee e, 28
Figure 10: Differences in Discrepancy as a FunatibBducation.......................ooooeeee s 30
Figure 11: Differences in Discrepancies betweeru@sdBased on Rank ..............ccccvveeeeen. 32.
Figure 12: Differences in Discrepancy among YE&ISEIVICE ..........cccevvvveeeerriiiiiinneeriecees 33
Figure 13: Differences in Discrepancy as a FUNGIDAGE..........ccoeveeeeieii e 34
Figure 14: Source of EXpOSUIre t0 DEP .......ocoumiieiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeveeeeen e 147

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 Xi



List of

tables

Table 1;
Table 2:

Table 3;
Table 4:
Table 5:

Table 6;

Table 7:
Table 8:

Table 9:

Table 10:

Table 11:

Table 12:

Table 13:
Table 14:

Table 15:

Table 16:

Table 17:

Table 18:

Table 19:

Xii

Sample and Population Percentage for tmepBnents....................ccooeeiiniirieeeee, 93

Sample Valid and CF Population Percentaf€gst Official Language within each
10701 ¢]oT0] 0[] o | ST UPPPPPUPTR 93

Sample Valid and CF Population Percentafj€ender as a Function of Component. 93

Sample Valid Percentage of Education withe Components..............ccoccveveernnn. 94
Sample Valid and CF Population Percentag®ank Group within each

LO70] 1] 0] 81T o | S PP 94
Sample Valid and CF Population Percentafi¥gars of Service\ within each

1070 1[0 l0] 0[] o | ST UP PP 94
Sample Valid and Population Percentagégyefas a Function of Component............ 95
Sample Valid and Population Percentag&istinctive Environmental Uniform

Within @ach COMPONENT.......ooiiiiiii e 95
Sample Valid and Population Percentag&\id Employee Occupation ................... 95

The 2003 and 2010 Regular Force Popul&ire, Sample Size, and Survey
Weight Presented as a Function of the Rank Grodpr&t Post-Stratification
Variables ... 98

The 2003 and 2010 Class B Reserve Fagel&tion Size, Sample Size, and
Survey Weight Presented as a Function of the RankgPost-Stratification

RV 2= T =1 o = PP 99
The 2003 and 2010 DND Employee Populdiar, Sample Size, and Survey

Weight Presented as a Function of the Occupatiet$tatification Variable........ 99
Individual Values/Organizational Ethi€imate Subscales...............ccccvvvvveeeoee. 101
Ethical Climate (“Now”) and Individual Wes (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function

OF ADMINISTFALION ....vvviiieiie e ettt e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e esnbbaeeees 104
Care Scale Means for Ethical Climate (#Raand Individual Values (“Should”)
Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables........................... 109
Rules Scale Means for Ethical ClimateofiN) and Individual Values (“Should”)
Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables................................ 111

Self-Interest Scale Means for Ethicahfate (“Now”) and Individual Values
(“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of DemographiaighBles ................ccccvvveeeen. 113

Independence Scale Means for Ethical @éntNow") and Individual Values
(“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of DemographiaighBles ................ccccvveeeeee. 115

Job Completion Scale Means for Ethicah&te (“Now”) and Individual Values
(“Should™) Analyzed as a Function of Demographiaighles ...............cccccevveee. 117

DGMPRA TM 2011-037



Table 20:

Table 21:

Table 22:

Table 23:

Table 24:

Table 25:

Table 26:

Table 27:

Table 28:

Table 29:

Table 30:

Table 31:

Table 32:

Table 33:

Table 34:
Table 35:
Table 36:
Table 37:
Table 38:
Table 39:

Table 40:
Table 41:

Supervisor Behaviour Scale Means fordathClimate (“Now”) and Individual
Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of Demqipia Variables ................... 119

Supervisor Expectations Scale Means thuic& Climate (“Now”) and Individual
Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of Demqidpia Variables ................... 121

Co-worker Behaviour Scale Means for Eth@imate (“Now”) and Individual
Values (“Should”) Analyze as a Function of Demodnapvariables ..................... 123

Organizational Fairness Scale Means tlic& Climate (“Now”) and Individual
Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of Demqipia Variables ................... 125

Organizational Rules Scale Means fordatiClimate (“Now”) and Individual
Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of Demqipia Variables ................... 127

Personal Control Scale Means for Etl@tmhate (“Now”) and Individual Values
(“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of DemographiaighBles ................ccccvveeeeen. 129

Local Senior Leader/ Manager Scale Mé&am&thical Climate (“Now”) and
Individual Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a FunctioihDemographic Variables.. 131

Unit/CF Treats Me with Respect Scale Mdan Ethical Climate (“Now”) and
Individual Values (“Should”) Analyzed as a Functi@inDemographic Variables.. 133

The Rule-, Care-, Consequence-, Virtaed, Self-interest-based ethical decision-

MAKING SCAIES ...ttt a e e e e e 135
Ethical Decision-making Scale means agnifgance Tests for differences among
COMPONENES. ...ttt ettt e e e e et et b e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e eeennn 136
Ethical decision-making scale means agwif®ance Tests for Differences among
= 18] 1 10TV o 1 F PP 137
Mean and Standard Error for each Stagglotal Decision-making for each

S Tod=T o =L o PP PPRRRPPUPPPPPRRPPR 139
Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Sdeeaknalyzed as a Function of Rank

LT 01U o TSR 139
Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Saeesaknalyzed as a Function of

L7011 o] 01T o | SRR 140
Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Sdeeaknalyzed as a Function of Gender ... 140
Mean ethical judgment for the five sce®analyzed as a function of FOL ............ 140
Mean ethical judgment for the five sc@sanalyzed as a function of YOS............ 141
Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Sdesaknalyzed as a Function of Education141

Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Saemsaknalyzed as a Function of Age ........ 141

Regressions Predicting Recognition dEtlaical Issue using the Moral Intensity
DIMENSIONS. ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e sesenreeee e e e e e e aaas 143

Regressions Predicting Ethical Judgmsiniguthe Moral Intensity Dimensions...... 144

Regressions Predicting Ethical Intentisimg the Moral Intensity Dimensions........ 144

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 Xii



Table 42:
Table 43:

Table 44:

Table 45:

Table 46:
Table 47:
Table 48:
Table 49:

Xiv

Participants in Ethics Edcucaton ................coooviiiiiiiiiieeeeee e, 145
The ethics training | have received atDDD has contributed to, or refreshed my
awareness of, the values and ethicsinthe CF &L.D........ooovevvveiiiiiiieen, 145
The ethics training | have received atDDID has allowed me to practice my

ability to recognize ethical ISSUES.........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 145
The ethics training | have received afDDD has allowed me to practice my

ability to apply ethics in making decisions inveolgiethical isSues..............ccc.uu..... 146
Participation in Ethics Dialogue or C888AY .............ccvvvviviiieiieeiiieieieees e 146
Ability to Identify Ethics Coordinator.............c.oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeee e 146

Before Receiving this Survey, had you é&eard of the Defence Ethics Program? . 146

Personnel’s perceptions of the singlet ingzortant ethical issue facing the
(@3 1 ] | PP 149

DGMPRA TM 2011-037



Acknowledgements

This report came to fruition with the help and sissice of numerous people. Dr. Denis
Beauchamp at the Defence Ethics Program was alarmgsable to sharing his wealth of
knowledge. At DGMPRA, Kyle Fraser and Dr. Sandrartyles helped prepare for the 2010
administration of the Defence Ethics Survey. Enttadn helped develop graphs that were used
in the published report and applied his Endnotgesdise to the reference section. Moreover,
we are grateful for Francois Larochelle, Kevin Boaig Captain Peter Beatty, and Karen Daley’s
willingness to share their expertise. Additionaile thank Dr. Stefan Wolejszo for his detailed
and thoughtful feedback regarding an earlier drvhthis report. Lastly, we would like to thank
all Defence personnel who took the time to fill the survey. We are sincerely appreciative

of everybody who contributed to the making of tigiport.

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 XV



This page intentionally left blank.

Xvi DGMPRA TM 2011-037



1  Background

1.1  Statement of Defence Ethics
The Department of National Defence (DND) was th&t filepartment within the Canadian
government to establish its own ethics programiiBgn1996). According to the Defence Ethics
Program (DEP), ethics is defined as (a) determingty and wrong, (b) defining the principles
and obligations that govern right action and peadtiof individuals and institutions in society,
(c) being a person of integrity; and (d) choosimgld what is right. The Statement of Defence
Ethics outlines the core principles and obligatioh€F and DND personnel:
a. Principles:
(1) Respect the dignity of all persons;
(2) Serve Canada before self; and
(3) Obey and support lawful authority.
b. Obligations:
(1) Integrity;
(2) Loyalty;
(3) Courage;
(4) Honesty;

(5) Fairness; and

(6) Responsibility.

1.2  Ethical Decision-Making Model

The Defence Ethics Program (DEP) uses the Depattofidfational Defence Ethics Questionnaire
(aka Defence Ethics Survey) to assess ethicalidaamsaking at DND. The survey was first
developed by Kelloway, Barling, Harvey, and Adan®/R1999) and has been administered to
Defence staff in 1999, 2003, 2007, and 2010. Tid2thics survey is based on the model that
there are four indicators of ethical decision-mgkiorganizational ethical climate, individual
values, individual ethical ideology ethics, andiaitonal moral intensity (see Figure'1).

! The original ethics survey developed by Kelloweaywl (1999) that was administered in 2000 also

included moral development as an important indicatethical decision-making. Kellowagt al
(1999) sought to measure moral development by usgmettes. Unfortunately, the approach was
unsuccessful. Although moral development is phtth® model, it was not explicitly tested in the
2010 Defence Ethics survey due to methodologicdans.
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Figure 1: The Ethical Decision-Making Model usedhie 2010 Defence Ethics Survey

1.3  Organizational Ethical Climate

Organizational ethical climate refers to the waykyees perceive the organizational norms,
values, and practices that have an ethical compd@k@tor & Cullen, 1988). Organizational
ethical climate has been shown to influence wotisfeation (Elci & Alpkan, 2009), absenteeism
(Sharpia-Lishchinsky & Rosenblatt, 2009), withhalgljob effort (Kidwell & Valentine, 2009),
and turnover intentions (Mulki, Jaramillo, & Locad2008).

Victor and Cullen (1988) delineate nine theoretmaanizational ethical climates that vary

by standard (egoism, benevolence, and principlé)lewel of analysis (individual, local, and
cosmopolitan). In this manner, the level of analgerresponds to the referent group under
consideration. Specifically, the individual leyrtains to a single person, local refers to work
group or unit, and cosmopolitan relates to theetatlevel. Victor and Cullen propose that the
three standards (i.e., egoism, benevolence, & ipljcare consistent with Kohlberg's stages of
moral development, which presents punishment ancelgegoism) as the lowest level of moral
reasoning, followed by caring for people you knavean envision (benevolence). The highest
level is moral development based upon universatsigprinciple). Interestingly, these three
standards map onto three major areas of philosalpéibics: egoism, caring, and deontology
(Cullen, Victor, & Stephens, 1989).
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In addition to proposing nine theoretical ethidahate types, Victor and Cullen (1988)
conducted a factor analysis to assess which ettlioahte types were empirically supported.
They only found empirical support for five ethicdiilmate types: caring, law and code, rules,
instrumental, and independence. These ethicahtditypes are the basis for the “Organizational
Ethical Climate” indicator found in DEP’s EthicakBision-Making Model (see Figure 1). As
such, it is important to understand how these atltigmate types are derived. The caring factor
was mostly comprised of items that emphasized liarge. The law and code factor consisted
exclusively of principle items that focused on soeietal level. The rules factor was comprised
of principle items that focused on the local lev€he instrumental factor contained egoist items
at all three levels of analysis. Lastly, the ineleglence factor was composed of principle items
that emphasized the individual level.

In the Defence Ethics survey, the ethical climateethsion is comprised of items that stem from
three main areas. First, several subscales aeel hg®n Victor and Cullen’s ethical climate
types. In particular, the Rules, Care, Independeaid Self-Interest subscales are derived
directly from Victor and Cullen’s research on e#ticlimates. Second, some subscales are
based upon the Statement of Defence Ethics, suitte &o0-workers’ Behaviours and
Supervisors’ Behaviours scales. Third, the remgisubscales are closely tied to general
organizational issues. For example, OrganizatiBudés, Organizational Fairness, and Personal
Control are related to organizational climate ingal. Unlike previous administrations, the
2010 Defence Ethics Survey included two additiaudiscales that pertained to perceptions

of ethics among senior leadership and workplagees

1.4 Individual Values

Individual values are measured by using the samle #ems that are used to assess ethical
climate; however, individuals are asked whethersttade items reflect their personal beliefs
about the way things should be. In this way, irdlial values are akin to individual
expectations regarding organizational ethical dana

1.5  Comparison of Ethical Climate and Individual Va  lues

Assessing organizational ethical climate and irtligi values using the same items offers distinct
advantages. For instance, we can assess theeddfebetween people’s expectations and their
perceptions of the way they believe things shoeld Bhus, small differences between reported
organizational ethical climate and individual vaseiggest that ethical climate is generally
consistent with personnel’s expectations. If, hosvethere are large reported differences,

then it suggests that there is a disparity betvded@nce personnel’s perceptions of ethical
climate in their workplace right now and individuadpectations about the way things should

be in their workplace.
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1.6  Individual Approaches to Ethics

The term “Individual ethical ideologies” referstte ethical approach used by individuals to
make ethical decisions. In the survey, we measidrethical ideologies based on philosophical
approaches to decision-making: rule-based, careshasnsequence-based, virtue-based,
self-interest based, and multiple approaches. -Bated decision-making is similar to
deontological moral systems where people rely éesrand laws to guide ethical behaviour.
Care-based decision-making is rooted in feminisicat theory and underscores relationships
and compassion for other people. Consequence-basision-making is similar to teleological
moral systems that emphasize the end result. &vased decision-making refers to making
ethical decisions based on character and integ8sif-interest based decision-making is egoistic
in nature and relies on making judgments that beoeéself personally rather than benefiting the
well-being of others. It is the opposite of bealyuistic (Graham, 2011). Multiple approaches
to decision-making rely on using more than onelalgioal approach to ethical decision-making.

1.7  Situational Moral Intensity

The DEP ethical decision-making model also incoafes situational moral intensity as a key
predictor. Situational moral intensity refers tmahaspects of the moral issue itself can influence
the way people make ethical decisions. In this,we#tyical decision-making does not occur in

a vacuum devoid of extraneous influences. Ratieigtional moral intensity is based on the
assumption that contextual factors influence ettdeaision-making. Jones (1991) outlines

six characteristics of the moral issue that careichpthical decision-making:

a. Magnitude of the Consequenceghe total amount of harm or benefit incurred
by the recipients of the moral act;

b. Social Consensussocietal or group norms that deem an act asatbiaunethical;

c. Probability of Effect: the likelihood that the act will actually occurcathe likelihood
that the act will actually cause the anticipatedrhar benefit;

d. Temporal Immediacy: moral acts that have consequences that will pereenced
sooner will have greater moral intensity than #tas will be experienced later;

e. Proximity : the extent that people feel close to the recipiéthe moral act. Thus,
the more people feel physically, culturally, orisdlg close to the recipient, the
greater the moral intensity; and,

f.  Concentration of effect: the number of people who are affectgdhe moral act
influences moral intensity. Thus, stealing frosnaall group has a greater moral
intensity than stealing the same amount of monay fa large group.

Jones argues that situational moral intensity &ffalt stages of ethical decision-making models.
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1.8  Four Stages of Ethical Decision-Making

Scholars have taken many different approaches talityoand ethics (Rest, 1983). According

to Rest, Narvaez, Bebau, and Thoma (1999), thedoomponent model developed by Rest and
colleagues (Narvaez & Rest, 1995; Rest, 1986, Betieau, & Volker, 1986) aims to address
how the different facets of morality and ethicatelto each other. Adopted by several ethics and
morality academics (Ferrell & Gresham, 1985; RE386; Trevifio, 1986; Trevifio, Weaver, &
Reynolds, 2006), the four component model is tyfyicmprised of the following processes:

a. being aware of a moral issue;
b. producing a moral judgment;
c. determining moral intent (aka moral motivation)dan

d. behaving morally.

1.9 Moral Awareness

Moral awareness can be affected by individual diffiees in ethical sensitivity or contextual
factors. Ethical sensitivity refers to being atdlaletect ethical content when making a decision
(Trevifioet al, 2006). According to Rest and colleagues (leeat, 1999), ethical sensitivity
involves understanding the ethical situation, donisig how the outcomes would affect the
parties involved, and recognizing the presencerobeal problem. Contextual factors refer

to situational factors that influence moral awaessasuch as moral language (Butterfield,
Trevifio, & Weaver, 2000) and situational moral insigy (Jones, 1991).

1.10 Moral Judgment

Moral judgment is often discussed within Kohlber(f969) moral development framework, in
which there are six stages of development thaterdrogn being self-centered at the lowest stage
to being principled at the highest stage (Treefial, 2006). In the context of Kohlberg’s moral
development framework, most individuals do not hethe highest stage of moral development.
People who are at higher stages of moral developareriess likely to be susceptible to social
and contextual pressures that encourage unettecaiodn-making than people who are at lower
stages (Trevifio, 1986). Researchers have showitrdimsformational leaders tended to score
higher on cognitive moral development tests thamtnansformational leaders (Turner, Barling,
Epitropaki, Butcher, & Milner, 2002).

The DEP model adopts Rest and colleagues’ (1999 aevino’s (1986) approaches to moral
judgment. Rest and colleagues (1999) rely on a-ehlbergian” approach to moral judgment
that emphasizes core aspects of Kohlberg's appresach as cognition and development, while
addressing some of the limitations of a Kohlbergipproach (e.g., schemas instead of stages).
Trevino’'s (1986) “Person-Situation Interactionisod&!” incorporates Kohlberg's stages

of cognitive moral development; however, her magaénds beyond Kohlberg’'s emphasis

on cognitions to also include moral action.
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1.11 Moral Motivation

Moral motivation refers to an individual’s level cddmmitment to acting morally (Eisenberg,
1986; Rest, 1999). In particular, it involves lgegommitted to acting morally, giving moral
values priority over other values, and being peafigraccountable for moral outcomes (Rest
et al, 1999). In a review article written by Jonesq1p the term ‘ethical intention’ is equated
with the term “moral motivation”. In the ethicatcision-making model used by DEP, the term
“ethical intent” or “moral intent” is used insteafl“moral motivation”

1.12 Moral Behaviour

Moral behaviour has been found to be related todaf control (Trevifio & Youngblood, 1990),
self-regulation (Eisenberg, 2000), and peers (ZeyeH & Ferrell, 1982). According to Trevifio,
Weaver, Gibson, and Toffler (1999), companies émaburage open discussions pertaining to
ethics were more likely than companies that didammourage such behaviour to have employees
that acted ethically.
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2 Method

2.1  Participants

Of the 12,020 Defence personnel (Regular Forcel25Reserve Force Class A = 1448;
Reserve Force Class B = 984, Civilian DND persos#l76) that were invited to complete

the ethics survey, 3231 respondents completeditives (Regular Force = 1551; Reserve Force
Class A = 182; Reserve Force Class B = 359; CiviDdD personnel = 1307, Missing = 14).
Thus, the overall response rate was 27.25% (ReBolae = 28.66%; Reserve Force

Class A = 12.57%; Reserve Force Class B = 36.48%jaD DND personnel = 31.30%).

It is interesting to note that the 2003 adminigtrabf the Defence Ethics survey, which had

a similar methodology as the 2010 administrati@u & nearly identical response rate (27.3%).

2.2  Target Population

A stratified random sample was drawn from the papoih using the Director of Human
Resources Information Management (DHRIM) data fidavember 1, 2010. For military
personnel, the target population was all non-degaddygegular Force and Reserve Force Class A
and Class B personnel. Private Recruits, OfficatleTs, CF personnel with less than one year
of service, and CF personnel who were not pathi@fkffective strength were excluded from

the target population. The target population feilian personnel was DND personnel who

had indeterminate status or terms greater thae thanths.

2.3  Sampling Frame (Obtained from DHRIM)

Non-deployed Regular Force CF members in service ddovember 1st, with the exclusion
of: Private Recruits; Officer Cadets; CF members ¥afis than one year of service; CF members
who are not on the effective strength; CF membédtts no email address.

Non-deployed Class A reservists in service on Novéer 1st, with the exclusion of Private
Recruits; Officer Cadets; Class A reservists watsslthan one year of service; Class A reservists
who are not part of the effective strength; Clagggervists with no CF unit mailing address
(Class A reservists working in a CF unit with Frienmit names with a diacritical mark were
excluded by error from the sampling frame).

Non-deployed Class B reservists in service on Novéer 1st, with the exclusion aof Private
Recruits; Officer Cadets; Class B reservists watislthan one year of service; Class B reservists
with no email address.

Civilian DND personnel employed on Novembérthat had either indeterminate status or terms
greater than three months, with the exclusion\dgfians with no email address.
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2.4  Survey Population (population covered by the su rvey)

While the target population included a small numiife€F members and civilians with no email
address (e.g., no CF unit mailing address exist€fass A reservists), those individuals were not
covered by the survey. More precisely, it is eated that 11%, 9% and 7% of Regular Force
members, Reservists and civilian DND personnelaetbgely were excluded from the survey
population due to missing email or CF unit mailadgresses.

We believe it is unlikely that these small subgmumuld make radically different ethical
judgments than personnel who have e-mail addregsesordingly, we believe that the exclusion
of these subgroups has not influenced the oveattém of results presented herein. Moreover,
a statistician carefully analyzed the non-respatada, which allowed us to generate appropriate
survey weights. We, therefore, have confidencetti®a2010 survey sample adequately
represents the target CF and DND population.

In regard to the comparisons between the 2003 @hd &amples, both administrations had nearly
identical response rates and sample characterishicsordingly, any bias associated with the
2010 sample would be the same type of bias thegdeciated with the 2003 study. As a result,
we are able to compare changes from 2003 to 20ttDownfidence.

2.5 Sampling Design

A stratified random sample was drawn from eactnheffollowing groups: Regular Force,
Reserve Force Class A, Reserve Force Class B, Bidfd@rsonnel.

a. The sample of 5,170 Regular Force personnel wasfid by rank and L1 group.
A power calculation was performed to determinesmple size and its allocation
between strata in such as way that a predictedimafgrror of 8% (at the
95% confidence level) was obtained for each L1 protihe predicted margins
of errors were calculated based on a hon-responsgelmbtained from the
non-response analysis of the 2008 fall Your-Sayesur The overall predicted
margin of error was 4%;

b. The sample of 1,500 Reserve Force Class A persavasestratified by element
(Navy, Army, Airforce) using N - proportional allatton (STC, 2003). The sample
size was limited by budget constraints;

c. The sample of 1,030 Reserve Class B personnel isastatified by element using
N - proportional allocation. The sample size wekethmined based on a desired limit
of 15% on the sampling fraction. The predictedgiraof error for all Reservists
(Class A and B) was 4.4% (at the 95% confidencel}dvased on an anticipated
response rate of 20%; and

d. The sample of 4,310 Civilian DND personnel wastsieal by L1 group. The sample
size and its allocation between strata were caledles such a way that there was a
predicted margin of error of 8% (at the 95% confickelevel) for each L1 group, based
on an anticipated response rate of 40%. The dymedicted margin of error was 2.8%.
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2.6 Procedure

CF personnel and civilian DND personnel were inite complete the Defence Ethics Survey
on a voluntary basis. Regular Force members, RieteClass B, and civilians received
electronic versions of the ethics survey, whereaseRvists Class A completed paper-based
surveys. Annex A presents the survey Regular FamdeReservist Force personnel completed
(with the few differences between the two notellafd in parentheses beside the appropriate
survey question) and Annex B presents the sunayciliilian DND personnel completed.

Once the data were collected, the sample was catiparthe target population (see Annex C).
Analyses reveal that the sample of respondentsaapresentative of the target population
with respect to several factors. First, Reserve&(Class A) personnel’s response rate was very
low (12.5%), especially when compared to the otleanponents. As such, they were excluded
from all analyses because the low sample size ibaiféicult to make meaningful comparisons,
and estimates would have been quite variable aaskti

For Regular Force personnel, rank was significamlgted to non-responses. For example,
Junior NCMs were less likely to complete the surtreggn Senior Officers. Similarly, civilian
DND personnel who belonged to the operational categere less likely than civilian DND
personnel who belonged to the Administration ancigo Service category to complete

the survey.

The sampling frame only included military staff vitalid e-mail addresses whereas the
population data included those with valid and ird/almail addresses. Thus, the weights were
assigned based on sampling frame data insteacpofaiton data to better reflect the actual
number of people who were invited to complete tmgey (see Annex D for a description

of the sampling frame and the derived survey wsight

2.7 Materials

Since the original baseline study, every DefentecEtSurvey has been based on the ‘Ethical
Decision-Making Model’ developed by Kelloway al, (1999). Accordingly, the 2010 Defence
Ethics Survey is comprised of four key predictdrethical decision-making: organizational
ethical climate, individual values, individual appches to ethics, and situational moral intensity.

2.7.1 Organizational Ethical Climate

Organizational ethical climate refers to how Defepersonnel perceive their workplace “right
now”. This was assessed using a 5 point Likeretspale that ranges from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). As shown in Table 13 in &xik, ethical climate was assessed using

11 indicators that are grouped generally into thneén areas, namely ethical climate types,
acting in accordance with the Statement of Defdttbécs, and general organizational issues.

2 DGMPRA is taking steps to increase participatates among Reserve Force (Class A) personnel

to avoid similar problems in future administratiorisor example, DGMPRA plans to conduct focus
groups with Reserve Force (Class A) personneldatifly the reasons why they are not completing
the survey. In addition, DGMPRA is changing theywkis sample receives surveys (e.g., sending a
researcher to the field where Reserve Force (@laggrsonnel are working to administer the survey).
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Rules This indicator is a type of ethical climate thaderscores the extent that an organization
relies on rules and regulations. It is similaviotor and Cullen’s (1988) theoretical conception
of “Company Rules and Procedures” where the comgmathe level of analysis and a
deontological principle-based approach is adopteis. also similar to the factor called “Rules”
that emerged from Victor and Cullen’s (1988) factoalysis. The subscale is comprised of
four items. Sample items include “It is very imfaont to follow regulations here” and
“everybody is expected to follow regulations to kier”.

Care: This ethical climate type is similar to the factalled “Caring” that Victor and Cullen
(1988) found in their factor analysis. It refesshe extent that personnel are concerned with
the well-being of others in their organization. isTeubscale is comprised of four items, such
as “In my unit, we stick together” and “In my unite look out for one another”.

Independence:independence refers to whether personnel pertestehey can make judgments
and decisions based on their own personal ethagdfs. This ethical climate type is similar

to Victor and Cullen’s (1988) theoretical ethichhmate referred to as personal morality and to
the factor called “Independence” that emerged é@ir thactor analysis. Independence is an ethical
climate type that emphasizes the individual antlukas a principle-based ethical approach.

The subscale is comprised of four items. Samplastinclude “Each person in my unit decides
for him/herself what is right and wrong” and “In rayit, people are guided by their own sense
of personal ethics”.

Self-interest This predictor measures the degree that pers@meehotivated to act in a way that
benefits their own personal needs rather than greinp’s needs. This theoretically based ethical
climate type treats the individual as the refeggntp and relies on an egoist ethical criterion
(Victor & Cullen, 1988). The subscale is compris¢dhree items. Sample items include
“People here are mainly out for themselves” andfilnunit it is important to look out

for your own interests”.

Job Completiort This ethical climate type assesses the extanhtoh task completion is
important. This subscale is comprised of two itewlsich are: “Successful people in my unit do
what they have to do in order to get the job dared “Getting the job done is the most important
consideration in this unit”.

Supervisor expectationsSupervisor expectations refers to the degreeothels immediate
supervisor encourages ethical behaviour. Thiscal®ss comprised of three items, including
“My immediate supervisor supports ethical behaviamd “My immediate supervisor sets

a high standard of ethical behaviour”.

Supervisor Behaviour. Supervisor behaviour refers to the extent thesgranel perceive their
immediate supervisor acting in accordance withStegement of Defence Ethics. The subscale
is comprised of six items that are derived frometiecal obligations outlined in the Statement
of Defence Ethics. Sample items include “My imnagdisupervisor demonstrates integrity”
and “My immediate supervisor treats people fairly”.
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Co-worker Behaviour: This six item subscale assesses personnel’spgignes of the extent that
their co-workers act in accordance with the ethoddigations that are described in the Statement
of Defence Ethics. Sample items include “The pedpVork with demonstrate integrity” and

“The people | work with treat people fairly”.

Organizational Rules This subscale was devised by Kelloway and colleadKellowayet al,
1999) to measure the perceptions of Defence peesoagarding the extent to which the
organization enforces rules and regulations. Wimenpleting the subscale, respondents are
asked to think of the larger organization beyoradrtburrent work group or unit. This subscale
is comprised of three items. Sample items incliid¢his organization we go strictly by the
book” and “This organization enforces the rules segulations”.

Organizational Fairness Developed by Kelloway and colleagues (Kelloveaal., 1999), this
subscale measures the degree to which Defencenpetgmerceive the larger organization as
being fair. This subscale is comprised of fivenge Sample items include “This organization
looks after its members” and “Organizational p@scare fair to everybody”.

Personal Controt This scale assesses the extent that personmevdéhat they have personal
control in the organization. This subscale is cosga of four items. Sample items include

“I have the freedom to act on what | think is rigahd “In my work | can follow my own
sense of morality”.

In addition to the 11 indicators outlined abovep &dditional scales were introduced in the 2010
Defence Ethics Survey: (1) perceptions of local@deadership and (2) organizational respect.
For each indicator, respondents were asked todtalibe way things are right now and the way
things should be. In addition, personnel were és&ehink about “the leadership or management
beyond your immediate supervisor”, in which thetgddaext was enlarged and in bold font to
make the instructions more salient to respondehitese scales were developed for the purposes
of the 2010 survey and have not been validated.

Local Senior Leadership This subscale was designed to assess perceptigasling the person
who is in a position of middle level of leadersiipo makes decisions that directly impact upon
personnel. Thus, perceptions of one’s immedigpersisor is at the lowest level of leadership,
perceptions of local senior leadership is at aermediary level of leadership, and perceptions
of the CF/DND organization is at the highest levdkeadership. Six items pertained to whether
local senior management demonstrates ethical vadtesdards, and awareness. Sample items
include “My local senior leader ensures people eslh®ethical standards” and “My local senior
leader actively promotes values and ethics ach@ssriganization”.

Unit/CF Treats me with Respect Unit/CF Treats me with Respect provides a measure

of perceptions of situational factors, namely ofgational climate. This subscale was comprised
of only two items: “Overall, my workplace/unit ttsame with respect” and “Overall, the CF
treats me with respect”.

3 Steps will be taken to validate the perceptidiiseal senior leadership subscale and the orgtioiza

respect subscale prior to the next survey admatietr.
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2.7.2 Individual Values

Individual values refer to how Defence personnéklse things “should be” using the

same 11 indicators that measure organizationatatbiimate (i.e., rules, care, independence,
self-interest, job completion, supervisor expeotaj supervisor behaviour, co-worker behaviour,
organizational rules, organizational fairness, p@sonal control).

2.7.3 Individual Ethical Approaches

Individual approaches to ethics refer to the extenthich Defence personnel rely on various
ethical ideologies during their own decision-makprgcess. The ethics survey includes
six ethical ideology subscales.

Rule-based This ethical ideology subscale emphasizes th@itapce of following rules,

laws, and regulations and is related to deontoldgithics. It is comprised of four items, such

as “An action that violates the law is always wrbagd “Rules and laws are the most appropriate
basis for making ethical decisions”.

Self-interest-based There are at least two types of self-interesetagpproaches to ethical
decision-making. The first is related to legitimaelf-interest where people respect and value
themselves. In this manner, they recognize angreatthe rights and freedoms that are
guaranteed in the Canadian Charter of Rights aeddems. The second type of self-interest
draws on egoist ethical ideology, in which the eagi is placed on the individual at the expense
of others. The self-interest subscale found il2B®0 ethics survey stresses egoist self-interest,
and is comprised of two items “Each of us neededk out for number 1” and “In this world,
everyone has to look out for themselves.”

Virtue-based: This ethical approach underscores the importahcearacter and integrity, where
decision-makers strive to make a moral decisionitheonsistent with the behaviour of a virtuous
person. The subscale is comprised of three iteuth as “A person of good character will act
with integrity as a guide” and “In making ethica&aisions | always try to do what a person of
integrity would do”.

Consequence-basedhis ethical approach is rooted in utilitarianigmeatest happiness for
greatest number) and focuses on positive end sestlis subscale is comprised of four items
(however, one item was omitted from analyses asudsed in the results section) and sample
items include “The only way to judge whether anacts right is by the outcomes of the action”
and “You can always evaluate the quality of a deniby the results of the decision”.

Care-based Rooted in the works of Gilligan and feminist migshilosophers, this

ethical approach emphasizes the importance oflsetéions and harm avoidance in ethical
decision-making. The care subscale contains iteges, such as “It is always ethical to show
care for another person” and “The most importalmtat principle is to ensure that nobody

is harmed by your actions”.

Multiple approach-based Ethics Consistent with the philosophical approach ofglism,

multiple approach-based ethics entails recogniaingultiplicity of ethical approaches without
endorsing one specific approach exclusively. kan®le, an individual may use rule-based
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approaches in some contexts and consequence-hgs®aehes in other contexts. This subscale
Is comprised of four items. Sample items inclutiés‘not one, but rather a combination of
principles that | use to determine what is righd among” and “Rarely, is there only one correct
solution to an ethical problem”.

2.7.4 Situational Moral Intensity

Situational moral intensity is a type of contextizadtor that refers to how aspects of the

moral issue itself can shape the way people mdkeag¢tdecisions. Singhapakdi and colleagues
(Singhapakdi, Vitell, & Kraft, 1996) developed sjxestions to assess the six aspects of moral
intensity Jones (1991) proposed. Five of the speats of moral intensity were adapted for

the purposes of the 2003 Defence Ethics Surveyamd evaluated in the 2010 Defence Ethics
Survey. Concentration of effect was omitted beegqursvious research did not find evidence
that it was related to the ability to recognize @ahissue or behavioural intentions (Chia &
Mee, 2000).

To assess the five aspects of situational morahsity, all defence personnel read four scenarios
and military personnel read an additional fifthrssn@o. Each scenario describes an individual

or a group of individuals who are presented withaal dilemma and the decision or action that
was taken. Using 7-point Likert-type scales, siaral moral intensity was measured by asking
personnel to rate the decision made by the indaliflor set of individuals) in each scenario

on the following five factors:

Magnitude of the Consequenceefers to the measure of benefit or harm incubred recipient
of a moral act. It was assessed by asking respisitieindicate the possible harm incurred
by the recipients of the moral act in the scenasiog a scale that ranges from 1 (minor)

to 7 (severe).

Temporal Immediacy refers to when the consequences of a moral akcb@dur. Moral acts

that have consequences that will be experienceskesoall have greater moral intensity than
acts that will be experienced later. Temporal irdiaey was assessed by asking if any negative
consequences of the decision made in the scendkitkaly occur using a scale that ranges
from 1 (after a long time) to 7 (immediately).

Social Consensusefers to group norms that indicate whether ansaethical or unethical.
Social consensus was assessed by asking respomdhetker most people in their unit would
consider the decision made in the scenario to peogpate using a scale that ranged from

1 (appropriate) to 7 (inappropriate).

Proximity refers to the extent that people feel close ta¢bient by the moral act. According
to Jones (1991), the more people feel physicalifucally, or social close to the recipient, the
greater the moral intensity. Respondents indictiteextent that the specific decision made
in the scenario would negatively affect peoplehigittin-group on a scale ranging from

1 (people in my unit) to 7 (people outside of mytun

Probability of Effect refers to the probability that the moral act sittually occur and cause
the anticipated level of harm or benefit. Respotslendicated the chances of any negative
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conseqguences occurring as a result of the deaiséate in the scenario on a scale ranging
from 1 (not likely) to 7 (very likely).

2.7.5 Stages of Decision-Making
The Defence Ethics Survey is based upon threeedbllr stages to ethical decision-making.
To measure the influence of each stage of ethmabkibn-making, all defence personnel read
four scenarios and military personnel read an amtgit fifth scenario.
Ethical Awareness The first stage of ethical decision-making regsirecognizing that an
ethical issue is present. To assess whether rdsptarecognize an ethical situation, we
asked respondents “Do you believe that there isr@lnor ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?” in a single item for five diffetescenarios.
Ethical Judgment”: The second stage of ethical decision-making ve®Imaking ethical
judgments. Respondents rated the decision maelcim scenario on the following specific
factors using a 7 point Likert-type scale:

a. Just/Unjust;

b. Fair/Unfair;

c. Morally right/Morally wrong;

d. Acceptable to my family/Unacceptable to my family;

e. Culturally acceptable/Culturally unacceptable;

f.  Traditionally acceptable/Traditionally unacceptable

g. Does not violate an unspoken promise/Violates apolken promise; and

h. Does not violate an unwritten contract /Violatesuawritten contract.
Ethical Intentions: The third stage refers to how respondents belieey would respond if
presented with the situation described in eachaseanSpecifically, they were asked to indicate
the likelihood that they would make the same denisiescribed in the scenario on a scale
ranging from 1 (definitely would) to 7 (definitelyould not).
In the ethical decision-making model used by DEEBre is an additional stage that is concerned

with assessing ethical behaviour. It is importamote that the Defence Ethics Survey does not
measure ethical behaviour.

In the original ‘Baseline Assessment of Ethicaliés in DND’ (Kellowayet al, 1999), moral

judgment was assessed using measures that wek dragmhlberg’s approach to moral development.
Moral development items were replaced with ethjedyment questions that asked respondents to rate
the decision on a variety of factors (e.qg., jugtlan morally right/morally wrong, does not violaa
unwritten contract/violates an unwritten contract).
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2.7.6 Ethical Training

Respondents were asked several questions abaypthef ethics training they received from the
CF and/or DND regarding the following areas:

a. Participation in ethics training;

b. Recency of training;

c. Quality of the training;

d. Recency of ethics discussions;

e. Exposure to outside codes of ethics;
f.  Knowledge of ethics coordinator;

g. Knowledge of DEP; and

h. Source of DEP Knowledge.

2.7.7 Open-ended Question

Respondents were given an opportunity to identi€/dne issue that, as far as they were
concerned, was the most important ethical isstlesrDND/CF today.

2.7.8 Demographic Information

Respondents identified the following demographforimation: age, gender, First Official
Language (FOL), years of service (YOS), geograpication, education, and L1. In addition,
Regular Force personnel and Reservists indicagdehvironmental uniform (DEU), rank
group, whether they have deployed outside of Canadtfhén the past year, if they have been
deployed outside of Canada since 2005, the nunflienes they have been deployed, and

the name of their most recent deployment. Redsriidicated their present class of service and
the class of service they were mostly serving engast 12 months. DND employees indicated
which category their occupation was classified urfdey., operational, technical, executive).
Please refer to Tables 1-9 in Annex C for an owsnof the demographic information.

2.7.9 L1

All defence personnel were asked to identify tpigcific L1. In particular, personnel

were asked the following question: “To help us usté;d how the Defence Ethics Program

gets implemented across the CF/DND, please indibatél organization you belong to

(e.g., CANADACOM, CAS, ADM (Mat), CMP, etc.)". Iparticipants did not know their L1,

they were asked to indicate their unit/home orgation. The open-ended responses were coded
to determine their L1.
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3 Results

3.1  Survey Sample and Population Characteristics

To determine whether the 2010 sample was reprdsentd the target population, descriptive
comparisons between the sample and population valu¢he available demographic variables
was conducted. The tables in Annex C show the kaimmot representative of the population
with respect to a number of demographic charatiesisFor instance, while the sample
percentages of the demographic variables wereaimailthe available population percentages
for the FOL and gender variables (see Tables Zardpectively), there were fairly large
discrepancies for the component, rank group, yafagsrvice, distinctive environmental uniform,
and occupation variables (see Tables 1, 5, 6,89arspectively). Post-stratification5 of the
2010 sample on a small number of these variablescaaducted in order to acquire more
precise and less biased population estimates afuttomes examined in this repbrt.

3.2  Post-Stratification and Survey Weight Derivatio  n for the
2003 and 2010 Samples

Four considerations were taken into account wherdohg which variables to use to post-stratify
the samples. First, candidate post-stratificatimriables had to have corresponding population
data in the sampling frame. Without it, derivitg appropriate survey weights for strata would
not have been possible. Second, the sample Hzalrtarkedly misrepresentative of the
population for the candidate variables. Third,didate post-stratification variables were chosen
when there was a reason to believe that the ousofmaterest (e.g., ethical decision-making)
were related to the candidate variables. Lasté/ywere careful not to over-stratify the sample.
Over-stratification yields strata with small or aezxample sizes, both of which are problematic:
A small sample size yields survey weights thataodarge while a sample size of zero yields

®  Post-stratification is a process in which thérerfiopulation and sample are divided into mutually

exclusive categories, after the sample has alrbadg drawn and collected (e.g., for gender, the
population and sample would be divided into males f@males).

Regular Force and DND personnel were both pedifitd by L1. As discussed in the methodology
section, it was not possible to assign samplingghtsito Defence Ethics Survey respondents since
too few respondents reported a L1. In addition, @ad Larochelle (Sampling Design for the CF
Your-Say Survey, TN under review) have shown tbattie spring 2011 CF Your-Say survey there
was a significant proportion of errors betweenltheeported by respondents and the L1 recorded

in the sampling frame from which the Your-Say syrsample was selected. They concluded that

the L1 of a respondent cannot be used to accurialehyify his/her sampling stratum. Based on this
conclusion, it is recommended that in the futupgrapriate measures be put in place when designing
the Defence Ethic Survey to electronically linkgesdents to their sampling strata in order to emsur
that sampling weights can be correctly assignegddpondents. Hundreds of personnel in the current
sample were unable to identify their L1 accurateithough efforts were taken to code personnel’s
open-ended responses when they provided informpgataining to their specific work unit, the coded
responses may not be completely accurate. By sgisgéiparate electronic links to each L1, we would
not need to rely on personnel to identify their Lthistead we would have an objective L1 measure.
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a weight of zero, which means the stratum’s coutidin to a population estimate is zero
(i.e., the population estimate of an outcome végiaicludes that stratum’s contribution).
To overcome these two issues in our post-stratifinascheme, we collapsed strata with low
or no sample size (a procedure that assumes respsraimong the collapsed strata would
respond homogenously on the outcome variablegerfdast).

Following the four considerations for selecting tpstsatification variables, the 2010 sample was
first stratified by component (see Table 1 in Ani@for large under- and over representation

of the Regular F and DND employee categories, mb@dy). Within each component, different
variables were selected for further stratificatiétor the Regular F component, Tables 5 and 6 in
Annex C showed that the distribution of respondentie rank group and YOS categories was
not representative of the sampled population. Mege there was a reason to believe that both
of these variables were related to the outcomag@fest (Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993; Trevifio

et al, 2006). Therefore, the Regular F component wekér stratified by rank group and YOS.
The Reserve Force (Class B) component was alduefustratified by rank group (Table 5 in
Annex C shows that the distribution of respondé@nthe rank groups within Reserve (Class B)
was misrepresentative of the sampled populati@ther candidate post-stratification variables
were not used because the sample was well repadiseraf the population for those variables.
Lastly, for the DND employee component, occupatias chosen as a stratification variable
because the distribution of respondents in thematoonal categories was not at all representative
of the population.

The stratification and weighting scheme for the@8ample was also used for the 2003 sample
for all analyses in this report. The rationale wakeep the stratification and weighting scheme
the same between the two surveys so that the tveysiwould be comparable at least on the
stratification variables used. Tables 10-12 priegbim Annex D identify the population size for
Regular Force, Reserve Force (Class B), and aMIBD employees, respectively, during the
time of the 2003 and 2010 Defence Ethics Surveyimidtrations’ as well as the sample size and
the derived survey weights for each strafuuote that the 2003 data set does not contain Reser
Force members. Please refer to Annex D for anaggpion regarding how we used the survey
weight and population size variables in Complex flasmto conduct statistical tests.

The population size values were obtained fromxhiRIM statistical reports specified for the date
November 2010. Importantly, the population sizRiea in the tables for 2010 reflect the actual
population sampled, which excludes those who coatdbe reached by email, were out-of-office,
deployed, etc, as opposed to the population asatbfiy DHRIM. However, for the 2003 data, the
population size values from DHRIM had to be usestduse the data corresponding to those who
could not be reached by email, etc, could not batkd at the time when survey weights were
being computed.

8 In the 2010 data set, there were 47 responddmseither did not provide their rank group or Y®S i
they were Regular Force or Reserve Force, or theeiupation if they were a DND Employee. In the
2003 data set, there were 49 respondents who elith@ot provide their rank group or YOS. These
respondents therefore could not be assigned a tamghwere thus excluded in weighted analyses.
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3.3  Organizational Ethical Climate (“Now”) versus | ndividual
Values (“Should”) Discrepancies

Organizational ethical climate and individual vause measured with the following

subscales for the 2003 survey administration: caftes, independence, self-interest, job
completion, supervisor expectations, supervisoatbiehir, co-worker behaviour, organizational
rules, organizational fairness, and personal conifbe 2010 survey administration included
two additional subscales, namely local senior lestdp and unit/CF treats me with respect.

To determine whether there were differences betweganizational ethical climate (the way
things are now) and individual values (the way gsishould be), we analyzed the discrepancy
between the two groups of variables. The maircefiédiscrepancy was present for

every analysis involving should versus now, inahgdcomparisons of the 2003 and 2010
administrations (see Table 14 in Annex F) and f@rg subgroup in the 2010 administration
(see Tables 15-27 in Annex G). We observed sigiti differences between respondents’
ratings regarding the way things are now (orgaitnat ethical climate) and the way they
should be (individual values) on every scale agatdd by the main effect of discrepancy

(see Tables 15-27 in Annex G). For 10 out of Hles; the means for individual values (should)
were higher than the means for organizational atltiimate (now). The pattern was reverse for
the self-interest scale only.

3.4  Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey R  esults:
Organizational Ethical Climate

Prior to running ANOVAs using CSGLM, we merged 2893 Defence Ethics Survey dataset
with the 2010 Defence Ethics Survey dataset. Taed dataset had a total sample size of
4615, in which the 2003 survey sample was compi$dd90 personnel (n = 1286 Regular
Force; n = 504 civilian DND personnel) and the 28a6sey sample was comprised of 2825
personnel (n = 1545 Regular Force; n = 1280 civibdND personnel). Please note that Reserve
Force personnel were not included in the 2003 sketta Consequently, we did not compare the
2003 and 2010 Defence Ethics Survey results foeReg-orce personnel. The 2003 and 2010
Regular Force population size, sample size, ancegweight as a function of rank and YOS are
presented in Table 11 in Annex D. The 2003 and2Milian DND personnel population size,
sample size, and survey weight as a function ofipation are presented Table 12 in Annex D.

3.4.1 Overall Improvement from 2003 to 2010
When averaged across all organization ethical ¢éreabscales, a statistically significant

improvement in ethical climate was noted from 2003= 3.33,SE=.017) to 2010M = 3.48,
SE=.012), Wald~(1, 4550) = 53.97p < 001.

3.4.2 Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function  of Subscales
Further analyses evaluated the source of improvebyeoomparing the 2003 and 2010

administrations on each ethical climate subscBlgure 2 presents the results, with an
asterisk indicating whether an improvement wagssizlly significant p < .05).
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3.4.3 Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function  of Component

When averaged across all organizational ethicadatk scales, the results show that Regular
Force personnel and DND employees’ perceptionshida climate improved from 2003 to 2010
(M =3.39, SE =.018 versii$ = 3.55,SE = .016 andM = 3.27,SE = .030 versuM = 3.41,
SE=.018, respectively) to an equal extent, W(dl, 4550) = .32p = .57. The greatest areas

of improvement for both Regular Force personnel@N®d employees were in the following
areas: Supervisors’ Expectations, Supervisors’ Bielies, and Co-workers’ Behaviours.

3.5 Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey R  esults:
Discrepancies between organizational ethical climat e
and individual values

We compared 11 predictors of organizational ettitiadate and individual values using

data from the 2003 and 2010 survey administrati@pecifically, we assessed whether the
discrepancy between personnel’s perceptions olvihyethings are now in their unit or workplace
(organizational ethical climate) and the way thisgeuld be (individual values) have changed
from 2003 to 2010. The discrepancy between orgdinizal ethical climate and individual values
was obtained by subtracting the average organizatiethical climate score from the average
individual values score, in which both indicatorsrermeasured on a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Small discrepancies suggest that personnel’s pnospof organizational ethical climate are
consistent with their personal beliefs regardin@tthe organizational ethical climate should

be like, whereas large discrepancies indicatethiegie is a divide. As shown in Figure 2,

the discrepancy between the way things are novitenday things should be was greater

in 2003 than in 2010 for 8 out of 11 scales (asksrindicate significant differences between
survey administrations)!° In other words, these findings suggest that teerepancy between
personnel’s current perceptions of organizatiotiadate and their individual beliefs about what

°®  All Self-Interest subscales presented in figunesreverse coded for the purpose of illustration.

19 The results of post hoc tests for ANOVAs andste$independence in graphs and tables are presented
instead of Cls or SEs because: 1) people may nmakerect statistical inferences using the Cls afd S
(Cummings & Finch, 2005). For instance, a commasconception is that two groups do not differ on
an outcome if the Cls overlap, which is not trueo{i#&/ & Hanley, 2002). Thus, providing the resulfs o
post hoc tests in graphs and figures allows théeet fairly easily refer to the bold supersclaiters
for the outcomes of inferential statistics; 2) tharas no standardized way to present Cls in figures
and tables based on the analyses that were condusitey CSGLM and CSTABULATE. For example,
graphs that present discrepancy (should minus novthe y-axis do not have an accompanying Cl or
SE, whereas graphs that present organizationaagttiimate on the y-axis do have an accompanying
Cl or SE. Therefore, some graphs would have CBEs and others would not. In contrast, it was
always possible to present the results of posttésts in graphs and tables using bold superscript
letters; and 3) we did not use CI for the inte@titontrasts conducted using CSGLM to make
group comparisons. CSGLM does not use the Cl€EaradBound the discrepancy between two groups
(e.g., Jr. NCM and Sr. Officers) when an interattiontrast was defined using syntax. We used the
LMATRIX syntax to create a particular contrast loé testimated parameters for the CSGLM (Howell
& Lacroix, in press). We tested whether this caositia different from O against a standard error
that is specific to the cells involved. SPSS presithis SE. However, SPSS does not provide the
SE associated with sub-components of the contrast.
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the organizational ethical climate should be hgzrdawed from 2003 to 2010. Perceptions of the
discrepancy between the way things are right nahvthe way things should be was especially
pronounced for organizational fairness. To seeiaet means and ANOVA effects that were
obtained using CSGLM, please refer to Table 14nnex F.
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Figure 2: Discrepancy analyzed as a function oktdeé ethics administration
for the scales measuring ethical climate and irdiial values

3.6  Organizational Ethical Climate as a Function of
Demographic Variables (2010)

We conducted separate ANOVAs using CSGLM in SP$&doh demographic variable, where
the dependent variable was organizational ethigabte from the 2010 administration. As
shown in Figures 3-6, results revealed that compiymank, education, and years of service
provided the most important subgroup differendelease note that we performed post-hoc
analyses to determine which groups significantffeded from each other and presented
significant results in the figures below. Thus.enta subgroup differed from another subgroup,
we placed uppercase letters above the bar thahkagteatest value. The uppercase letters
presented in the figures correspond with the leftethe tables in Annex G. The means
illustrated in Figures 3-6 can be found in the ooldabelled “Now (A)” in Annex G.

20 DGMPRA TM 2011-037



3.6.1 Component

As shown in Figure 4, the Supervisors Expectatsuisscale yielded the largest averaged scores
and self-interest revealed the smallest averagesdor organizational ethical climate in 2010.
Additionally,

a. DND employees reported smaller averaged scoresRigular Force personnel on
the following scales: Supervisors’ Expectationgp&uisors’ Behaviours, Co-workers’
Behaviours, Local Senior Leadership, Organizatiéhdes, Job Completion, Rules,
Care, Organizational Fairness, Independence, dfdh8=est;

b. DND personnel reported smaller averaged scoresRlearrve Force Class B personnel
on Supervisors’ Expectations, Local Senior Leadprstob Completion, and Care; and

c. Regular Force personnel reported larger averagmeésthan Reserve Force Class B
personnel on Rules and Organizational Rules.
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Figure 3: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a FunctiorCafmponent
3.6.2 Rank

Next, we examined the organizational ethical clemateraged scores from the 2010
administration as a function of rank. Overall, ¢heatest averaged scores were found for
Supervisor Expectations and the smallest averagme svas for Self-Interest (see Figure 5).
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a. Junior NCMs reported smaller averaged scores ti@other three rank groups on the
following scales: Supervisors’ Expectations, Sugans’ Behaviours, Unit/CF Treats
me with Respect, Co-workers’ Behaviours, Local 8eheadership, Personal Control,
Organizational Fairness, and Self-Interest. Alsmior NCMs reported smaller
averaged scores than Junior and Senior Officethefare subscale; and

b. Junior and Senior NCMs reported larger averageresdban Senior Officers on the job
completion subscale. Additionally, Senior NCMsadpd smaller averaged scores than
Junior Officers on the Care subscale.
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Figure 4: Ethical Climate Analyzed as a FunctiorRaink Group

3.6.3 Education

Supervisors’ Expectations yielded the largest ayextascores for perceived organizational ethical
climate in 2010. For 8 out of 11 scales, persowi had college diplomas reported lower
average scores than at least one other educagomging for current organizational ethical
climate (see Figure 6).

a. Personnel with high school and college diplomasnteg smaller averaged scores for
organizational ethical climate than personnel wad graduate degrees with regard to
the following scales: Supervisors’ Expectationgy&uisors’ Behaviours, Unit/CF
Treats me with Respect, and Co-workers’ Behaviolrsaddition, personnel with
graduate degrees reported larger averaged scarepéinsonnel with college diplomas
on the Personal Control subscale;
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b. Personnel with university degrees reported largeraged scores than personnel who
had college diplomas on the following scales: Supers’ Expectations, Supervisors’
Behaviours, Unit/CF Treats me with Respect, andv@tkers’ Behaviours;

c. Personnel with college diplomas reported smallerayed scores than personnel from
the other three educational groups on the OrgaoimtFairness subscale. In addition,
personnel with college diplomas reported smalleraged scores than personnel with
high school diplomas and graduate degrees on treesDascale;

d. Personnel with graduate degrees reported smakeaged scores than personnel from
the other three educational groups on the Selfdstesubscale;

e. Personnel with high school diplomas reported gresteraged scores than personnel
with university degrees on the Job Completion sallesand smaller averaged scores
on the Supervisor Expectations subscale; and

f.  Personnel with high school diplomas reported lasyeraged scores than personnel
with college diplomas on the Unit/CF Treats me viRéspect subscale.
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3.6.4 Years of Service (YOS)

As with the other demographic variables previoussgussed, the Supervisor Expectations
subscale yielded the highest average scores regardf YOS. We also found that personnel
with 6-10 years of service tended to perceive sdamains of organizational ethical climate less
favourably than personnel from the other YOS grailigs Please note that Figure 7 only
presents statistically significant results.

a. Personnel with 6-10 YOS reported smaller averagetks than personnel with
21-25 YOS on the Supervisor’'s Expectations subscale

b. Personnel with 6-10 YOS reported smaller averagetes than personnel with
25 years or more of service on the Co-workers’ Baha subscale;

c. Personnel with 1-5 YOS reported larger averagetesdhan personnel with
6-10 YOS and 25 years or more of service on the@egtional Rules subscale;

d. Personnel with 6-10 YOS reported smaller averagetks than personnel with
1-5 YOS on the Organizational Fairness subscalk; an

e. Personnel with 25 years or more of service repastedller averaged scores
than personnel from the other YOS groups did orSeléInterest subscale.
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3.7 Discrepancies between Organizational Ethical CI  imate and
Individual Values as a Function of Demographic Vari  ables

3.7.1 Method of Analyses

The weighted mean scale values for ethical clinffatew”) and individual values (“should be”)
were analyzed in a series of ANOVAs. Unfortunatéhe SPSS Complex Samples General
Linear Model (CSGLM) function that incorporatesvay weights in analyses does not allow
the user to analyze repeated-measures variabtps“t@w” vs. “should be”). To account

for the correlated errors associated with a padiai providing more than one response

(i.e., a participant responding to both “now” amthéuld be” on a given scale), respondents were
included in the Complex Samples Analysis Plan elsigter variable along with the stratification
variables presented in Annex D in Tables 13*Tthen, a series of two-way ANOVAs were
computed treating “now” and “should be” as a tweelebetween-subjects variable (hereafter
called discrepancy) along with one of seven dengigcavariables (component, FOL, gender,
education, rank group, YOS, and age). An IBM SBta8stician and one of the programmers
of the Complex Samples module both agreed thaafipsoach is an appropriate way to analyze
the data (David Nichols, personal communicatiohy 0d, 2011).

In the following section, we report whether thecdgpancy between organizational ethical
climate (now) and individual values (should) difemmong the categories of a demographic
variable, as indicated by the interaction tem.bxpiscrep T he discrepancy between “now”

and “should” was obtained by subtracting the aver@ganizational ethical climate score
from the average individual values score, in whioth indicators were measured on a 5-point
Likert-type scale. For instance, if we examineltidependence scale means as illustrated in
Table 18 in Annex G, we can see that there israfgignt interaction (Femoxpiscrep = 8.76***)
between rank and the discrepancy between now vehsudd. Specifically, Junior NCMs
(Mean difference = .29) report a greater discrepdm@tween now versus should as compared
to Junior and Senior Officers (Mean difference & abd .03 respectively). Please refer

to Tables 15-27 in Annex G for means, main effeats], interactions as a function of each
demographic variable. Note that for each demodcagriable, we describe statistically
significant subgroup differences and then presgnifgcant differences visually in the form

of bar graphs. Additionally, there were a few epéga where the results in the tables show
that the interaction between discrepancy and thedeaphic variables is significant; however,
the interaction contrasts we ran to decomposentieeaiction did not reach statistical significance
(e.g., Co-workers’ Behaviours subscale as a funaifcage in Table 22 in Annex G).

2 The methodology is thoroughly explained in “Spétsues regarding SPSS Complex Samples”
by G. Howell and D.L. Messervey (in preparation).
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3.7.2 Component

As shown in Figure 7, the discrepancy between paedts perceptions of current organizational
ethical climate and their personal beliefs abouttwhe organizational ethical climate should be
like was greater for civilian DND personnel thargRkr Force personnel with regard to
Supervisors’ Expectations, Co-workers’ Behavioars] Organizational Rules. The discrepancy
between perceptions of how much local senior managéset and promote ethical standards
and individual perceptions of how much local sem@mnagement should promote high

ethical standards was greater for DND employees fimaRegular Force and Reserve Force
(Class B) personnel.
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3.7.3 First Official Language (FOL)

The discrepancy between perceptions of currentnagtonal ethical climate and personal
beliefs about what the organizational ethical ctenshould be like was smaller for personnel
who identified French as their first official larage than personnel who identified English as
their first official language on the Care, Indepenck, and Organizational Fairness subscales
(see Figure 8). The pattern of findings was revéws Job Completion, in which personnel who
identified English as their first official languageported a smaller discrepancy than personnel
who identified French as their first official larage between how important completing the job
is and their personal views about how importantgoimpletion should be.
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Figure 8: Differences in Discrepancy among FOLs
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3.74 Gender

The discrepancy between personnel’s perceptiotiseafcurrent organizational ethical climate
and their personal beliefs regarding what the degdional ethical climate should be like are
presented as a function of gender in Figure 9.

Job Completion— Males were more likely than females to haveeatgr discrepancy between
their current perceptions of how much their workpl@mphasizes “getting the job done” and
their personal beliefs regarding how much the wiartg should emphasize getting the job done.
Supervisor Expectations— The discrepancy between perceptions of how rsuplervisors set
and support ethical standards and individual pei@mepregarding how much supervisors should
promote high ethical standards was greater for liesrthan for males.

Organizational Rules— As compared to males, females reported a grdeenepancy between

the extent the organization follows rules and ragiohs right now and their perceptions regarding
how much the organization should be following rudes regulations.
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Figure 9: Differences in Discrepancy as a FunctarGender

28 DGMPRA TM 2011-037



3.7.5 Education
Discrepancies as a function of educational levelpaesented in Figure 10.

Care — The discrepancy between perceptions of how rmoeliorkers hold caring attitudes
toward members of their unit and how much persoshelld hold caring attitudes toward
members of their unit was smaller for personnel Wwaee graduate degrees than personnel
who have high school diplomas, college diplomasd, amversity degrees. In addition,

the discrepancies were greater for personnel whe ballege diplomas than personnel
who have university degrees.

Rules— The discrepancy between the importance of usileg and regulations right now and
personal beliefs about how much rules should beitapt was greater for personnel who have
college diplomas than personnel who have undergtadand graduate university degrees. In
addition, personnel who have high school diplomeasl tto report greater discrepancies between
their attitudes regarding the prevalence of relyingules right now and their personal beliefs
about how much rules should be prevalent than peasdavho have graduate degrees.

Self-Interest— The discrepancy between the importance of aatiagself-interested manner
and personnel’s beliefs regarding how much pedpbelsl focus on their own self-interests was
smaller for personnel who have undergraduate usityedlegrees than personnel who have high
school and college diplomas.

Independence— As compared to personnel who have undergracduatgraduate university
degrees, personnel with college diplomas tendgorteyreater discrepancies between how much
individuals currently are guided by their own skpersonal beliefs and how much individuals
should be guided by their own set of personal tlie

Job Completion— Personnel who have college diplomas report grelscrepancies
between how important completing the job is andt thersonal views about how important
job completion should be than personnel who hasduate degrees do.

Organizational Fairness— Personnel who have college diplomas are moetylitkan personnel
who have high school diplomas to report greatardjzancies between their perceptions of
how fair the organization is currently and theirgonal beliefs about how fair the organization
should be.

Organizational Rules— Personnel who have college diplomas are moedyltkan personnel

who have high school diplomas and university degjteendicate a greater discrepancy between
their perceptions of how the organization currefdaliows and enforces rules and their personal
beliefs about the extent the organization shoultbbewing and enforcing rules.

Personal Control— As compared to personnel who have graduate eggrellege graduates
reported greater discrepancies between how mudopalrcontrol they have in their job and
how much personal control they believe they shbale.

Local Senior Leadership— Personnel who have a high school diploma wene tilely
than personnel who have a college diploma or usityedegree to report a smaller discrepancy
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between how local senior leadership promotes andugages ethical values and standards and
their perceptions of how much leadership shouldnate such values.

Unit/CF Treats me with Respect- As compared to personnel who have graduate eggre
personnel who have a college diploma reported atgreliscrepancy between their perceptions
of how much their unit and the CF treat them wibpect and how much their unit and the

CF should treat them with respect.
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Figure 10: Differences in Discrepancy as a Functafrieducation

3.7.6 Rank

Figure 11 presents the discrepancies between aagamal ethical climate and individual
beliefs regarding what the organizational ethitiah@te should be like as a function of rank.

Care — Junior NCMs reported a larger discrepancy tharother three rank groups with regard
to the difference between their perceptions of nmveh their co-workers have a caring attitude
toward their fellow unit members and their persdrgiefs about the extent that their co-workers
should have a caring attitude. Furthermore, Se@ivis reported a larger discrepancy between
organizational ethical climate (now) and individualues (should) on the care subscale than
Junior and Senior Officers did.

Rules— Junior and Senior NCMs were more likely thaniduand Senior Officers to report a

greater discrepancy between the extent that theype rules and regulations being followed
and their personal beliefs about the extent tHasrshould be followed.
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Self-Interest— Senior Officers were more likely than Senior NEtd indicate a greater
discrepancy between their perceptions of how pemg@eself-interested in their workplace
currently and their personal beliefs about how mpebple should be self-interested.

Independence- Junior NCMs were more likely the other threekrgroups to report a greater
discrepancy between the amount of independencehtiayin their jobs right now and

the amount of independence they believe they shoatd. In addition, Senior NCMs were
more likely than Senior Officers to indicate largiiscrepancies between their perceptions

of independence in their workplace right now arartperceptions of how much independence
they should have in their workplace.

Supervisor Behaviour— As compared to Senior NCMs and Senior Officéusjor NCMs
were more likely to report a larger discrepancydeein the extent to which their supervisors
demonstrate behaviours that are consistent witlstaezment of Defence Ethics and their
beliefs about how much supervisors’ behaviours hbe consistent with the Statement

of Defence Ethics.

Supervisor Expectations— Junior NCMs were more likely than Senior NCMd &enior
Officers to indicate larger discrepancies betweam much their immediate supervisors expect
and support ethical behaviour and their perceptgarding the extent that their supervisors
should support ethical behaviours.

Co-Worker Behaviour — Junior NCMs were more likely than personnel fiitie other

three rank groups to indicate a larger discrepdetyween the extent to which their co-workers’
behaviours are consistent with the Statement oéils Ethics and their personal expectations
regarding how much their co-workers’ behavioursutthdve consistent with the Statement

of Defence Ethics.

Organizational Fairness— Junior NCMs were more likely than Senior NCMsd danior
Officers to indicate a greater discrepancy betwibeim perceptions of organizational fairness
right now and their personal beliefs regarding lweganizationally fair the organization
should be.

Organizational Rules— Junior Officers were more likely than Junior &&hior NCMs to
indicate a smaller discrepancy between the exitenbtganization follows and enforces rules
and regulations.

Personal Control— In contrast to the other three rank groups, Jud©Ms were more likely
to report a larger discrepancy between the amdype¢rsonal control they feel they have
in their job right now and the amount of persoraitool they feel they should have.

Unit/CF Treats me with Respect- As compared to the other three rank groupspdiNCMs
were more likely to report a larger difference bextw the level of respect they feel they receive
from their unit and the CF and their personal liglfegarding how much respect they

should receive.
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Figure 11: Differences in Discrepancies betweenupBased on Rank

3.7.7 Years of Service (YOS)
Figure 12 presents the differences in discreparadesfunction of years of service.

Care — Personnel with 6-10 years of service were m&edyl than personnel with 25 years or
more of service to indicate a greater discrepamtyéen their perceptions regarding the extent
that members in their unit currently demonstrataring attitude towards fellow members in the
unit and their personal beliefs regarding the exti@mvhich the unit members should demonstrate
a caring attitude towards each other.

Independence- Personnel with 6-10 years of service were mnikedy than personnel with
21-25 years of service to indicate a greater difiee between their perceptions of the amount
of independence they currently exert in their wéakp and their perceptions of the amount

of independence they should be exerting in therkplace.

Supervisor Behaviour— Personnel with 25 or more years of service waoee likely than
personnel with 6-10 years of service to indicasenaller discrepancy between the extent
to which their immediate supervisor demonstratdmbi@urs that are consistent with the
Statement of Defence Ethics and the extent to witieln immediate supervisor should
demonstrate these behaviours.
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Supervisor Expectations— Personnel with 6-10 years of service were nigedyi than personnel
with 21-25 years of service to indicate a greatscrdpancy between perceptions of how much
supervisors set and support ethical standardsratiddual perceptions of how much supervisors
should promote high ethical standards.

Co-worker Behaviour — Personnel with 6-10 years of service were mi&edyl than personnel
with over 25 years of service to indicate a grediscrepancy between their perceptions of
how much their co-workers act in accordance with$katement of Defence Ethics and their
perceptions of how much their co-workers shouldmeiccordance with it.

Organizational Fairness— As compared to personnel with 25 years or mbeevice,
personnel with 6-10 years of service were mord@ptdicate a larger difference between their
perceptions of organizational fairness right now dreir personal beliefs about how fair the
organization should be.

Personal Control— Personnel with 6-10 years of service were m&sdyl than personnel with

25 or more years of service to indicate a gredsarepancy between the level of personal control
they currently have in their workplace and the lefgersonal control they should have in

their workplace.

Local Senior Leadership— Personnel with 6-10 years of service were mé&edyl than personnel
with 25 years of more of service to indicate a tgediscrepancy between the degree local senior
leadership promotes and encourages ethical vahgestandards right now in their workplace

and how much they should promote ethical valuesstemdards.
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Figure 12: Differences in Discrepancy among YedrSearvice
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3.7.8  Age

Figure 13 shows the discrepancy between personmei’snt perceptions of organizational
ethical climate and their personal beliefs regaydimmat the organizational ethical climate
should be like as a function of age.

Care — As compared to personnel who are in the 45 ywantder age group, personnel who
are in the 25-34 year old age group reported greligerepancies between their perceptions
regarding the extent their unit has a caring atétand the extent that their unit should have
a caring attitude.

Independence— With regard to the independence subscale, peetarho are in the 25-34 year
old age group were more apt than personnel whimdhe 45 years and older age group

to indicate larger discrepancies between perceptbigurrent organizational ethical climate
and their individual beliefs regarding what theanigational ethical climate should be liKe.

Supervisor Behaviour— Personnel who are in the 25-34 year age group mere likely

than personnel who are in the 45 years old or @dergroup to indicate a greater discrepancy
between the extent that their immediate supenasts in accordance with the Statement

of Defence Ethics right now and the extend theykhact in accordance with it.

Organizational Rules— Personnel who are 45 years old or older weretikely than personnel
who are in the 16-24 year ago group to indicatrgelr discrepancy between the extent that the
organization follows rules and regulations rightvend the extent to which the organization
should follow rules and regulations.
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Figure 13: Differences in Discrepancy as a Functodrige

2" The variance for the 16-24 age group was unuslalje. As a result, the 25-34 age
group is significantly different from the 45+ ageup but not the 16-24 age group.
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3.8 Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making

As shown Table 28 in Annex H, the Defence Ethics/&uassesses five different approaches
to ethical decision-making: rule-based, care-basegsequence-based, virtue-based, and
self-interest-based). We examined differenceppr@aches to ethical decision-making as
a function of component (see Table 29 in Annex i) @nk group (see Table 30 in Annex H).

3.8.1 Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making by Comp  onent

Component influenced only two types of ethical dieei-making, namely Rule-based and
Self-Interest based (see Table 29 in Annex H).

Rule-based- Civilian DND employees were more likely than Rleg Force personnel to indicate
that they use a rule-based approach to ethicasideemaking.

Self-Interest— Regular Force personnel were more likely thaiti@n DND personnel to endorse
a self-interest based approach to ethical decisiaking.

3.8.2 Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making by Rank

As shown in Table 30 in Annex H, rank was an imgatrfactor in understanding approaches
to ethical decision-making.

Rule-based- Junior and Senior NCMs were more likely thandu®fficers to indicate that
they used a rule-based approach to decision-malkalglitionally, Senior NCMs were more
likely than Senior Officers to report using a rbleésed approach.

Care-based- Junior NCMs were more likely than the other ¢hrank groups to endorse a
care-based approach to ethical decision-makingwés Senior NCMs were more likely than
Junior Officers and Senior Officers to report tthety use a care-based approach.

Consequence-based Junior Officers were more likely than the ottleee rank groups to report
using a consequence-based approach to ethicalafenisking. Furthermore, Senior NCMs
were more likely than Junior and Senior Officergntdicate using a consequence-based approach.

Self-Interest-based- Junior NCMs were more likely than the other ¢hrank groups to endorse
a self-interest-based approach to ethical decisiaking. Additionally, Senior Officers were less
likely than the other three rank groups to repemg a self-interest-based approach to ethical
decisionmaking.

3.8.3 Multiple Approaches to Decision-Making

We measured whether people adopted multiple appesao ethical decision-making in

two ways. First, personnel were explicitly askedhie ethics survey whether they used more
than one approach. For example, they indicated lthes| of agreement with statements such as
“It is not one, but rather a combination of thenpiples that | use to determine what is right and
wrong” and “Rarely, is there only one correct sialntto an ethical problem”. Previous research
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demonstrates that people have a limited graspwfthey reason about higher order mental
processes. Thus, when people are asked to debonbthey think, they may rely on a priori
knowledge to develop plausible explanations oritleeqNisbett & Wilson, 1977). In other
words, the survey may measure what has been galgale’s self-theories about whether they
rely on more than one approach. Second, we examihether people actually report using
more than one approach to ethical decision-makjngX¥amining the number of ethical
approaches that they endorsed in the survey (eefeoras ‘New Multiple Approach’).
Specifically, we examined the number of times resients indicated that they ‘Agree’ or
‘Strongly Agree’ with the rule-, care-, consequene@tue-, and self-interest-based scales.

For example, if personnel endorsed rule-based;lmased, and virtue-based approaches in the
survey, they were considered as having multiple@ghes to ethical decision-making, whereas
personnel who only endorsed consequence-basedatfesiaking were not considered as using
one approach. The ‘New Multiple Approach’ providesalternative methodology to assess
whether people use more than one approach whemgatiical-decisions.

When multiple-approaches to ethical decision-makiag assessed using personnel’s level

of agreement to survey items, all three compong@ets Regular Force, Class B Reservists,
and DND employees) and rank groups (e.g., JunidvIN@ovided equally high levels of
endorsement (see Tables 29 and 30 in Annex Hythier words, most ranks and components
indicated that they agree or strongly agree wikestents in the survey that reflect using more
than one approach to ethical decision-making. H@mnevhen the “New Multiple Approach”
measure was analyzed as a function of rank graumi, group differences became statistically
significant. Specifically, the results suggesteat unior NCMs endorsed more approaches
to ethical decision-making than did the other thiseek groups. Furthermore, Senior NCMs
endorsed more approaches than Junior and Seniice3ftlid.

The inconsistency between the two measures of pheiklipproaches to ethical decision-making
suggests that they do not measure the same candiirigcpossible that the lack of group
differences for the items that directly asked resjgmts if they use multiple approaches may have
been due to consistency in personnel’s self-theordore specifically, people may believe that
using multiple approaches to ethical decision-mgksndesirable, which leads them to have a
self-theory that they personally rely on more tbae ethical approach. In contrast, with the
“New Multiple Approach” measure, respondents wearedirectly asked if they use multiple
approaches and therefore self-theories would haea tess of a contributing factor. Specifically,
when we tallied the number of times respondentsiesed each approach, the results suggested
that personnel on average endorse two approachiethah varies as a function of rank group.

3.9  Ethical Judgement (Scenarios)

In the next set of analyses, we focus on how pewmjplee ethical decisions when confronted with
hypothetical dilemmas. An ethical judgement sawas computed by averaging respondents’
ratings of the eight judgment items (unjust, unfaiorally wrong, unacceptable to family,
culturally unacceptable, traditionally unacceptaklelates an unspoken promise, and violates
an unwritten contract). The greater the averageesthe more unethical the judgment was
deemed to be. Several one-way between-subjectsvid$@vere run using CSGLM, where
ethical judgment was treated as the dependentolargad each demographic variable was
treated as the independent variable (see Annex ).
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3.9.1 Rank

As shown in Table 32 in Annex |, rank accountedtfier greatest proportion of variance in ethical
judgment as compared to the other demographichlaga

Scenario 1- Senior Officers were more likely than Juniori€dfs and Junior NCMs to judge
that failing to report damaged equipment had ethamaifications. Senior NCMs were more
likely than Junior NCMs to report that concealinfprmation pertaining to the incident

was unethical.

Scenario 2— Although all four rank groups judged the cam@anager’s decision as unethical,
Junior NCMs judged the career manager’s decisidyeasy less serious than the other three rank
groups did. Additionally, Senior Officers judgdgbtcareer manager’s decision as being more
unethical than Senior NCMs did.

Scenario 3— Despite all rank groups indicating that the &x&ldecision was unethical, Junior

NCMs were more likely than the other rank groupeefmort that the decision had fewer ethical
implications. Senior Officers were more likely thidne other three rank groups to report that

the decision was unethical.

Scenario 4— Junior NCMs deemed the manager’s decision todilifferent person for the job
as being less serious than Junior and Senior @dfitid, even though all rank groups considered
the decision as unethical.

Scenario 5- Junior NCMs reported that the CF member’s astitad greater ethical implications
than Senior Officers did.

3.9.2 Component

Significant differences were found for Scenario8,1and 4 only when component was treated
as the independent variable (see Table 33 in ARnex

Scenario 1- Class B Reserve Force personnel and civilian @Niployees were more likely
than Regular Force personnel to deem failing tontsgi|amaged equipment as unethical.

Scenario 3— Civilian DND employees perceived the leader'sisien as being more unethical
than Regular Force and Class B Reserve persortheRiigular Force personnel judged the
leader’s decision as having fewer ethical ramiiarad than Class B Reserve personnel and
civilian DND employees did. All three componergported that the leader’s decision was
unethical.

Scenario 4— Civilian DND employees were more likely than tither two components to

indicate that the manager’s decision had ethicalfreations. All components considered
the decision to refuse the qualified candidaterehical.
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3.9.3 Gender
As shown in Table 34 in Annex I, only Scenariosd 4 yielded significant gender differences.

Scenario 1- Females indicated that failing to report damaggapment was more unethical
than males did.

Scenario 4— Although both males and females judged the maedecision as unethical,
females deemed the decision as more unethicainiades did.

3.94 First Official Language (FOL)
Only Scenario 2 and 5 yielded significant differes@s demonstrated in Table 35 in Annex |I.

Scenario 2— Personnel who indicated that English was thiet 6fficial language judged the
career manager’s decision to hire the outspokedidate instead of the best candidate as being
more unethical than personnel who indicated thanéir was their first official language did.

Scenario 5— Personnel who indicated that French was thesit difficial language perceived the
CF member’s actions to acquire goods and servioces & questionable dealer as more unethical
than personnel who indicated that English was fiivsir official language did.

3.9.5 Years of Service (YOS)
For YOS, only Scenarios 1 and 3 revealed signifidifferences (see Table 36 in Annex I).

Scenario 1- Personnel with 25 years or more of service jddbe witnesses’ actions as more
unethical than personnel who had 0-5 YOS and 6-0@ ¥id.

Scenario 3— In general, personnel with more years of serd@emed the leader’s decision as more
unethical than personnel with fewer years of serdid. In particular, personnel with 21-25 YOS
or 25 years or more of service were more likelywtharsonnel with 0-5 YOS, 6-10 YOS, and

11-15 YOS to judge the leader’s decision as unathiersonnel with 16-20 YOS indicated

that the leader’s decision was more unethical gesonnel with 0-5 YOS and 6-10 YOS did.

3.9.6 Education

Average ethical judgments that were analyzed asetibn of education yielded significant
differences for Scenarios 2, 3, and 4 (see Tabla 3anhnex I).

Scenario 2— Personnel who have graduate and university degrerceived the manager’'s
decision as more unethical than people with hidgloskor college diplomas did, although
all four educational groups were likely to consither decision unethical.

Scenario 3— Personnel who have graduate and university degvere more likely than

personnel who had high school and college diplaimasport that the manager’s decision
had ethical ramifications.

38 DGMPRA TM 2011-037



Scenario 4— Personnel who have high school diplomas judbediring manager’s decision
as less unethical than personnel who have gradnateniversity degrees did, even though
all educational groups deemed the decision as izaéth

3.9.7 Age
As shown in Table 38 in Annex I, only Scenario8,land 4 yielded significant differences for age.

Scenario 1- Personnel who were 35-44 years old and 45 y#drand older were more likely
than personnel who were 16-24 years old and 25a4syold to consider the witnesses’ lack
of action as unethical.

Scenario 3— In general, older age groups perceived the fsadetions as more unethical than
the younger age groups did. Specifically, persbwhe were in the 16-24 year age group judged
the leader’s actions as less unethical than peetavio belonged to the other three age groups
did, whereas personnel who were 45 years or grpateeived the leader’s actions as being more
unethical than the other three age groups did.itiaally, personnel who were in the 45 years
or greater age group judged the leader’'s decisdreang more unethical than personnel in the
25-34 years old age group did.

Scenario 5— Personnel who are 45 years old or older perddive hiring manager’s decision
as more unethical than personnel who were in thgé®and 35-44 year old age groups, even
though personnel from all age groups judged thésiabecas unethical as indicated by their
average scores.

3.10 Situational Moral Intensity

To assess how situational moral intensity is relabethe stages of ethical decision-making
(i.e., recognizing an ethical issue, making ethjedgements, and forming ethical intentions),
we conducted 15 multiple linear regressions. Aswlsed previously, six characteristics that
can influence moral intensity are: (1) magnitudéhef consequences, (2) temporal immediacy,
(3) social consensus, (4) proximity, and (5) pralitsitof effect.

3.10.1 Recognition of an Ethical Issue

Certain moral intensity predictors had fairly catent relationships with whether surveyed
CF members recognized an ethical issue in the dosrngee Table 39 in Annex J). More
specifically, for four of the five scenarios, them people in one’s workplace considered

the decision to be inappropriate (social consensiis)more they recognized that the situation
presented an ethical issue (except scenario 5 whisreelationship was reversed)For

13 Scenario 5 was qualitatively different than tikeen four scenarios, in which it was the only sc&na

that involved making an ethical decision in theteahof an overseas mission. More research isetked
to understand how ethical decision-making is affddiy contextual factors. In addition, only miiita
personnel were given Scenario 5. As such, it ssiiade that the different samples across scenarios
account for the different pattern of findings.
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three of the five scenarios, the more personnegnezd that a hegative consequence would
result (probability of effect) and that it wouldedt those close in proximity (i.e., “people at my
workplace”), the more likely they were to recognaeethical issue. Finally, only in one of the
five scenarios were increases in the degree thiabpeel perceived possible harm resulting from
the decision (magnitude of consequences) andthbatrtpact would occur soon (temporal
immediacy) related to increases in recognizingthital issue.

3.10.2 Ethical Judgment

When situational moral intensity predicted ethjoalgement, the pattern of results was the
same across all five scenarios (refer to Tablen48ninex J). Specifically, the more personnel
perceived possible harm resulting from the deci¢ioagnitude of consequences), the more
people in one’s workplace would consider the denisd be inappropriate (social consensus),
and the more the decision was perceived to cawg#ine consequences (probability of effect),
the more the decision was judged as being unethéraks all scenarios.

3.10.3 Ethical Intentions

When situational moral intensity predicted ethicéntions, the pattern of results was the same
across all five scenarios as shown in Table 41ringk J. Specifically, the more personnel
perceived possible harm resulting from the decigioagnitude of consequences), the more
people in one’s workplace would consider the deni$d be inappropriate (social consensus),
and the more the decision was perceived to caug#ine consequences (probability of effect),
the greater the likelihood that personnel indicaked they would definitely not make the same
decision described in the scenarios.

3.11 Training

In Annex K, we present response frequencies fdn &aming question as a function of
component. In addition, we provide response fraqies for all “Defence Personnel”, which

is comprised of Regular Force, Reserve Force (Basand civilian DND personnel. Because
we use Complex Samples in SPSS, we can make iefsseagarding all personnel who are
included in the survey population.

3.11.1  Participation in Ethics Education

Defence personnel were asked whether they partgdpa any CF or DND training related

to ethics, ethical decision-making, or ethical hédwar in the last three years. As shown in
Table 42 in Annex K, we found that 60.3% of defepeesonnel indicated that they received
training within the last three years, whereas 39di@mnot receive training. Next we analyzed
whether participation in ethics trainings varieddmynponent and found a statistically significant
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associationy?(1.82) = 30.27p < .001** In particular, Reserve Force (Class B) personnel
reported receiving the most training and DND canlipersonnel indicated receiving the least
amount of training.

3.11.2 Ethics Training and Stages of Ethical Decisi  on-Making

Next, we examined personnel’s perceptions of thaiomship between ethics training and stages
of ethical decision-making. In particular, persehindicated how ethics training influenced

(1) their awareness of ethical issues in the CFND, (2) their ability to recognize ethical
issues, and (3) their decision-making regardingatlissues.

a. Awareness of an ethical issue did not vary as atiom of component;*(3.61) = .89,
p = .89 (see Table 43 in Annex K);

b. The ability to recognize an ethical issue did ramywby component?(7.39) = 1.18,
p = .31 (see Table 44 in Annex K); and

c. The ability to make ethical decisions did not diffes a function of component,
v¥(7.46) = .52p = .83 (see Table 45 in Annex K).

3.11.3 Ethics Dialogue or Case Study

Personnel were asked to indicate if and when tlasg Iparticipated in a dialogue or case

study session on ethics in their workplace. Iripalar, they were provided with three response
options: (1) within the last year, (2) one to tweays ago, or (3) | have not participated in such
an activity. As demonstrated in Table 46 in Anikgexhe percentage of personnel who engaged
in ethics dialogues or case study sessions vasiedfanction of componen(3.77) = .61.70,

p <.001. In particular, DND personnel reported thay participated in dialogues and case
studies pertaining to ethics least often and ResEorce (Class B) personnel reported
participating in these types of ethics activitiessinoften.

3.11.4 Ethics Coordinator

Defence Personnel were asked if they knew who #thics coordinator was. As can be shown

in Table 47 in Annex K, the majority of Regular Eerand DND personnel did not know who their
ethics coordinator was. Overall, the componerftergd in their ability to identify who their ettgc
coordinator isx*(1.87) = 80.55p < .001. Follow-up tests showed that a higher prtign of
Reserve Class B personnel reported knowing who #¢tleics coordinator is relative to the
proportions of Regular Force and DND personnel diklo

1 Post hoc tests used to determine which compomeagsved a higher percentage of ethical training
were conducted using the population standard &roonstruct Bonferroni corrected confidence
intervals around the percentages. More detailsermirg this approach to post hoc testing following
a significant association between two categorieaiables can be found in “Special issues regarding
SPSS Complex Samples” by G. Howell and D.L. Messg(in preparation).
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3.11.5 Knowledge of Defence Ethics Program (DEP)

When personnel were asked whether they had hedha @efence Ethics Program, the majority
of personnel indicated they did. As illustratedable 48 in Annex K, the components varied

in their knowledge of the DER%(1.78) = 12.86p < .01. Specifically, a higher proportion of
Reserve Force Class B personnel than Regular od®ND personnel have heard of the DEP.

Next, personnel indicated how they had heard ath@uDEP. As shown in Figure 15 in Annex K,
the most frequent method of disseminating knowleggarding DEP was training sessions.

a. Training Sessiony’(1.85) = 12.85p < .01. Res F > Ref F = CIV;
b. The Maple Leafy*(1.91) = 72.24p < .001. Reg F = Res F > CIV; and

c. Postersy’(1.88) = 18.74p < .001. Res F > CIV.

3.12 Qualitative Comments

Defence personnel were asked to identify the nmgbitant single ethical issue facing CF/DND
today. To code the qualitative comments, we peréal a content analysis. In particular, we
made minor modifications to the coding scheme weest developed for purpose of the 2003
Defence Ethics Survey Sponsor Research Report (Buk$orrow, & Beauchamp, 2004).

As in 2003, the four major themes found in the 2@&iten comments were: (1) Fair and
Equitable Treatment Versus Self-Interest, (2) Selngadership and Management, (3) Ethical
Ideals, and (4) Miscellaneous. Although the m#jemes remained the same, there were a
few minor changes. First, “Evaluation and Prom@tiwas changed to “Evaluation, Promotion,
and Postings”. Second, we added a category cdfieeyrity in Leadership” under the theme
“Senior Leadership and Management”. Third, hondetggrity, respect and loyalty were
combined into a single category called “Defencedaiivalues”. Fourth, the following
categories were included under the “Miscellanedlsime: Cultural Differences &

Ethical Behaviour on Missions, Role in Afghanist&prk Life Balance, Events in the Media,
and Competing values. The unweighted frequenciepra@sented in Table 49 in Annex L.

3.12.1 Theme 1: Fair and Equitable Treatment versus  Self-Interest

As shown in Table 49 in Annex K, personnel ideatfissues pertaining to “Fair and Equitable
Treatment versus Self-Interest” as the most impbethical concern facing the CF/DND.

Within this category, five key issues arose: caforgpersonnel, inequitable treatment, HR issues,
careerism, and theft or abuse.

Caring for Personnel— Support and care for veterans was a common tfamad personnel
regardless of component. Many personnel commeanntdte responsibilities of Veteran Affairs
Canada (VAC) and the federal government to takeebeéire of veterans. Many Regular Force
members commented on the CF’s role to protect arglfor military personnel.

Inequitable Treatment — In general, it was common for personnel to iciegjuitable treatment
given to certain groups as the important ethicalés Military personnel often commented that
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members of certain ranks or positions receivecbéttatment than personnel who were of lower
rank. For example, some personnel reported tleatulles were applied differently depending on
a person’s rank or position. DND personnel oftentesthat military members were treated
better than civilians. Personnel also commenteldamn some people were treated unfairly

as a result of language, gender, and ethnicity.

HR Issues— A considerable number of comments pertainegtmus HR-related issues, such
as evaluation, promotion, hiring, and contractiiany personnel commented that personnel’s
evaluations were based on factors unrelated to veoith as personal friendships. Other
personnel indicated that they felt hiring practiegse unfair, such as civilian positions being
reserved for military personnel who were approaghétirement. In addition, some personnel
indicated that they thought contractors were cotiqgevork that indeterminate employees
should be doing.

Careerism— Personnel, especially Regular Force membersmamted on superiors and other
defence staff acting in a self-interested waythla manner, some personnel believe that some
senior leaders are making decisions that will prientioeir career aspirations rather than serve
the organization.

Theft or Abuse — Many personnel commented that some personnéhldrg advantage of the
system, such as incorrect use of leave and imprgeenf DND supplies. Some personnel
commented that personnel were being abused ordealas the workplace.

3.12.2 Theme 2: Senior Leadership and Management

Comments pertaining to leadership and managemeunséa largely on the following areas:
bureaucracy, tasks given resources, resource atlocathical leadership, and leadership integrity.

Bureaucracy— Some personnel indicated that the bureaucracgdegpcompleting jobs efficiently.

Tasks Given resources- Personnel often indicated that they feel presbto do more work with
fewer resources. A number of personnel made nederto budget constraints and the current
fiscal climate.

Resource Allocation— An issue predominantly raised by DND personekites to resource
management. Some personnel commented that thegredéesd with how money was spent
by the federal government, CF and DND.

Ethical Leadership — The ability for leaders to make the right ethadzoice and to have moral
courage was commented on by numerous personnaly prsonnel felt the leadership and
management acted in ways that they consideredeikioal. Other personnel reported that
they did not feel supported by management and tshigeto act ethically.

Leadership Integrity — Personnel sometimes commented that leaderstliimanagement did

not protect subordinates and employees sufficierfflither personnel made comments about
how leadership used their authority inappropriagely made unfair decisions. Other comments
focused on leadership integrity and ethics.
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3.12.3 Theme 3 — Ethical Ideals

The comments in this section largely focused omactability, communication, transparency,
and the obligations and values outlined in thectant of Defence Ethics.

Statement of Defence Ethics Values One of the most frequent comments made by defenc
personnel pertained to acting in accordance welStatement of Defence Ethics. In particular,
personnel commented on the importance of honedsgrity, respect, and loyalty.

Accountability — Both CF and DND personnel commented on the itapoe of accountability.
For instance, some personnel indicated that indalglwere not held accountable for
their actions.

Communication and Transparency— Some personnel commented on the importance of
communicating and teaching ethical values. A numlb@ersonnel indicated that decisions
and actions made by DND and the CF need to bepaaest.

3.12.4 Theme 4 — Miscellaneous

Categories that were classified under “Miscellas2adten included new issues that were not
necessarily present in the past. As in 2003, wethic and adherence to rules were frequently
commented on by personnel. Unlike 2003, personr&010 frequently commented on cultural
differences and engaging in ethical behaviour whiilenission. In addition, they commented
on the CF’s role in Afghanistan, media coveragsabfliers who have engaged in illegal

or inappropriate behaviour, and the challengesat#rizing competing priorities.

Work Ethic — Many personnel commented on the need to semadaavell. Other personnel
commented on the work ethic of their co-workerghsas poor attitudes and pulling their weight.
Other personnel commented on the importance ofrgg@anada well.

Adherence to Rules- Most of the comments that addressed adhererrcéewere made
by Regular Force personnel. Many of these comnpartained to rules not being enforced
adequately. Several of the comments pertainedllwafing rules while on operations.
Other personnel made general comments about thetiamge of rules and regulations.

Cultural Differences and Ethical Behaviour on Missons— The treatment of detainees was
often cited by defence personnel as the single myxirtant ethical issue in the CF and DND.
Military personnel often commented on the challengiedealing with cultures that have different
ethical and cultural beliefs while on mission.

Role in Afghanistan— Of the comments made regarding the Canada’$@n@F’s role in
Afghanistan, most comments were written by Regltace personnel. Among comments that
pertained to this issue, most were concerned wiitbtiaer troops should remain in Afghanistan.

Media Coverage— Since the last administration, several CF membave received news
coverage for their improper or criminal actionsegRlar Force personnel most frequently
commented on these soldiers who behaved inapptelyriin which some personnel commented
that these soldiers exemplified a more seriouslprolwvith senior military leadership.
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Competing Values— There were two main types of competing valuas ¢émerged in
personnel’s comments. The first concerns recarcitine’s own sense of personal ethics with
one’s professional ethics. The second addressasdiag the need to complete the mission or
“get the job done” with following the rules.
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4 Discussion

4.1  Comparison of the 2003 and 2010 Ethics Survey R esults:
Organizational Ethical Climate

One of the most significant findings in this repigrthat the overall organizational ethical
climate has improved from 2003 to 2010 for the sympopulation. Upon closer inspection,
organizational ethical climate significantly incsed in the following areas: Supervisors’
Expectations, Supervisors’ Behaviours, Co-workBefaviours, Organizational Rules, Rules,
Personal Control, Organizational Fairness, and.Chrmid not improve in the area of Job
Completion, Personal Control, Independence, anidli8ekest. In addition, Regular Force
personnel and DND employees both improved equally.

4.2  Discrepancies between Organizational Ethical CI  imate
and Individual Values

We found improvement from 2003 to 2010 in the dipancy between personnel’s current
perceptions of organizational ethical climate arartpersonal beliefs about how organizational
ethical climate should be. The pattern of resulis consistent for every scale, in which the
discrepancies from 2003 were greater than theepseicies from 2010. Furthermore, these
discrepancies were statistically significant fay of 11 scales. These findings provide
empirical support for the effectiveness of the De&Ethics Program in reducing the gap
between perceived organizational ethical climatkiadividual values regarding how
organizational ethical climate should be in the kptace’®

4.3  Discrepancy between Organizational Ethical Clim  ate and
Individual Values based on subgroup comparisons (20 10)

Civilian DND employees were more likely than Regwarce and Reserve Force (Class B)
personnel to indicate greater discrepancies betwerreived current organizational ethical climate
and their individual beliefs about what the orgatianal ethical climate should be across several
domains. For example, civilian DND employees wamge likely than Regular Force and Reserve
Force (Class B) personnel to indicate a greaterejimncy in the way organizational rules are
implemented right now and the way organizationldgshould be implemented. Likewise, civilian
DND employees were more likely than military penmseinto indicate greater discrepancies between
how their co-workers’ behaviours are currently éstemt with the Statement of Defence Ethics and
the extent to which they should be consistent. édweer, when asked about senior leadership, DND
employees were less likely than Regular Force seske Force (Class B) personnel to indicate
that senior leadership currently promote ethiditiuates and behaviour. Future research is needed

> We were unable to compare the results of perdavime received ethics training to a randomly

assigned control group that did not receive ettraising. As such, we cannot state that the
Defence Ethics Program caused an improved ethicahte or caused smaller discrepancies
between personnel’s current perceptions regardiggnizational ethical climate and their
individual beliefs regarding what the organizatiogihical climate should be like.
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to understand the causes of this discrepancy.e¥xample, civilian DND employees may have
higher expectations than CF personnel regarding thieaorganizational ethical climate should be
like. Alternatively, they may have different wogkperiences than CF personnel, which negatively
affect their perceptions of organizational ethidahate.

Education appears to play an important role in&xplg the pattern of results. In particular,
personnel with a high school or college educatsmuéd to report larger discrepancies
between their perceptions of organizational ethitialate and their personal beliefs regarding
how organizational ethical climate should be tharspnnel who held graduate degrees did.
Thus, people who have graduate degrees are metg tikindicate that their experiences in
the workplace are consistent with their expectatiovhereas people who have less education
are the most likely to report that their workplaogeriences differ from their expectations.

A similar pattern emerged for rank. Junior NCMgared more incongruence than Senior
Officers between their perceptions of how thingsrow in their workplace and their personal
beliefs regarding how things should be.

Although Junior NCMs significantly differed from &er NCMs on numerous scales, Senior
NCMs were the most similar to Junior NCMs (i.eethiended to have large discrepancies
between their current perceptions of organizatietiaical climate and their personal beliefs
about the way things should be). Likewise, Jufiifficers were most similar to Senior Officers,
in which they tended to report relatively smalladeppancies between their perceptions of current
organizational ethical climate and their expectetiabout the way things should be. Thus, the
discrepancy between organizational ethical clinaaie individual beliefs tended to be smaller

for highly educated personnel or high ranking pengb. On the other hand, personnel who have
high school and/or college diplomas tended to repgbatively large discrepancies between their
perceptions of current organizational ethical ctienand their expectations regarding what the
organizational ethical climate should be like omewuous scales (e.g., care, rules, independence,
job completion, supervisor behaviour, personal mdnt Both education and rank are indicators
of socio-economic status, a term that refers teragn’s educational attainment, income and
occupational prestige. Researchers have showsdbai-economic status affects the way people
make ethical judgements and decisions (Heiidil, 1993). It is possible that that the observed
relationships between rank and education on tHescamediated by socio-economic status.

There was a tendency for people with fewer yeaseofice to indicate a greater difference than
people with more years of service with regard &rtherceptions of their current organizational
ethical climate and their beliefs about what therkplace should be like. In particular,
personnel with 6-10 years of service tended tontdpgger discrepancies than personnel

with 25 years or more of service. A similar pattef findings emerged for the demographic
variable age, in which personnel who were in th&2%ear old age group tended to have larger
discrepancies between their perceptions of theikplace right now and their expectations of
what it should be like than personnel who weréna45 years or older age group did. Previous
research has shown that age and length of tenkseyéars of service) is related to ethical
judgement (EIm & Nichols, 1993). It is likely thggars of service and age are both tapping
into the underlying construct of experience, whichld be mediating the observed relationships
between years of service and age.

First Official Language and gender were of lessdrtgnce in explaining the pattern of results,
in which they yielded few significant interactions.
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4.4  Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making (2010)

Junior and Senior Officers were more likely thaniGuNCMSs to indicate that they used a rule-
based approach to decision-making. In additioniai{lNCMs were more likely than the other
three rank groups to rely on a consequence-bagedaxgh to ethical decision-making. These
findings are consistent with recent social psycgiial research that shows how power affects
moral thinking styles. Lammers and Stapel (2008tl that people who were primed to feel
powerful tended to have a rule-based thinking styteereas people who were primed to feel
subordinate and powerless tended to have a constglist thinking style. Accordingly, the
influence of power may account for the observed differences.

4.5  Ethical Judgements (2010)

Consistent with other results reported in this doent, rank played an important role when
making ethical judgments. In particular, Seniofi€gfrs were more likely than Junior NCMs to
judge the decisions in the scenarios as unethicaka four out of five scenarios. Additionally,
Senior Officers indicated that 3 out the 5 scersanwere more unethical than Junior NCMs did.
Interestingly, in Scenario 5 where the decision-enadbtains required good and services from

a local dealer with questionable morals while dggtbon a UN mission, Junior NCMs judged
the decision as more unethical than Senior Offidets This scenario was set in the context

of an overseas mission, whereas the other fouasicsnwere set in-garrison or an office context.
The vastly different response pattern for Senidic®fs suggests that military personnel may tap
into their moral compass differently when deployetheatre than when stationed in-garrison.

In general, the scenarios pitted fairness and iddal rights against other ethical considerations.
Researchers have shown that people who have hoghresconomic status tend to focus more on
fairness and individual rights when making ethibatision as compared to people who have low
socio-economic status (Haidt, 1993). Although rdifferences in ethical decision-making are
consistent with the mainstream ethics literatursaeio-economic status, it is also possible that
Senior Officers’ and Senior NCMs’ ethical judgmeats influenced by the quantity of training
they have received. In this way, Senior Officeeyrhave been with the organization longer.

As a result, they may have spent more hours raggivaining. More research is needed

to understand why some rank groups have a diffetaney response pattern than other

rank groups.

4.6  Situational Moral Intensity (2010)

All three stages of decision-making that were messbin the survey, namely recognition,
judgment, and intention, were related to the extieait one’s workplace would consider the
decision to be inappropriate (social consensus}laméxtent to which the decision is perceived
to cause negative consequences (probability of@ffd he higher personnel rated the scenarios
in terms of social consensus and probability of@ffthe more personnel recognized the ethical
iIssue. In addition, the judgment and intentiogssawere positively associated with perceptions
of possible harm resulting from the decision (magie of consequences). In other words, the
more personnel perceived possible harm resultimg the decision made, the more they judged
the scenario as unethical and the more they ireticiat they would definitely not make the
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same decision described in the scenarios. Thatextevhich the negative consequences would
likely occur in the near future (temporal immedipdid not appear to influence the stages of
ethical decision-making. As well, the extent taeththe decision would affect people at one’s
workplace as compared to people outside of onergplace (proximity) influenced recognition

of an ethical issue for some scenarios, even thpogkimity did not appear to influence the other
stages. Expressly, the more the decision affqmegle in one’s workplace, the more personnel
recognized an ethical issue. These findings sudigassituational factors play an important role
in the ethical decision-making process.

It is important to note, however, that asking pedpdw situational factors influence the way
they make ethical decisions is not the same asuriagghe impact of situational factors on
decision-making. People are not always aware of $ituational factors influence the way

they make decisions. For example, there is a tndimes body of research that shows people
make decisions that are more favourable towardaoomqg members than out-group members.

It is likely that Defence personnel also make denisthat favour in-group members over
out-group members, even though they may not beeathiay are doing so. Personnel who
completed the Defence Ethics survey indicatedttteextent to which an ethical decision would
affect people in their workplace would not affdatit ethical judgments and intentions. In this
way, personnel’s reports about how situationaldiecinfluence ethical decision-making may

be based on their self-theories. More researnbesled to understand how situational factors
(e.g., exposing personnel to a real life ethickdrdma) actually influence ethical decision-making
among CF and DND personnel.

4.7  Training (2010)

Researchers have found that ethics training canoivepethical sensitivity (see Treviib al,

2006 for a review). Although the majority of pemnsel have participated in ethics training
(60.3%), a large percentage of personnel are rggigeng in ethics training. Among the three
components, Civilian DND personnel least often gegain training, whereas Reserve (Class B)
personnel most often engaged in training. In lmftthe benefits of ethics training, it would be
beneficial to increase the percentage of persamhelare receiving ethics training, especially
among civilian DND personnel.

4.8 Written Comments

Of all the important ethical issues in CF/DND, dwefe staff frequently reported issues that fell
under the theme “Fair and Equitable Treatment we8alif-Interest.” In particular, the need for

all personnel to be treated fairly regardless nkr@omponent, language, gender, and race was
the most common issue raised by personnel. As thellproper care and support of veterans was
another issue that frequently emerged among defaatfe especially among military personnel.
Additionally, fair hiring practices and contractings deemed to be the most important issue

for many defence personnel, especially among DNBgrmel.

Since the last survey administration, there wesmall number of military personnel who
received a great deal of media attention. Numepeusonnel made reference to these highly
public news events. It is unclear whether thegh profile individuals influenced the ethical
climate among the surveyed population.
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4.9 Recommendations

In 1999, the first Defence Ethics Survey was dgwetband administered and an ethical
decision-making model was developed based on testleelevant literature. Since 1999,

the ethics and morality literature has grown coaiglly. For example, the Handbook of
Social Psychology is a document that outlines thty and development of the field of social
psychology and is updated every 15 years. In 28a@Jt's chapter entitled “Morality” appeared
for the first time. Prior to 2010, there was irfsiént morality and ethics research to warrant

a full chapter in this highly respected book. Inpmating these latest developments into
DEP’s ethical decision-making model is essentialritderstanding the factors that drive ethical
decision-making. For example, Haidt (2001) hawigled compelling evidence that people make
ethical decisions in an automatic way and then copneith post-hoc reasons to justify their
decisions. As well, researchers have argued #ettqonceptualizations of ethics and morality
have been too narrowly defined (Graham, J., Haid& Nosek , 2009; Haidt, 2007; Rai and
Fiske, 2011). To gain a better understanding of hlitary personnel make decisions, it is
recommended that the latest developments in thiedfeethics and morality are assimilated
into DEP’s model.

In addition to integrating the most recent andvate: theories into the existing model, it is
important to understand how well the existing madelorking. The Defence Ethics Survey

has undergone very few changes since it was fngldped and administered in 1999, and

then re-administered in 2003, 2007, and 2010. ea®-administering the next Defence Ethics
survey, it is recommended that the model be re-ex&in For example, do the items belonging

to scales load the way they should onto the hymitbd constructs? Can individual scale items

be improved? Do respondents understand the qonediging posed in the survey? Once we

have a better understanding of how the original@hadworking, we can develop a revised

model that integrates the strengths of the origimadlel and encompasses the latest developments
in the field of ethics and morality.

It is recommended that multiple methodologies Bxlus assess ethical decision-making in

the CF and DND. For example, when people weredaskesther the extent to which an

ethical decision would affect in-group members eathan out-group members, personnel
generally reported that their ethical judgments iatehtions would not be affected by in-group
membership. This finding is inconsistent with nséigam research that shows that people make
decisions that favour in-group members over outignmembers. Although personnel may

be making accurate judgments, it is also possitdefeople are not always aware of the factors
that affect ethical decision-making. As a resulyould be beneficial to adopt more than one
methodology to assess ethical decision-making rélfaa relying exclusively on self-reports.

The 2010 Defence Ethics survey does not measutaghstage of ethical decision-making:
ethical behaviour. Ethical behaviour is rarely mgad with surveys because they largely
assess self-perceptions or self-reports. It ismenended that alternative methods of
measurement be used to assess ethical behaviour.

The majority of the analyses conducted for thimrewere computed using Complex Samples
General Linear Model (CSGLM) and Complex Samplass€tiabs (CSTABULATE) in SPSS.
The advantage of using Complex Samples, or aligenatethods that use weighted data, is
that it allows us to make more accurate infereadxsit the population as compared to running
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unweighted analyses. Prior to conducting any aealyising CSGLM, a great deal of effort

was taken to understand which demographic groups thie least likely to complete the survey.
Non-response analyses revealed that Junior NCMgarsdnnel with relatively few years of
service were the least likely to complete the syrv&s such, it is recommended that rank and
years of service be used to stratify the dataturéuadministrations of the Defence Ethics survey.

In the 2010 Defence Ethics Survey, personnel wekedato identify their L1. If personnel

were unable to identify their L1, they were askedhtlicate their unit. Personnel’s open-ended
responses were then coded, in which we attempttrddk down their L1 based on the
information provided. This approach assumes taeggnnel know which L1 they belong to.
Preliminary research at DGMPRA suggests that paedaften do know which L1 they belong
to. Additionally, the open-ended responses mayhawe been coded in a way that was
completely accurate. It is recommended that sépatactronic survey links be sent to each

L1 to obtain more accurate L1 information.

One of the limitations of this report is that thevaey population differs slightly from the target
population. For example, the target populatiofuides personnel who do not have e-mail
addresses, whereas the survey population doedhat.said, analysis of non-responses indicates
little risk in generalizing these results to theplation. Even so, a solution needs to be found

to address this limitation, such as by sending pagesions of the surveys to personnel's home
addresses or by having staff administer the surv@grson to personnel that do not have

e-mail addresses.

Although a higher response rate for all personraild/be desirable, response rates among
Reserve Force (Class A) personnel were especiadlyigmatic for the 2010 Defence Ethics
Survey. Itis recommended that alternative methamical approaches be taken to improve
the response rate for the next administration. ekample, Reserve Force (Class A) personnel
may be more willing to complete the survey if thieimediate supervisor or another respected
authority figure requests their voluntary parti¢cipa. Moreover, response rates may improve
if researchers administer the survey in-persongseR/e Force (Class A) personnel while they
are on training.

Although the majority of personnel indicated theyt have participated in ethics training,
the participation rates need to be improved, esfig@mong civilian DND personnel.
Forty percent of defence personnel report that greynot receiving adequate ethics training.

When personnel were asked if they used multiplecgahes to ethical decision-making,
personnel reported that they did. However, whemxamnined whether personnel endorsed more
than one approach to ethical decision-making, wadahat Junior and Senior Officers endorsed
less than two approaches while Junior and Senidvidl@dorsed more than two approaches.
Thus, a different pattern of results is obtainepeteling on how you measure multiple
approaches to ethical decision-making. It is gmeshat people do not understand how they
make ethical decisions (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977)s fuch, it is recommended that the multiple
approach measure be changed.
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There were certain subgroups of personnel who geaviess favourable attitudes regarding
ethical climate and ethical decision-making thameosubgroups. For example, Junior NCMs
tended to have less favourable attitudes on nursesoliscales in the Defence Ethics Survey than
other rank groups. Likewise, personnel with 6-&@rg of service tended to have less favourable
ethical attitudes than other years of service gsodp addition, civilian DND personnel

perceived the current organizational ethical cleriass favourably than military personnel.

It is recommended that the CF/DND takes steps tiergtand why these subgroups may hold
unfavourable attitudes.

4.10 Conclusion

DEP promotes and fosters an ethical climate irchend at DND to ensure that defence
personnel carry out their tasks to the highestattitandards. In order to achieve its mission,
DEP regularly assesses perceptions of ethical imaong CF and DND personnel using the
Defence Ethics Survey. This report is the firstNDERA publication to use Complex Samples
in SPSS to assess ethical decision-making. Thetses these analyses show statistically
significant improvement over time using two diffeteneasures: (1) organizational ethical
climate and (2) discrepancy between personneltsepgons of ethical climate right now and
their individual beliefs about what the organizatibethical climate should be like. Although
perceptions of ethical climate are generally impigythis report identifies areas that could
benefit from additional attention. Furthermorejkavas one of the most important variables
for understanding ethical decision-making at the i@Rkvhich Junior NCMs have less favourable
perceptions than other rank groups.

The Defence Ethics Survey is a useful tool thapstg DEP in its mandate to assess
organizational ethical climate over time. As slitlg essential that the survey instrument

be relevant and up to date. Recent advances firettef ethic and morality over the past
decade have changed the way that scholars meaglisssess ethical decision-making. It is
recommended the Defence Ethics Survey be reviewattorporate these latest developments.

52 DGMPRA TM 2011-037



References

[1] Butterfield, K., Trevifio, L.K., & Weaver, G.R. (200 Moral awareness in business
organizations: Influences of issue-related andas@cintext factorsHuman Relations, 53
(7), 981-1018.

[2] Chia, A. & Mee, L.S. (2000). The effects of issmaracteristics on the recognition of moral
issues.Journal of Business Ethics, 2255-269.

[3] Cullen, J. B., Victor, B., & Stephens, C. (198%n ethical weather report: Assessing the
organization's ethical climaté@rganizational Dynamics, 1&), 50-62.

[4] Cumming, G., & Finch, S. (2005). Inference by e@enfidence intervals, and how to read
pictures of dataAmerican Psychologist, 6270-180.

[5] Dursun, S., Morrow, R.O., & Beauchamp, D.L.J. (2002003 Defence Ethics Survey
Report DHRRE Sponsor Research Report 2004-18. Ott@amada: Director Human
Resources Research and Evaluation.

[6] Eisenberg, N. (1986)Altruistic emotion, cognition, and behavioHillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

[7] Eisenberg, N. (2000). Emotion, regulation, andahdevelopmentAnnual Review
of Psychology, 511), 665-697.

[8] Elci, M., & Alpkan, L. (2009). The impact of peirged organizational ethical climate on
work satisfaction.Journal of Business Ethics, §3), 297-311.

[9] Elm, D.R., & Nichols, M.L. (1993). An investigatimf the moral reasoning of managers.
Journal of Business Ethics, 121), 817-833.

[10] Ferrell, O.C., & Gresham, L.G. (1985). A continggiframework for understanding ethical
decision making in marketinglhe Journal of Marketing, 4&), 87-96.

[11] Gilligan, C. (1982).In a different voice: Psychological theory and worsalevelopment
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

[12] Graham, G. (2011)Theories of ethics: An introduction to moral phdpfy with a
selection of classic readingsNew York, NY: Routledge.

[13] Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). ldle and conservatives rely on different
sets of moral foundationslournal of Personality and Social Psychology,(S5
1029-1046.

[14] Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its ratldail: A social intuitionist approach
to moral judgmentPsychological Review, 1408), 814-834.

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 53



[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

54

Haidt, J. (2007). The new synthesis in moral psiagyy. Science, 3165827), 998-1002.

Haidt, J., & Kesebir, S. (2010). Morality. In SHiske & D. Gilbert (Eds.}andbook
of Social Psychologfpp. 797-832). Hobeken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, In

Haidt, J., Koller, S.H., & Dias, M.G. (1993). Affe culture, and morality, or is it wrong
to eat your dog?ournal of Personality and Social Psychology,(8h 613-628.

Howell, G.T. & Lacroix, G.L. (2012). Decomposingeractions using GLM in
combination with the COMPARE, LMATRIX and MMATRIXubcommands in SPSS.
Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology 185.

Jones, T.M. (1991). Ethical decision making byividuals in organizations:
An issue-contingent modeAcademy of Management Review, 366-395.

Kelloway, E.K., Barling, J., Harvey, S., & Adams¥Rd.E. (1999).Ethical decision
making in the DND: The development of a measunsgument DHRRE Sponsor
Research Report 99(4). Ottawa, Canada: DirectonatuResources Research
and Evaluation.

Keppel, G. (1991) Design and analysis: A researcher's handb(®kd.). Englewood,
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Kidwell, R., & Valentine, S. (2009). Positive gmuaontext, work attitudes, and
organizational misbehavior: The case of withholdity effort. Journal of Business
Ethics, 86(1), 15-28.

Kohlberg, L. (1969). Stage and sequence: The twgrdevelopmental approach to
socialization. In D.A. Goslin (Ed.Handbook of socialization theofpp. 347-480).
Chicago, IL: Rand McNally.

Lammers, J., & Stapel, D.A. (2009). How poweruefices moral thinkingJournal
of Personality and Social Psychology, @J, 279-289.

Mulki, J., Jaramillo, J., & Locander, W. (2008)ffé€t of ethical climate on turnover
intention: Linking attitudinal-and stress theodournal of Business Ethics, 748),
559-574.

Narvaez, D., & Rest, J.R. (1995). The four compdsef acting morally. In W. Kurtines
& J. Gerwitz (Eds.)Moral behavior and moral development: An introdaati
(pp. 385-400). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Nichols, D. (2011). Personal communication: SP&%a dnalysis. In D.L. Messervey
(Ed.). Ottawa, Canada.

Nisbett, R.E., & Wilson, T.D. (1977). Telling mottean we can know: Verbal reports on
mental processe$?sychological Review, 88), 231-259.

DGMPRA TM 2011-037



[29] Penney, K.G. (1996)The many faces of ethics in defen@tawa, Canada: Minister of
Public Works and Government Services Canada.

[30] Rai, T.S., & Fiske, A.P. (2011). Moral psycholagyelationship regulation: Moral
motives for unity, hierarchy, equality, and projpamtlity. Psychological Review, 118),
57-75.

[31] Rest, J.R. (1979). Manual for the defining issiass. Minneapolis: University of Minnesata

[32] Rest, J.R. (1983). Morality. In P.H. Mussen (8gitd.) & J. Flavell & Markman
(Vol. Eds.),Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 3, Cognitive Blepment
(4"ed., pp. 556-629). New York: Wiley.

[33] Rest, J.R. (1986)Moral development: Advances in theory and reseafdbw York, NY:
Praeger.

[34] Rest, J.R., Bebeau, M., & Volker, J. (1986). Armew of the psychology of morality.
In J.R. Rest (Ed.Moral development: Advances in research and th§opy 1-39).
New York: Praeger.

[35] Rest, J.R., Narvaez, D., Bebeau, M.J., & Thom&l$9). Postconventional
moral thinking: A neo-Kohlbergian approactMahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

[36] Shapira-Lishchinsky, O., & Rosenblatt, Z. (2008erceptions of organizational ethics
as predictors of work absence: A test of altereatibsence measure¥ournal of Business
Ethics, 88(4), 717-734.

[37] Singhapakdi, A., Vitell, S.J., & Kraft, K.L. (1996Moral intensity and ethical
decision-making of marketing professionalmurnal of Business Research, 285-255.

[38] Stats Canada (STC;20033urvey methods and practice®ttawa, Canada: Industry Canada.

[39] Treviio, L.K. (1986). Ethical decision making irganizations: A person-situation
interactionist model Academy of Management Review(3)], 601-617.

[40] Trevifio, L.K., Gibson, D.G., Weaver, G.R., & Toffl&.L. (1999). Managing ethics and
legal compliance: What works and what hu@alifornia Management Review, 42),
131-151.

[41] Trevifio, L.K., Weaver, G.R., & Reynolds, S.J. (2D0Behavioral ethics in organizations:
A review. Journal of Management, 38), 951-990.

[42] Treviio, L.K., & Youngblood, S.A. (1990). Bad applin bad barrels: A causal analysis
of ethical decision-making behaviadournal of Applied Psychology, 18), 378-385.

[43] Turner, N., Barling, J., Epitropaki, O., Butcher, ¥ Milner, C. (2002). Transformational
leadership and moral reasoningpurnal of Applied Psychology, §Z), 304-311.

DGMPRA TM 2011-037 55



[44] Victor, B., & Cullen, J.B. (1988). The organizatad bases of ethical work climates.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 8B), 101-125.

[45] Wolfe, R. & Hanley, J. (2002). If we're so diffatewhy do we keep overlapping? When
1 plus 1 doesn't make Zanadian Medical Association Journal, 16&5-6.

[46] Zey-Ferrell, M., & Ferrell, O.C. (1982). Role-sminfiguration and opportunity as
predictors of unethical behavior in organizatioriman Relations, 3&7), 587-604.

56 DGMPRA TM 2011-037



Annex A Defence Ethics Survey
(Regular Force and Reserve Force)

CANADIAN FORCES
&

DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DEFENCE ETHICS SURVEY

DEFENCE PROGRAMME
ETHICS D’ETHIQUE DE
PROGRAMME LA DEFENSE

Please complete in full and return in the provided envelope to: (ONLY
FOR RESERVE FORCE SURVEY)

DND/DGMPRA

101 Celonel By Drive
Ottawa, ON

K14 070
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September. 2010
Dear Survey Participant,

Pleasze find enclosed a survey that is being conducted by the Director General Military
Personnel Research and Analysis (DGMPEA) on behalf of the Defence Ethics Program
(DEP). You have been randomly selected to participate in this survey, which will take
approximately 30 minutes. Your participation in completmg this survey or any specific
question is voluntary. However, if the survey is to provide a true picture of our
organization’s ethical climate and its ethical decision-making. the participation of
everyone who receives a questionnatre 1s very imporfant. For the results to be useful, it 15
critical that your answers be honest and reflect your beliefs and feelings.

The Defence Ethics Program and DGMPRA will protect the confidentiality of vour
responses fo the extent permissible under Canadian law.

You should be aware that under the Access to Information Act. Canadian citizens are
enfitled to obtain copies of research reports and research data (including the database
pertaining to this project) held in Federal government files. Similarly, under the Privacy
Act. Canadian citizens are entitled to copies of all information concerning them that is
held in Federal government files including research databases. Prior to releasing
requested information. the Directorate of Access to Information and Privacy (DAIP)
screens the dara to ensure that individual identities are not disclosed.

To further safeguard vour anonymity and privacy. you should not write your name,
service mumber or personal record identifier anyvwhere on this questionnaire.  Finally.
you should ensure that any written comments vou may offer are sufficiently general that
you cannof be identified as the author.

In agreeing to complete this survey:
1. Your participation is voluntary and you can at any time decide not to complete the
questionnaire without having to explain why to anyone:
2. There will be no consequences to your career of your job whether vou decide to
participate in flus study or not; and
3. Completing this survey indicates that vou have given consent to use the data for
the purposes for which it was collected.

As the survey adoinistrator, I would be pleased to respond to any questions vou may
have. I may be reached by phone (613-995-0165) or email (martin yelle@forces ge.ca).

Mr Martin Yelle. M.Sc.
Organizational Behaviour
Director General Military Personnel Research and Analysis

SSEEB AUTHORIZATION STATEMENT
This survey has been reviewed by SSRRB and 1s authorized for administration within
DND/CF. Authorization number: 839/10

[
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The Defence Ethics Survey

A fundamental concern of the Canadian Forces and the Department of National Defence
1s the strength and vitality of its ethical culture. As such, the Director Defence Ethics
Programime is interested in discovering the attitudes and beliefs of Defence personnel
towards ethics in Defence.

In this survey. you will be asked to respond to various statements and questions regarding
ethical issues. It is expected that some of the statements and questions may be quite
thought provoking.

Part A

A 1. In this part of the survey. we begin by having vou think about your immediate
work group or work unit. For each of the following statements we request that you
to make fwo judgements.

First. we would like you to indicate how well each statement reflects the way vou
believe things are right now in vour unit or workplace.

Second, we would like you to indicate whether or not the statement reflects the way you
think things should be in vour umt or workplace.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5

strongly
disagree

disagree neutral - agree

neither agree nor

strongly agree

disagree

The way The way
thing= are things
right now should be

[

Each person m my noit decides for lim/herself what is right

and wrong.

It 15 very important to follow regulations here.

In oy unit. we stick together.

People here are out mainky for themselves

In oy vat. we protect each other.

Successfnl people in my unit do what they are told.

Everybody 13 expected to follow regulations to the letter.

In mv umit, each person is expected to follow their own personal
beliefs about what 1s night and wrong.

9 In my untt. we go sirictly “by the book™.

10. In my unit, we look cut for one another.

11. In my unit. people are guided by their own sense of personal ethics.

LLELELD

B9 1@ e e

L LA

L1
i
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1
strongly
disagree

3

disagree

3
neufral -
neither agree nor

agree

strongly agree

disagree

The wayr The way
thing: are things

right now should be

12, T ooy vt 4t s expected that each member takes care of lus/her
coworlers.

13. Successful people in my unit do what they have to in order to get
the job done.

14. In ooy vnit. every indmvidual 15 expected to do what they think
1s right.

15. In ooy unit it is important to look out for your own interests.

16. Successful pecple in my unit adhere strictly to resulations.

17. Getting the job done is the most important consideration in ory nnit.

]
i

11
11

Immediate Supervisor

15. My inunediate supervisor supports ethical behaviour.

19. My immmediate supervisor sets a high standard of ethical behaviour
20. My immediate supervisor demands ethical behaviour from others.
21. My immediate supervisor demonstrates integrity.

22, My immediate supervisor demonstrates loyalty.

23. My immediate supervisor demonstrates courage.

24, My immediate supervisor demonstrates honesty.

25. My mmediate supervisor freats people fanly.

26. My immediate supervisor is accountable for his'her actions.

27. My mmediate supervisor keeps hisher prommses.

Coworlers

28. The people T work with demonstrate inteerity.

29. The pecple I work with demonstrate loyalty.

30. The pecple I work with demonstrate courage,

31. The pecple I work with demonstrate honesty.

32. The people I work with treat people fairly.

33. The people I work with are acconatable for their actions.

11
111
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A 2. For the following series of items, we would like vou to think of the leadership
or management bevond vour immediate supervisor when making the two

judgments.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree neutral - agree strongly
disagree neither agree nor agree

disagree

Local Senior LeaderManager (tvpically LCol/'Cdr o1 EX minus 1 and above)

Note: If vou feel you don’t have enough information to answer these questions regarding
vour local senior leader(s). please check this box and proceed to Section A3 |

The way The way
thing: are thines
rizht mow zhould he

1. My local zemior leader ensures people adhere to ethical standards | | | |
2. My local senior leader provides opportunities for ethics awareness | | |
3. My local senior leader encourages dialogue in the workplace
on ethics
4. My local senior leader belps people vnderstand their tnique ethical
risks and mitigation requirements
5. My local sentor leader actively promotes values and ethics across
the organization |
6 My local senior leader keeps his/her promises
A 3. Please answer the next two questions using the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly somewhat neutral - somewhat strongly
disagree disagree neither agree nor agree agree

disagree
The way The way
thingz are things
right now should be
1. Overall. my workplace/unit treats me with respect | |
2. Overall, the CF treats me with respect |
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Part B

B 1. In the next part of the survey, we would like you to think of the larger
organization bevond your current work group or work unit. In thinking of the larger
organization we would like you to, again. make two judgements.

First, we would like you to rate the way you believe things are right now in the
organization.

Second. we would like you to tell us how you think things should be.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree neutral - agree sirongly
disagree neither agree nor agree

disagree
The way The way
thing= are things
right mow zhould be

1. In this organization we go strictly by the book

2. This organization has regulations that are strictly followed.

3. This organization enforces the miles and regulations. | | | |
4. This organization looks after its members.

5. Orpanizational policies are fair to evervone. | | | |
6. This organization cares for its members.

7. This orzanization respects the dignity of all members. | | | |
8. This organization is fair.

Now we would like to ask vou about vour own position, including vour beliefs and
attitudes about it. Again, for both ratings please rate the extent of your agreement
with the following items using the scale at the top of the page.

The way The way
thing= are things
rizht mow should be
0. [ have the freedom to act on what I think 13 night.
10.1 can decide for myself what is right and wrong
11. In my work. I can follow my own sense of morality. | | |
|

12. T am free to do nny job m the way I see fit.
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B 2. Now we would like to ask you some questions about your general beliefs. Please
indicate the extent of vour agreement or disagreement with each statement using the
following scale.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree neutral - agree strongly
disagree neither agree nor agree

disagree

It 15 important to follow the law and/or regulations at all times.

The most important consideration in reaching a decision is the consequences | |
A perzon of good character will act with integnity as a guide.
A decision that has posttive outcomes 1s always a good decision

The primary ethical cbligation is to care for other human beings.

2

e

LA

6. Ultimately, there is a set of principles that pecple should use to make ethical
7. An action that violates the law is always wrong.

8. The only way to judge whether an action is right i3 by the outcomes of the action.
Good character will always lead to good action.

10. It 15 not one, but rather a combination of the principles that I use to determine
what is right and wrong.

11. The most important ethical principle is to ensure that nobody is harmed by
your actions.

12. Rarely, is there only one correct solution to an ethical problem.

13. Rules and laws are the most appropriate basis for making ethical decisions.
14. What 1s nnght in one culture 13 not necessanly right i another.

15. In making ethical decisions I always try to do what a person of integrity would
do.
16. It is always ethical to show care for another person.

17. Each of us needs to look out for ommber 1.

18. You can always evaluate the quality of a decision by the results of the decision |
19. In this world, everyone has to look out for thenselves.
20. Society’s laws and organizational regulations define what 1s right and wrong. L1
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Part C

In this part of the survey, we would like vou to read the following scenarios and
answer the questions following each scenario.

Scenario #1

As a result of a CF member “horsing around,” some equipment received minor damage.
A few other members witnessed the event. They all believe that the individual with an
otherwise perfect record may not be promoted if the action 1s discovered. Moreover.
many people believe that the CO is excessively harsh in dealing with such matters.

ACTIONDECISION TAKEN: All those who witnessed the incident decide not to
report the incident.

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question below.

Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completely agree 1 2 3 4 5 67 Completely disagree
Please indicate the likelihood that vou would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitely would 1 23 4567 Definitely would not

Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:

1. The possible harm resulting from that decision within the context of that situation
would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe

2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:

Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people in my unit would consider that decision to be:

Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate

4. That specific decision would negatively affect:

Peopleinmyunit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 People outside my unit
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5. The chances of any negative consequences occuming as a result of that decision are:

Notlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 1 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Morallvright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptable tomyfamily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturallvacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable
Does not violate

e
Lad
.
L
=]
=]

an unspoken promise 1
Does not violate an
unwritten contract 1

Violates an unspoken promise

[
[*%]
e
h
h
-1

Viclates an unwritten contract

Scenario #2

A career manager has just completed a briefing tour of some bases. The briefings went
well but at several locations there were angry complaints of unfaimess. reflecting a
perception that some career managers were not doing their job and, instead were taking
the easy way out. One individual was parficularly vocal, stating that if the problem
doesn't stop it will be time to get the media involved. There is an excellent billet opening
up outside Canada and two individuals are lobbying hard for it. The best and most
deserving candidate 1s a quiet person. The second candidate happens to be the outspoken
individual who threatened to go to the press to resolve the complaints of unfairness.

ACTION/DECISION TAKEN: The career manager decides to select the outspoken
individual.

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each gquestion
below.

Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree
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Please indicate the likelihood that vou would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelvywould 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definifely would not

Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:

1. The possible harm resulting from that decision would be:

Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe
2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:

Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people in my unit would consider that decision to be:
Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate

4. That specific decision would negatively affect:

Peoplemmyumt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 People outside my unit

th

The chances of any negative consequences occiuming as a result of that decision are:

MNothkely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 2 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfair
Morallyright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptabletomy family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable
Does not violate
anunspokenpromise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unspoken promise

Does not violate an
unwrittencontract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

10
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Scenario #3

A member of the section goes on leave without pay (LWOP) to pursue academic
upgrading. The leader discovers that the person on LWOP has been hired by a company
that is competing for a contract to do a project that would not get done otherwise because
of a personnel shortage. The bid is accepted because it is the best one submitted even
though the person on LWOP developed the criteria just prior to going on LWOP. In
addition, it seems that the individual will be doing the work on the project on behalf of
the contractor at home and during spare time. The leader wants to “do right™ by the
person because it 1s believed that the person has been unfairly passed over by the system
recently. The leader views it as an acceptable way of making things “nght™.

ACTION/DECISION TAKEN: The company wins the bid and the individnal on LWOP
does the work on the project at home.

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question
below.

Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree

Please indicate the likelihood that vou would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelywould 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:
1. possible harm resulting from that decision would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe
2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:
Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people in my unit would consider that decision to be:

Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate

11
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4. That specific decision would negatively affect:
Peopleinmyunit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  People outside my unit
5. The chances of any negative consequences occuming as a result of that decision are;

Notlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 3 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfur
Morallyright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptabletomy family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable
Does not violate
anunspokenpromise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Vieolates an unspoken promise

Does not violate an
unwritten contract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

Scenario #4

A manager 15 being briefed about potential candidates for a vacant position that nmst be
filled. He is very happy to find out that there is still one qualified candidate in a pool. In
addition, he tells the person briefing him that the recommended candidate has been
praised by others as a hard worker with a very good skill set. She will be the perfect
person to fill the vacant position. However, later that day, the manager runs into a past
colleague who also knows of the recommended candidate and informs him that the
candidate 1s pregnant with her first child.

Now, the manager is less enthusiastic about this person. If he accepts this pregnant
candidate, she will only be on the job a few months before she goes on maternity leave
for a year — and maybe even longer. The manager has the power not to hire her. but
knows that it 15 wrong to refuse her because she 1s pregnant. He reasons that the workload
in his section is steadily increasing and every position nmst stay filled to get the work
done.

ACTION/DECTISION TAKEN: The manager decides to refuse the candidate and
makes up a plausible, but incorrect. reason for this decision.
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Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question below.
Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree

Please indicate the likelihood that vou would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelvwould 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:
1. The possible harm resulting from that decision would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe
2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:
Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people at my workplace would consider that decision to be:
Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate
4. That specific decision would negatively affect:
People at my workplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 People outside my workplace
5. The chances of any negative consequences occurring as a result of that
decision are:
Notlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 4 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Mormallyright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptable tomy family 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable
Does not violate

anunspokenpromise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unspoken promise

Does not violate an
unwrittencontract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

13
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Scenario #5

You are on UN duty and discover that the only source of some goods and services is
through a dealer in the host country. This person is known to have a menopoly, acts like
a “mafia chief”, and manipulates the local government. In addition there are allegations
of skimming off the top. In short, vou believe that this person has no ethics. but you need
the goods and services. Do vou deal with the person to keep the operation going and get
vour people what they need within a few davs or do vou take the alternative route of
waiting for the UN or some other national source to kick in. knowing from experience
that this second option will take a few months? You believe strongly that doing the right
thing must respect the military code of ethics. In addition. vou are concerned about the
legal aspects of dealing with this “entrepreneur” on those terms. However. vou are also
concerned about getting your mission done and you reason that we may not have the nght
to impose our “western” code of ethics on these people.

ACTION/DECTSION TAKEN: The CF member gets the required goods and services
from the dealer and accepts the dealer’s terms.

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question below.

Do vou believe thar there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree

Please indicate the likelihood that you would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelywould 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:
1. The possible hamm resulting from that decision would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe
2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:
Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people at my workplace would consider that decision to be:

Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [Inappropriate

14
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4. That specific decision would negatively affect:
People at my workplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Peopleoutside my workplace
5. The chances of any negative consequences occurring as a result of that

decision are:
Notlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 5 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfaur
Morallyright 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Morally wrong
Acceptable tomy family 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable

Does not violate
an unspoken prommse 1
Does not violate an
unwrittencontract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

<]
[
e
Ll
(=3
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Violates an unspoken promise

Part D

D 1a. In the last three vears, have you participated in any CF/DND fraiming related to any of
the following: ethics, ethical decision-making, or ethical behaviour?

'o Yes
‘0 No (skip to D 1d)

0 Was unable to attend (skip to D Ld)
0 Don't know (skip to D 1d)

D 1b. Was tlus traming

0 In the last year?
‘0 More than one year ago, but less than three years ago?
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D 1c. Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following

statements:
e
B u P =
Bt . §s55f @ ¥
Es s S35 ¢ E¥
- é 8 <Eg= =
a. The ethics training I have recetved in the
CE/DND has confributed to. or refreshed my 1 2 o a5 £
awareness of the values and ethics mn the CF
and DND.
b. The ethics training T have recerved in the
CEF/DND has allowed me to practice nry ‘o ‘o *o ‘o o
ahility to recopnize ethical 1ssnes,
¢. The ethics training [ have received in the
CF/DND has allowed me to practice n1y 1 : " s
ability fo apply ethics in making decisions 2 2 b @ s
imyohving ethical issues

D 1d. Have you participated in a dialogue or case study session on ethics in your

workplacemit?
o Within the last vear
0 One to two vears ago
0 I have not participated in such an activity

D 2a. I vou are employed outside of the Prmary Reserve, do any of vour other emplovers
have a written code of ethics that vou are aware of? (ONLY ASKED IN RESERVE
FORCE SURVEY)

o
g
30
*o

Yes I am emploved outside of the CF and mv other emplovyer(s) hashave a written
code of ethics.
Yes I am emploved outside of the CF. I am unsure whether or not my other
emplover(s) has’have a written code of ethics. (skip to D 3)

(es [ am employed outside of the CF. My other emplover(s) does/do not have a
written code of ethics. (skip to D 3)
Not applicable / T am not employed outside of the CF (sldpte D 3)

D 2b. To what extent does your civilian emplover’s code of ethics influence vour behaviour
while on duty with the CF? (ONLY ASKED IN RESERVE FORCE SURVEY)

Tono extent
To some extent

To a great extent
Don’t know / Unsure

16
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D 3. Do you know who your unit’s ethics coordinator 157
‘0 Yes ‘0 No

D 4a. Before receiving this survey, had vou ever heard of the Defence Ethics Programme?
00 Yes 20 No@kiproD5)

D 4b. If ves, how did you hear about the Defence Ethics Programme? (Mark all that apply)

!0 Email 0 The Maple Leaf
0 DEP website %0 Posters
‘0 Internet/Intranet other than DEP website ‘0 Word of mouth
P e - g Other: Please

O Training Session (8] Specify:

D 5. In the space given below, please briefly identify the one issue that, as far as yvou
are concerned, is the most important ethical issue in the CE/DND today.

Part E
Demographic Information

Please answer the following demographic questions about yourself This information 1s
required for purposes of analysis only.

E1. Whatis vour age?

10 16-24 vears %0 25-34 years 30 35-44 years *0 45+ vears
E2  Arevou
10 Male 0 Female

E 3. Which environmental vniform do you currently wear?

17
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E4.

10 Sea ’0 Land

0 Air

What is vour First Official Language?

'O French 20 English

E 5. What is vour present class of service? (ONLY ASKED IN RESERVE FORCE
SURVEY)

!0 Class A

fO Class B equal to or less than 180 days
“0 Class B more than 180 days

*0 Class C

E 6. In the last 12 months, what class of service were you mostly serving? (ONLY
ASKED IN RESERVE FORCE SURVEY)

E7.

fo Class A
:O Class B
‘0 Class C
What is vour rank?
!0 Pr/OS/AB
O JuniorNCM — O CplLs
0 MCpIMS
0 SgPO2
‘0 WORO1L
O SemorNCM - = 55 vwoicPo2
0 CWO/CPO1
0 ZLvA-SLt
O Junior Officer — O LuSLt
"0 Capt/LtQV)
"0 Major/LCdr
20 LColCdr
QO Senior Officer — B0 Col/Capt()
“0  GeneralFlag

18
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E 8. How long in total have vou served in the Primary Reserve (any class)? (FOR THE
REGULAR FORCE SUREVEY, THE QUESTION WAS: How many vears have you

served in the CF?)
0 0-5 years *0 16-20 years
0 6-10 years 30 21-25 years
30 11-15 vears 0 25+ vears

E 9.  How long in total have you served in any component of the CF and'or DND?
(ONLY ASKED IN RESERVE FORCE SURVEY)

'0 0-5 years 0 1620 years
“0 6-10 years 0 21-25 years
30 11-15 years %0 25+ years

E 10. To help us understand how the Defence Ethics Program gets implemented across
the CE/DND, please indicate the L1 organization you belong to (e.g.. CANADACOM.

CAS, ADM (Mat), CMP. ete ). If you do not know vour L1, please enter your nmt’home
organization:

E 11. Inwhich geographical region are you currently emploved?

'oNCR (etther Ont. or Que.) *0 Prainie Provinces
*0 Ontario (excluding NCR) 50 British Columbia
30 Quebec (excluding NCR) 0 Other

*0 Atlanfic Provinces

E 12, What is vour highest level of education obtained?

!0 Secondary (high) school graduation certificate or equivalent

‘0 College or CEGEP diploma or trades certificate

0 Untversity certificate or diploma below the bachelor’s level

*0  Bachelor's Degree (eg. BA_LLB)

0 University certificate or diploma higher than the bachelor’s level
0 Master's Degree

0 Degree in a medical specialty

0 Doctorate (e.g. PhD)

E 13 Have vou returned in the past vear from an operational tour?

'O Ne
%0 Yes

19
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E 14. Have you been deploved outside of Canada since January 2005 on a full tour or
otherwise?

10 No
0 Yes

If yes, how many fimes:
What was vour most recent deployment?
_ Op ATHENA

__Op ARCHER

_ OpHESTIA

__OpSATPH

__ Other

WE APPRECIATE THE TIME AND EFFORT YOU
HAVE TAKEN TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

Please mail your completed questionnaire in the pre-addressed envelope provided to the
following address: (ONLY FOR RESERVE FORCE SURVEY)

DND/DGMPRA

101 Colonel By Drive
Ottawa. ON

K1A 070
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Annex B Defence Ethics Survey (DND Civilian)

CANADIAN FORCES
&

DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DEFENCE ETHICS SURVEY

DEFENCE PROGRAMME
ETHICS D’ETHIQUE DE
PROGRAMME LA DEFENSE

Please complete in full and return to the
Director General Military Personnel Research and Analysis (DGMPRA)
285 Coventry Road Ottawa, K1A OK2
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Dear Survey Participant, September, 2010

Please find enclosed a survey that is being conducted by the Director General Military
Personnel Research and Analysis (DGMPRA) on behalf of the Defence Ethics Program
(DEP). You have been randomly selected to participate in this survey, which will take
approximately 30 minutes. Your participation in completing this survey or any specific
question is voluntary. However. if the survey is to provide a true picture of our
organization’s ethical climate and its ethical decision-making. the participation of
everyone who receives a questionnaire is very important. For the results to be useful, it is
critical that your answers be honest and reflect your beliefs and feelings.

The Defence Ethics Program and DGMPRA will protect the confidentiality of vour
responses fo the extent permissible under Canadian law.

You should be aware that under the Access to Information Act, Canadian citizens are
entitled to obtain copies of research reports and research data (including the database
pertaining to this project) held in Federal government files. Similarly. under the Privacy
Act, Canadian cifizens are entitled to copies of all information concerning them that is
held in Federal government files including research databases. Prior to releasing
requested information. the Directorate of Access to Information and Privacy (DAIP)
screens the data to ensure that individual identities are not disclosed.

To further safeguard vour anonymity and privacy. you should not write your name,
service number or personal record identifier anvwhere on this questionnaire. Finally, you
should ensure that any written comments you may offer are sufficiently general that you
cannot be identified as the author.

In agreeing to complete this survey:
1. Your participation is voluntary and you can at any time decide not to complete the
guestionnaire without having to explain why to anyone;
2. There will be no consequences to your career or your job whether vou decide to
parficipate in this study or nof; and
3. Complefing this survey indicates that you have given consent to use the data for
the purposes for which it was collected.

As the survey administrator, I would be pleased to respond to any questions you may
have. I may be reached by phone (613-995-0165) or email (martin velle@forces gc.ca).

Mr Martin Yelle, M.Sc.
Organizational Behaviour
Director General Military Personnel Research and Analysis

SSRRB AUTHORIZATION STATEMENT

This survey has been reviewed by SS5EEB and 1s authonized for admimstration within
DND/CF. Authorization number: 899/10
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The Defence Ethics Survey

A fundamental concern of the Canadian Forces and the Department of National Defence
15 the strength and vitality of its ethical culture. As such the Director Defence Ethics
Programime 15 mterested in discovering the attitudes and beliefs of Defence personnel
towards ethics in Defence.

In this survey, you will be asked to respond to various statements and questions regarding
ethical issues. It 15 expected that some of the statements and questions may be quite
thought provolang.

Part A

In this part of the survey. we begin by having vou think about vour immediate work
gsroup or work unit. For each of the following statements we request that vou make
two judgements.

First. we would like you to indicate how well each statement reflects the way you
believe things are right now in your unit or workplace.

Second. we would like you to indicate whether or not the statement reflects the way vou
think things should be in vour umt or workplace.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

i 2 3 4 3

strongly
disagree

disagree

neuiral -
neither agree nor
disagree

agree

strongly agree

[y

and wrong,

B8 1 a1

It is very important to follow regulations here.
At my workplace. we stick fogether.

People here are out mainky for themselves.

At my workplace, we protect each other.
Successfol people 10 my workplace do what they are told.
Everybody 15 expected to follow regulations to the letter.

At my workplace. each person is expected to follow their own

personal beliefs about what is right and wrong.
9. At my workplace. we go strictly “byv the book”.
10. At my workplace we look cut for one another.

11. At my workplace, people are gnided by their own sense of

personal ethics.
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1 2 3
strongly disagree neutral -
disagree neither agree nor
disagree

agree

5

strongly
agree

12. At my workplace it 15 expected that each member takes care of

his'her coworkers.

13. Successful people in my workplace do what they have to in order to

get the job done.

14. In myy workplace, every individual is expected to do what they think

15 right.

15. In my woerkplace it is impertant to look out for your own interests.
16. Successfol people in this workplace adhere strictly to resulations.
17. Getting the job done is the most important consideration at nay

workplace.

Immediate Supervisor
18. My immediate sppervisor supports ethical behaviour.

12, My immediate supervisor sets a high standard of ethical behaviour.
20. My mmmediate supervisor demands ethical behaviour from others.

21. My immediate supervisor demonstrates infegrity.
22, My mmmediate supervisor demonstrates lovalty.
23, My immediate supervisor demonstrates conrage.
24, My immediate supervisor demonstrates henesty.
25, My immediate supervisor treats people fairly.

26. My immediate supervisor is accountable for his'her actions.

27. My immediate supervisor keeps his/her promises.

Coworkers

28. The people I work with demonstrate integrity.
29, The pecple I work with demonstrate loyalty.
30. The people I work with demonstrate conrage.
31. The people I work with demonstrate honesty.
32. The people I work with treat people faurly.

33. The people I work with are accountable for their actions.

The way

thingz are thing:

i
i

i
i

N
N

|

L

LLELEL ELELE

should be

L

dae CEE
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A 2 For the following series of items. we would like you to think of the leadership

or management hevond vour immediate supervisor when making the two
Judements.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree neutral - agree strongly
disagree neither agree nor agree

disagree

Local Senior LeaderManager (tvpically LCol/Cdr or EX minus 1 and above)

Note: If you feel vou don’t have enough information to answer these questions regarding
vour local senior leader(s), please check this box and proceed to Section A3 | J
The way  The way
things are  things

right now should be

1. My local senior leader ensures people adhere to ethical
standards

2. My local senior leader provides opportunities for ethics
aWareness

3. My local senior leader encourages dialogue in the
workplace on ethics

4. My local sentor leader helps people understand their
umigue ethical risks and mitigation requirements

5. My local sentor leader actively promotes values and ethies
across the organization

6. My local senior leader keeps his'her promises

IRRRN
LLLLEL

A 3 Please answer the next two questions using the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly somewhat neutral - somewhat strongly
disagree disagree neither agree nor agree agree

disagree
The way The way
thingz are things
right now should be
1. Overall, my workplace/unit treats me with respect
2. Orverall, the Department of National Defence treats me with respect
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Part B

B 1. In the next part of the survey. we would like vou to think of the larger
organization beyvond vour current work group or work unit. In thinking of the larger
organization we would like you to, again. make fwo judgements.

First, we would like you to rate the way you believe things are right now in the
organization.

Second. we would like vou to tell us how you think things should be.

For both ratings please use the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree neutral - agree sirongly agree
disagree neither agree nor

disagree
The way The way
things are things
right now should be
1. In this crzanization we o strictly by the boek |
2. This organization has regulations that are strictly followed.
3. This organization enforces the rules and regulations. | [
4. Thus orgamzation looks after its members.
5. Organizational policies are fair to everyone.
6. This organization cares for its members.
7. This orgamzation respects the dignity of all members. |
8. This organtzation is fair.

Now we would like to ask you about your own position, including vour beliefs and
attitudes about it. Again, for both ratings please use the scale at the top of the page.

The way The way
things are things
right now should be

9. T have the freedom to act on what I think is right. | | |

10 I can decide for nryself what is right and wrong,

11. In my work I can follow my own sense of morality. [

12, I am free to do 1y job in the way I see fit.
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B 2. Now we would like ro ask vou some questions abourt vour general beliefs. Please
indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement with each starement using the
following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
sirongly disagree neufral - agree strongly
disagree neither agree nor agree

disagree

(]

o e W

10.

11

12.
13.
14
. In making ethical decisions [ always try to do what a person of mtegnty would

16.
17
18
19
20.

. It 1s important to follow the law and/or regulations at all times.

The most important consideration in reaching a decision is the consequences of
the decision for me perscnally.

A persen of good character will act with mtegnity as a gude.

A decision that has positive outcomes is alwavs a good decision.

The primary ethical cbligation is to care for other human beings.
Ulfimately. there is a set of principles that people should use fo malke ethical
An action that violates the law 1s always wrong.

The only way to judge whether an action is right is by the outcomes of the
action

Good character will always lead to good action.

It 1s not one, but rather a combination of the principles that T use to determine
what iz nght and wrong.

The most tmportant ethical principle is to ensure that nobody 1s harmed by your
actions.

Rarely. is there only one correct solution to an ethical problem.

Rules and laws are the most appropriate basis for making ethical decistons.
What is right in one culture is not necessanly right in another.

do.

It 15 always ethical to show care for another person.

Each of us needs to look out for number 1.

You can always evaluate the quality of a decision by the results of the decision
In this world. everyone has to look out for themselves.

Society’s laws and organirational regulations define what is right and wrong.
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Part C

In this part of the survey, we would like you to read the following scenarios and
answer the questions following each scenario.

Scenario #1

Ag 3 result of an employee “horsing around”™ some equipment received minor damage. 4
few coworkers witnessed the event. They all believe that the employee's otherwise
perfect record may be ruined if the action is discovered. Moreover. many people believe
that the management is excessively harsh in dealing with such mafters.

ACTION/DECTISION TAKEN: All those who witnessed the incident decided not to
report the incident.

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question below.

Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completely agree 1 23 4567 Completely disagree

Please indicate the likelihood that you would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitely would 1. 22 456 7 Definitely would not

Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:

1. The possible harm resulting from that decision within the context of that situation

would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe
2. Anynegative consequences of that decision are likely to occur:
Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people at my workplace would consider that decision to be:
Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate
4. That specific decision would negatively affect:

Peopleatmyworkplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 People outside my workplace

th

The chances of any negative consequences occuuring as a result of that decision are:

Notlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely
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Please rate the decision made in scenario 1 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Morallynght 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morallywrong
Acceptabletomyfanuly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my family
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable
Does not violate
an unspoken promise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unspoken promise
Duoes not violate an
unwritten contract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

Scenario #2

During the biweekly directorate meeting, the Director announced that a permanent
posifion was being created in the organization. Some employees in the directorate were
concerned about the fairness of the selection process. Their view was that the director
tended to fill positions by circumvenfing the system. One mdividual, a term employee.
who has been with the section for some time, was particularly vocal with concemns. The
person said that if the problem continues. the union would get involved. The Director
learned of this 1ssue and was greatly concerned because of the perception that an
accusation of this type could easily get out of hand, dismupt the section even further. and
even nun the Director’s career.

The Director will be filling the position as an acting position until the selection process is
comipleted. The best and most deserving candidate was a quiet person who had been with
the section for more than a year. The second candidate was the outspoken individual who
threatened to mnvolve the union to resolve the complaints of unfairness.

ACTION/DECTISION TAKEN: The outspoken mdividual is selected

Please circle the number that best represents vour answer to each question below.

Do you believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree
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Please indicate the likelihood that vou would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelywould 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:
1. The possible harm resulting from that decision would be:
Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BSevere

2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely fo occur:

Afferalongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people at myv workplace would consider that decision to be:

Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropniate

4. That specific decision would negatively affect:

People at my workplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Peopleoutside my workplace

L

The chances of anv negative consequences occurming as a result of that decision are:
Not likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 2 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Morallyright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptabletomyfamily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Notacceptable to my family
Culturallyacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Traditionally unacceptable

Dwoes not violate
an unspoken promise 1

Does not violate an
unwrittencontract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

[
[y}
=
LA
=
P}

Violates an unspoken promise
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Scenario#3

An indrvidual in the section goes on leave without pay (LWOP) to pursue academic
upgrading. The supervisor discovers that that the person on LWOP has been hired by a
company that 1s competing for a contract to do a project that would not get done
otherwise because of a personnel shortage. The bid is accepted because it is the best one
submitted even though the person on LWOP developed the criteria just prior to going on
LWOP. In addition. it seems that the individual will be doing the work on the project on
behalf of the contractor at home and during spare time. The supervisor wants to do right
by the person because it is believed that the person has been unfairly passed over by the
system recently. The supervisor views it as an acceptable way of making things right.

ACTION/DECISION TAKEN: The company wins the bid and the individual on LWOP
does the work on the project at home.

Please circle the number that best represents your answer to each question below.

Do you believe that there is a moral or ethical issue invelved in the above
action/decision?

Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completelydisagree

Please indicate the likelihood that you would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelv would 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:
1. The possible harm resulting from that decision would be:

Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe

[

Any negafive consequences of that decision are likely to occur:

Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediafely

s

. Most people at my workplace would consider that decision to be:
Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropnate
4. That specific decision would negatively affect:

People atmyworkplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 People outside mv workplace
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5. The chances of any negative consequences occwring as a result of that decision
are:

Not likely 12345 6 7 Veylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 3 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Mormallynght 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morallywrong
Acceptable tomy family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my fanuly
Culturallyacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Traditionally unacceptable

Does Mot Violate

an unspoken promise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unspoken promise
Dioes nof violate an

unwritten confract 1 2 3 4

(¥}
(=]
=]

Violates an unwritten contract

Scenario #4

A manager is being briefed about pofential candidates for a vacant position that must be
filled. He is very happy to find out that there is still one qualified candidate in a pool. In
addition. he tells the person briefing him that the recommended candidate has been
praised by others as a hard worker with a verv good skill set. She will be the perfect
person to fill the vacant position  However, later that dav, the manager runs into a past
colleague who also kmows of the recommended candidate and informs him that the
candidate is pregnant with her first chuld.

Now, the manager 15 less enthusiastic about this person. If he accepts this pregnant
candidate. she will only be on the job a few months before she goes on maternity leave
for a year - and maybe even longer. The manager has the power not to hire her, but
knows that 1t 15 wrong to refuse her because she is pregnant He reasons that the workload
in his section 1s steadily mcreasing and every position must stay filled to get the work
done.

ACTION/DECISION TAKEN: The manager decides fo refise the candidate and
makes up a plausible, but incorrect. reason for this deciston.

Please circle the number that best represents your answer to each question below.

Do vou believe that there is a moral or ethical issue involved in the above
action/decision?
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Completelyagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely disagree
Please indicate the likelihood that you would make the same decision described in
the scenario.

Definitelywould 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely would not
Please rate the decision made in the context of the scenario on the following factors:

1. The possible harm resulting from that decision would be:

Minor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Severe

3

2. Any negative consequences of that decision are likely fo occur:
Afteralongtime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Immediately
3. Most people at my workplace would consider that decision to be:
Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [Inapproprate
4 That specific decision would negatively affect:
People at my workplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Peopleoutside my workplace

The chances of any negative consequences occiuring as a result of that
decision are:

L

Notlikely 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 Verylikely

Please rate the decision made in scenario 4 on the following specific factors:

Just 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unjust
Far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfar
Morallyright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Morally wrong
Acceptable tomyfamuly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unacceptable to my fanuly
Culturally acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Culturally unacceptable
Traditionallyacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 Traditonally unacceptable

Dwoes not violate
an vmspoken promise 1
Does not violate an
unwrittencontract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Violates an unwritten contract

[55]
s
i
i
=3
-

Violates an unspoken promise

DGMPRA TM 2011-037



90

PatD

D 1a. In the last three vears, have you participated in any CEF/DND fraining related to any of
the following: efnes, ethical deciston-making. or ethical behaviour?

‘0 Yes

‘0 No (skip to D 1d)

0 Was umable to attend (skip to D 1d)
0 Den't know (skip to D 1d)

D 1b. Was this traiming

o In the last year?
0 More than one vear ago. but less than three years ago?

D 1ec. Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following
statements:

BE ¥ 3SR 4 By
£ 5§ §EEF 5 £
a8 &5 =&y -~ av
a The ethics training I have recerved at
CEF/DIND has contributed to, or refreshed my t A = 4 T
awareness of. the values and ethics m the CF
and DND.
b. The ethics training I have received at
CF/DND has allowed me to practice oty 'o i+ b ¢ ‘o o
ability to recosnize ethical issues.
c. The ethics training I have recerved at
CE/DIND has allowed me to practice oy e e 3h ‘o =
abality to apply ethics m making decisions
inwolving ethical issues

D 1d. Have you participated in a dialogue or case study session on ethics in your workplace?
10 Within the last year
:D One fo two years ago
0 I have not participated in such an activity

D 2. Do you know who your unit’s ethics coordinator is?

'O Yes ‘O No
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D 3a. Before receiving this survey, had you ever heard of the Defence Ethics Programme?
'0 Yes 0 No(skiptoD4)

D 3b. If yes, how did vou hear about the Defence Ethics Programme? (Mark all that apply)

'0 Fmail *0  The Maple Leaf

‘O DEPwebsite 0 Posters

0 Internet/Intranet other than DEP website ‘0 Word of mouth

0 TrsiigSesion by QHREFEme
Specify:

D 4. In the space given below, please briefly identify the one issue that, as far as you
are concerned, is the most important ethical issue in the DNDVCT today.

PartE
Demographic Information

Please answer the following demographic questions about yourself This information is
required for purposes of analysis only.

E1. Whatis vour age?

10 16-24 years 0 25-34 years %0 35-44 years *0 45+ vears
E2.  Are you:
10 Male 0 Female

E 3. What is your First Official Language?
0 French 20 English

E 4. How many years have you worked for DND?

0 0-5 years 20 6-10 years 0 11-15 years
0 16-20 vears 50 21-25 years 30 25+ years
15
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E 3. To help us understand how the Defence Ethics Program gets implemented across
the DND/CF. please indicate the L1 organization you belong to (e.g.. CANADACOM.
CAS, ADM (Mat). CMP., etc.). If yvou do not know your L1, please enter your umt’home

organization:

E 6. Inwhich geographical region are you cumrently employed?

'O NCR (either Ont. or Que.) *0 Prairie Provinces
*0 Ontario (excluding NCR) %0 British Columbia
20 Quebec (excluding NCR) "0 Other

O Atlantic Provinces

E 7. What is your category of occupation?

:O Operational (e.g.. GL. G5. SELFR)

-0 Administration Support (e.g., CR. 5T)

"0 Administration & Foreign Service (e.g., AS. CS. PE, PG)
*0 Technical (e.g.. EG, EL, DD, GT, TT)

;O Scientific and Professional (e.g.. EN. DS. UT. PC)

0O Executive

E 8. Please fill in the circle if you have:

o Managenal responsibilities (financial. budgetary, or HE)?
20 Supervisory responsibilities?

E9. What is vour highest level of education obtained?

L5
0
0]
‘0
0
‘o
0
‘0

Secondary (high) school graduation cerfificate or equivalent
College or CEGEP diploma or trades certificate

University certificate or diploma below the bachelor’s level
Bachelor's Degree (eg. BA _LLB)

University certificate or diploma higher than the bachelor's level
Master's Degree

Degree in a medical specialty

Doctorate (e.g.. PhD)

WE APPRECIATE THE TIME AND EFFORT YOU
HAVE TAKEN TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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Annex C The 2010 Defence Ethics Survey Sample and
Population Characertistics

The demographic characteristics of the sample leagdopulation (where data was available)
are provided below in Tables 1 - 9. Table 1 pressthre descriptive statistics for the components
(i.e., Regular F, Class B Reserve, and DND Emplpiethe sample and the survey population.

Table 1: Sample and Population Percentage for tbe@onents

Sample valid Population
Component n Percentage Percentage Percentage
Regular Force 1551 48.0 48.2 61.6
Class B Reserve 359 111 11.2 7.7
DND Employee 1307 40.5 40.6 30.7
Missing 14 0.4 — —
Total 3231 100 100 100

% The population percentage for all reservists justtclass B reserves.

Tables 2 through 10 present the cross-tabulatidheo€omponent and other demographic
variables. The overall sample valid percentagdscfwexclude missing responses) and the
population percentages for the demographic vasai@lapsed across component, are presented
in the column labelled “All”. Within the cross-talation tables are the valid percentages of the
sample that fall into the demographic variable gaties within each component. Note that these
data have not been weighted and that the populaties under the Class B Reserve header are
for the entire reserve population, not just Clage®erves (The sample data percentages are just
for Class B reserves, however).

Table 2: Sample Valid and CF Population Percentagfdsirst Official Language
within each Component

Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employee All
FOL Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop
French 24.9 27.1 23.1 — 24.1 24.( 24.8 —
English 75.1 72.9 76.9 — 75.9 76.0 75.7 —

Table 3: Sample Valid and CF Population PercentagfeéSender as a Function of Component

Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employeg All
Gender | Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Poy
Male 81.3 86.2 71.2 73.6 51.3 60.3 68.0 77,3
Female 18.7 13.8 28.8 26.4 48.71 39.7 32{0 22.7

Note. For the population, valid percentages arsgnied because there were 41 individuals who have
not been classified as male or female and the sapgtentages are also valid percentages.
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Table 4: Sample Valid Percentage of Education withe Components

Regular Class B DND
Education Force Reserve Employee All

High school diploma or equivalent 41.3 43.7 21.7 .633
College, CEGEP, or trades certificate 26.1 21.4 133. 28.4
pelow tho Bachelor level 4.8 9.0 6.1 5.8
Bachelor's Degree 16.4 20.3 22.1 19.1
Masters Degree 8.6 3.4 10.1 8.6
Degree in medical 5 .3 .3 4
Doctorate 2 3 2.2 1.0

Note. Population data for education was not avhilab

Table 5: Sample Valid and CF Population PercentagigRank Group within each Component

Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employes All
Rank Group | Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Poy
Jr NCM 41.2 52.9 34.0 42.8 — — 39.8 51.7
SrNCM 30.0 25.6 38.2 33.3 — — 31.6 26.4
Jr Officer 12.3 12.1 16.2 14.9 — — 13.0 12.4
Sr Officer 16.5 9.5 11.7 8.9 — — 15.6 9.5
Table 6: Sample Valid and CF Population Percentagiegears of Service\
within each Component
Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employee All
YOS | Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop
1-5 9.6 28.0 33.1 35.1 325 — 21.5 —
6-10 18.2 22.0 21.6 22.5 15.8 — 17.6 —
11-15 13.1 11.9 14.3 12.8 8.8 — 11.5 —
16-20 12.0 11.0 9.2 9.2 7.1 — 9.7 —
21-25 18.3 15.3 9.8 8.8 8.8 — 13.5 —
26+ 28.8 11.8 12.0 11.6 26.9 — 26.2 —
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Table 7: Sample Valid and Population Percentage&gs as a Function of Component

Age Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employee All
(Years) | Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop
16-24 25 — 5.8 — 14 1.3 2.4 —
25-34 24.3 — 18.7 — 16.3 135 20.4 —
35-44 34.4 — 22.8 — 23.2 21.3 28.6 —
45+ 38.9 — 52.6 — 59.1 63.9 48.4 —
Table 8: Sample Valid and Population Percentagdsistinctive Environmental
Uniform within each Component

Regular Force Class B Reserve DND Employee All
DEU | Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pog
Land 41.7 52.6 61.2 61.5 — — 45.4 53.4
Air 36.6 315 22.9 21.4 — — 34.0 30.3
Sea 21.7 15.9 15.9 17.1 — — 20.6 16.

Table 9: Sample Valid and Population Percentagd3NiD Employee Occupation

DND Employee

Occupation Sample Population
Operational 10.2 31.0
Administrative Support 19.5 16.2
Administrative & Foreign Service 37.6 29.4
Technical 15.0 11.6
Scientific and Professional 15.8 11.3
Executive 19 0.5
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Annex D Survey Weight Derivation for the 2003 and
2010 Samples

In Tables 10-12 presented below, the column latéBairvey Weight”, which is further
subdivided into the 2003 and 2010 samples, provtteserived weighting variable used in
weighted analyses. The weighting variable inde&i@v many people each respondent in a
particular stratum represents in the survey pomrigSPSS Inc, 2010; e.g., each Junior NCM
with 1-5 YOS in the 2010 sample represents 97.AbJINCMs with 1-5 YOS in the 2010
population). When analyzing the data, a partidijgaresponse to the survey question is assumed
to have been the same response as the numberpé plee weight represents (e.g., each response
from a Junior NCM with 1-5 YOS in the 2010 sam@l@ssumed to be the same response

97.20 people with the same rank group and YOS woale provided if they were sampled).

If the reader were to multiply the 2010 weight &0d.0 sample size for each stratum, they could
verify that the result would equal the 2010 popatasize for that stratum (e.g., for Junior NCMs
with 1-5 YOS, 97.20*123 = 1195%). Hence, weighted responses attempt to estimatentire
survey population’s value on the particular outcarhimterest.

To use the weighted variable in Complex Sample®tmluct statistical tests, one needs to create
a Complex Samples Analysis Plan. For stratifiealoan sampling, one must provide the strata
number, survey weight and population size variafdegach respondent in the dataset. For the
2003 versus 2010 survey administrations, there aéotal of 52 strata (26 for the 2003 dataset
and 26 for the 2010 dataset), which were labell€sPlin a newly created variable in SPSS. The
newly created variable was included as a stratifioavariable in the Analysis Plan. The
corresponding Population Size and Survey Weighiesathat were also included in the Analysis
Plan are presented in Tables 10 and 12. For astiiat only involved the 2010 dataset, there
were 32 strata as displayed in Tables 10-12 anddtresponding Population Size and Survey
weight values were used in a separate Analysis Plan

® The 1-5, 6-10, and 11-15 YOS categories wer@ps#d for Senior NCMs and Senior Officers for
two reasons. First, the 2010 sample did not cor@ainSenior NCMs who had 1-5 YOS, nor did the
2003 sample for Senior NCMs with 1-5 or 6-10 YOSSenior Officers with 1-5 YOS and there was
only one respondent with 6-10 YOS. With a sampe sif O for those strata, a weight could not be
appropriately calculated. In order to keep the Weigonsistent for the 2003 and 2010 samples, the
1-5, 6-10, and 11-15 YOS categories were collafse8enior NCMs and Senior Officers such that
there would be a sufficient sample size in theagsed 1-15 category to compute a weight that was
not too large. Also, those YOS categories wereithdict for the Junior NCM and Junior Officers,
because the sample sizes were large enough ardwhsrreason to believe that ethical decision-
making among junior ranking personnel differs asribwse YOS categories.
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Table 10: The 2003 and 2010 Regular Force PoputeBize, Sample Size, and Survey Weight
Presented as a Function of the Rank Group and Y&3% Htratification Variables

Post-Stratification Survey Weight Sample Size Popation Size
Rank Group | YOS 2003 2010 2003 2010 2003 2010
Jr NCM 1-5 171.94 97.20 90 123 15475 11955

6-10 92.12 36.13 57 216 5251 7805
11-15 53.38 21.71 126 118 6726 2562
16-20 41.54 20.94 125 64 5192 1340
21-25 32.97 21.57 62 67 2044 1445
26+ 17.85 10.92 13 48 232 524
Total — — 473 636 34920 25631
Sr NCM 1-15| 101.76 58.73 17 45 1730 2643
16-20 53.03 43.59 77 56 4083 2441
21-25 29.13 31.78 141 128 4108 4068
26+ 20.28 13.67 141 237 2859 324Q
Total — — 376 466 12780 12392
Jr Officers 1-5 186.00 61.14 20 22 3720 1345
6-10 50.23 44.55 30 44 1507 1960
11-15 27.52 25.69 65 36 1789 925
16-20 25.80 25.45 50 22 1290 560
21-25 21.76 18.03 29 30 631 541
26+ 14.37 14.22 30 36 431 512
Total — — 224 190 9368 5843
Sr Officers 1-15 38.65 28.56 17 27 657 771
16-20 23.40 22.84 58 44 1357 1005
21-25 25.36 23.88 45 58 1141 1385
26+ 15.39 11.72 93 124 1431 1453
Total — — 213 253 4586 4614
Grand Total — — — 1286 1545 61654 48480
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Table 11: The 2003 and 2010 Class B Reserve FavpelBtion Size, Sample Size, and
Survey Weight Presented as a Function of the Raokp3Post-Stratification Variable

Post-Stratification Survey Weight Sample Size Popation Size
Rank Group 2003 2010 2003 2010 2003 2010

Jr NCM — 21.37 — 122 — 2607

Sr NCM — 14.81 — 137 — 2029

Jr Officer — 15.66 — 58 — 908

Sr Officer — 12.93 — 42 — 543

Total — — — 359 — 6087

Table 12: The 2003 and 2010 DND Employee Populaiae, Sample Size, and Survey
Weight Presented as a Function of the Occupaticst-Btratification Variable

Post-Stratification Survey Weight Sample Size Popation Size
Occupation 2003 2010 2003 2010 2003 2010
Operational 126.37 57.07 62 131 783% 7476
Administration Support 31.31 15.61 136 250 4260 2390
ég:‘\“/'igstra“"” and Foreign 55 45 | 1474 91 481 | 4861 7090
Technical 19.11 14.64 114 192 2174 2810
Scientific and Professional 20.03 13.56 94 202 1883 2739
Executive 18.57 5.33 7 24 130 128
Total — — 504 1280 21148 24145
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Annex E Ethical Climate and Individual Value

These are the survey items that pertain to eacscaidof the factors Individual Values/
Organizational Ethical Climate.

Table 13: Individual Values/Organizational Ethicalimate Subscales

Rules 2. ltis very important to follow regulations here.

7. Everybody is expected to follow regulationstie letter.
9. In my unit, we go strictly “by the book”.

16. Successful people in my unit adhere strictlgepulations.

Care 3. In my unit, we stick together.

5. In my unit, we protect each other.

10. In my unit, we look out for one another.
12. In my unit it is expected that each memberdalage of his/her co-workers.

Independence 1. Each person in my unit decides for him/hersélains right and wrong.

In my unit, each person is expected to follogitbwn personal beliefs
about what is right and wrong.

11. In my unit, people are guided by their own sevfspersonal ethics.
14. In my unit, every individual is expected towlbat they think is right.

Self-Interest 4. People here are out mainly for themselves.
6. Successful people in my unit do what they ala to
15. In my unit it is important to look out for yoawn interests.

Job Completion | 13. Successful people in my unit do what they tiava order to get the
job done.

17. Getting the job done is the most important m@ration in my unit.

Supervisor 18. My immediate supervisor supports ethical behavi

Expectations 19. My immediate supervisor sets a high standaethital behaviour.

20. My immediate supervisor demands ethical behafiom others.

Supervisor 21. My immediate supervisor demonstrates integrity.
Behaviour 22. My immediate supervisor demonstrates loyalty.

23. My immediate supervisor demonstrates courage.

24. My immediate supervisor demonstrates honesty.

25. My immediate supervisor treats people fairly.

26. My immediate supervisor is accountable forh@sAactions.

27. My immediate supervisor keeps his/her promises.
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Co-worker
Behaviour

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

The people | work with demonstrate integrity.

The people | work with demonstrate loyalty.

The people | work with demonstrate courage.

The people | work with demonstrate honesty.

The people | work with treat people fairly.

The people | work with are accountable forrthetions.

Organizational
Rules

B1.
B2.
B3.

In this organization we go strictly by the book
This organization has regulations that aretsgriollowed.
This organization enforces the rules and remuia.

Organizational
Fairness

B4.

This organization looks after its members.

B5. Organizational policies are fair to everyone.
B6. This organization cares for its members.
B7. This organization respects the dignity of admfiers.
B8. This organization is fair.
Personal B9. | have the freedom to act on what | think ghti
Control B10. | can decide for myself what is right and wgon
B11. In my work, | can follow my own sense of mdtal
B12.1 am free to do my job in the way | see fit.
Local Senior A2.1. My local senior leader ensures people adtweethical standards.
Leader/Manager | » o My local senior leader provides opportunifiesethics awareness.
A2.3. My local senior leader encourages dialogugénworkplace on ethics.
A2.4. My local senior leader helps people undestarir unique ethical risks
and mitigation requirements.
A2.5. My local senior leader actively promotes ea@nd ethics across the
organization.
A2.6. My local senior leader keeps his/her promises
Workplace A3.1. Overall, my workplace/unit treats me withpest.
and CF/DND A3.2. Overall, the CF /DND treats me with respect.
Respect
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Annex F  Organizational Ethical Climate and Individu  al Values for the 2003 and 2010
Defence Ethics Administrations

Table 14 below presents the results of a serietegen two-way ANOVAs conducted on each scale uSBGLM (e.g., the care scale).

Under the header “Discrepancy (Mean)” and to tgktrof the “Admin” header are the cell means tlmaitespond to the crossing of discrepancy
and administration. The marginal means for adrration are located in the “Overall” column and tharginal means for discrepancy are located
in the “Overall” rows just below the cell meansedile the administration marginal means is a coliafelled “Diff”, which provides the difference
between the average “Should” and average “Nowewh administration.

On the top-right hand side of Table 14 under traxlee“ANOVA effects” are the omnibus tests of thaimeffects of discrepanc¥iscrep

and administrationHagmin) @s well as the interaction between discrepandyaaministrationKpiscrep x aamin. NOte that asterisk indicate whether
these effects are statistically significant. Theecscale, for example, has a significant mairceffédiscrepancyHpiscrep = 2078.15). The main
effect of administration is not significarf{min= 3.27); however, the interaction is statisticalignificant EpiscrepX Fagmin= 18.55).

The ANOVAs that were run using CSGLM were interpdeaind decomposed in the following manner usingokkp (1991) approach. When the
interaction effect was statistically significant, iateraction contrasts analysis was conducteddardo determine the nature of the interactiorhew
there is only two levels for each variable in atway ANOVA, as is the case here (e.g., discrepamcyadministration), only one contrast needs to
be examined and its statistical significance isekact same of the one reported for the intera€igBerep x aami)- VWhen one or more variables have
more than two levels, multiple interaction contsastould be run (as was done in Annex G). Thecon&ast for the present analyses examines the
discrepancy between “Should” and “Now” betweenttie administrations. For instance, in Table 1fsider the “Diff” column for the rows that
are relevant to the care scale. Here, a bold sappr letter appears beside the larger mean diffag and the letter indicates which group had the
smaller difference. For example, one may seethieadlifference between “Should” and “Now” is stadially significantly smaller for the care scale
in 2010 M = .80) compared with the 2003 administratithX .97). The nature of the interaction in thisecesthat the discrepancy on the care scale
means depends on which administration is examineiziduals in the 2010 administration view the amggation as being more consistent with their
personal beliefs regarding the extent that perdasimild care for their colleagues than those én2003 administration. Note that the main effects
were not examined when an interaction was sigmificas the interaction makes main effects diffitnilinterpret.

In contrast, when the interaction was not statifliisignificant, we followed-up on statisticalliggificant main effects using pairwise comparisons
on the marginal means. For example, in the tos @il able 14, the marginal means for discrepamcthe care scale were 3.20 for “Now” and 4.09
for “Should”. Because discrepancy only has twelgythe main effect of discrepancy itself indisateat these two marginal means were statistically
significantly different. When significant differeas were locategh(< .05), a bold superscript letter appears besiddarger marginal mean and the
letter indicates which group had the smaller mdaor. the main effect of administration, the readesst examine the marginal means in the “Overall”
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column and look for bold superscript letters (MYr The reader may see that for the analysise&tipervisor's expectation scale, the survey
population in 2010 exhibited an overall higher mé@n the 2003 survey populatidvl € 4.21 versu$/ = 4.03).

Table 14: Ethical Climate (“Now”) and Individual aes (“Should”) Analyzed as a Function of Admirgdion

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Scale Admin (A) (B) Overall Diff Fbiscren F Admin F biscrep X Admin R’

Care 2003 (C) 3.14 4.11 3.62 0.97D 2078*** 3.3 18.6** .25
2010 (D) 3.27 4.07 3.67 0.80
Overall 3.20 4.09 —

Rules 2003 (C) 3.21 3.67 3.44 0.46D 658*** 60.5%** 12.3** .09
2010 (D) 3.45 3.80 3.63 0.35
Overall 3.33 3.73 —

Self-Interest 2003 (C) 3.26 2.75 3.01 -0.51| 843**= 4 5.4* .09
2010 (D) 3.21 2.78 2.99 -0.43¢C
Overall 3.23 2.77 —

Independence 2003 (C) 3.22 3.50 3.36 0.28D 288*** .9 7.0 .03
2010 (D) 3.29 3.49 3.39 0.20
Overall 3.26 3.49 —

Job Completion 2003 (C) 3.45 3.66 3.56 0.21 Q3#** .01 1.9 .01
2010 (D) 3.48 3.63 3.55 0.15
Overall 3.47 3.65 —

Supervisor Behaviour 2003 (C) 3.74 4.42 4.08 0.68D 1082*** 33.3%** 6.6* .14
2010 (D) 3.94 4.52 4.23 0.58
Overall 3.84 4.47 —
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Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Scale Admin (A) (B) Overall Diff Fbiscren F Admin F biscrep X Admin R’

Supervisor Expectation 2003 (C) 3.76 4.30 4.03 0.54| 905*** 49,9%** 3.5 A1
2010 (D) 3.97 4.45 4.21 0.48
Overall 3.87 4.38 —

Co-worker Behaviour 2003 (C) 3.46 4.40 3.93 0.94D2175%** 35.9%** 11.0 27
2010 (D) 3.66 4.47 4.07 0.81
Overall 3.56 4.44 —

Organizational Fairness 2003 (C) 3.00 4.35 3.68 1.35D3125*** 77.7%* 54 47%** .36
2010 (D) 3.36 4.40 3.88 1.04
Overall 3.18 4.38 —

Organizational Rules 2003 (C) 3.21 3.90 3.55 0.69D 1125+ 98.9%** 8.7** .16
2010 (D) 3.50 4.08 3.79 0.58
Overall 3.35 3.99 —

Personal Control 2003 (C) 3.46 3.98 3.72 0.52| 811*** 3.8 1.8 .09
2010 (D) 3.44 3.91 3.67 0.47
Overall 3.45 3.95 —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effects FAdmin , FDiscrepda Discrep X Admin test the main effect of the amistration, the main effect of discrepancy, and
the interaction between administration and disarepa The sampling degrees of freedom from whiehdégrees of freedom for error are derived for the

analyses ranged from 4522 to 4546. *** p <.001p*« .01, * p < .05.
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Annex G Discrepancy between Organizational Ethical Climate and Individual
Values as a function of Demographic Variables (2010 )

The following twelve tables provide the resultsefen two-way ANOVAs using CSGLM conducted on esgdie (e.g., Table 22 provides the results for
the care scale). The tables are formatted indh@xing way. Under the header “Discrepancy (Méamd to the right of the “Demographic Variables”
header are the cell means that correspond to tissing of discrepancy and the demographic variable marginal means for the demographic variables
are located in the “Overall” column to the righttbé cell means and the marginal means for disnmpare located in the “Overall” rows just belowve th
cell means. Beside the marginal means for the deapbic variable is a column labelled “Diff”, whignovides the difference between the “Should” and
“Now” outcomes for each level of the demographidalales.

On the top-right hand side of the tables undehtdsder “ANOVA effects” are the omnibus tests oftiain effects of discrepanckdiscep) and
componentKpeng as well as the interaction between discrepandycamponentRpemo X Foiscred.  NOte that asterisk indicate whether these
effects are statistically significant. For examphe demographic variable component shown in T2Blkas a main effect of discrepanEyiep
= 1167) and a main effect of demographic variablg = 47.4). The interaction termfdemo X Foiscrep= 1.9) iS not significant. Because the
interaction term was not significant, the supepsrin the “Overall” column indicate which subgreutiffer from each other. The “Overall”
mean for Regular Forces (C) personnel is 3.f& “Overall” mean for Reserve Forces (D) is 3.@8d the “Overallmean for Civilian is 3.50.
Thus, Regular Force and Reserve Force personndiliglaer overall means (i.e., the average scoreosf Bind Should) than civilian DND
personnel. The proportion of variance in the ome@ccounted for by the main and interaction edfecjuantified in the column labelled*R

The ANOVAs that were run using CSGLM were interpdeaind decomposed in the following manner usingokkp (1991) approach. When the
interaction effect was statistically significant, iateraction contrasts analysis was conducteddardo determine the nature of the interaction.
Specifically, the discrepancy between “Should” &ddw” was compared between two demographic categat a time to determine if one category’'s
discrepancy is statistically different than theestbne’s discrepancy. For instance, in Table 8@sicler the “Diff” column for the rows that areeeant

to the Education demographic variable. When agration contrast was considered statisticallyiBagmt, a bold superscript letter appears bedide t
larger mean difference and the letter indicateswhiroup had the smaller difference. For examipl&able 22, one may see that the difference betwee
“Should” and “Now” is statistically significantlynsaller for those with a graduate level educatirn=(.56) compared with any lower level of education
(M>.74). Those who have a university educatn=(.74) also perceive a narrower difference betw/&hould” and “Now” than those with a college
education il = .89). The nature of the interaction in this caghat the impact of discrepancy on the careescmlans depends on which level of
Education is examined; Individuals with a higheelleof Education view the organization as beingetao where the individual would like the
organization to be in regards to taking care ofleegjues. All possible pairwise comparisons ofdifferences between “Now” and “Should” were
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computed and deemed statistically significantéfgtvalue was lower than the Bonfferoni corrected afpiNote that the main effects were not examined
when an interaction was significant, as the intdwsaanakes main effects difficult to interpret.

In contrast, when the interaction was not staadijicsignificant, we followed-up on statisticalligaificant main effects using pairwise comparisonghe
marginal means. For example, in the ANOVA usingsCBl presented in Table 22 that examined the imphcbmponent and discrepancy on the care
scale means, the marginal means for discrepanay 3v80 for “Now” and 4.06 for “Should”. Becaussatiepancy only has two categories, the main
effect of discrepancy itself indicates that thege marginal means were statistically significardifferent. When significant differences € .05) were
located, a bold superscript letter appears bebiléatger marginal mean and the letter indicatastwigroup had the smaller mean. For the main effec
the demographic variable, the reader must exarhmenarginal means in the “Overall” column and Iémkbold superscript letters (C up to H depending
on how many categories the demographic variable ha$ien the demographic variable had more thasi@gories, all logically possible non-redundant
pairwise comparisons were conducted using a Bamfecorrection to adjust alpha, such that the fgawilse Type 1 error rate was held at d5The

reader may see that for the analysis involving camept, Regular Force and Reserve Force persormétipd an overall higher care scale mean than
Civilian personnell = 3.75 andM = 3.79 versuM = 3.50).

" For Component, there were three interaction estgrrendering a Bonfferoni corrected alpha of 70 E®r Education, Rank Group, and Age, there wiste s
interaction contrasts, which were evaluated agai&bnfferoni corrected alpha of .00833; and findibr YOS, there were fifteen interaction contsazhd
each one was evaluated against an alpha of .00333.

18 gpecifically, the three pairwise comparisonsdomponent were considered statistically significenen p < .0167; the six pairwise comparisons for

education, rank, and age were considered signtfishen p < .0083; and finally, the fifteen pairwisEmparisons for YOS were considered significant

when p <.0033.
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Table 15: Care Scale Means for Ethical Climate (Wpand Individual Values (“Should”) Analyzed asFainction of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff FDiscrep FDemo FDemo x Discrep R2
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.34 4.15 3.%5 81 1167 | 47.4% 1.9 .22
Res F (D) 3.43 4.14 3.%9 71
Civilian (E) 3.11 3.89 3.50 78
Overall 3.30 4.06 — —
FOL English (C) 3.30 4.11 3.71 81 934** | 16.7 4.2¢ 21
French (D) 3.22 3.93 3.58 71
Overall 3.26 4.02 — .76
Gender Male (C) 3.30 4.09 3.69 79 1121 4.2% 2 .20
Female (D) 3.25 4.02 3.63 77
Overall 3.27 4.06 — —
Education High School (C) 3.32 4.12 3.72 'Bo | 1254 2.3 8.8x* 21
College (D) 3.19 4.08 3.64 89
University (E) 3.30 4.04 3.67 74
Graduate (F) 3.36 3.92 3.64 56
Overall 3.29 4.04 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.27 4.22 3.75 85 84T 13 16.4% .22
Sr NCM (D) 3.37 4.10 3.74 73
Jr Officer (E) 3.54 4.10 3.82 .56
Sr Officer (F) 3.47 3.99 3.73 .52
Overall 3.41 4.10 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff FDiscrep FDemo FDemo x Discrep R2
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.33 4.14 3.73 81 1447+ 3.1% 4.6% 21
6-10 (D) 3.25 4.16 3.71 41
11-15 (E) 3.27 4.07 3.67 .80
16-20 (F) 3.24 4.04 3.64 .80
21-25 (G) 3.25 4.04 3.65 .79
25+ (H) 3.27 3.91 3.59 .64
Overall 3.27 4.06 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.48 4.31 3.90 .83 4347 | 13.2%* 5.6%* .22
25-34 (D) 3.33 4.24 3.78 91
35-44 (E) 3.25 4.04 3.65 .79
45+ (F) 3.24 3.93 3.58 .69
Overall 3.33 4.13 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,@N0F pemographicX piscrepancyt€St themain effects of the demographic variable, the gisancy, and

the interaction between the two. The degreeseeidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfgmd approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 16: Rules Scale Means for Ethical ClimatediW) and Individual Values (“Should”) Analyzed agranction of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X piscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.50 3.83 3.8% 33 374.09** | 10.31*** 1.46 .06
Res F (D) 3.34 3.74 3.54 40
Civilian (E) 3.36 3.74 3.55 .38
Overall 3.40 3.77 — —
FOL English (C) 3.43 3.77 3.60 .34 | 365.33"* 6.72%* 1.44 .05
French (D) 3.49 3.87 3.68 .38
Overall 3.46 3.82 — .36
Gender Male (C) 3.45 3.80 3.63 .35 | 364.31%* .23 .07 .05
Female (D) 3.43 3.79 3.61 .36
Overall 3.44 3.7 — —
Education High School (C) 3.50 3.86 3.68 e | 278.00%** 8.33*** 9.11%** .06
College (D) 3.41 3.85 3.63 R 7|
University (E) 3.42 3.70 3.56 .28
Graduate (F) 3.40 3.55 3.48 .15
Overall 3.43 3.74 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.45 3.86 3.65 81 | 210.28*** 3.71* 11.16%** .06
SrNCM (D) 3.55 3.88 3.71 53
Jr Officer (E) 3.49 3.65 3.57 .16
Sr Officer (F) 3.49 3.66 3.57 17
Overall 3.49 3.76 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should Foiscep | Foemo Fbemo X piscrep R’
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.48 3.85 3.67 37 | 406.40%** 1.62 1.01 .06
6-10 (D) 3.39 3.79 3.59 .40
11-15 (E) 3.48 3.79 3.64 31
16-20 (F) 3.42 3.78 3.60 .36
21-25 (G) 3.48 3.81 3.64 .33
25+ (H) 3.42 3.72 3.57 .30
Overall 3.45 3.7 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.28 3.61 3.44 .33 | 166.09** 2.04 71 .06
25-34 (D) 3.43 3.82 3.62 .39
35-44 (E) 3.48 3.83 3.65 .35
45+ (F) 3.45 3.78 3.61 .33
Overall 3.41 3.76 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 17: Self-Interest Scale Means for Ethicair@ie (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”)

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X biscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.24 2.83 3.6 -41 553.06*** | 12.17*** 1.28 .09
Res F (D) 3.16 2.69 2.93 -.47
Civilian (E) 3.14 2.68 2.91 -.46
Overall 3.18 2.73 — —
FOL English (C) 3.20 2.76 2.98 -44 | 408.62** 1.22 40 .08
French (D) 3.22 2.81 3.02 -41
Overall 3.2¢ 2.79 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.22 2.79 3.0 -43 475.14%* 5.60* .10 .08
Female (D) 3.15 2.73 2.94 -42
Overall 3.14 2.76 — —
Education High School (C) 3.24 2.84 3.04 -0 619.14*** | 17.93*** 3.85** .09
College (D) 3.24 2.84 3.04 -.20
University (E) 3.17 2.64 291 -.53
Graduate (F) 3.02 2.54 2.78 -.48
Overall 3.17 2.72 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.39 2.98 3.18 41 395.94*** | 54.80*** 2.88* A3
Sr NCM (D) 3.09 2.74 2.92 -55
Jr Officer (E) 3.06 2.59 2.83 -.47
Sr Officer (F) 2.96 2.43 2.70 -.53
Overall 3.13 2.69 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R’
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.26 287 3.07 -.39 588.25%** | 11.47*** 2.39* .09
6-10 (D) 3.32 2.82 3.07 -.50
11-15 (E) 3.21 2.75 2.98 -.46
16-20 (F) 3.17 2.76 2.97 -41
21-25 (G) 3.18 2.66 2.92 -.52
25+ (H) 3.01 2.64 2.82 -.37
Overall 3.19 2.75 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.52 2.99 3.55 -53 266.86™* | 15.72* 1.26 .09
25-34 (D) 3.32 2.85 3.68 -47
35-44 (E) 3.19 2.77 2.98 -42
45+ (F) 3.09 2.69 2.89 -.40
Overall 3.28 2.82 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effect®pemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAF pemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and the
interaction between the two. The degrees of frereft error for analyses excluding Rank ranged fepproximately 2821 to 3118, while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 18: Independence Scale Means for Ethical &Bnf‘Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”)
Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X piscrep R®
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.31 3.52 3.51 21 121.63*** 6.95%** 2.12 .02
Res F (D) 3.40 3.53 3.57 A3
Civilian (E) 3.24 3.43 3.34 .19
Overall 3.32 3.49 — —
FOL English (C) 3.30 3.53 3.41 23 79.09%** 5.88* 16.79** .02
French (D) 3.28 3.37 3.33 .09
Overall 3.29 3.45 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.31 3.51 3.41 20 127.22%* 1.48 .29 .02
Female (D) 3.28 3.46 3.37 .18
Overall 3.29 3.48 — —
Education High School (C) 3.35 3.55 3.45 20 106.04*** 3.02* 6.57*** .02
College (D) 3.24 3.51 3.37 27
University (E) 3.28 3.40 3.34 A2
Graduate (F) 3.35 3.42 3.39 .07
Overall 3.30 3.47 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.29 3.58 3.44 25 59.79% .32 11.92% .02
Sr NCM (D) 3.33 3.48 3.41 s
Jr Officer (E) 3.34 3.42 3.38 .08
Sr Officer (F) 3.40 3.43 3.41 .03
Overall 3.34 3.48 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R’
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.27 3.48 3.37 21 170.07*** 1.17 2.98* .02
6-10 (D) 3.28 3.55 3.42 57
11-15 (E) 3.33 3.56 3.44 .23
16-20 (F) 3.34 3.53 3.43 .19
21-25 (G) 3.32 3.43 3.38 A1
25+ (H) 3.28 3.43 3.35 15
Overall 3.30 3.50 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.35 3.73 3.54 .38 64.61** 3.24% 4.20* .02
25-34 (D) 3.31 3.56 3.44 .25
35-44 (E) 3.29 3.48 3.39 A9
45+ (F) 3.28 3.41 3.35 13
Overall 3.31 3.55 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 19: Job Completion Scale Means for Ethic@in@te (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”)

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fpemo F pemo X Discrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.54 3.68 3.61 14 61.55%+* 13.40*** 77 .02
Res F (D) 3.53 3.70 3.62 17
Civilian (E) 3.34 3.54 3.44 .20
Overall 3.47 3.64 — —
FOL English (C) 3.46 3.56 3.51 10 | 87.22¢% | 29.29% 22.33"** .02
French (D) 3.56 3.88 3.72 32
Overall 3.51 3.72 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.49 3.67 3.58 P8 36.83** 3.75 4.00* .01
Female (D) 3.46 3.55 3.51 .09
Overall 3.48 3.61 — —
Education High School (C) 3.57 3.71 3.64 14 39.11%** 7.48*** 4.75** .02
College (D) 3.44 3.68 3.56 24
University (E) 3.41 3.53 3.47 12
Graduate (F) 3.42 3.42 3.42 .00
Overall 3.46 3.59 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.60 3.80 3.7 20 25.67** 12.72%* 2.41 .02
Sr NCM (D) 3.53 3.62 3.48 .09
Jr Officer (E) 3.48 3.56 3.52 .08
Sr Officer (F) 3.32 3.37 3.34 .05
Overall 3.48 3.59 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R?
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.51 3.70 3.61 19 51.06*** 4.12%** 1.79 .01
6-10 (D) 3.51 3.73 3.62 22
11-15 (E) 3.51 3.67 3.59 16
16-20 (F) 3.48 3.51 3.50 .03
21-25 (G) 3.45 3.58 3.52 13
25+ (H) 3.39 3.50 3.45 A1
Overall 3.48 3.62 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.61 3.75 3.68 14 18.83*** 3.39* 099 01
25-34 (D) 3.54 3.68 3.61 14
35-44 (E) 3.48 3.65 3.56 17
45+ (F) 3.42 3.57 3.50 .15
Overall 3.51 3.66 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesegidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfgad approximately 2821 to 3118, while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 20: Supervisor Behaviour Scale Means fordalhClimate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X biscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.96 452 4.24 56 748.57*** 2.79 3.23* 12
Res F (D) 3.96 4.50 4.23 .54
Civilian (E) 3.84 4.50 4.17 .66
Overall 3.92 4.50 — —
FOL English (C) 3.92 4.51 4.21 59 | 595.83** 019 031 11
French (D) 3.92 4,52 4.22 .60
Overall 3.92 451 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.91 4.48 4.19 57 674.75%* 6.50* 2.70 12
Female (D) 3.95 4.59 4.57 64
Overall 3.93 4.5% — —
Education High School (C) 3.90 4.45 417 55 812.15%* | 12.99%** 1.73 12
College (D) 3.82 4.47 4.14 .65
University (E) 4.02 4.60 4.8% .58
Graduate (F) 4.13 4.65 4939 52
Overall 3.97 4.5 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.81 4.45 4.13 82 529.95%* | 18.89*** 4.50** 13
Sr NCM (D) 4.06 4.53 4.30 A7
Jr Officer (E) 4.13 4.66 4.39 .53
Sr Officer (F) 4.24 4.66 4.45 42
Overall 4.06 4.57 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Etffects
Now Should Foiscrep Fpemo Fbemo X piscrep R’
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.92 4.53 4.23 61 837.27*** 42 3.07* A2
6-10 (D) 3.84 4.53 4.19 89
11-15 (E) 3.92 451 4.21 .59
16-20 (F) 3.91 4.50 4.21 .59
21-25 (G) 3.99 451 4.25 52
25+ (H) 3.97 4.45 4.21 .48
Overall 3.92 451 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.86 4.45 4.15 59 | 357.69** .23 3.83** 12
25-34 (D) 3.87 4.55 4.21 .68
35-44 (E) 3.91 4.51 4.21 .60
45+ (F) 3.97 4.48 4.23 51
Overall 3.90 4.50 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesegidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfgad approximately 2821 to 3118, while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 21: Supervisor Expectations Scale Means fioicEl Climate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Shddr")
Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F piscrep Fpemo F pemo X Discrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 4.02 4.46 4.24 44 | 593.35%** 3.57* 4.28* .09
Res F (D) 4.03 4.47 4.25 44
Civilian (E) 3.89 4.44 4.16 55
Overall 3.98 4.45 — —
FOL English (C) 3.99 4.45 4.22 46 | 506.98*** 46 .26 .09
French (D) 3.95 4.44 4.20 .49
Overall 3.97 4.45 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.97 4.41 4.19 44 589.73%** 9.69** 5.24* .09
Female (D) 4.01 4.55 4.28 %4
Overall 3.99 4.48 — —
Education High School (C) 3.95 4.37 4.16 42 | 676.37** | 18.78*** 1.73 .10
College (D) 3.88 4.40 4.14 .52
University (E) 4.09 4.57 4.58 48
Graduate (F) 4.20 4.64 4942 44
Overall 4.03 4.50 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.87 4.37 4.12 Bb 451.66*** | 26.88*** 4.07** A1
SrNCM (D) 4.13 4.48 431 .35
Jr Officer (E) 4.18 4.61 4.40 .43
Sr Officer (F) 4.32 4.67 4.50 .35
Overall 4.13 4.53 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R?
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.95 4.45 4.20 50 742.06%** 1.45 2.51* .09
6-10 (D) 3.90 4.45 4.18 55
11-15 (E) 4.01 4.46 4.24 .45
16-20 (F) 4.01 4.46 4.23 .45
21-25 (G) 4.10 4.47 4.28 37
25+ (H) 3.99 4.43 4.21 44
Overall 3.99 4.45 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.87 4.34 4.11 47 | 330.13** 81 1.34 .09
25-34 (D) 3.94 4.46 4.20 .52
35-44 (E) 3.99 4.46 4.22 A7
45+ (F) 4.02 4.45 4.24 43
Overall 3.95 4.43 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfgad approximately 2821 to 3118, while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 22: Co-worker Behaviour Scale Means for Eth@@limate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”)

Analyze as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X piscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.71 4.48 4.09 77 | 141753+ 6.14** 5.18** .23
Res F (D) 3.72 4.49 4.11 77
Civilian (E) 3.55 4.46 4.01 41
Overall 3.66 4.48 — —
FOL English (C) 3.66 4.48 4.07 .82 1290.43*** .008 .63 .23
French (D) 3.68 4.47 4.07 .79
Overall 3.67 4.4% — —
Gender Male (C) 3.65 4.45 4.05 80 1390.04*** 3.91* 1.17 23
Female (D) 3.68 4.53 4.51 .85
Overall 3.67 4.48 — —
Education High School (C) 3.66 4.42 4.04 76 1512.07** 9.95%** 2.36 .23
College (D) 3.58 4.46 4.02 .88
University (E) 3.73 4.56 4.18 .83
Graduate (F) 3.85 4.59 49 74
Overall 3.70 451 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.54 4.40 3.97 BF | 1151.89%* | 29.25%** 5.11% 25
Sr NCM (D) 3.83 4.53 4.18 .70
Jr Officer (E) 3.97 4.62 4.30 .65
Sr Officer (F) 3.97 4.64 4.30 67
Overall 3.83 4,55 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Eeffects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R?
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.62 4.45 4.04 83 1646.84*** 1.34 2.82* .23
6-10 (D) 3.62 4.51 4.06 89
11-15 (E) 3.60 4.49 4.04 .89
16-20 (F) 3.69 4.45 4.07 .76
21-25 (G) 3.74 4.50 4,12 .76
25+ (H) 3.75 4.47 4.11 72
Overall 3.67 4.48 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.62 4.27 3.95 .65 445.38* .76 2.84* .23
25-34 (D) 3.60 4.52 4.06 .92
35-44 (E) 3.70 4.47 4.09 77
45+ (F) 3.68 4.47 4.08 .79
Overall 3.65 4.43 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 23: Organizational Fairness Scale Means fthi¢al Climate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Shadi")

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff Fpiscrep F pemo F pemo X piscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.41 4.43 3.52 1.02 1861.11%* 7.09%* 1.24 .29
Res F (D) 3.38 4.40 3.89 1.02
Civilian (E) 3.27 4.36 3.82 1.09
Overall 3.35 4.40 — —
FOL English (C) 3.32 4.39 3.86 197 | 1418.90** | 14.48** 5.83* .30
French (D) 3.51 4.45 3.98 .94
Overall 3.42 441 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.37 4.39 3.88 1.02 1689.19*** 1.06 2.00 .29
Female (D) 3.36 4.45 3.91 1.09
Overall 3.37 4.42 — —
Education High School (C) 3.42 4.37 3.89 95 1747.62%* 7.21%** 3.74* .30
College (D) 3.23 4.38 3.80 195
University (E) 3.44 4.45 3.95 1.01
Graduate (F) 3.44 451 3.98 1.07
Overall 3.38 4.43 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.28 4.40 3.84 1.5% 1285.08*** 8.80*** 4.40** .30
Sr NCM (D) 3.51 4.42 3.96 91
Jr Officer (E) 3.61 4.47 4.04 .86
Sr Officer (F) 3.53 451 4.02 .98
Overall 3.48 4.45 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R?
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.48 4.44 3.96 96 2067.62*** 2.71* 3.19** .30
6-10 (D) 3.23 4.40 3.82 1.47
11-15 (E) 3.31 4.42 3.86 1.11
16-20 (F) 3.29 4.39 3.84 1.1
21-25 (G) 3.39 4.39 3.89 1.00
25+ (H) 3.39 4.34 3.86 .95
Overall 3.35 4.40 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.57 4.48 4.02 91 729.20%** 1.46 1.77 .29
25-34 (D) 3.31 4.44 3.87 1.13
35-44 (E) 3.38 4.40 3.89 1.02
45+ (F) 3.37 4.37 3.87 1.00
Overall 3.41 4.42 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 24: Organizational Rules Scale Means for é&&hClimate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Shoulg”

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X piscrep R®
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.56 4.09 3.83 53 | 870.93** | 8.90*** 7.59%x* 13
Res F (D) 3.40 4.03 3.71 .63
Civilian (E) 3.38 4.06 3.72 68
Overall 3.45 4.06 — —
FOL English (C) 3.47 4.05 3.76 58 | 733.14** | 9.95% .80 13
French (D) 3.56 4.17 3.86 61
Overall 3.52 411 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.50 4.06 3.78 56 | 857.39% 51 7.54%* 12
Female (D) 3.47 4.13 3.80 %6
Overall 3.49 4.09 — —
Education High School (C) 3.53 4.07 3.80 54 | 619.99%** .39 3.74* A2
College (D) 3.43 4.11 3.77 838
University (E) 3.53 4.04 3.79 51
Graduate (F) 3.47 4.04 3.75 .57
Overall 3.49 4.07 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.54 4.10 3.82 B6 | 460.98"* 12 3.76* 11
SrNCM (D) 3.54 4.11 3.82 57
Jr Officer (E) 3.63 3.99 3.81 .36
Sr Officer (F) 3.51 4.01 3.76 .50
Overall 3.55 4.05 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A (B) Overall Diff Fpiscrep Foemo F bemo X piscrep R?
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.62 4.14 3.8% 52 897.41%** 5.36%** 1.46 .13
6-10 (D) 3.44 4.06 3.75 .62
11-15 (E) 3.56 4.07 3.81 51
16-20 (F) 3.42 4.07 3.75 .65
21-25 (G) 3.47 4.06 3.77 .59
25+ (H) 3.36 4.00 3.68 .64
Overall 3.48 4.07 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.68 3.98 3.83 30 | 268.337 | 3.42* 2.92* 13
25-34 (D) 3.54 4.10 3.82 .56
35-44 (E) 3.51 4.10 3.80 .59
45+ (F) 3.42 4.04 3.73 82
Overall 3.54 4.06 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effect8pemographic Foiscrepancy,2aNdFpemographicX piscrepanci€St themain effects of the demographic variable, the eisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreeseaidiom for error for anlyses excluding Rank rangethfapproximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 25: Personal Control Scale Means for Ethichimate (“Now”) and Individual Values (“Should”)

Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fpemo F bemo X piscrep R®
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.46 3.93 3.70 A7 535.32*** 3.17# .20 .07
Res F (D) 3.48 3.94 3.71 .46
Civilian (E) 3.38 3.87 3.62 .49
Overall 3.44 3.9 — —
FOL English (C) 3.44 3.94 3.69 50 | 325.89* 291 2.80 .07
French (D) 3.42 3.83 3.62 41
Overall 3.43 3.88 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.44 3.90 3.67 46 462.87** 1.25 1.07 .07
Female (D) 3.45 3.96 3.70 .51
Overall 3.45 3.93 — —
Education High School (C) 3.48 3.93 3.70 45 416.39*** 1.66 3.91** .08
College (D) 3.35 3.92 3.63 57
University (E) 3.44 3.88 3.66 44
Graduate (F) 3.57 3.91 3.74 .34
Overall 3.46 3.91 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.33 3.94 3.64 BFF | 307.15%** 3.76** 14.34%** .09
Sr NCM (D) 3.62 3.96 3.79 .34
Jr Officer (E) 3.60 3.87 3.74 .27
Sr Officer (F) 3.62 3.87 3.75 .25
Overall 3.54 3.91 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R’
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.37 3.87 3.62 50 585.20*** 1.71 3.64** .08
6-10 (D) 3.42 3.98 3.70 86
11-15 (E) 3.52 4.02 3.77 .50
16-20 (F) 3.44 3.91 3.68 A7
21-25 (G) 3.49 3.89 3.69 .40
25+ (H) 3.48 3.84 3.66 .36
Overall 3.45 3.92 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.38 3.98 3.68 60 | 184.31 1.56 2.19 .07
25-34 (D) 3.45 3.99 3.72 .54
35-44 (E) 3.45 3.91 3.68 46
45+ (F) 3.43 3.85 3.64 42
Overall 3.43 3.93 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Table 26: Local Senior Leader/ Manager Scale Mdang&thical Climate (“Now”) and Individual Values$hould”)

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X biscrep R?
Comp. Reg F (C) 361 4.30 3.06 69 | 1124.48*** 5.38** 9.43%+* 19
Res F (D) 3.58 4.29 3.94 71
Civilian (E) 3.42 4.30 3.86 88
Overall 3.54 4.30 — —
FOL English (C) 3.53 4.30 3.92 77 | 947.18"* 1.64 .83 19
French (D) 3.60 4.32 3.97 72
Overall 3.57 4.3 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.55 4.28 3.01 73 | 1068.80*** 4.23* 3.29 19
Female (D) 3.56 4.38 3.7 .82
Overall 3.56 4.33 — —
Education High School (C) 3.58 4.24 3.91 66 | 1183.40%** 1.37 4.05** 19
College (D) 3.50 4.31 3.90 81
University (E) 3.55 4.37 3.96 82
Graduate (F) 3.59 4.38 3.98 .79
Overall 3.55 4.32 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.48 4.22 3.84 74 768.43*** 13.11%* .86 .18
SrNCM (D) 3.69 4.35 4.62 .66
Jr Officer (E) 3.78 4.43 4.f0 .65
Sr Officer (F) 3.79 4.44 4.1 .65
Overall 3.68 4.36 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fbemo F bemo X Discrep R’
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.53 4.29 3.91 76 1331.90*** .87 2.66* 19
6-10 (D) 3.47 4.30 3.89 83
11-15 (B) 3.55 4.34 3.94 .79
16-20 (F) 3.53 4.34 3.93 .81
21-25 (G) 3.58 4.30 3.94 72
25+ (H) 3.64 4.28 3.96 .64
Overall 3.55 431 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.35 4.02 3.68 67 | 243.40™* 1.95 59 19
25-34 (D) 3.52 4.31 3.92 .79
35-44 (E) 3.55 4.32 3.94 77
45+ (F) 3.59 4.32 3.95 73
Overall 3.50 4.2% — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Analyzed as a Function of Demographic Variables

Table 27: Unit/CF Treats Me with Respect Scale Mdan Ethical Climate (“Now”) and Individual ValuggShould”)

Discrepancy (Mean)

ANOVA Effects

Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff F biscrep Fpemo F bemo X Discrep R®
Comp. Reg F (C) 3.84 4.57 4.21 73 1092.55*** 31 .38 .18
Res F (D) 3.89 4.57 4.23 .68
Civilian (E) 3.84 4.57 4.21 73
Overall 3.86 457 — —
FOL English (C) 3.81 4.54 4.18 73 1012.09*** | 16.56*** .65 19
French (D) 3.96 4.65 4.81 .69
Overall 3.89 4.60 — —
Gender Male (C) 3.82 4.54 4.18 72 1023.74*** | 15.92%** .16 .19
Female (D) 3.94 4.64 4.59 .70
Overall 3.88 4.5% — —
Education High School (C) 3.86 4.53 4.20 67 1124.13** | 10.53*** 2.97* 19
College (D) 3.72 4.54 4.13 82
University (E) 3.93 4.62 4.28 .69
Graduate (F) 4.02 4.66 4.34 .64
Overall 3.89 4.59 — —
Rank Jr NCM (C) 3.68 4.53 4.11 85 828.34*** 14.87*** 10.36*** 21
Sr NCM (D) 3.98 4.57 4.28 .59
Jr Officer (E) 4.09 4.63 4.36 .54
Sr Officer (F) 4.07 4.65 4.36 .58
Overall 3.96 4.60 — —
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Discrepancy (Mean) ANOVA Effects
Now Should
Demographic Variables (A) (B) Overall Diff Fpiscrep F pemo F bemo X piscrep R
YOS 1-5 (C) 3.88 4.60 4.24 72 1233.55*** .88 1.42 .18
6-10 (D) 3.80 4.59 4.19 .79
11-15 (E) 3.84 4.55 4.19 g1
16-20 (F) 3.77 4,51 4.14 74
21-25 (G) 3.88 4.56 4.22 .68
25+ (H) 3.87 4.53 4.20 .66
Overall 3.84 4.56 — —
Age 16-24 (C) 3.85 4.60 4.22 75 373.73** 11 2.13 18
25-34 (D) 3.80 4.59 4.20 .79
35-44 (E) 3.84 4.57 4.20 73
45+ (F) 3.88 4.54 4.21 .66
Overall 3.84 4,58 — —

Note. The CSGLM ANOVA effectBpemographic Foiscrepancy,8NAFpemographicX piscrepancy€St the@main effects of the demographic variable, the éisancy, and
the interaction between the two. The degreesesidiom for error for analyses excluding Rank rarfged approximately 2821 to 3118 while analyses
involving Rank ranged from approximately 1688 t&38 *** p <.001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Annex H Approaches to Ethical Decision-Making

Five types of ethical decision-making were examingitg 5-point Likert-type scales (ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree, with reut neither disagree nor agree in the middle)
including rule-, care-, consequence-, virtue-, s@lftinterest-based ethical decision-making.

A sixth scale was used to capture whether DND perslouse multiple approaches to ethical
decision-making. Lastly, we created a new multggeroaches to ethical decision-making
measure that was calculated based on a respondemt’sesponse to each of the approaches
to ethical decision-making scales. Table 35 balegcribes the items that comprise each scale
and the new measure as well as the internal censigof the items within the scales.

Table 28: The Rule-, Care-, Consequence-, Viriamed,
Self-interest-based ethical decision-making scales

Approach to Ethical Survey Item | Cronbach’s
Decision-Making Description? Number Alpha®®
Rule-based Rules and laws are the most
appropriate basis for ethical 1,7,13,20 .68
behaviour.
Care-based Doing no harm is the most
appropriate basis for ethical 5,11, 16 .67
behaviour.
Consequence-based | The outcomes of a made decision are
the appropriate basis for ethical 4,8,18 .70
behaviour.
Virtue-based Whether a made decision acts in

congruence with what one deems
“right or wrong” is the appropriate
basis for ethical behaviour.
Self-interest-based How the outcome of a made decisign
affects oneself personally is the
appropriate basis for ethical
behaviour.

Multiple Approach Rehahce on more than one approachlo’ 1214 a1
to ethical decision-making.

New Multiple The number of times respondents
Approach indicated Agree or Strongly Agree on
the rule-, care-, consequence-, virtuge-,
and self-interest-based scales. The
measure ranges from 0 to 5
approaches used.

3,9,15 51

17,19 .79

& Based on Dursuet al.,2004

®  Survey items 2 and 6 have been excluded from aisdlsse Dursuet al, 2004)

¥ The alphas are based on unweighted data schthatfthas are comparable to the 2003 Defence Ethics
Survey Report (Dursuet al, 2004).
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Each scale and the new multiple approach measueamalyzed using CSGLM in SPSS. The

goal of the analyses was to determine if the varmmmponents (Regular F, class B reserves, and

DND employee) approach ethical decision-makingedéhtly. To that end, a series of one-way
ANOVAs using CSGLM on the weighted scale means weraputed with component as a
between-subjects variable. Table 29 below preshatsesults.

Table 29: Ethical Decision-making Scale means agdiftcance Tests
for differences among Components

Approach
to Ethical Reg Class B DND
Decision-Making | Force (A) | Reserve (B)| Employee (C) | Overall| SE | WaldF| R&

Rule-based 3.40 3.44 353 3.46 0.016| 8.99***| .007
Care-based 3.73 3.70 3.79 3.74 0.016 2.99.002
Consequence-base 2.89 2.86 2.83 2.86 0j018 113101 |.0
Virtue-based 3.68 3.73 3.74 3.71 0.01L4 2.51 .002
Self-interest-based 2.65 2.58 2.52 2.59 0.022  4.02% .004
Multiple Approach 4.07 4.08 4.04 4.06 0.012 1.06 010
New Multiple 2.27 2.27 2.35 230| 0031 085 .001
Approach

Note. Respondents who did not complete 2 or meraston a scale were left out of the analysis.
A Bonferroni correction was applied to the alphtugaused for post hoc comparisons to keep
the family-wise Type 1 error rate @t= .05. With the correction, comparisons were mered
statistically significant whep < .017. Statistically significant comparisons demoted by bold
superscript. The category that corresponds taahenn that has the bold superscript letter has a
higher mean than the category indicated by the bajebrscript letter (e.g., for the rule-based scale
DND Employees scored statistically significantlgihér than Regular Force}p = .05, *p < .05,
** p<.01, ** p<.001.

Whether the rank groups (only for the Regular Fame Class B Reserve components) differ in

terms of their approach to ethical decision-makirag also of interest. To address this question,
a series of one-way ANOVAs using CSGLM on the wadgrscale means were computed with
rank group (Junior NCM, Senior NCM, Junior Officand Senior Officer) as a between-subjects
variable. The results are presented in Table 8wbe
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Table 30: Ethical decision-making scale means dgdificance Tests
for Differences among Rank Groups

Jr Sr Jr Sr
Approach to Ethical NCM NCM | Officer | Officer
Decision-Making (A) (B) (©) (D) Overall | SE | WaldF R?
Rule-based 3.41 | 35%° | 3.19 3.32 3.36 | .019 13.54*F .02Q
Care-based 3.87° | 3.76° | 3.44 3.33 3.58 | .020 43.67*F .070
Consequence-based 368 | 2.86° | 2.44 2.40 2.70 | .02l 66.87*F .100
Virtue-based 3.67 3.71 3.68 3.66 3.64 016 .620 1 /00
Self-interest-based 28| 25 | 250 2.24 252 | .028 24.51*4 039
Multiple Approach 4.05 4.06 4.14 4.08 4.08 .15 81.3 .003
New Multiple Approach | 2.59° | 2.25° | 1.85 1.63 2.06 | .036 30.72%F .044

Note. Respondents who did not complete 2 or meraston a scale were left out of the analysis.

A Bonferroni correction was applied to the alphlugaused for post hoc comparisons to keep

the family-wise type 1 error rate @t= .05. With the correction, comparisons were aared

statistically significant whep < .0083. Statistically significant comparisons denoted by bold
superscript. The category that corresponds taahenn that has the bold superscript letter has a
higher mean than the category indicated by the bojebrscript letter (e.g., for the rule-based scale

Junior NCMs scored statistically significantly hegrthan Junior Officers)? p = .05, *p < .05,

** p< .01, ** p<.00L.
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Annex |  Ethical Judgement

Respondents examined four plausible scenarioddriitar Regular F, class B reserves, and
DND employees’ circumstances encountered on the Jdéte Regular F and class B reserve
personnel also examined a fifth scenario that waerapecific to an operational circumstance.
After reading each scenario, respondents answerestigns on 7-point Likert-type scales
pertaining to whether they believed the scenalustilated an ethical issue (i.e., recognition

of an ethical issue), whether they would make #mesdecision described in the scenario
(i.e., ethical intention), and rated the decisiadmin the scenario on the situational moral
intensity indicators (i.e., magnitude of conseqeetemporal immediacy, social consensus,
proximity, and probability of effect) and a variaifethical judgment dimensions (e.g., justice,
fairness, etc). Table 31 below presents the maeadstandard error for recognition of an ethical
issue, ethical judgement, and ethical intentiorefach of the five scenarios.

Table 31: Mean and Standard Error for each StagEtbical Decision-making for each Scenario

Recognition Ethical Ethical
Scenario of an Issue SE Judgment SE Intention SE
1 5.20 .038 4.17 .030 4.32 .040
2 5.52 .042 5.47 .027 5.77 .033
3 5.15 .041 4.90 .030 5.12 .037
4 5.44 .046 5.42 .028 5.34 .039
5 5.03 .055 4.48 .036 4.03 .053

The ethical judgment means for each scenario wealyzed as a function of various
demographic variables in order to explain soménefvariation in ethical judgment. Specifically,
ethical judgments were analyzed as a functionmi group (both Regular and Reserve Force),
component, gender, FOL, YOS, education, and ageparate one-way between-subjects
ANOVAs using CSGLM in SPSS. The results are presskhelow in Tables 32-38.

Table 32: Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Scemrsafnalyzed as a Function of Rank Group

Scenario

Rank Group 1 2 3 4 5
Jr NCM (A) 3.94 5.35 4.23 5.12 457
Sr NCM (B) 4.32 5.58" 5.06' 5.34 4.42
Jr Officer (C) 4.13 5.70 5.12 5.49" 4.41
Sr Officer (D) 4.46° 5.82'® 5.61'5¢ 5.5¢" 4.23
Wald F 11.64%** 12,93+ 80.07*** 7 44x%x 4.64**
R 021 .019 12 014 .007

*p<.05, *p< .01, ** p<.001.
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Table 33: Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Sciersafnalyzed as a Function of Component

Scenario
Component 1 2 3 4 5
Reg Force (A) 4.07 5.49 4.66 5.24 4.48
Class B Reserve (B) 424 5.56 5.0% 5.42 4.47
DND Employee (C) 4.3 5.41 5.35° 5.79° -
WaldF 13.52%** 1.93 66.24%* | 5] 25%* .003
R .009 .001 .049 .040 .000

*p<.05, *p< .01, ** p<.001.

Table 34: Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five SciersafAnalyzed as a Function of Gender

Scenario
Gender 1 2 3 4 5
Male (A) 4.13 5.45 4.86 5.29 4.45
Female (B) 4.28 5.52 5.00 5.78 4,57
WaldF 5.92* 1.26 3.51 71.21%* 1.98
R .003 .001 .002 .031 .002

*p<.05, **p<.01, ** p<.001.

Table 35: Mean ethical judgment for the five scesmanalyzed as a function of FOL

Scenario
First Official Language 1 2 3 4 5
French (A) 4.18 5.24 4.94 5.45 4570
English (B) 4.17 5.54 4.89 5.42 4.41
WaldF .009 19.84*** .50 22 10.69**
R .000 .010 .000 .000 .009

* p<.05,*p< .01, **p< 001
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Table 36: Mean ethical judgment for the five scagmanalyzed as a function of YOS

Scenario

Years of Service 1 2 3 4 5
0-5 (A) 4.08 5.50 4.65 5.39 4.65
6-10 (B) 4.06 5.43 4.64 5.45 4.43
11-15 (C) 4.13 5.40 4.82 5.37 4.43

16-20 (D) 4.31 5.46 5.16 5.47 4.31

21-25 (E) 4.19 5.61 5. 48 5.35 4.40

Over 25(F) 4.3P 5.41 5.358¢ 5.52 4.44

WaldF 3.82** 1.77 22.73%** 1.20 1.43
R .007 .003 .038 .002 .008

* p<.05,*p< .01, **p< .001.

Table 37: Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five ScersaAnalyzed as a Function of Education

Scenario

Education 1 2 3 4 5
High School (A) 4.08 5.40 4.67 5.25 4.49
College (B) 4.18 5.36 4.81 5.44 4.51
University (C) 4.27 5.64 5.22° 5.60" 4.39
Graduate (D) 4.24 5.79 5.36" 5.59" 4.46
WaldF 2.23 13.57*** 26.38%** 9.25%** 59
R .003 012 .031 013 .001

* p<.05,*p< .01, **p< .001.

Table 38: Mean Ethical Judgment for the Five Scersafnalyzed as a Function of Age

Scenario

Age 1 2 3 4 5
16-24 (A) 3.75 5.26 4.26 5.28 4.41
25-34 (B) 3.98 5.47 4.45 5.33 4.50
35-44 (C) 4.2% 5.46 4.95° 5.36 4.42
45+ (D) 4.34® 5.51 5.2885¢ 5.57¢ 4.52
WaldF 9.79%** .92 43 49*** 6.05%** 61
R .016 .002 .063 .008 .001

*p<.05, *p< .01, ** p<.001.
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Annex J Situational Moral Intensity

A series of 15 multiple linear regression analyseee conducted using CSGLM with the

five moral intensity dimensions (magnitude of capgnce, temporal immediacy, social
consensus, proximity, and probability of effectpasdictors and recognition of an ethical issue,
ethical judgment, or ethical intention as outcofeesgach of the five scenarios. The outcome
and predictors were assumed be measured as camdinmagables, despite their nominal but
ordinal nature. Alternative analyses for nominaicomes such as binary and multinomial
logistic regression and log-linear modelling weot msed, so as to keep the analyses consistent
with past Defence Ethics Survey reports (e.g., Dues al, 2004).

Multiple linear regression assumes 1) the predscéoelinearly related to the outcome,

2) the errors are independent of one another,e3¢ttors between a predictor and the outcome
are constant (homoscedasticity), and 4) the eam@ormally distributed. The assumption

of normality was not tenable for all of the regress. The restriction of range at the top

end of the scales yielded skewed distributions ,(e1gst respondents thought the scenarios
represented an ethical issue, thus the majoritgsgfonses were at the top end of the scales).
To be more specific, the weighted distributionstfes recognition of an ethical issue, ethical
judgment, and ethical intention outcomes weretatigtically significantly negatively skewed
(zranges from -3.9 to -123.5) and platykurtotic.(iflat; z ranges from -3.5 to -50.7) or
leptokurtotic (i.e., peaked; z ranges from 12.28a1). In an attempt to render the distributions
of the outcomes and predictors normal, the distiolbs were subjected to reflect log and reflect
square root transformations (Tabachnick & Fided)?). Unfortunately, in most cases, the
transformed distributions were not normal eithEherefore, the outcomes and predictors were
not transformed. The multiple linear regressioesenrun despite assumption violations, and the
results are presented in Tables 39 - 41.

Table 39: Regressions Predicting Recognition oEdrical Issue
using the Moral Intensity Dimensions

Scenario

Moral Intensity 1 2 3 4 5
'(\:"(";‘r?;‘ét;g:n%‘;s -040 | .024 1gre 027 081
Temporal Immediacy| .016 .056 -.10%** -.033 -.021
Social Consensus .030 26%** .18x** .078* - 21 %%
Proximity -.036 -.095%*** -.075* -.063* -.040
Probability of Effect .061* .054 13** .020 .18xxx
R .007 .077 13 .010 .030

Note. The values presented are unstandardized. begas .05 *** p < .001.

% p=.057
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Table 40: Regressions Predicting Ethical Judgmeaitigithe Moral Intensity Dimensions

Scenario

Moral Intensity 1 2 3 4 5
MagnltUde Of .11*** _17*** _26*** .26*** .22***
Consequences
Temporal Immediacy  -.0040 .016 011 .029 .005
Social Consensus 25%** AQxE* 3Lxr* 3Lxr* 29%**
Proximity -.021 -.020 .0090 -.008 .016
Probability of Effect 25%** .096*** 20%** .075%** L15%xx
R 40 A4 .68 54 55

Note. The values presented are unstandardized. betap < .001.

Table 41: Regressions Predicting Ethical Intentizing the Moral Intensity Dimensions

Scenario

Moral Intensity 1 2 3 4 5
Magnitude of Consequencesg A7 5% 28%** 38" 30%**
Temporal Immediacy .00 -.010 .017 -.019 .035
Social Consensus 28*** AZF** .36%** .38*** H2x**
Proximity -.074** -.026" .00 -.033 -.009
Probability of Effect 24%** .079** 18*** 10%** .080*
R 29 29 51 43 52

Note. The values presented are unstandardized. befas .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001

2 p=.088.
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Annex K  Training

Table 42: Participants in Ethics Edcucaton

Have you participated Reg Force Reserve DND Defence
in ethics training? (A) Class B (B) | Personnel (C) Personnel
Yes 62.0% 71.3%° 54.1% 60.3
No 38.09%6 28.7% 45.998 39.7

Table 43: The ethics training | have received af[@R¥D has contributed to,
or refreshed my awareness of, the values and eithitee CF and DND

Neutral
Strongly (Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree | Disagree nor Disagree) Agree Agree
Reg Force (A) 2.3% 5.3% 17.1% 58.9% 16.4%
Reserve Class B (B) 3.6% 5.7% 15.5% 58.3% 16.9%
DND Personnel (C) 2.1% 4.2% 18.9% 57.9% 16.9%
Defence Personnel 2.4% 5.0% 17.5% 58.5% 16.6%
Table 44: The ethics training | have received af[@¥D has allowed
me to practice my ability to recognize ethical ssu
Neutral
Strongly (Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree | Disagree Nor Disagree) Agree Agree
Reg Force (A) 3.3% 7.3% 20.7% 55.7% 13.09
Reserve Class B (B) 3.6% 6.7% 18.3% 58.5% 12.9%
DND Personnel (C) 2.9% 4.4% 24.5% 56.4P6 11.8%
Defence Personnel 3.2% 6.4% 21.5% 56.2% 12.7%
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Table 45: The ethics training | have received af[@¥D has allowed me to practice
my ability to apply ethics in making decisions imrtg ethical issues

Neutral
Strongly (Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree | Disagree| nor Disagree) Agree Agree
Reg Force (A) 3.3% 7.3% 22.8% 52.6% 14.09
Reserve Class B (B) 3.2% 8.4% 21.9% 51.8% 14.79
DND Personnel (C) 3.1% 5.7% 26.1% 51.9% 13.29
Defence Personnel 3.2% 7.0% 23.6% 52.3% 13.9

Table 46: Participation in Ethics Dialogue or CaStudy

Within the last year

1-2 Years Ago

Have not Participated

in Dialogues or
Case Studies

Reg Force (A) 22.0% 17.7% 60.4%%
Reserve Class B (B) 31.2% 19.296 49.6%
DND Personnel (C) 16.9% 11.1% 72 5%
Defence Personnel 21.1% 15.8% 63.1%

Table 47: Ability to Identify Ethics Coordinator

Yes No
Reg Force (A) 31.1% 68.9%
Reserve Class B (B) 55.6% 44.4%
DND Personnel (C) 25.9% 74.5%
Defence Personnel 31.4% 68.1%

Table 48: Before Receiving this Survey, had you lexard
of the Defence Ethics Program?

Yes No
Reg Force (A) 82.3% 17. 7%
Reserve Class B (B) 90.6% 9.4%
DND Personnel (C) 81.0% 19.6%
Defence Personnel 82.5% 17.5%
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Annex L  Qualitative Comments

Table 49: Personnel’s perceptions of the singletrimoportant ethical issue facing the CF/DND

DND
RegF ResF | Personnel Total

Fair and Equitable Treatment Versus Self-Interest [ ] | 1] ]

Fair Treatment, Care, & Support for Personnel 1217 9 4 43 213
Inequitable Treatment — Rank or Position 26 i 9 42
Inequitable Treatment — Military or Civilian Status 3 2 41 46
Inequitable Treatment — First Official Language 16 2 13 31
Inequitable Treatment — Gender 17 G 12 34
Inequitable Treatment — Race or Ethnicity 18 3 6 27
Inequitable Treatment — Other/Multiple 75 44 97 216
Evaluation, Promotion, and Postings 112 20 39 171
Hiring and Contracting 23 3 188 214
Self-Interest & Careerism 28 11 15 54
Theft or Abuse (e.g., Resources, Harassment) P4 9 8 1 51

Senior Leadership and Management

Direction and Support from Government 19 @ 11 36
Information Provided to the Government and Public 5 2 0 7
Tasks Given Resources 20 8 19 47
Outdated or Insufficient Equipment 4 0 1 5
Resource Allocation 19 11 46 76
Overemphasis on Political Correctness or HumantRigh 3 1 0 4
Commitment to Encourage Ethical Decision-Making 31 10 22 63
Integrity of Leadership 17 10 20 a7
Other Comments about Leadership 17 P 17 36
Ethical Ideals

Defence Ethics Values (e.g., Honesty, Integrity) 58 28 50 136
Responsibility and Accountability 27 9 27 63
Leadership by Example 17 8 11 36
Common Sense and Doing What One Believesis Right 6 P 7 6 39
Communication, Awareness, and Transparency 36 16 31 83
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DND

RegF | ResF | Personnel Total
Miscellaneous
Work Ethic and Dedication to DND, CF, and Canada 46 9 35 90
Adherence to Rules, Regulations, and Orders 53 11 8 3 102
Questionnaire 10 1 3 14
Public Perception 21 3 3 27
Religion 6 4 3 13
Cultural Differences and Ethical Behaviour on Miss 38 14 14 66
Role in Afghanistan 30 11 11 52
Work Life Balance 5 4 2 11
Events in the Media 19 5 7 31
Competing values 27 4 21 52
Other 9 7 13 29

The table presents unweighted counts. The “Tatallimn refers to all Defence personnel
who provided written comments. RegF refers to Redeorce personnel. ResF includes both
Reserve Class A and Class B personnel. DND peetoefer to civilian personnel who work
for DND.
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