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ABSTRACT 

Background: Job satisfaction refers to the degree of contentedness employees 

experience towards their job. Research suggests that many factors are associated with 

correctional officers’ job satisfaction. While the impact of personal, job and organizational 

factors on correctional officers’ job satisfaction have been studied extensively, few studies have 

examined the quality of job training in relation to job satisfaction, and no study has examined 

workplace harassment or discrimination as possible correlates of job satisfaction. There is also a 

dearth of recent Canadian studies on the job satisfaction of correctional officers.  

Objectives: The study’s objectives were to compare the job satisfaction of correctional 

officers to other Correctional Service of Canada employees and to examine the factors associated 

with job satisfaction among correctional officers.  

Methods: The data source for this thesis was the 2014 Canadian Public Service 

Employee Survey (PSES). A total of 18,146 Correctional Service of Canada employees 

participated in this cross-sectional self-report survey, including 7,368 correctional officers. The 

dependent variable used in this study was job satisfaction. The independent variables were 

chosen from the PSES survey based on the key components of the predictors of job satisfaction 

conceptual framework: personal factors, job factors, organizational factors and 

harassment/discrimination factors. Univariate, bivariate and multivariable logistic regression 

analyses were performed to address the research questions. All analyses and results were 

presented using the sampling weights provided by Statistics Canada.  

Results: Compared to correctional officers, other Correctional Service of Canada staff 

were 3.37 times more likely to be satisfied with their jobs (95% CI: 3.16-3.60). Regarding 

predictors of job satisfaction among correctional officers, those of visible minority status 
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(compared to non-visible minority) and employed in eastern Canada (compared to western) 

reported greater job satisfaction. Compared to officers employed for more than 20 years, those 

employed 11-20 years and those employed less than 3 years, reported lower and higher job 

satisfaction, respectively. In addition, officers who perceived their work-life balance, career 

development opportunities and decision making abilities favorably were more likely to report 

higher job satisfaction compared to those with less favorable views. Five statistically significant 

interactions also emerged: 1) a positive perception of the physical environment was more 

strongly associated with job satisfaction among older than younger officers; 2) a positive 

perception of the physical environment was more strongly associated with job satisfaction among 

male than female officers; 3) the positive impact of perceived high quality of supervision on job 

satisfaction was enhanced when officers also viewed their job training positively; 4) the positive 

impact of perceived high quality supervision on job satisfaction was reduced when officers also 

experienced harassment in the workplace; and 5) among those experiencing discrimination, 

officers’ who identified as Aboriginal reported higher job satisfaction than those who did not 

identify as such.   

Conclusion: Findings from the 2014 survey of the Correctional Service of Canada 

suggest that job satisfaction is greater for staff compared to correctional officers and further 

investigation is needed to identify the factors that explain this difference. Among correctional 

officers, additional research is needed to examine associations between job satisfaction and novel 

factors such as harassment, discrimination and job training.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

The majority (62%) of Canadian adults are employed and spend a considerable 

proportion of their waking hours at work, about one-third of their life.1, 4 The fundamental 

psychological and psychosocial aspects of work involve key areas such as job stress, burn out, 

decision making power, promotional opportunity, dangerousness, job variety, the quality of 

supervision and importantly, job satisfaction.2, 3  

Job satisfaction refers to the gratification or fulfillment of needs associated with a 

person’s occupation and consists of the degree to which a person likes or dislikes their job.2, 3 Job 

satisfaction influences employee commitment, institutional performance and on-the-job 

behavior. 2, 5 Job satisfaction has also been linked with employees’ mental and physical health.6, 7 

Numerous studies have found that higher job satisfaction is associated with many positive mental 

and physical health outcomes, such as reduced depression, anxiety, stress, improved social 

relations and higher psychological health, especially when the job was also perceived as 

meaningful.6, 7, 18, 19  

 Given the importance of job satisfaction for employees, many studies have attempted to 

determine the factors that contribute to job satisfaction with the aim of identifying modifiable 

characteristics. The theoretical model most often applied to examine job satisfaction involves 

dividing the main components into two sections comprised of individual characteristics 

(personal) and workplace environment (job and organizational characteristics). 2, 17, 24  

As part of the criminal justice system, the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) aims to 

provide the public with a safe living environment by encouraging and assisting offenders to obey 

the law through safe, secure and humane approaches. 13 Currently, CSC has over 18,000 

employees, of which 7,760 are correctional officers, within 43 institutions. 13 In British 
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Columbia (B.C), findings suggest the majority (70-80%) of correctional officers believe that 

their work is stressful and 60-65% of officers’ report that their work environment significantly 

impacts their job performance and quality of life away from work. 8, 11 Research examining the 

comparative analysis of correctional officers’ job satisfaction has been limited to one 1996 study 

in Canada 35 and a recent 2018 study in the United States (U.S).17  

A study in Saskatchewan found that, in a six-month time frame, there were nearly three 

to five critical incidents (serious harm to physical or mental health) per correctional employee. 12 

Such work conditions impact correctional officers’ job satisfaction and require further research. 

Several factors associated with job satisfaction among correctional officers have been widely 

researched internationally.2, 17, 24 The many factors identified in the research literature include job 

stress, job autonomy, job-related decisions, job variety, supervision, organizational commitment, 

work-family conflict, administrative policies and personal factors, such as ethnicity, age and 

gender. 9, 10 

1.1 Rationale   

Numerous studies have investigated correctional officers’ job satisfaction, although the 

majority of recent studies are limited to the U.S, with only a few dated studies in Canada.2, 17, 24, 

35 Additionally, the assessment of correctional officers’ job training as a predictor of job 

satisfaction has been limited to one recent 2018 study in the U.S. 17 Moreover, harassment and 

discrimination have yet to be evaluated as correlates of job satisfaction. Other studies in relation 

to job stress and burnout have shown harassment to be an important predictor of job satisfaction, 

and therefore, is included in this study. 30 To better understand the factors associated with 

correctional officers’ job satisfaction, there is a need for more recent research that explores new 
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predictors and their associations with correctional officers’ health, while making theoretical 

contributions and identifying modifiable risk factors.   

1.2 Objectives and Research Questions  

Informed by a multidimensional conceptual framework of job satisfaction and using 

recent data from a national sample of Canadian public service employees, the objectives of the 

present study were to: 1) compare the job satisfaction of correctional officers with other CSC 

employees; and 2) determine the correlates of job satisfaction among correctional officers, 

incorporating both established and more novel predictors, such as job training, harassment and 

discrimination.  

The following research questions were addressed:  

 

1. Does the level of job satisfaction among correctional officers differ from other CSC 

employees?  

2. What factors are associated with job satisfaction among correctional officers?  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This section begins with a general overview of the CSC and correctional officers’ job 

requirements. Job satisfaction is then defined, followed by a comparative analysis of job 

satisfaction among correctional officers and CSC staff. This is followed by the study’s 

conceptual framework and relevant literature. The final section discusses the importance of 

examining correctional officers’ job satisfaction.  

2.1. Correctional Service of Canada: Mission; Correctional officers   

The mission of the CSC states, “as part of the criminal justice system and respecting the 

rule of law, contributes to public safety by actively encouraging and assisting offenders to 

become law-abiding citizens, while exercising reasonable, safe, secure and humane control.” 

14(p1) In 2008, the CSC developed a transformative agenda to enhance public safety and focus on 

social reintegration. 14 The five key aspects included the following: offender accountability, 

modernizing physical infrastructure, enhancing correctional employment skills, eliminating 

drugs from institutions and strengthening community corrections. 14  

Correctional officers, also referred to as correctional service officers, prison guards, or 

detention attendants, aim to guard inmates and detainees and to maintain safety and order in 

correctional institutions. 20 A correctional officer’s main duties include observing the behavior of 

prisoners to avoid disturbances, escorting prisoners to various locations, patrolling areas, 

reporting any issues to supervisors, preparing transfers, conducting intake admissions and 

managing the release of inmates. 20 To be employed as a correctional officer in Canada, one must 

have completed secondary school education. Correction officers must also pass either the 

Corrections Canada training course (to be employed by federal institutions) or a basic training 

course (to be employed by provincial/territorial institutions). 20 



 

 
 

5 

In Canada, corrections are divided between the provincial and federal governments. 

Offenders serving sentences that are two years or longer are placed in federal correctional 

institutions. If the offender is serving fewer than two years, they are sent to provincial 

correctional institutions. 20 Operational requirements are a significant part of being a correctional 

officer. Correctional officers need to be flexible in terms of work shifts and hours. 20 Moreover, 

shift work is a requirement of the position because institutions operate on a 24 hours-per-day 

schedule all year long. 20 Many correctional officers work either fixed or rotating shifts. Shifts 

vary by institution and more senior officers work fewer late-night shifts. 20 Those who work 

shifts include correctional officers and primary workers (i.e., correctional officers specific to 

women institutes only). 20  

2.2. Job satisfaction  

Job satisfaction became popular in the 1930’s and was defined by Locke 71(p1300) as, “a 

pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job 

experiences.” Numerous definitions of job satisfaction have developed over time, and in 1987 

job satisfaction was viewed as an emotional response resulting from the pleasure derived from 

one’s job. 72 More recently (2012), job satisfaction is perceived as, “a global affective orientation 

a person has toward his or her job.” 73(p1) Job satisfaction involves a comparison between one’s 

overall job-related expectations and the actual outcome. 24, 25 This makes job satisfaction rather 

subjective in nature and a reflection of whether a person’s needs are being met through a specific 

occupation. 24, 25 When job satisfaction is high, employees are generally more appreciative 

towards the organization for meeting their needs/wants and view the organization in a more 

positive manner; therefore, employees are more likely to comply with organizational rules. 2, 26 

Conversely, low job satisfaction is associated with higher employee turnover, absenteeism and 
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burnout. 2, 27, 28 Job satisfaction within corrections has been examined broadly among correctional 

staff (including officers, counsellors, medical personnel and supervisors) and more narrowly 

restricted to correctional officers. 24 It has been recognized that studying various occupations 

within correctional institutions can create issues of generalizability; however, according to 

Lambert, Hogan and Barton, 24, 29 the variables often included in job satisfaction studies seem to 

have a similar impact on all workers.  

2.3. Comparative analysis of job satisfaction between officers and CSC staff 

Presently, the comparative analysis of job satisfaction between correctional officers and 

CSC staff was last examined in Canada in 1996. 35 Researchers in this study used a questionnaire 

to gather data, and performed a comparative analysis of 658 CSC employees nationally, 

including administrative staff, supervisors, correctional officers, professionals and case 

managers. 35 The results for correctional officers were significantly different from other groups, 

and showed that officers had the highest levels of skepticism towards organizational changes and 

the lowest levels of organizational commitment. 35 Compared to CSC staff, officers had the 

lowest levels of job satisfactions and poorest overall job performance and work habits. 35 More 

recently, a 2018 study in a U.S. southern prison explored the relationship between job 

characteristics and job satisfaction, which included the comparative analysis of correctional 

officers and staff, that found officers reported overall lower job satisfaction than non-officers. 17  

2.4. Predictors of job satisfaction in Canadian correctional officers: Conceptual framework  

Based on Lambert and Paoline’s 2 current research, predictors associated with possible 

correlates of correctional officers tend to be diverse, although they can be separated into two 

primary areas consisting of personal characteristics and the work environment (job and 

organizational characteristics). Furthermore, it is theorized that three major groups have been 
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identified for occupational attitudes: personal (i.e., age, sex), job and organizational 

characteristics. 2 Empirical findings suggest that the work environment plays an important role in 

shaping occupational attitudes and job satisfaction. Job and organizational factors are the two 

main facets of the work environment. 2,17, 24, 37 Expanding upon Lambert and Paoline’s 2 most 

recent research, the present study incorporates workplace harassment/discrimination and job 

training as additional potential predictors of job satisfaction. 11, 17, 30 Analyses were based on a 

conceptual framework composed of four categories (see Figure 2.1). The personal factors consist 

of age, gender, educational attainment, tenure (years employed), location (province/territory), 

Aboriginal identity, disability status and visible minority status. Job factors consist of job 

training, work-life balance and supervision. Organizational factors consist of decision making, 

career development and physical environment; lastly, a single category comprised of harassment 

and discrimination factors (see Figure 2.1). In the sections that follow, key components of the 

conceptual framework are defined and the relevant research is reviewed.  
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework: Predictors of job satisfaction in Canadian correctional 

officers 2, 17, 24, 37 

 

2.4.1 Personal factors 

Personal factors are the qualities that individuals (correctional employees) already 

possess when they join an organization. 24 These factors include an individual's background, 

including education, religion, ethnicity, gender, age, marital status and income, among others. 24 

Personal attributes are important to measure because they shape the way in which an individual 

views the world and influence an employee's perceptions. 24 Personal factors have been found to 

contribute less to employees’ job satisfaction than job or organizational factors. 2, 17, 24, 37 

The analysis of gender and job satisfaction yields varied results. In some states, there is 

no significant relationship; however, in other states and within Canadian federal correctional 

facilities, there is a significant relationship: female correctional officers reported higher job 
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satisfaction than male officers. 24, 34 When considering education and job satisfaction among 

correctional officers in Canada, there was a negative relationship between the two and job 

dissatisfaction among correctional officers was the highest for those who had some college 

experience but no degree. 34 However, a study in the southern U.S. found a positive relationship 

between education and job satisfaction, indicating that officers with higher levels of education 

(degree) also reported lower levels of job satisfaction. 17  

Age has been widely examined, and findings suggest a positive association between job 

satisfaction and age in federal and New York correctional officers. 41, 49 Moreover, a study by 

Lambert and Paoline 2 found that officers’ job satisfaction increased as their age increased. 

However, throughout the midwest, southern, western U.S. and Canada, no relationship between 

job satisfaction and age was found among correctional officers. 24, 37 Tenure suggests similar 

mixed findings, with Kentucky and the southern U.S. displaying positive relationships between 

job satisfaction and tenure among officers, 31 but negative relationships between the two factors 

among U.S. federal officers across the entire country. 24, 37 Furthermore, no association emerged 

between tenure and correctional officers’ job satisfaction in Canadian officers. 24, 34  

Ethnicity is a frequently studied personal predictor of job satisfaction, predominately in 

the U.S. 2, 24, 37, 38 A study from the midwestern and western U.S. correctional facilities found no 

significant relationships emerged between ethnicity and job satisfaction; 39 similar findings were 

found for correctional officers in Kentucky. 31 In contrast, research in both southern states and 

U.S. federal facilities found that white correctional officers reported higher levels of job 

satisfaction than non-white officers. 41 Additionally, Wright and Saylor 33 concluded that U.S. 

federal prisons’ ethnic relations are far better than state correctional facilities.  
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Infrequently, other variables are measured, such as marital status and family support. A 

study of correctional officers in midwestern prisons found no significant relationship between 

job satisfaction and marital status. 38 Similarly, no association was found between family support 

and job satisfaction among Kentucky U.S. correctional officers. 31 Furthermore, no research has 

examined Aboriginal identity and disability status as possible correlates of correctional officers’ 

job satisfaction.  

2.4.2 Job factors   

Job factors are those features directly related to the work that is being performed by a 

specific individual. 2, 24 Job factors include task significance, role strain, task identity, job variety, 

job stress, role conflict, role skill and supervision. 2, 24 In this study, job factors include job 

training, work-life balance and quality of supervision. Among job factors, it has been found that 

a perceived higher quality of supervision was associated with higher job satisfaction. Similarly, 

higher autonomy and skill variety were both associated with greater job satisfaction among 

correctional officers within the western and midwestern U.S. 24 However, a Canadian study of 

correctional officers found that job factors, such as job stress and role stress, signified that higher 

job related stress was associated with higher job dissatisfaction. 34 Lambert and Paoline 2 found 

that having more job variety was significantly associated with greater job satisfaction. 

Furthermore, the same study found that role strain was not related to job satisfaction, although it 

was significantly associated with job stress. 2  

2.4.2.1 Job training  

It is important to recognize job training as a possible factor since the probability of a 

person becoming successful in their employment depends on the quality of their training. 11 

Several studies suggest that a substantial proportion of correctional officers are not pleased with 
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the quality of the job training they receive. 8, 11, 17 For instance, a 2003 study with the CSC was 

conducted to survey correctional officers on the quality of the training and professional 

supervision they received on the job. 11 The study found that only 25 percent of all officers rated 

“good”, “very good” or “excellent” for the quality of supervision and job training that was 

received; a considerable proportion (30-40%) of officers rated their employment training as 

“poor.” 11 Furthermore, a 2002 study in B.C. reported that two thirds of correctional officers 

believed that the training provided by B.C. Corrections was inadequate for the required tasks. 8 

However, in 2008, B.C. Corrections found that 52.2 percent of correctional officers perceived 

their training as inadequate, indicating perceptions of job training appeared to improve, although 

a considerable number of correctional officers still perceived their training as poor (see Figure 

2.2). 8  

Studies in Canada have yet to consider job training as a correlate of correctional officers’ 

job satisfaction. However, a 2018 study from southern U.S. examined job training and found that 

correctional officers’ views of training had a significant correlation with job satisfaction. 17 The 

study suggested that an increase in positively perceived job training was associated with officers’ 

higher job satisfaction. 17 Similarly, results among prison staff indicated that greater perceived 

quality of job training was associated with higher job satisfaction. 17 
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Figure 2.2: Percentage of B.C. correction officers who received adequate 

training 8 

 

2.4.2.2 Work life balance  

According to a study in 2005, Byrne 43(p56) describes work-life balance as, “people having 

a measure of control over when, where and how they work. It is achieved when an individual’s 

right to a fulfilled life inside and outside paid work is accepted and respected as the norm to the 

mutual benefit of the individual, business and society.” Work-life balance is important to 

employers, since having a productive, motivated workforce results in multiple positive outcomes, 

such as employees feeling valued, increased productivity, reduced absenteeism and retaining 

employees. 43  

An opposing theme to work-life balance is work-family conflict. A recent study of 

correctional officers in multiple facilities in the southern U.S. examined the relationship between 

work-family conflict in relation to job stress and job satisfaction. 15 The study divided work-

family conflict into three domains: time-based conflict (e.g., inadequate time spent tending to 

family needs), strain-based conflict (e.g., thinking about work negatively affecting home life) 

and behavior-based conflict (e.g., workplace behavior conflicts with home life). 15 The study 
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found that greater strain and behavior based work-family conflict were significantly associated 

lower job satisfaction and greater job stress. 15 Prior studies indicated similar results: work-

family-conflict was linked to job dissatisfaction, job stress and job burnout. 16, 36  

2.4.2.3 Supervision  

The perceived quality of supervision among correctional officers is another dimension 

that has been studied in relation to job satisfaction. 24 When correctional officers have a positive 

attitude towards their supervisors or management they are more likely to be satisfied with their 

job. 24 Among U.S. federal correctional officers, those who perceived their quality of supervision 

as positive were more likely to be satisfied with their job. 24, 44 Conversely, poor communication 

and inconsistency regarding overall regulations, policies, rules and supervision were associated 

with greater job dissatisfaction. 24 Job satisfaction appears to be related to correctional officers 

having trust in management, supervisory support and quality of supervision. 37, 45 Additionally, it 

has been found that greater supervisory support is a significant factor of correctional officers’ 

high job satisfaction. 37, 46, 47 

2.4.3 Organizational factors  

Lambert, Hogan and Barton 24(p126) describe the organizational structure as, “a 

multidimensional concept that affects most or all employees in the organization.” It has been 

suggested that the organizational structure is how an organization manages and operates itself. 24 

In other words, rather than using methods of direct control to manage employees, many 

organizations use structure. 24 Organizations use several areas of structure to influence and 

control employee attachments to the organization. 2, 24 Organizational structures include 

centralization (degree of contribution to decision making), formalization (procedures and rules 

established by organizational members), organizational justice (fairness of procedures and 
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outcomes), integration (organization group cohesion) and promotional opportunities. 2, 24 In this 

study, organizational factors include decision making, opportunities for career development and 

aspects of the physical work environment.   

2.4.3.1 Decision making  

The degree to which employees can make decisions and participate in the decision-

making process is referred to as centralization. 2, 24, 42 Employees who have higher levels of 

control at work are more motivated, committed and have greater job satisfaction. 2, 24, 37 

Moreover, when employees are given opportunities for input into job tasks and policies, job 

satisfaction improves. 2, 24 Lambert and Paoline 2 found that input into decision making 

(centralization) increased job satisfaction, although decision making was also significantly 

associated with higher job stress. Furthermore, a lack of input into decision-making was found to 

create frustration among correctional officers in completing their tasks; however, when allowed 

input they were more effective at their jobs and had greater job satisfaction. 2  

2.4.3.2 Career development  

Career development prospects is the opportunities an employee has been provided with in 

terms of promotion within the organization; promotional opportunities have been examined 

extensively in relation to job satisfaction. 2 Numerous studies from the U.S. indicate that 

correctional officers' promotional opportunities and career development are significantly related 

to job satisfaction. 2, 32, 50 The results of studies from the U.S. have been mixed, indicating 

promotional opportunities were not related to job satisfaction; 24, 39 however, other studies found 

that perceived promotional opportunities were significantly associated with greater job 

satisfaction. 2, 32, 50 Furthermore, Lambert and Paoline 2 found that perceptions of opportunities 
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for promotion have the greatest effect on job satisfaction, along with organizational commitment, 

followed by job stress.  

2.4.3.3 Physical environment  

Correctional officers’ physical environment has been widely measured as perceived 

dangerousness. 2 Numerous studies throughout the U.S. have found that higher perceived 

dangerousness was significantly associated with decreased job satisfaction and increased job 

stress among correctional officers. 2, 24, 32, 39 However, in this study, correctional officers’ 

physical environment was measured similarly to that of registered nurses (RNs) physical 

environment. Studies of RNs have examined perceptions of the physical environment using 

predictors such as access to supplies, equipment, window view, room size, unit layout/décor and 

noise levels. 40, 53 Furthermore, RNs’ who perceived their workplace lighting positively and who 

were exposed to more than 3 hours of daylight reported higher levels of job satisfaction. 40 

Additionally, RNs’ rated their perceived physical environment more poorly than organizational 

factors in relation to their job satisfaction. 40, 60   

2.4.4 Harassment/discrimination factors  

The areas of discrimination covered under the Canadian Human Rights Act include: 

ethnic origin, religion, race, color, age, sexual orientation, sex, marital status, pardoned 

conviction or suspended record, disability and family status. 22 However, among correctional 

officers, discrimination has traditionally been examined independently through the inclusion of 

demographic variables, such as age, gender, ethnicity, marital status and family support. 24 

Furthermore, no research has examined harassment, discrimination, Aboriginal identity and 

disability status as correlates of job satisfaction among correctional officers.  
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2.4.4.1 Harassment  

In Canada, harassment is defined as, “any improper conduct by an individual that is 

directed at and offensive to another individual in the workplace, including at any event or any 

location related to work, and that the individual knew or ought reasonably to have known would 

cause offense or harm.” 23(p4) Table 2.1 indicates some of the different types of harassment 

experienced on the job at B.C. correctional facilities. 8 The most prevalent areas of harassment 

seem to be verbal threats (77.3%) and threatening gestures (75.4%). 8 Research on harassment in 

relation to job satisfaction has been limited to one study from 2003, that examined the effects of 

harassment on correctional officers’ job burnout and perceived stress. 30 The study suggests that 

men reported significantly less harassment (44%) than women (70%). Although, it appeared that 

harassment forms a background stressor more significantly for female correctional officers, than 

male officers. 30  

 

Table 2.1: Experienced acts of violence in B.C. correctional facilities 8 

 Number (%) exposed 

at least once 

Mean number of 

times / year 

Written threats (n = 278) 39 (14%) 1.34 

Verbal threats (n = 278) 215 (77.3%) 15.53 

Threatening gestures (n = 276) 208 (75.4%) 16.44 

Physical assaults (n = 280)  100 (35.7%) 2.84 

Assaults with a weapon (n = 279) 40 (14.3%) 0.97 

Other acts of violence (n = 278) 20 (7.2%) 0.42 
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2.4.4.2 Discrimination 

Research indicates that discrimination has an impact on correctional officers’ job 

satisfaction. Female officers reported higher job satisfaction than males, 34 older employees 

indicated greater satisfaction with their work 2 and ethnicity suggested varying findings, with a 

majority of U.S. studies finding no association to job satisfaction; although, on average white 

officers reported higher levels of job satisfaction than non-white officers. 31, 41 In Canada, 

discrimination has been defined as, “treating someone differently or unfairly because of a 

personal characteristic or distinction, which, whether intentional or not, has an effect that 

imposes disadvantages not imposed on others, or that with-holds or limits access that is given to 

others.” 22(p1) 

2.5 Job satisfaction importance  

The literature demonstrates that officers with high job satisfaction comply with 

organizational rules and are more committed to the organization overall, compared to officers 

with low job satisfaction. 2 Additionally, high job satisfaction is associated with increased 

positive behaviors. It is crucial for correctional administrators to increase positive behaviors and 

decrease negative ones because it improves the overall performance of an organization. 51 

Furthermore, numerous studies have suggested an association between job satisfaction and 

health, although the relationship between mental/physical well-being and job satisfaction varies 

significantly. 52, 54-56, 58 Faragher, Cass and Cooper 58 conducted a meta-analysis of nearly 500 

studies on job satisfaction across the world, suggesting that mental and physical health had a 

significant impact on job satisfaction. The findings suggest that job satisfaction levels were most 

significantly associated with psychological and mental health issues. 58 Other relationships 

associated with job satisfaction levels include burnout, depression, anxiety, self-esteem and to a 
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lesser degree, physical illness. 58 These relationships indicate that job satisfaction is a significant 

factor in determining the health outcome of employees. 58 To summarize, job satisfaction 

impacts correctional officers’ health and well-being; therefore, it is important to understand 

which factors affect job satisfaction and through addressing these factors, correctional officers’ 

health, along with job satisfaction, has the potential for improvement.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

In this chapter, descriptions of the data source and study participants are provided, 

followed by an overview of the dependent and independent variables. The final section of this 

chapter discusses the data analyses in detail.  

3.1 Data Source and Study Participants 

This study used the Master data file from Statistics Canada’s 2014 Public Service 

Employee Survey (PSES), which was accessed through the Saskatchewan Research Data  

Centre. 57 This cross-sectional survey, conducted every 3 years, is aimed at gathering public 

service employees’ opinions about their workplace, workforce, management, fairness, leadership 

and employee engagement. This information is then used to inform policy on issues relating to 

training, management, staffing and values. 57 The PSES is administered to employees actively 

engaged in the workforce within the federal public service. 57 Participation in the PSES survey 

was voluntary; the data collection was performed using an electronic questionnaire sent out to 

email addresses provided by each department or agency. 57 Developed through consultation with 

multiple agencies and policy groups, the 2014 questionnaire included 106 questions and 

surveyed a total of 93 different departments. Of 250,000 employees, 182,165 responded to the 

2014 survey, resulting in a response rate of 71.4% (see Appendix A for the survey). 57  

For the majority of this study, analysis was restricted to the 18,146 PSES participants 

who indicated they were CSC employees (response rate of 60%). Among CSC employees, 

corrections officers were identified by an affirmative response to the question, “Are you 

currently a shift worker?”  

This study involved the secondary analysis of Statistics Canada data, therefore was 

exempt from obtaining a formal ethics approval from the Research and Ethics Board, University 
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of Saskatchewan. This study was subject to the various guidelines adopted by Statistics Canada 

in order to respect the confidentiality of the PSES respondents. A formal application to access 

the data was submitted through the Statistics Canada website and the Social Sciences Health 

Research Council 66 in January 2018, and a formal approval to access the 2014 cycle of the PSES 

was granted in March 2018. See Appendix B for a summary of the rules adopted by Statistics 

Canada.  

3.2 Variables  

3.2.1 Dependent variable  

The dependent variable used in this study was job satisfaction (A_Q11). Job satisfaction 

was measured by one item from the 2014 PSES survey: (1) I get a sense of satisfaction from my 

work. Responses were 1 (strongly agree), 2 (somewhat agree), 3 (neither agree nor disagree), 4 

(somewhat disagree) and 5 (strongly disagree). The categories were collapsed to form two 

groupings: 1) high job satisfaction (strongly agree/somewhat agree); and 2) low job satisfaction 

(neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree). 

3.2.2 Independent variables 

The independent variables were chosen from the PSES survey based on the key 

components of the predictors of job satisfaction conceptual framework (see Figure 2.1): personal 

factors, job factors, organizational factors and harassment/discrimination factors. Table 3.1 

includes the independent variables according to these broad groupings, the PSES questions upon 

which they were based and how each variable was operationalized for the analysis. The majority 

of variables were based on a single PSES question; however, there were some questions which 

appeared to cover similar concepts and those variables were further subjected to principal 

component analysis (described in section 3.2.2.1). Personal factors included gender, age, 



 

 
 

21 

education, province, public service tenure, disability status, visible minority status and 

Aboriginal identity. Job factors variables included job training, work-life balance and 

supervision. Organizational factors included decision making, career development and physical 

environment. The final category was harassment and discrimination, comprised of two questions. 

All variables were categorical.  

 

Table 3.1: PSES 2014 survey questions used as independent variables   

          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Personal factors    

Gender Q.102 What is your 

gender?  

Male or Female 1 = Male  

2 = Female 

Age Q.101 What is your age 

group? 

≤ 24; 

25 – 29; 

30 – 34; 

35 – 39; 

40 – 44; 

45 – 49; 

50 – 54; 

55 – 59; 

≥ 60 

Group 1 = ≤ 24- 34  

Group 2 = 35-49 

Group 3 = 50-60+ 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Educational 

attainment 

Q.103 What is the highest 

level of education you 

have ever completed?  

Secondary or high 

school graduation 

certificate, or 

equivalent or less; 

Diploma or 

certificate from a 

community college, 

CEGEP, institute of 

technology, nursing 

school, etc., or a 

trades certificate or 

diploma; 

University certificate 

or diploma below the 

bachelor’s level; 

Bachelor’s degree; 

University certificate 

or diploma above the 

bachelor’s level 

including a master’s 

degree, a 

professional degree 

or an earned 

doctorate 

Group 1 = Secondary 

or high school 

graduation certificate, 

or equivalent or less; 

Group 2 = Diploma or 

certificate from a 

community college, 

CEGEP, institute of 

technology, nursing 

school, etc., or a 

trades certificate or 

diploma; 

University certificate 

or diploma below the 

bachelor’s level 

Group 3 = Bachelor’s 

degree, University 

certificate or diploma 

above the bachelor’s 

level including a 

master’s degree, a 

professional degree or 

an earned doctorate 

Province/ 

Territory 

Q.99 Where do you reside?  

 

National Capital 

Region; 

Group 1 (east) = 

National Capital 

Region; 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Ontario (excluding 

National Capital 

Region); 

Quebec (excluding 

National Capital 

Region); 

British Columbia; 

Alberta; 

Saskatchewan; 

Manitoba; 

New Brunswick; 

Nova Scotia; 

Prince Edward 

Island; 

Newfoundland and 

Labrador.  

Ontario (excluding 

National Capital 

Region); 

Quebec (excluding 

National Capital 

Region); New 

Brunswick; 

Nova Scotia; 

Prince Edward Island; 

Newfoundland and 

Labrador 

Group 2 (west) = 

British Columbia; 

Alberta; 

Saskatchewan; 

Manitoba; 

 

Years worked in 

current 

department 

(tenure) 

Q.94 How long have you 

been employed for?  

 

Number of years in 

current department 

of agency 

Less than 3 years in 

current department 

or agency; 

3 to 10 years in 

current department 

or agency; 

Group 1 = Less than 3 

years in current 

department or agency 

Group 2 = 3 to 10 

years in current 

department or agency 

Group 3 = 11 to 20 

years in current 

department or agency 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

11 to 20 years in 

current department 

or agency; 

More than 20 years 

in current department 

or agency 

Group 4 = More than 

20 years in current 

department or agency 

 

Aboriginal 

identitya  

Q.104 Are you an 

Aboriginal person?  

Yes or No  

 

 

1 = Yes 

2 = No  

Visible minority 

statusb 

Q.106 Are you a member 

of a visible minority 

group?  

Yes or No  

 

 

1 = Yes 

2 = No  

 

Disability statusc  Q.105 Do you have a 

disability status?  

Yes or No  

 

 

1 = Yes 

2 = No  

 

Job factors     

Job training Q.5 I get the training I 

need to do my job 

 

1 (Strongly agree), 2 

(somewhat agree), 3 

(neither agree nor 

disagree), 4 

(somewhat disagree), 

5 (strongly disagree) 

1 = High  

2 = Low 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Work-life 

balance  

Q.9 I have support at work 

to balance my work and 

personal life  

1 (Strongly agree), 2 

(somewhat agree), 3 

(neither agree nor 

disagree), 4 

(somewhat disagree), 

5 (strongly disagree) 

1 = High  

2 = Low 

Supervision  Q.30 I receive useful 

feedback from my 

immediate supervisor on 

my job performance 

Q.32 My immediate 

supervisor keeps me 

informed about the issues 

affecting my work 

Q.35 Subject to 

operational requirements, 

my immediate supervisor 

supports the use of flexible 

work arrangements 

Q.36 I am satisfied with 

the quality of supervision I 

receive 

(See section 3.2.2.1) (See section 3.2.2.1) 

Organizational 

factors 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Decision making Q.16 I have opportunities 

to provide input into 

decisions that affect my 

work 

 

1 (Strongly agree), 2 

(somewhat agree), 3 

(neither agree nor 

disagree), 4 

(somewhat disagree), 

5 (strongly disagree) 

1 = High  

2 = Low  

Career 

development  

Q.53 My department or 

agency does a good job of 

supporting employee 

career development 

Q.54 I believe I have 

opportunities for 

promotion within my 

department or agency, 

given my education, skills 

and experience 

(See section 3.2.2.1) (See section 3.2.2.1) 

Physical 

environment  

  

Q.1 I have the materials 

and equipment I need to do 

my job  

Q.4 My physical 

environment is suitable for 

my job requirements  

 

(See section 3.2.2.1) (See section 3.2.2.1) 

Harassment/ 

discrimination 

factors 
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          Question  Response options Classification for this 

study 

Harassment  

 

Q.63 Have you been the 

victim of harassment on 

the job in the past two 

years? 

Yes or No  

 

 

1 = Yes  

2 = No  

Discrimination  

 

Q.74 Have you been the 

victim of discrimination on 

the job in the past two 

years? 

Yes or No  

 

1 = Yes  

2 = No  

 

a “An Aboriginal person is a North American Indian or a member of a First Nation, a Metis or an Inuk (Inuit). North American 

Indians or members of a First Nation include status, treaty or registered Indians, as well as non-status and non-registered 

Indians.” 57 

 

b “A member of a visible minority in Canada may be defined as someone (other than an Aboriginal person) who is non-white in 

color or race, regardless of place of birth. For example: Black, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, South Asian or East Indian, 

Southeast Asian, non-white West Asian, North African or Arab, non-white Latin American, person of mixed origin (with one 

parent in one of the visible minority groups in this list).” 57 
 

c “A person with a disability has a long-term or recurring physical, mental, sensory, psychiatric or learning impairment and 

considers himself or herself to be disadvantaged in employment by reason of that impairment, or believes that an employer or 

potential employer is likely to consider him or her to be disadvantaged in employment by reason of that impairment. Persons with 

disabilities are also those whose functional limitations owing to their impairment have been accommodated in their current job or 

workplace.” 57 

 

 

3.2.2.1 Principal components analysis    

Principal components analysis (PCA) using direct oblimin (oblique) rotation with Kaiser 

normalization was conducted on eight variables related to job satisfaction (Table 3.2). PCA is a 

dimension reducing tool that is used to reduce a large set of variables to a small set still 

containing the majority of the information in the large set of variables. 62 Oblimin (oblique) 

rotation allows the factors to correlate, which allows for the X and Y axes to undertake an angle 

other than 90o. 62, 63 Oblique rotations do not force the factors to be correlated, therefore, the 
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factors can assume a correlation of zero. 62 Kaiser normalization consists of normalizing factor 

loadings prior to rotating them and then after rotation denormalizing them. 65  

 

Table 3.2: Variables included in principal component analysis 

PSES 

Question 

 

Q.1  I have the materials and equipment I need to do my job 

Q.4  My physical environment is suitable for my job requirements 

Q.30 

Q.32 

I receive useful feedback from my immediate supervisor on my job performance  

My immediate supervisor keeps me informed about the issues affecting my work  

Q.35  Subject to operational requirements, my immediate supervisor supports the use of 

flexible work arrangements  

Q.36 I am satisfied with the quality of supervision I receive 

Q.53 

Q.54 

 

My department or agency does a good job of supporting employee career development 

I believe I have opportunities for promotion within my department or agency, given 

my education, skills and experience 

 

 

Based on the results of the ‘eigenvalues greater than 1’ criterion (amount of variance 

accounted for by a factor), 64 three components were identified, explaining 77.28% of the 

variance (Table 3.3). The pattern matrix (Table 3.4) holds the loadings and each row is thought 

of as a regression equation, where the observed variable is conveyed as a function of the factors 

and the loadings as regression coefficients. 62 Inspection of the items, which loaded on the three 
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components, suggested the following groupings: supervision (4 items), physical environment (2 

items) and career development (2 items). Each question was measured using a 5-point Likert 

scale, ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5). Questions were reverse coded so 

higher scores indicated more positive agreement and then summed with the questions. 

 

Table 3.3: Total variance explained in principal component analysis   

                              Initial eigenvalues                             Extraction sums of squared loadings 

Component  Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total  % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

%  

 

1 4.263 53.289 53.289 4.263 53.289 53.289  

2 1.102 13.780 67.069 1.102 13.780 67.069  

3 

4 

.817 

.557 

10.214 

6.961 

77.283 

84.245 

.817 

 

10.214 77.283  

5 .452 5.651 89.896     

6 .289 3.614 93.510     

7 

8 

.266 

.253 

3.330 

3.160 

96.840 

100.000 
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Table 3.4: Results of principal component loadings with oblimin rotations for career 

development, physical environment and supervision using the PSES 2014  

 

 Component 

 1 2 3 

1) Supervision     

I receive useful feedback form my immediate supervisor 

on my job performance.  

My immediate supervisor keeps me informed about the 

issues affecting my work.  

Subject to operational requirements, my immediate 

supervisor supports the use of flexible work 

arrangements.  

I am satisfied with the quality of supervision I receive.  

.906 

 

.929 

 

.601 

 

 

.866  

  

 

 

 

2) Physical environment     

I have the materials and equipment I need to do my job.   .891   

My physical environment is suitable for my job 

requirements.  

 .860    

3) Career development     

My department or agency does a good job of supporting 

employee career development.  

I believe I have opportunities for promotion within my 

department or agency, given my education, skills and 

experience.   

 

 

 

 -.862 

 

 

 

-.967 
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A correlation matrix (Table 3.5) reveals any correlation amongst the factors. 62 Table 3.5 

indicates the factors are not excessively correlated. The Cronbach alphas (Table 3.6) were .870 

(supervision) .690 (physical environment) and .830 (career development). Subsequent 

descriptive analyses indicated the distribution of the newly formed variables was highly skewed, 

leading to the decision to categorize each variable based on median splits (‘low’, ‘high’) or 

tertiles (‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’).  

Table 3.5: PSES 2014 subscale correlation matrix  

 Supervision Physical environment Career development 

Supervision 1.000 .446 -.537 

Physical environment .446 1.000       -.478 

Career development -.537 -.478 1.000 

 

 

Table 3.6: PSES 2014 subscale descriptive statistics    

 Supervision Physical environment Career development 

Sample size 7,368 7,368 7,368 

Number of items 4 2 2 

Mean 10.91 5.60 6.39 

Standard deviation  4.315 2.146 2.393 

Cronbach’s alpha .870 .690 .830 
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3.3 Data Analysis 

Univariate, bivariate, and multivariable data analyses were performed to address the 

research questions. All analyses and results were presented using the sampling weights provided 

by Statistics Canada. The complex sampling strategy employed through Statistics Canada 

ensures that the estimates produced are representative of the covered population. Confidentiality 

rules implemented by Statistics Canada do not allow researchers to obtain an unweighted number 

of respondents. Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS (Version 25). 

3.3.1: Descriptive analyses 

Initial descriptive analyses involved calculating the frequency distributions (number and 

percentages) of all variables, and then bivariable analysis was conducted to investigate the 

association between job satisfaction and each independent variable according to job satisfaction. 

Spearman rank correlations between all independent variables were also conducted with no 

evidence of multicollinearity detected.  

3.3.2: Multivariable modeling approach 

Research Question 1: Does the level of job satisfaction among correctional officers differ from 

other CSC employees?  

For this question, a new independent variable, job type, was created. It consisted of two 

response categories: 1) Correction officers (i.e. CSC employees who were shift workers) and 2) 

CSC staff. The frequency distribution of the newly developed variable was conducted followed 

by univariable logistic regression, with job satisfaction as the dependent variable and job type as 

the independent variable. Logistic regression was conducted again with job type as the main 

predictor, adjusting for basic demographics (i.e. age and gender). The aim was to assess the 

association between CSC staff and officers job satisfaction.   
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Research Question 2: What factors are associated with job satisfaction among correctional 

officers?  

 The model- building approach used to guide this analysis was based on methods 

proposed by Hosmer and Lemeshow.59 Analyses were based on a conceptual framework 

composed of four categories (see Figure 2.1). Bivariable logistic regression models were 

conducted for all independent variables to evaluate the direction, strength and significance of 

their statistical associations with job satisfaction. Variables with a p ≤ 0.20 became candidates 

for inclusion in the multivariable modeling and variables of theoretical importance. For the 

multivariable analysis, variables were entered sequentially, as follows: model 1 (personal 

factors), model 2 (job factors), model 3 (organizational factors) and model 4 

(harassment/discrimination factors). Variables with p-values of ≤ 0.05 (and those of theoretical 

importance) were retained to form the preliminary main effects model. The confounding effect of 

independent variables fit two models, one with possible confounders (final model) and one 

model without confounders (main effects model).  

Informed by the research literature, effect modification was then assessed by individually 

entering the following interactions into the main effects model: ‘Gender’ × harassment, 

discrimination, physical environment and job training (from the main effects model); ‘Age’ × 

harassment, discrimination, physical environment and job training; ‘Aboriginal Identity’ × 

harassment, discrimination, physical environment and job training; ‘Disability status’ × 

harassment, discrimination, physical environment and job training; ‘Visible minority status’ × 

harassment, discrimination, physical environment and job training; and ‘Supervision’ × 

harassment, discrimination, physical environment and job training. Interaction terms were 

retained in the model if the p-value was ≤ 0.05. Statistically significant interactions were 
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displayed using predicted probability figures. A variable was retained in the final model if it was: 

statistically significantly associated with job satisfaction, the main effect of a statistically 

significant interaction, theoretically important or if it’s removal substantially impacted the 

coefficients of other variables in the model.  

In the logistic regression modelling, the final model was tested for goodness-of-fit using 

the Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test. The significance level for the HL tests is > 0.05 to 

conclude that the final model is a good model. (59)  
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Chapter 4: Results 

This chapter begins with a presentation of the frequency distributions for all study 

variables, followed by a description of the study population of correctional officers. The level of 

job satisfaction among correctional officers is then compared with other CSC staff. Finally, the 

univariable and multivariable logistic regression analyses results examining the correlates of job 

satisfaction among correction officers are presented.  

4.1 Descriptive analyses  

Displayed in Table 4.1 are the frequency distributions of study variables for correctional 

officers. Just over half (50.6%) of correction officers reported low job satisfaction. Two-thirds of 

respondents were men and approximately one-half were between 34 and 49 years of age 

(52.4%). Of the respondents, 12% reported being a visible minority person, 11% being of 

Aboriginal origin and 6.3% reported having a disability. Just over half (52%) of respondents held 

a certificate or diploma as their primary source of education and nearly half (46.5%) of 

respondents have been employed with CSC for 3 to 10 years. The majority (53.8%) of 

respondents were from eastern Canada (Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince 

Edward Island).  

Nearly half (46.8%) of respondents agreed that they received adequate job training and 

29.4% of respondents believed they have had adequate input into decision making. Forty percent 

of correctional officers agreed they have workplace support for work-life balance and one-

quarter agreed that they have sufficient support/opportunities related to career development. Just 

under 10% of respondents indicated being satisfied with the supervision they received at work 

and one-half reported their physical environment to be acceptable. Just over one-third of 
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correctional officers experienced harassment on the job and almost one-in-five experienced 

discrimination. 

 

Table 4.1: Frequency distribution of study variables, correctional officers, PSES 2014   

 

      Frequency (%)* 

 

Job satisfaction 

   High  

   Low  

 

Personal factors 

Age (yrs.)   

 ≤24-34 

 

 

 3614 (49.4) 

3706 (50.6) 

 

 

 

2011 (27.3) 

   35-49 3858 (52.4) 

   50-60+  1447 (19.6)  

 

Gender 

 

   Men 4882 (66.3) 

   Women  2450 (33.3) 

 

Aboriginal identity 

 

   Yes 807 (11.0)  

   No  6513 (88.4) 

 

Disability status  

 

   Yes  465 (6.3) 

   No  6861 (93.1) 

 

Visible minority status 

 

   No 6422 (87.2) 

   Yes 887 (12.0) 

 

Education  

 

   Bachelors or higher 1794 (24.3) 

   Certificate or diploma  3835 (52.1) 

   High school or less  1690 (22.9) 

 

 

Province  

 

   West        3376 (45.8) 

   East  3965 (53.8) 
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      Frequency (%)* 

Job tenure   

   More than 20 years 785 (10.7) 

   11 to 20 years 2101 (28.5) 

   3 to 10 years 

   Less than 3 years 

3428 (46.5) 

958 (13.0) 

 

Job factors 

Job training  

   Low 

   High  

 

Supervision  

   Low  

   High  

 

Work life balance 

   High 

   Low 

 

Organizational factors 

Career development  

   Low  

   Medium  

   High  

 

Decision making   

   Low  

   High  

 

Physical environment  

   Low  

   High  

 

Harassment/discrimination 

Harassment 

   No   

   Yes 

 

Discrimination  

   No  

   Yes  

 

       

 

3892 (52.8) 

3449 (46.8) 

 

 

5102 (69.2) 

623 (8.5) 

 

 

2948 (40.0) 

4315 (58.6)  

 

 

 

2405 (32.6) 

2716 (36.9) 

1813 (24.6) 

 

 

5139 (69.7) 

2165 (29.4) 

 

 

3600 (48.9) 

3698 (50.2) 

 

 

 

4648 (63.0) 

2644 (35.8) 

 

 

5895 (80.0) 

1400 (19.0) 

*Weighted Statistics   
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In Table 4.2 is the weighted frequency distribution of all independent variables according 

to job satisfaction. The following personal factors were associated with higher job satisfaction: 

older age (50-60+ years), female sex, absence of disability, being a member of a visible minority, 

attainment of diploma/certificate, residing in eastern Canada and employment of less than 3 

years. Aboriginal identity was not correlated with job satisfaction. Regarding job factors, 

correctional officers were more likely to be satisfied with their jobs if they also reported being 

satisfied with their job training, their supervision received and their work-life balance. 

Organizational factors associated with higher job satisfaction included greater satisfaction with 

career development, decision making abilities and satisfaction with the perceived physical 

environment. Finally, a higher proportion of correctional officers were satisfied with their jobs 

when they were not harassed (56.1% vs 37.3%) or discriminated against (53.7% vs 31.0%).  

 

 

Table 4.2: Frequency distribution of study variables, correctional officers, by job satisfaction, 

PSES 2014   

 

                     Low 

     job satisfaction    

 Frequency (%)* 

                High 

job satisfaction  

Frequency (%)* 

 

 

p 

Personal factors  

Age (yrs.) 

≤24-34 

 

 

1033 (51.9)  

 

 

958 (48.1)  

 

35-49 1993 (51.9) 1847 (48.1)  

50-60+  647 (45.0) 790 (55.0) <0.0001 

 

Gender 

   

Men 2519 (52)  2326 (48.0)  

Women   1161 (47.6) 1278 (52.4) <0.0001 

 

Aboriginal identity 

   

Yes 407 (50.7) 395 (49.3)  

No  3269 (50.5) 3202 (49.5) 0.09 
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                     Low 

     job satisfaction    

 Frequency (%)* 

                High 

job satisfaction  

Frequency (%)* 

 

 

p 

Disability status  

Yes  282 (61.0) 180 (39.0)  

No  3394 (49.8) 3422 (50.2) 0.001 

 

Visible minority status  

   

 No 3249 (50.9) 3128 (49.1)  

 Yes 411 (46.5) 473 (53.5) 0.001 

 

Education  

   

   Bachelors or higher 963 (53.8) 828 (46.2)  

   Certificate/diploma  1853 (48.7) 1954 (51.3)  

   High school or less  864 (51.6) 809 (48.4) <0.0001 

 

Province  

   

   West  1815 (54.0) 1547 (46.0)  

   East  1875 (47.7) 2056 (52.3) <0.0001 

 

Tenure   

   

   More than 20 years 390 (50.1) 388 (49.9)  

   11 to 20 years 1227 (58.7)  863 (41.3)  

   3 to 10 years 

   Less than 3 years 

 

Job factors 

Job training  

   Low  

   High 

 

Supervision 

   Low  

   High  

 

Work life balance  

   High 

   Low 

 

Organizational factors 

Career development  

   Low 

   Medium 

   High  

1727 (50.6) 

307 (32.4) 

 

 

 

2480 (64.1) 

1221 (35.5) 

 

 

2678 (52.7) 

166 (26.7) 

 

 

862 (29.3) 

2798 (65.1) 

 

 

 

1666 (69.4) 

1424 (52.7) 

428 (23.7)  

1658 (49.4) 

641 (67.6) 

 

 

 

1391 (35.9) 

2214 (64.5) 

 

 

2399 (47.3) 

456 (73.3) 

 

 

2079 (70.7) 

1497 (34.9) 

 

 

 

733 (30.6) 

1279 (47.3) 

1377 (76.3) 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

 

 

<0.0001 
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                     Low 

     job satisfaction    

 Frequency (%)* 

                High 

job satisfaction  

Frequency (%)* 

 

 

p 

Decision making  

   Low  3155 (61.7) 1961 (38.3)  

   High 

 

Physical environment  

   Low  

   High  

 

535 (24.8) 

 

 

2357 (65.7) 

1319 (35.9) 

1625 (75.2) 

 

 

1229 (34.3) 

2360 (64.1) 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

Harassment/discrimination 

Harassment  

   No   

   Yes   

 

Discrimination  

   No  

   Yes   

 

 

2041 (43.9) 

1657 (62.7) 

 

 

2730 (46.3) 

966 (69.0) 

 

 

2607 (56.1) 

987 (37.3) 

 

 

3165 (53.7) 

434 (31.0) 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

    *Weighted statistics 

 

 

4.2 Research Question 1   

Does the level of job satisfaction among correctional officers differ from other CSC 

employees?  

 

Nearly one-half (49.4%) of correctional officers were satisfied with their jobs compared 

with just over three quarters (76.6%) of CSC staff (Table 4.3). Table 4.4 shows the relationship 

between job type and job satisfaction, prior to and after adjusting for age and gender, indicating 

that CSC staff are 3 times more likely to be satisfied with their jobs compared to correction 

officers. The magnitude of the association between job type and a high job satisfaction, 

decreased by 11.2%, after adjusting for age and gender but remained statistically significant. Age 
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and gender were associated with job satisfaction, with men having a lower probability of a high 

job satisfaction compared to women and older employees having higher job satisfaction.  

 

 

Table 4.3: Frequency distribution of correction officers and job type, PSES 2014  

Overall (n= 17, 901)  Low job satisfaction 

Frequency (%)* 

High job satisfaction 

Frequency (%)* 

Job type 

 

  

Correctional officers (n =7,320) 50.6  49.4  

 

CSC staff (n = 10,581)  

 

23.4  

 

76.6  

*Weighted statistics  

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.4: Unadjusted and adjusted odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) for 

CSC staff, multivariable logistic regression of correctional officers and CSC staff for job 

satisfaction, PSES 2014  

 

 Unadjusted odds ratio 

(95% CI) 

 

p 

Adjusted odds ratio 

(95% CI) 

 

p 

Job type 

 

    

Correctional officers 1.00   1.00  

 

CSC staff 

 

3.37 (3.16-3.60) 

 

<0.0001 

 

3.04* (2.84-3.25) 

 

<0.0001 

Adjusted for age and gender 
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4.3 Research Question 2  

What factors are associated with job satisfaction among correctional officers? 

 

4.3.1 Univariable analyses  

Tables 4.5 and Table 4.6 present results from the univariable logistic regression analyses 

assessing the relationship between job satisfaction and each independent variable. Regarding 

personal factors (Table 4.5), respondents 50-60+ years of age were 1.32 times more likely than 

those 34 years and younger to be satisfied with their job and women were 1.19 times more likely 

than men to be satisfied with their jobs. Correction officers without a disability were 58% more 

likely than correction officers with a disability to report higher job satisfaction. Although 

Aboriginal identity was not associated with job satisfaction, officers identifying as visible 

minority persons were 1.20 times more likely than non-visible minority persons to be satisfied 

with their job. Correctional officers with a certificate/diploma were 1.23 more satisfied with their 

job than those with a bachelor’s degree or higher. Those employed in eastern provinces were 

associated with 1.20 increased odds of job satisfaction compared to those employed in the west. 

Correction officers employed less than three years were more than 2.10 times more satisfied with 

their employment than those employed for 20 years or more, and those employed for 11-20 years 

were 30% less likely to be satisfied with their employment.   
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Table 4.5: Unadjusted odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) examining 

personal factors as predictors of job satisfaction, correction officers, PSES 2014  

  

 Unadjusted OR  

(95% CI) 
 

p  

Personal factors 

Age (yrs.) 

≤24-34 

 

 

1.00 

 

35-49 0.99 (0.90-1.11) 0.99 

50-60+  1.32 (1.15-1.51) <0.0001 
 

Gender 

  

Men 1.00  

Women   1.19 (1.08-1.31) <0.0001 
 

Aboriginal identity 

  

Yes 1.00  

No  1.01 (0.87-1.17) 0.92 

 

Disability status  

  

Yes  1.00  

No  1.58 (1.30-1.92) <0.0001 

 

Visible minority status  

  

 No 1.00  

 Yes 1.20 (1.04-1.38) 0.01 

 

Education  

  

   Bachelors or higher 1.00  

   Certificate/diploma   1.23 (1.10-1.37) <0.0001 
   High school or less 1.09 (0.95-1.25) 0.21 

 

Province  

  

   West  1.00  

 East  1.20 (1.17-1.41) <0.0001 

 

Tenure   

  

More than 20 years 

11 to 20 years 

3 to 10 years 

Less than 3 years 

 

1.00 

0.71 (0.60-0.83) 

0.98 (0.84-1.15) 

2.10 (1.73-2.56) 
  

 

<0.0001 

0.81 

<0.0001 
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Table 4.6 displays associations between job satisfaction and job factors, organizational 

factors and harassment/discrimination. Correctional officers satisfied with their job training were 

3.23 times more likely to have high job satisfaction than officers that were unsatisfied with their 

job training. Officers satisfied with the supervision received were 3.06 times as likely to report 

been satisfied with their employment than unsatisfied officers. The odds of job satisfaction were 

78% lower among correction officers unsatisfied with their work-life balance than officers that 

were satisfied.  

Similarly, Table 4.6 indicates that all organizational factors were significantly associated 

with job satisfaction. Officers satisfied with decision making abilities were 4.89 times more 

likely to have high job satisfaction than unsatisfied officers. The odds of high job satisfaction 

among correctional officers was 3.43 times greater for those satisfied with their physical 

environment compared to officers not satisfied with their physical environment. Correctional 

officers highly satisfied with career development were 7.31 times more likely than officers that 

were unsatisfied to have high job satisfaction.  

The harassment and discrimination findings (Table 4.6) suggest that correction officers 

who experienced harassment were 53% less likely to report high job satisfaction compared to 

those who report no harassment. The odds of high job satisfaction among correction officers who 

experienced discrimination are 0.39 times that of those who experienced no discrimination. In 

summary, correction officers who are satisfied with their jobs report statistically significant less 

harassment or discrimination history in the workplace than those who are not satisfied with their 

jobs. All variables, with the exception of Aboriginal identity, met the criterion for inclusion in 

the multivariable analyses. Aboriginal identity was retained because of its potential theoretical 

importance and that it may be involved with an interaction.  
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Table 4.6: Unadjusted odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) examining job, 

organizational and harassment/discrimination factors as predictors of job satisfaction, correction 

officers, PSES 2014   

 

 Unadjusted OR  

(95% CI) 
 

p 

Job factors 

Job training  

   Low   

   High 

 

Supervision 

   Low  

   High  

 

Work life balance  

   High 

   Low 

 

Organizational factors 

Decision making  

 

 

1.00 

3.23 (2.94-3.56) 

 

 

1.00 

3.06 (2.54-3.69) 

 

 

1.00 

0.22 (0.20-0.25) 
 

 
 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

 <0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 
 

   Low 

   High 

 

Physical environment  

   Low  

   High 

 

Career development  

   Low  

   Medium  

   High  

 

Harassment/discrimination 

Harassment  

   No  

   Yes 

Discrimination  

   No   

   Yes  

1.00 

4.89 (4.37-5.47) 

 

 

1.00 

3.43 (3.12-3.78) 

 

 

1.00 

2.04 (1.82-2.29) 

7.31 (6.36-8.40) 

 

 

 

1.00 

0.47 (0.42-0.51) 

 

1.00 

0.39 (0.34-0.44) 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

 

<0.0001 

 

 

<0.0001 
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4.3.2 Multivariable analyses 

Table 4.7 provides a summary of the multivariable modeling results addressing research 

question two. Each multivariable model was constructed in a sequential manner and entered in 

categorical sets from selected variables. In Model 1, personal factors associated with job 

satisfaction were evaluated. Compared to those under the age of 35 years, 35-49 years old 

(OR=1.51, 1.30-1.76) and those 50 years and older (OR= 2.39, 1.94-2.94) were significantly 

more likely to be satisfied with their jobs. Women reported significantly higher job satisfaction 

than men (OR=1.24, 1.10-1.40). Those identifying as Aboriginal (OR=1.40, 1.17-1.68) reported 

greater job satisfaction than those not identifying as Aboriginal. Officers identifying as a visible 

minority reported greater job satisfaction than those who did not identify as such (OR=1.33, 

1.11-1.58). Those who did not report having a disability had higher job satisfaction than those 

who did (OR=1.62, 1.28-2.05). Employment in the eastern provinces (OR=1.43, 1.27-1.61) was 

associated with higher job satisfaction than the west. Compared to officers with more than 20 

years of job tenure, those employed less than 3 years (OR=4.20, 3.16-5.58), and those employed 

3 to 10 years (OR= 1.48, 1.19-1.83) had significantly higher job satisfaction. Regarding 

educational attainment, officers who obtained a certificate or diploma (OR=1.25, 1.09-1.44) were 

significantly more likely to be satisfied with their jobs than those with a university degree; 

however, the job satisfaction of officers with high school or less did not differ significantly from 

those with a university degree.  

In model 2, job factors were entered into the model, given personal factors were already 

in the model. The magnitude of associations between personal factors remained similar, with the 

exception of officers’ tenure of 3-10 years which became statistically non-significant, and a 

tenure of 11-20 years, which became statistically significant in comparison to more than 20 years 
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(OR=0.79, 0.63-0.99). Regarding job factors, the following were all associated with greater job 

satisfaction among officers: satisfaction with job training (OR=2.31, 2.03-2.62), high quality 

supervision (OR=1.57, 1.26- 1.96) and an agreeable work-life balance (OR=3.63, 3.19- 4.14).  

Model 3 introduced organizational factors into the logistic regression model. Compared 

to those who reported few opportunities for career development, officers who perceived high 

opportunities (OR=2.70, 2.21-3.29) and medium opportunities (OR= 1.31, 1.12-1.53) were more 

likely to be satisfied with their jobs. Those satisfied with input into decision-making reported 

greater job satisfaction than those having less decision-making abilities (OR= 2.96, 2.52 -3.46), 

as did those who perceived a positive physical environment compared to those that did not 

(OR=1.56, 1.35-1.80). After adjusting for organizational factors, disability status, educational 

attainment, tenure of 3 to 10 years and quality of supervision were no longer associated with job 

satisfaction.  

In model 4, variables related to harassment and discrimination factors were evaluated. A 

history of harassment (OR= 0.84, 0.72-0.97) and discrimination (OR=0.80, 0.66-0.97) were 

associated with lower job satisfaction. After adjusting for harassment and discrimination, the 

relationship of variables already in the model to job satisfaction remained similar as in Model 3. 

The variables that were not statistically significant (i.e., disability status, educational attainment, 

quality of supervision) were removed one at a time to gauge their impact on the coefficients of 

the other independent variables; the removal of disability status did not influence the magnitude 

of the other coefficients and was therefore excluded from the final model.  

Through the addition of job, organizational and harassment/discrimination factors from 

Model 2 to Model 4, the odds ratios (OR) of disability status, tenure, job training, supervision 

and work-life balance were decreased more than 20% from Model 1; therefore, they are 



 

 
 

48 

potentially confounding factors and the effects of these factors were reduced by adding other 

variables into the models. Tenure, job training, supervision and work-life balance were retained 

in the final model based upon theoretical importance.  
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Table 4.7: Multivariable logistic regression models for job satisfaction by personal, job, organizational and harassment/discrimination 

factors, PSES 2014   

 

 Model 1 

(Personal factors) 

Model 2  

(Job factors) 

Model 3 

(Organizational 

factors) 

Model 4 

(Harassment/discrimination 

factors) 

 

Personal factors  

Age (yrs.) 

     

≤24-34 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

35-49 1.51 (1.30-1.76) 1.53 (1.29-1.81) 1.47 (1.24-1.75) 1.46 (1.23-1.74)  

50-60+ 

 

Gender  

   Men 

   Women 

2.39 (1.94-2.94) 

  

 

1.00 

1.24 (1.10-1.40) 

2.18 (1.74-2.74) 

 

 

1.00 

1.21 (1.06-1.38) 

2.14 (1.69-2.72) 

 

 

1.00 

1.42 (1.23-1.63) 

2.09 (1.65-2.66) 

 

 

1.00 

1.45 (1.25-1.67) 

 

 

Aboriginal identity 

     

   No 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

   Yes  1.40 (1.17-1.68) 1.43 (1.17-1.74) 1.45 (1.18-1.79) 1.50 (1.22-1.85)  

 

Disability status 

     

Yes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

No  1.62 (1.28-2.05) 1.32 (1.03-1.70) 1.12 (0.86-1.46) 1.00 (0.76-1.31)  

 

Visible minority status  

     

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

Yes  1.33 (1.11-1.58) 1.32 (1.09-1.60) 1.37 (1.11-1.68) 1.46 (1.19-1.80)  

 

Education  

   Bachelors or higher 

Certificate/diploma 

 

 

1.00 

1.25 (1.09-1.44) 

 

 

1.00 

1.20 (1.03-1.40) 

 

 

1.00 

1.13 (0.97-1.33) 

 
 

1.00 

1.15 (0.98-1.36) 

 

High school or less 1.15 (0.97-1.36) 1.01 (0.84-1.22) 0.87 (0.72-1.06) 0.88 (0.72-1.07)  

      



 

 
 

50 

 Model 1 

(Personal factors) 

Model 2  

(Job factors) 

Model 3 

(Organizational 

factors) 

Model 4 

(Harassment/discrimination 

factors) 

 

Province  

   West 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

   East  1.43 (1.27-1.61) 1.55 (1.36-1.77) 1.65 (1.44-1.90) 1.63 (1.42-1.87)  

 

Tenure  

     

   More than 20 years 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  

   11 to 20 years  0.87 (0.71-1.07) 0.79 (0.63-0.99) 0.73 (0.58-0.93) 0.73 (0.57-0.93)  

   3 to 10 years  

   Less than 3 years 

 

Job factors  

Job training  

   Low  

1.48 (1.19-1.83) 

4.20 (3.16-5.58) 

1.24 (0.98-1.56) 

2.57 (1.88-3.50) 

 

 

 

1.00 

1.18 (0.92-1.52) 

2.07 (1.49-2.88) 

 

 

 

1.00 

1.16* (0.90-1.49) 

2.00* (1.44-2.79) 
 
 
 

1.00 

 

High  2.31 (2.03-2.62) 1.45 (1.25-1.67) 1.43* (1.24-1.65)  

 

Supervision  

     

   Low   1.00 1.00 1.00  

High  

 

Work life balance  

 1.57 (1.26-1.96) 1.06 (0.83-1.35) 1.05* (0.82-1.33)  

Low  1.00 1.00 1.00  

High   3.63 (3.19-4.14) 2.21 (1.91-2.55) 2.17* (1.88-2.51)  

 

Organizational factors  

Career development  

     

Low    1.00 1.00  

Medium  

High  

  1.31 (1.12-1.53) 

2.70 (2.21-3.29) 

1.23 (1.05-1.44) 

2.48 (2.02-3.03) 
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 Model 1 

(Personal factors) 

Model 2  

(Job factors) 

Model 3 

(Organizational 

factors) 

Model 4 

(Harassment/discrimination 

factors) 

 

Decision making  

Low    1.00 1.00  

   High   2.96 (2.52-3.46) 2.93 (2.50-3.43)  

 

Physical environment  

     

   Low   1.00 1.00  

   High  

 

  1.56 (1.35-1.80) 1.53 (1.32-1.77)  

Harassment/discrimination  

Harassment  

   No 

    
 

1.00 

 

Yes 

 

Discrimination  

   No 

   Yes  

   

 

 

 

0.84 (0.72-0.97) 
 
 

1.00 

0.80 (0.66-0.97) 

 

*Decrease in odds ratio (OR) greater than 20%  

†Aboriginal identity variable forced into model due to theoretical significance.  
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Table 4.8 shows the final multivariable logistic regression model, (interaction terms 

included) predicting job satisfaction. High job satisfaction was associated with visible minority 

status and working in an eastern province; educational attainment was not related to job 

satisfaction. Compared to those working more than 20 years in CSC, officers working less than 3 

years had higher job satisfaction, and those working between 11 and 20 years, lower job 

satisfaction. Officers who viewed their work-life balance favorably were more likely than those 

who didn’t to be satisfied with their job, as were those who rated their career development and 

decision making opportunities in a more positive light. Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test 

was conducted on the final model, indicating that the model was a good fit, with a P > 0.05 

(0.24).  

 

Table 4.8: Final multivariable logistic regression model predicting job satisfaction, correction 

officers, PSES 2014 

 

 Adjusted OR (95% CI) p  

Personal factors 

Age (yrs.) 

  

≤24-34 1.00  

35-49 1.80 (1.42-2.27) <0.0001 

50-60+ 

 

Gender  

   Men 

   Women 

2.34 (1.71-3.19) 

  

 

1.00 

1.89 (1.56-2.29) 

<0.0001 
 
 
 

<0.0001 

 

Aboriginal identity 

  

   No 1.00  

   Yes  1.24 (0.97-1.58) 0.84 

 

Visible minority status  

  

No 1.00  

Yes  1.45 (1.18-1.79) 0.01 
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 Adjusted OR (95% CI) p  

Education  

   Bachelors or higher 

Certificate/diploma 

 

1.00 

1.17 (0.99-1.38) 

 

 

0.59 
High school or less 0.89 (0.73-1.08) 0.24 

 

Province  

  

   West 1.00  

   East  1.65 (1.44-1.89) <0.0001 

 

Tenure  

  

   More than 20 years  1.00  

   11 to 20 years  0.70 (0.55-0.90) 0.005 

   3 to 10 years  

   Less than 3 years  

 

Job factors  

Job training  

   Low 

1.12 (0.87-1.44) 

1.92 (1.37-2.68) 

 

 

 

1.00 

0.37 

<0.0001 

 

 

 

 

High 1.52 (1.31-1.76) <0.0001 

 

Supervision  

  

   Low  1.00  

High  

 

Work life balance  

1.68 (1.04-2.70) 0.33 

 

Low  1.00  

High   2.17 (1.88-2.51) <0.0001 

 

Organizational factors  

Career development  

  

Low  1.00  

Medium  

High  

1.23 (1.05-1.44) 

2.55 (2.08-3.13) 

0.10 

<0.0001 

 

Decision making  

  

Low  1.00  

   High  2.97 (2.53-3.48) <0.0001 

 

Physical environment  

  

Low 1.00  

   High  

 

 

 

 

2.52 (1.89-3.36) <0.0001 
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 Adjusted OR (95% CI) p  

Harassment/discrimination  

Harassment  

   No  

   Yes 

 

Discrimination  

   No 

   Yes  

 

Interactions    

Age & physical environment 

Age (≤24-34) *physical environment  

Age (35-49) *physical environment  

Age (50-60+) *physical environment  

Gender*physical environment 

Job training*supervision  

Harassment*supervision  

Discrimination*Aboriginal identity 

 

 

1.00 

0.78 (0.67- 0.92) 

 

 

1.00 

0.74 (0.61-0.91) 

 

 

 

1.00 

0.65 (0.48-0.89) 

0.76 (0.51-1.12) 

0.56 (0.42-0.73) 

0.40 (0.24-0.67) 

1.73 (1.03-2.90) 

2.00 (1.28-3.12) 

0.03 

 

 

 

0.04 

 

 

 

     

0.03 

0.17 

<0.0001 

<0.0001 

0.04 

0.02 
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Five statistically significant interactions were present in the final model and these are 

displayed (predicted probabilities and 95% confidence intervals) in Figures 4.1 through 4.5: age 

and exposure to physical environment, gender and exposure to physical environment, 

supervision and exposure to job training, supervision and exposure to harassment, and 

Aboriginal identity and exposure to discrimination.  

Figure 4.1 shows that age modified the effect of the perceived quality of the physical 

environment on job satisfaction; that is, while a positive physical environment appeared 

beneficial for all age groups, correctional officers in the oldest age group appeared to benefit the 

most.  

 

 

Figure 4.1: Mean predicted probabilities of correction officers’ job satisfaction, 

illustrating the interactive associations between age and physical environment  
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The perceived quality of the physical environment modified the relationship between 

gender and job satisfaction (Figure 4.2); while a positively perceived physical environment was 

important for the job satisfaction of both genders, a negative perception had a stronger adverse 

impact on the job satisfaction of men. 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Mean predicted probabilities of correction officers’ job satisfaction, 

illustrating the interactive associations between gender and physical environment 
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As shown in Figure 4.3, the positive influence of having good supervision on job 

satisfaction was enhanced when participants also perceived their job training in a favorable light; 

perceiving the job training received as positive also appeared protective for those correctional 

officers’ who viewed their supervisory experiences in a more negative/neutral light.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Mean predicted probabilities of correction officers’ job satisfaction, 

illustrating the interactive associations between job training and supervision 
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The positive impact of perceiving good supervision on job satisfaction was reduced when 

the respondent also experienced harassment in the workplace (Figure 4.4)  

 

 

Figure 4.4: Mean predicted probabilities of correction officers’ job satisfaction, 

illustrating the interactive associations between harassment and supervision 
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The final figure (4.5) shows the interaction between Aboriginal identity and exposure to 

discrimination. Among those not experiencing discrimination in the workplace, Aboriginal 

identity was not associated with job satisfaction; conversely, among those experiencing 

discrimination, correctional officers’ who identified as Aboriginal reported higher job 

satisfaction than those who did not identify as such.   

 

 

 

Figure 4.5: Mean predicted probabilities of correction officers’ job satisfaction, 

illustrating the interactive associations between Aboriginal identity and discrimination 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Data used in this study was from the PSES 2014 cross-sectional survey that assessed 

employees’ opinions about their workplace in Canada. The purpose of the current study was to 

investigate whether there is a relationship between job type (i.e. correctional officers versus CSC 

staff) and job satisfaction, and to examine the factors associated with job satisfaction among 

correctional officers. This chapter begins with a discussion of the main findings of the study and 

progresses according to research question, integrating results with previous research findings. 

This is followed by details of the study’s strengths and limitations, and concludes with 

implications of the study.   

 

5.1 Research Question 1   

Does the level of job satisfaction among correctional officers differ from other CSC 

employees?  

In this study, CSC staff in the Canadian federal public service were over three times more 

likely than correctional officers to be satisfied with their job, even after adjusting for age and 

gender. This result is similar to findings from studies in Canada (1996) and U.S. (2018) that 

found officers had an increased risk of lower job satisfaction overall compared to non-officers. 17, 

35 Speculation as to why officers appear to report lower job satisfaction than staff has been linked 

to the likelihood that situations (mandatory overtime, shortage of staff, and overall discontent 

with their circumstances) within the correctional facility are more acute for officers than staff. 17 

Other known factors found to contribute to correctional officers’ lower job satisfaction include a 

negative attitude towards corrections and rehabilitation of offenders, lower levels of involvement 
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in their job, and poor work habits in comparison to CSC staff. 35 Additional research is needed, 

particularly within a Canadian context, aimed at identifying the factors which explain differences 

in job satisfaction by job type among CSC employees.  

 

5.2 Research Question 2  

What factors are associated with job satisfaction among correctional officers? 

5.2.1 Personal factors 

Compared to officers employed for more than 20 years, those employed 11-20 years and 

those employed less than 3 years, reported lower and higher job satisfaction, respectively. In 

contrast to the findings of this study, previous research in Canada reported no association 

between job tenure and correctional officers.34 This finding is interesting to note, as the present 

study suggests an increase in age indicated an increase in job satisfaction (especially when the 

physical environment was perceived positively); however, those employed for less than 3 years 

reported higher job satisfaction.  

Previous research suggests that female correction officers may be more satisfied with 

their job compared to their male counterparts. 24, 34 However, in this study, a relationship 

between gender and job satisfaction was dependent on the perceived quality of the physical 

environment; that is, women had higher job satisfaction than men when there was dissatisfaction 

with the physical environment. However, when the physical environment was perceived 

positively, men and women reported similar levels of job satisfaction. This unusual finding 

suggests that men are more vulnerable to their physical surroundings; a plausible explanation 

may be that men are more likely than women to die from work-related injuries, thus, resulting in 

men being more aware of their physical environment than women. 70  
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The majority of previous research indicated that age had no relationship with job 

satisfaction, although one U.S. study found as age increased, so did job satisfaction. 2, 24, 37 

However, findings in this study suggest the relationship between age and job satisfaction was 

dependent on the perceived quality of the physical environment. The perceived quality of the 

physical environment appeared beneficial for job satisfaction in all age groups; however, officers 

in the oldest age category appeared to benefit the greatest from a positively perceived physical 

work environment. A reasonable explanation for this occurrence may be that older officers may 

have reduced physical abilities and thus, being exposed to a positive physical environment has 

the potential to be more beneficial and impactful for aging officers.  

The findings regarding visible minority status were inconsistent with previous research, 

which indicated visible minorities (non-whites people, and black people) in the U.S. reported 

lower job satisfaction. 41 Conversely, in this study, correction officers who identified as visible 

minority reported higher job satisfaction than those who did not identify as such. A reasonable 

explanation for this inverse association may be due to the Employment Equity Act, which 

acknowledges visible minorities and supports programs for equal opportunity in Canada. 68 

This is the first study that measured Aboriginal identity as a possible correlate of officers’ 

job satisfaction. In the present study, among officers not experiencing discrimination in the 

workplace, Aboriginal identity was not associated with job satisfaction. However, when 

experiencing discrimination Aboriginal officers reported higher job satisfaction than non-

Aboriginal officers. A plausible explanation may be that, an Aboriginal person may presume to 

be discriminated against, therefore, their job satisfaction remains higher. However, those not 

identifying as Aboriginal, yet experiencing discrimination, may feel the discrimination as 

unexpected; thus, their reaction to the discrimination is more significant.  
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Findings indicate that eastern officers reported higher job satisfaction than those 

employed in western Canada. A plausible explanation for higher job satisfaction in eastern 

provinces is the accommodation of bilingualism; employees are flexible to use their language of 

choice, and in turn, may feel more satisfied with their jobs. Furthermore, education was found to 

have no known association with job satisfaction. These findings are unusual considering 

previous studies found officers with more education (i.e. degree) reported lower job satisfaction 

than officers with less education. 17, 34 A possible explanation for these findings may be that 

CSC’s educational requirement is appropriately tailored for correctional officers’ duties.  

5.2.2 Job factors 

Officers who perceived a healthy work-life balance reported higher job satisfaction than 

officers who indicated a lower work-life balance. Similar research in the U.S. has shown work-

family conflict as being significantly associated with lower job satisfaction. 15  

Previous research indicates that officers who perceive their quality of supervision 

positively are more likely to be satisfied with their job. 24 However, in the present study, the 

relationship between supervision and job satisfaction was more complex; dependent upon the 

perceived quality of job training and harassment. The positive impact of good supervision on job 

satisfaction was enhanced when officers also perceived their job training positively. When 

officers’ experienced harassment in the workplace, the positive impact of good supervision on 

job satisfaction was reduced. A plausible explanation of this phenomenon may derive from the 

concept that suggests job training is most often delivered through supervisors; therefore, job 

training has the potential to effect supervision positively or negatively. 69 
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5.2.3 Organizational factors 

Study findings regarding career development are quite varied, with some studies 

indicating more career development and promotional opportunities associated with greater job 

satisfaction 2, 32, 50 and others indicating no relationship between career development and job 

satisfaction. 24, 39 In this study, officers who had opportunities for career development were 

associated with higher job satisfaction. Furthermore, the current study indicated that greater 

decision-making abilities were associated with higher job satisfaction. The results of this study 

are consistent with previous research that also found when officers are given opportunity for 

input, their job satisfaction improves. 2, 24   

Within corrections research, the physical environment has predominantly been measured 

as perceived dangerousness. 2 However, in this study, it was measured similarly to how studies 

of RNs’ physical environment are measured, based on available materials, equipment, and 

physical suitability. 40, 53 The current study found similar findings to that of RNs’ physical 

environment; in that, officers’ who perceived their physical environment positively were more 

likely to report greater job satisfaction, especially among older correctional officers.  

5.2.4 Harassment/discrimination factors 

In previous research using the PSES 2014, 8% and 18% of public service employees 

reported workplace discrimination and harassment, respectively.21   In this study, using the same 

data set, the prevalence of discrimination (19%) and harassment (36%) was approximately two 

times greater among correctional officers than the entire population of public service employees.  

The reasons underlying differences in the prevalence of harassment/discrimination between 

correctional officers and other government workers needs to be investigated further. In this 

study, harassment influenced the quality of supervision on job satisfaction, and those of 
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Aboriginal origin experiencing discrimination had a positive effect on job satisfaction. 

Furthermore, this is the first study to examine harassment and discrimination as possible 

predictors of officers’ job satisfaction.  

Supplementary analyses (See Appendix C) showed that officers overwhelmingly 

experienced harassment on the job from individuals with authority over them (62.2%). The most 

likely nature of harassment experienced was an offensive remark (72.4%). To address the 

harassment, the majority of officers discussed the matter with their supervisor or a senior 

manager (35.3%); however, 28.2% of officers took no action at all. Furthermore, the distribution 

of officers’ whom experienced discrimination on the job was predominantly from individuals 

with authority over them (74.4%). The most prominent type of discrimination experienced was 

sex (33.7%) and the majority (48.8%) of officers proceeded with no action to resolve the 

discrimination experienced. 
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5.3 Strengths and Limitations  

The large sample size of this study provided adequate statistical power to investigate 

association. Additionally, the study consisted of multiple variables in the equation to analyze, 

therefore, allowing for examination of multiple potential associations. The study base consisted 

of the entire population of public service employees in Canada, thus providing high 

generalizability. Furthermore, the survey had a response rate of 71.4%, reducing the likelihood 

of selection bias. In addition, principal component analysis was used to develop multi-item 

variables that reduced a large set of variables into a small set, while retaining the majority of 

information. Furthermore, the testing of interactions resulted in more nuanced, fine-grained 

results than are typically reported in this literature which in turn allowed for the identification of 

subgroups of correctional officers who might be particularly vulnerable to low job satisfaction.  

This is also the first study to examine harassment, discrimination, Aboriginal identity, and 

disability status as predictors of officers’ job satisfaction. Moreover, this is the first study in 

Canada, that examined job training as a possible predictor of officers’ job satisfaction.  

Limitations were also present. Analyses were based on cross-sectional data, making it 

difficult to establish definitive causal inferences between exposure variables and the study 

outcome. The large sample size increases power; however, it also increases the number of 

statistically significant findings (including interactions) that may not be of practical importance. 

Furthermore, a substantial proportion of the population was non-responsive to the survey 

(28.6%), and there were no details provided in the study documentation for non-responsive 

participants. Non-responsivity is important as it can contribute to biased estimates of association. 

Measurement limitations were also present. Participants’ responses were prone to measurement 

error, being a self-reported survey. Additionally, the origin of the survey questions was unclear, 
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as there was no theoretically informed previously validated questions. Moreover, the measure of 

job satisfaction was based on a single question. Given the importance of job satisfaction, it is 

important to employ a measure that assesses multiple dimensions of job satisfaction. Relatedly, 

the measures of job training, work-life balance, decision making, harassment and discrimination 

were measured using single items. It is important for future studies to measure these factors 

using multiple items. Finally, correctional officers were identified as such in this study if they 

reported being a shift worker; this may have resulted in some degree of misclassification given 

that CSC managers also work shiftwork.    
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5.4 Implications 

The findings suggest that personal, job, organizational, harassment and discrimination 

factors all influence job satisfaction, unlike previous corrections research which conclude that 

job and organizational characteristics are more important than personal factors in predicting job 

satisfaction. 2, 17, 24, 37 Correctional officers’ greater job satisfaction occurred as a result of both 

non-modifiable (being a visible minority, working in an eastern province, and working less than 

3 years) and modifiable risk factors.  

However, it is important to recognize that substantial policy and procedural changes 

within the institutions are possible for modifiable risk factors. For instance, improving the 

quality of supervision, emphasizing work-life balance, incorporating career advancement, input 

into decisions, and providing practical job training are changes institutions can make to enhance 

job satisfaction. Additionally, institutions can make changes to the physical environment (i.e., 

equipment, materials and suitability), which played a major role in improving officers’ job 

satisfaction, particularly among men and older workers. Furthermore, findings suggest that 

despite policy and legislation, experiences of discrimination and harassment are highly prevalent 

among CSC correctional officers. Nevertheless, it is important to highlight that CSC has 

implemented a new (2018) program that allows for officers and staff to report any experiences 

with harassment. 67 However, further preventative and positive action legislation is 

recommended, which includes standards development, public awareness, enforcement and 

timeframes for compliance and implementation. 21, 61  
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5.5 Conclusion  

Findings from the 2014 survey of the Correctional Service of Canada suggest that job 

satisfaction is greater for staff compared to correctional officers and further investigation is 

needed to identify the factors that explain this difference. Among correctional officers, additional 

research is needed to examine associations between job satisfaction and novel factors such as 

harassment, discrimination and job training.  
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APPENDIX A: PSES 2014 Survey 
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APPENDIX B: Ethics Approval Form 

Mitigation of Risk to Respondents of Statistics Canada’s Surveys  

Research Data Centre’s Program, Statistics Canada   

Statutory Protection:  

The Statistics Act (1985) prescribes the mandate of the Agency, its role in the federal 

government, its powers and responsibilities and its operating structure. Central to the Act's 

provisions is an implicit social contract with respondents under which the Agency may burden 

respondents with requests for information, and in some cases demand response, in order to 

provide information that is clearly of broad public benefit, but with an absolute undertaking to 

protect the confidentiality of identifiable individual responses.  

Any disclosure of information that identifies an individual, business or organization is a 

punishable offense.  

The confidentiality provisions of the Statistics Act are not affected by either the Access to 

Information Act or any other Legislation.  

Consent:  

The Privacy Act (1983) applies not only to the activities of Statistics Canada but to all federal 

government organizations. The Privacy Act requires that personal information must only be 

collected if it “relates to an operating program or activity of the institution”. In the case of 

Statistics Canada, this would include surveys collected under the provisions of the Statistics Act. 

The Privacy Act requires that the individual be informed of the purpose for which the personal 

information is being collected. It includes the right for an individual to know of, and have access 

to their personal information. Informed consent is not a component of the Privacy Act. However, 

informed consent is utilized by Statistics Canada as part of certain activities.  



 

 
 

96 

Measures to protect the identity of respondents:  

• Background survey material explaining the data to be collected and the reasons for the 

data collection is provided to survey participants.   

• Any microdata accessed by a researcher will have all personal identifiers, such as name, 

address, SIN and personal health number removed from the record.   

• Researchers may only access those data that are required for their particular project.  

Procedures to access data:  

• As required by the Policy on Government Security, researchers must obtain Reliability 

Status from the STC Departmental Security before having access to the data in the RDC. 

Security checks are conducted by the RCMP for each researcher accessing data in the 

RDC.   

• As required by the Statistics Act, each researcher accessing data in the RDCs has deemed 

employee status and swears a legally binding oath to protect the confidentiality of 

Statistics Canada data utilized in the RDC. This oath is binding for life.   

• Each researcher is required to attend an orientation session during which a RDC Analyst 

explains the researchers’ legal responsibilities to protect the confidentiality and all the 

security measures in place within the RDC.   

• There is a Statistics Canada employee on site to ensure the above measures are clearly 

understood and adhered to by all researchers participating in the RDC program.  

 Physical protection of data:   

• Each RDC is a secure physical environment where the only people permitted entry are 

researchers working on active approved projects and Statistics Canada staff.  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• Doors to the facility are opened with secure swipe cards assigned to each researcher.   

• Researchers are prohibited from having any electronic devices, such as laptop, PDAs or 

cell phones in the vicinity of their workstation   

• The computing environment inside an RDC cannot be linked externally, in particular to 

the internet.   

• The file structures and permissions are created to ensure that researchers have access only 

to the data for which they have received permission to use.  

 Control of released results:  

• The RDC Analyst is the only person who can release analytical output from a RDC.  

• All analytical output, including programs and compiled results, are vetted for 

confidentiality using rules developed by Statistics Canada methodologists.  

Where confidentiality is at risk, the researcher and Analyst work together to eliminate the risk of 

disclosure and release the necessary information to answer the research question but at the same 

time, protect the confidentiality of respondent data.  
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APPENDIX C: Harassment/discrimination Tables 

Distribution of correctional officers’ whom experienced harassment on the job 

 Yes (%) No (%) 

 

From whom did you experience harassment on the job?  

 

   Individuals with authority over me 

 

 

         

 

1564(62.2) 

 

 

 

982(36.9)     

   Co-workers  

 

1644(61.9)  992(37.3)  

   Individuals for whom I have custodial responsibility (inmates) 

 

1098(41.3) 1538(57.9) 

   Members of the public 

 

308(11.6) 2328(87.6) 

   Individuals from other departments or agencies  

 

223(8.4) 2413(90.8) 

   Individuals working for me 

 

155(5.9)  2480(93.3) 

Indicate the nature of the harassment you experienced.  

 

  

   Offensive remark   

 

1924(72.4) 721(27.1) 

   Unfair treatment   

 

1399(52.7) 1246(46.9) 

   Personal attack 

 

1371(51.6) 1274(47.9) 

   Being excluded or being ignored 

 

1272(47.9) 1373(51.7) 

   Humiliation 

 

1223(46.0) 1422(53.5) 

   Yelling or shouting 

 

1102(41.5) 1543(58) 

   Excessive control  

 

957(36.0) 1688(63.5) 

   Threat  

 

765(28.8) 1880(70.7) 

   Interference with work or withholding resources 

 

699(26.3) 1946(73.2) 

   Sexual comment or gesture 583(21.9) 2062(77.6) 

   Physical violence  

 

310(11.7) 2335(87.9) 
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 Yes (%) No (%) 

What action(s) did you take to address the harassment you 

experienced? 

 

   

   I discussed the matter with my supervisor or a senior manager 

 

938(35.3) 1707(64.2) 

   I discussed the matter with the person  

   from whom I experienced the harassment 

 

876(33.0) 

 

1769(66.6) 

 

   I contacted my union representative  

 

787(29.6) 1858(69.9) 

   I took no action 

 

749(28.2) 1896(71.4) 

   I resolved the matter informally on my own 

 

648(24.4) 

 

1997(75.1) 

 

   I used an informal conflict resolution process 

 

   I filed a grievance or formal complaint  

 

   I contacted a human resources advisor in my department or     

   agency  

435(16.4)  

 

251(9.4) 

 

187(7.0) 

2210(83.2) 

 

2394(90.1) 

 

2458(92.5) 
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Distribution of correctional officers’ whom experienced discrimination on the job 

 Yes (%) No (%) 

 

From whom did you experience discrimination on the job? 

  

   Individuals with authority over me 

 

 

         

 

1049(74.4) 

 

 

 

350(24.8) 

   Co-workers  

 

644(45.7) 755(53.5) 

   Individuals for whom I have custodial responsibility    

   (inmates) 

 

377(26.7) 1022(72.5) 

   Individuals from other departments or agencies 

 

154(10.9) 

 

1245(88.3) 

 

   Members of the public  

 

152(10.8)   1247(88.4)   

   Individuals working for me 

 

52(3.7)  1347(95.5) 

Indicate the type of the discrimination you experienced. 

   

  

   Sex 

 

   Race  

 

476(33.7) 

 

444(31.5) 

927(65.7) 

 

959(68.0) 

   Other  

 

427(30.3) 976(69.2) 

   Colour  

 

286(20.4) 1115(79.1) 

   National or ethnic origin   

 

276(19.6) 1127(79.9) 

   Age  

 

256(18.1) 1147(81.3) 

   Disability   

 

207(14.7) 1196(84.8) 

   Religion    

 

137(9.7) 1266(89.7) 

   Family status  

 

135 (9.6) 1268(89.9) 

   Marital status   

 

121(8.6) 1282(90.9) 

   Sexual orientation    

 

73(5.1) 1330(94.3) 

   Pardoned conviction or suspended record 

  

   

21(1.5) 

 

 

1382(98.0) 
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 Yes (%) No (%) 

 

What action(s) did you take to address  

the discrimination you experienced? 

 

  

   I took no action 

 

   I discussed the matter with my supervisor or a senior       

   manager 

 

   I contacted my union representative 

 

689(48.8) 

 

298(21.2) 

 

 

272(19.3) 

714(50.6) 

 

1105(78.3) 

 

 

1131(80.2)  

   I discussed the matter with the person  

   from whom I experienced the harassment 

 

243(17.2) 

 

1160(82.2) 

 

   I resolved the matter informally on my own 

 

   I used an informal conflict resolution process 

188(13.4) 

 

100(7.1) 

1215(86.1) 

 

1303(92.4) 

 

   I filed a grievance or formal complaint 

 

 

99(7.0) 

  

 

1304(92.4) 

 

   I contacted a human resources advisor in my department or  

   agency  

 

  

73(5.2) 

 

1330(94.3) 
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