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Summary 

The last decade has witnessed a resurgence of organizational socialization research.  

However, a critical question has been neglected: Is there a common underlying pattern to 

organizational socialization?  We investigated newcomer learning, job satisfaction and 

intent to quit as common indicators of socialization, in research with 222 newcomers at two 

organizations during the crucial post-entry period.  The results support a learning-

dependent model of newcomer adjustment, with learning in specific domains related to 

improved attitudinal outcomes.  Some aspects of organizational socialization were not 

uniform across the two organizations, suggesting a need for further development of 

socialization models and greater accounting for this in organizational socialization research. 
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Introduction  

Organizational socialization refers to the period of newcomer adjustment and 

learning to meet organizational standards and norms that follows selection and 

assessment.  In contrast to considerable research into pre-entry selection methods and 

predictor efficacy, there has been almost no research into similarities and differences in 

patterns of socialization change across different newcomer populations (Bauer, Morrison 

& Callister, 1998; Chan & Schmitt, 2000; Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).  

Although there have been longitudinal studies of organizational socialization in recent 

years (e.g. Chan & Schmitt, 2000; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994; 

Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Thomas & Anderson, 1998; Wanberg & Kammeyer-

Mueller, 2000), variables are typically only measured once, limiting our understanding of 

how newcomers adjust over time.  This study combines content and process approaches 

to provide an initial view of what happens during organizational socialization in terms of 

changes within and between key variables during the critical post-entry period; whether 

this process is common across organizations and newcomers; and provides initial 

information on actual rates of adjustment. 

A Content and Process Approach 

In their review of organizational socialization, Saks and Ashforth (1997a) note 

that there is no theory of organizational socialization as such, with a variety of 

approaches taken.  Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, and Gardner (1994) usefully 

divide research approaches into content or process, yet there is little research that 

combines these to understand how content changes during the organizational 

socialization process.  A partial exception to this is Saks and Ashforth’s multi-level 
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process model of organizational socialization, which details all of the inputs (e.g., 

organizational socialization tactics, social support) and outcomes (e.g., social integration, 

job satisfaction) of organizational socialization.  Between these come information, 

uncertainty reduction and, in turn, learning.  No further detail on these is given, depicting 

the lack of process knowledge for this central aspect of organizational socialization.  

Viewing learning as the central component of organizational socialization fits 

with both Uncertainty Reduction and Sense-Making Theories (Falcione & Wilson, 1988; 

Morrison, 1993b; Louis, 1980).  Specifically, as newcomers learn about their role, 

colleagues, and organization, they reduce their uncertainty, show improvements in 

performance and job satisfaction, and are more likely to stay.  Similarly, sense-making 

approaches propose that as newcomers come to accurately interpret organizational events, 

they develop an accurate cognitive map of the organizational context (Anderson & 

Thomas, 1996; Louis, 1980; Weick, 1995). 

In line with these theories, there is sound empirical evidence that newcomer 

learning is associated with better outcomes (Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; Bauer et 

al., 1998), and therefore it makes sense to put learning at the heart of any organizational 

socialization model.  However, there are problems in relying on learning alone as an 

indicator, given our knowledge of organizational socialization to date.  First, it is unclear 

what level of learning indicates organizational socialization success.  For example, Chao, 

O’Leary-Kelly et al. (1994) state that defining the content and dimensionality of the 

socialization domain will provide criteria to judge its success.  This suggests that perhaps 

there is a specific learning threshold that has to be reached, akin to performance 
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standards, or else a lack of change may indicate completed adjustment (Feldman, 1976).  

Data are needed to clarify this. 

A second issue is that focusing solely on learning rejects findings showing that 

different outcomes are achieved over time (Feldman, 1976; Van Maanen, 1975).  Thus it 

ignores issues of individual attitudes, assimilation and performance which are, arguably, 

key outcomes of successful organizational socialization.   

Third, focusing only on gains within knowledge domains ignores potentially 

important relationships between them.  In particular, social learning appears to be the 

primary domain.  Research consistently shows the important role of peers and supervisors 

in newcomer learning (Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983; Nelson & Quick, 1991; Morrison, 

2002b), both knowingly or unconsciously providing or withholding essential information 

(Feldman, 1976; Major & Kozlowski 1997; Morrison, 1993).  In line with this, 

organizational socialization tactics have consistently shown social aspects (i.e., serial and 

investiture) to have greatest effects on newcomers.  Moreover, in the one study where 

learning domains were investigated relative to each other at five and nine months post-

entry, social learning was found to be the most rapidly acquired domain (Ostroff & 

Kozlowski, 1992).  Learning about the organization only becomes important later on 

(Morrison, 1995), possibly because this information is not critical to newcomers’ more 

immediate social and performance goals, even though it appears important for longer 

term success (Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994).  Therefore, we hypothesize that, in the 

immediate post-entry period:  
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Hypothesis 1:  Newcomers will report a) learning in all domains, b) greater social 

knowledge relative to other learning domains, c) less organizational knowledge relative 

to other learning domains.  

As outlined above, and in keeping with Saks and Ashforth’s (1997a) process 

model of organizational socialization, we propose that learning alone is not a sufficient 

indicator of organizational socialization success.  Rather, success is indicated when 

learning is associated with improvements in other relevant outcomes.  Attitudinal 

outcomes are commonly used, and we focus here on job satisfaction and intent to quit 

(Adkins, 1995; Bauer & Green, 1998; Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).  

As with learning, there has been little research on actual attitude change among 

newcomers.  On the whole, researchers propose that increased learning is associated with 

improved outcomes, including role clarity, social relations, job satisfaction, performance, 

and lower intent to quit (Anderson & Thomas, 1996; Morrison, 2002; Saks & Ashforth, 

1997a).  Yet empirical evidence on this is mixed.  In particular, there is little evidence 

that attitudes change during organizational socialization, bringing into question whether 

learning, or indeed any other socialization variables, have any positive influence in spite 

of evidence for positive associations. 

Research on job satisfaction reveals that, in the main, newcomers report relatively 

high levels of job satisfaction across single-point measurements and stable job 

satisfaction across intervals ranging from four months to two years, although differences 

are rarely investigated (Adkins, 1995; Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Chatman, 1991; Jones, 

1986; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Saks, 1995).  An 

exception to this is Van Maanen’s (1975) research with police newcomers, which reveals 
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a more complex picture underlying this apparent stability: Although job satisfaction 

looked stable over the first nine months post-entry, in fact newcomers’ job needs 

increased over this period, yet these were met by increases in what the organization 

supplied.   

For intent to quit, newcomers report low levels early post-entry, and with some 

evidence for increases over intervals of four months through to two years (Ashforth & 

Saks, 1996; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Wanberg & 

Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000), but few tests of significance.  Further evidence comes from 

the unmet and unrealistic expectations literature, and from psychological contract 

research, showing that newcomers’ expectations and promises are generally not met, and 

that this is related to higher intent to quit and turnover (Dunnette, Arvey, & Banas, 1973; 

Louis, 1980; Premack & Wanous, 1985; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Thomas & 

Anderson, 1998; Wanous, 1976, 1977).  This perspective suggests that poorer attitudes 

are likely over time. 

Since the early post-entry period is crucial in determining longer-term outcomes 

(Ashforth & Saks, 1996), it is important to establish whether newcomers do significantly 

change their attitudes.  Overall, in spite of the optimism of organizational socialization 

models, most of the empirical evidence suggests poorer outcomes over time, and hence 

we hypothesize as follows: 

Hypothesis 2:  Newcomers will report a) decreases in job satisfaction 

and (b) increases in intent to quit in the immediate post-entry period. 

While these hypotheses pose important questions as to the potential patterns of 

newcomer adjustment within domains of variables, they do not investigate relationships 
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between these.  As touched on above, models of organizational socialization propose a 

general link from greater learning to more positive attitudes (Anderson & Thomas, 1996; 

Morrison, 2002; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a), but questions remain about which learning 

domains are important in this relationship, and how these relationships change over time.   

Theoretical approaches to job satisfaction and intent to quit are informative.  

There are three main perspectives on job satisfaction, which propose either that it is 

influenced primarily by individual characteristics (Judge, 1993; Staw & Ross, 1985), job 

characteristics and information processing (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Wall & Martin, 

1987), or social learning (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977; Pollock, Whitbred, & Contractor, 

2000).  There is evidence that individual differences are important to newcomer 

adjustment (Saks, 1994, 1995; Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000) but, given our 

focus on investigating generalizability, we control for these leaving role and job learning, 

and social learning as possible influences on job satisfaction. 

Empirical research from an organizational socialization perspective has confirmed 

that learning precedes and positively predicts attitudes (Chao, Kozlowski, et al, 1994; 

Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; Ostroff & Kozlowski; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a).  

Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992) found that graduate newcomers’ learning predicted small 

changes in both job satisfaction and intent to quit between approximately five and nine 

months post-entry.  No specific learning domains were identified, although task 

knowledge predicted three other adjustment outcomes.  Chao, Kozlowski et al. (1994) 

also investigated graduating student newcomers, and found that learning at entry 

predicted job satisfaction and intent to quit at six months; significant correlations were 

evident between social and organizational learning domains and these attitudes, although 
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they did not specifically investigate role knowledge.  Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al. (1994) 

investigated a sample of engineers and managers who remained in the same job over a 

four year period.  Knowledge was measured at one time point and job satisfaction, among 

other career outcomes, was measured 4 years later.  Organizational knowledge predicted 

job satisfaction in this non-newcomer population.  Hom and Kinicki’s (2001) review of 

turnover research showed that higher role knowledge and lower inter-role conflict are 

associated with lower intent to quit.  Research has also shown newcomers with wider 

social contacts (Chao, 1997; Chatman, 1991; Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983), and lower 

role ambiguity and conflict (Adkins, 1995) report higher job satisfaction.   

There is no research that provides an overview of the relationship between 

specific learning domains and positive attitudes in the critical first few months when most 

change occurs.  We hypothesize as follows:  

Hypothesis 3: (a) At entry, learning and job satisfaction will be 

unrelated; (b) in the immediate post-entry period, social and role learning 

will be positively associated with job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 4: (a) At entry, learning and intent to quit will be 

unrelated; (b) in the immediate post-entry period, role learning will be 

negatively associated with intent to quit. 

Note that for Hypotheses 3 and 4, the proposed lack of relationships at entry (3a 

and 4a) provides a quasi-control for common method bias.   

Identifying time intervals to measure organizational socialization 

The dearth of research on the rate of organizational socialization changes may be, 

in part, due to the lack of agreement over appropriate measurement intervals (Bauer et al., 
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1998; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a) or, related to this, norms for rates of change (Reichers, 

1987).  However, the abundance of longitudinal studies provides consistent evidence of 

the importance of the first months following entry and their long-term effects.  Research 

has shown that newcomers adjust rapidly over even short four-week intervals in the early 

post-entry period (Chan & Schmitt, 2000; Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Major, Kozlowski, 

Chao, & Gardner, 1995; Thomas & Anderson, 1998); that early post-entry measures (e.g., 

attitudes) have stronger or unique effects relative to measures taken later on (Ashforth & 

Saks, 1996; Bauer & Green, 1994; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993); and that early 

measures of socialization are relatively stable and are important in determining later 

outcomes (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b).  Therefore, we 

investigate patterns of newcomer adjustment over the first months post-entry. 

Comparing Organizational Socialization Across Organizations 

Previous research has assumed that there are similarities in the organizational 

socialization process across different types of newcomers, roles and organizations, and 

this requires explicit testing (Bauer et al., 1998).  Research has been of a single 

organization or professional body, or of graduating students entering various workplaces 

(for reviews see Bauer et al., 1988; Fisher, 1986; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a).  

Organizational differences have not been specifically investigated, suggesting an 

assumption that the organization’s input into the process, measured by organizational 

socialization tactics, is more important than differences between organizations.  To 

investigate this further, we selected two settings which typify those used in the early (i.e., 

prior to Fisher’s 1986 review) and more recent periods of organizational socialization 

research respectively.  Early organizational socialization research focused on single 
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organizations or occupations with a large number of new entrants (e.g., the armed forces, 

police, nursing) (Fisher, 1985; Van Maanen, 1973, 1975), and the similar sample that we 

investigate in the current research is the British Army.  In contrast, recent research has 

focused on graduating students going into management and professional roles (e.g., 

accountancy, engineering) (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; 

Morrison, 1995), and the second similar sample we investigate is a professional services 

firm, XYZ.  Both of these organizations have strong cultures and use institutionalized 

tactics (Jones, 1986; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  That is to say, newcomers went 

through socialization as a group, mostly segregated from insiders (collective & formal 

tactics); there was a specific process with various stages to be passed according to a 

timetable (sequential and fixed tactics); and insiders were available as role models and 

were positive towards newcomers.  We also controlled for individual differences of age, 

work experience, gender, and self-efficacy at entry (Adkins, 1995; Saks, 1994, 1995; 

Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).  

Method 

Host Organizations 

Two organizations provided data for this study, the British Army and a 

professional services firm, XYZ. 

The British Army. The sample of British Army recruits comprised those entering 

as Privates and undergoing initial training (Phase 1) at the two largest of the five Army 

Training Regiments (ATRs) in the U.K..  The pattern of formal training at specific sites 

reflects a strong, organizationally-directed process aimed at expediting socialization 

(Marsh & Smith, 1991; Jones, 1983; Thomas 1999; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  The 
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study design was longitudinal, with measurement spanning the first eight weeks of the 

ten-week training course.  Data were collected using questionnaires at three equal tenure 

measurements: week 1, end of month 1 and end of month 2.  Questionnaire 

administration was integrated into the training timetable and was conducted by training 

staff according to explicit instructions.  Visits were made to several administration 

sessions to ensure that correct procedures were being followed. 

Following listwise deletion, complete responses were obtained for 166 recruits 

across the three measurements, with response rates decreasing across the three 

measurements from 725 respondents at time 1, 579 respondents at time 2, and 317 

respondents at time 3.  Compared to the initial sample of respondents, the response rate is 

42%, with this reduced to 22% for the 166 matched respondents.  Since recruits cannot 

quit training during the first eight weeks, non-response was not due to sample attrition.  

Further, only ten questionnaires were returned incomplete, suggesting that the majority of 

recruits were willing to respond to questionnaires when these were presented to them.  

The two main reasons for declining rates of response were: First, the research was 

terminated prematurely at one ATR due to an administrative error; second, towards the 

end of training, training staff were under increasing pressure to ensure that their recruits 

had reached acceptable standards, and therefore some staff replaced questionnaire 

administration sessions with extra training.  A comparison of the demographic data for 

recruits who responded at time 1 only with those who responded at all three times shows 

that the profile of responding recruits changed little over time.  For both samples, 

approximately three quarters were male which is closely representative of the recruit 

population (563 males (78%) and 162 females (22%) for time 1; 126 male (76%) and 40 



 Organizational Socialization: A Field Study 13 

female (24%) for times 1 - 3).  The average age was 19 (time 1: M = 19.19, SD = 2.48; 

times 1 – 3: M = 19.39, SD = 2.41), with most having left full-time education at 17 (time 

1: M = 16.62, SD = 1.28; times 1 - 3: M = 16.73, SD = 1.32).  The majority of recruits 

were single (78% for time 1 versus 72 % for times 1 - 3), with relatively few married or 

divorced.  38% of the sample had previous work experience, and one third had previously 

been a member of the Territorial Army (reserve Armed Forces), Army Cadet Force 

(junior corps) or a similar organization (35% for time 1 versus 36% for times 1 – 3).  

Also, about one third of recruits had close family members (father, mother, brother, or 

sister) in the Armed Forces (36% for time 1 versus 38% for times 1 – 3).  There were no 

significant demographic differences between the recruits at the two training sites. 

XYZ Organization.  XYZ is a highly successful multinational professional 

services firm originating in the U.S.A. that is concerned with improving client 

organizations’ business processes.  We investigated the socialization of new employees 

entering the London offices of XYZ.  In the initial post-entry period, newcomers 

collectively attend training covering XYZ’s history and business (e.g., business 

strategies, structure, culture), as well as specific skills training (e.g., computer software 

training).  During the first few months, newcomers are assigned to a specific project 

team, comprising individuals from all levels of seniority.  The exact timing of this varies 

according to the newcomers’ skills and business needs. 

The research was conducted longitudinally across the first four months following 

entry into XYZ, with questionnaire measures taken at week one, and the end of months 

two and four.  We chose these periods as “temporally equivalent” to the British Army 

measurement intervals, on the basis that British Army socialization would be 
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approximately twice as quick.  Specifically, newcomers at both organizations spend five 

days per week at work, but Army newcomers spend all their waking hours in their new 

workplace (approximately sixteen hours per day) whereas XYZ newcomers spend only 

the normal working hours in their new organization (approximately eight hours per day).  

In both cases, the exact amount of exposure varies according to training timetables, social 

events, travel to work sites with colleagues, and so on.  At XYZ, the first author liaised 

with Human Resources staff who sent out questionnaires and reminders at the appropriate 

times. 

Of the 198 newcomers to XYZ during this period, 21 did not respond at any 

measurement.  Of the remainder, 139 responded at time 1 (79%), 132 responded at time 2 

(75%), and 104 responded at time 3 (59%).  However, complete data were only available 

for 56 newcomers (32%).  The only demographic data available for the complete sample 

of 198 newcomers was for gender.  More men than women joined XYZ during this 

period (132 men (66%) and 66 women (33%)), with similar numbers of men and women 

responding at time 1 (87 men (64%), 48 women (36%)) and slightly more men than 

women responding at all three measurements (30 men (54%), 26 women (46%)).  For the 

remaining demographic variables of age, work experience, and hierarchical level, these 

are only available for those responding to questionnaires.  The average age was 

approximately 27 years, which was similar across samples (time 1: M = 27.51, SD = 

5.72; times 1 – 3: M = 26.27, SD = 5.73).  For those who responded to a question on their 

previous work experience (ns of 76 and 28 for time 1 and times 1 – 3 respectively), the 

average number of years of experience was similar (time 1: M = 8.13, SD = 5.82; times 1 

– 3: M = 6.93, SD = 5.80).  With regard to the level in the organizational hierarchy at 
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which newcomers entered, the majority of time 1 respondents entered at the first and 

second of five levels (74%) with those responding at times 1 – 3 also predominantly 

entering at these first two levels (83%).  Hence, overall, respondents to all three surveys 

were similar to both the total newcomer population and to the time 1 respondents.  

Further, all newcomers to XYZ are university-educated, having a minimum of a 

Bachelors degree. 

Measurement Intervals 

Following best practice in longitudinal research, our first measurement was early 

post-entry as a control; subsequent measurements were in monthly units to help 

comparison with previous research (Bauer et al., 1998) and to simplify survey 

administration and hence reduce timing issues and associated error variance.  In common 

with previous research, we used three measurements of equal intervals to “control” for 

tenure effects (Bauer & Green, 1996).   

Measures 

Work Experience.  A single question, “Have you had a full-time, paid job 

before?”, was answered with a yes/ no response. 

Self-efficacy.  Jones’ (1986) measure of self-efficacy was used with minor 

adaptations to reflect its use after organizational entry and with a non-professional 

sample.   The items were measured on a seven-point scale, from “strongly disagree” to 

“strongly agree”.  The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .76. 

Socialization Information.  Four socialization information acquisition scales have 

been developed to date (Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; 

Taormina, 2004; Thomas, 1999; Thomas & Anderson, 1998).  The two older scales have 
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been criticized both by their authors and reviewers.  The reasons for these criticisms 

include overlap between domains, domains measuring multiple concepts, and insufficient 

measurement of role issues (Bauer et al., 1998; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; Ostroff 

& Kozlowski, 1992; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a).  Furthermore, both of these measures were 

designed for use with graduate samples and initial interviews with Army staff indicated 

potential difficulties with some of the vocabulary used.  Hence we used a socialization 

information measure developed by Thomas and Anderson (1998, 1999) comprising 

twenty-one items which load onto four dimensions of: Role (5 items), social (8 items), 

interpersonal resources (3 items), and organization (5 items).  Role information refers to 

newcomers’ knowledge and mastery of skills, and understanding of performance 

requirements (e.g., “I understand what my personal responsibilities are”).  Social items 

measure newcomers’ integration and camaraderie with their colleagues (e.g., “I can easily 

be identified as ‘one of the team’”).  Interpersonal resources items measure newcomers’ 

establishment of a network of contacts for help with various problems that they might 

experience (e.g., “I have someone I feel comfortable going to if I need help preparing for 

an assignment or project”).  Last, organization items ask about knowledge or familiarity 

with the wider structural and cultural aspects of the organization (e.g., “I am familiar with 

the unwritten rules of how things are done at this organization”).  Responses were given 

on a seven-point Likert scale, from 1 “not at all” to 7 “totally”.  Information acquisition 

was measured at all three times at both organizations, with Cronbach alphas ranging from 

.72 to .95 across Army and XYZ newcomers. 

Job Satisfaction.  Research over the last 15 years has shown that global ratings of 

job satisfaction are more inclusive than facet measures, and are reliable when they 



 Organizational Socialization: A Field Study 17 

measure a construct which respondents will understand (Scarpello & Campbell, 1983; 

Schneider, 1985; Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy; 1997).  For example, Wanous et al. 

estimate that the minimum reliability for a one-item measure of an unambiguous 

construct such as job satisfaction is .70 (see also Sackett & Larson, 1990).  Hence a single 

item asked “How satisfied are you with your job/role in general?”, scored on a 1 to 5 

scale from “very dissatisfied” to “very satisfied”.  This was measured at all three times. 

Intent to Quit.  Turnover intentions were measured with a three-item scale 

developed by Colarelli (1984).  All three items are worded positively, although one item 

refers to an intent to stay and two items refer to an intent to quit in the next 12 months.  

As with previous research, a 1 to 5 scale was used from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 

agree”.  Of the three items, the intent to stay item had low inter-correlations with the two 

intent to quit items, and hence only the two intent to quit items were retained.  This 

measure was included in all three questionnaires at both organizations, with Cronbach 

alphas ranging from .74 to .92. 

Results 

Tables 1 and 2 show descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables at the 

Army and XYZ respectively.  Army newcomers report high and increasing information 

acquisition and job satisfaction over time, and low yet increasing intent to quit.  The four 

information acquisition domains were positively inter-correlated as would be expected 

for different dimensions of the same constructi; job satisfaction was negatively correlated 

with intentions of leaving.  Correlations between information acquisition and attitudes 

became slightly stronger over time, these being positive with job satisfaction and negative 
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with intent to quit, indicating that higher levels of information acquisition were associated 

with more positive attitudes.   

Insert Table 1 about here 

XYZ newcomers report high and increasing information acquisition across the 

first few months, relatively high but decreasing levels of job satisfaction, and low but 

increasing intentions of leaving (see Table 2).  All variables show significant positive 

correlations between time points with the exception of job satisfaction which does not 

correlate significantly between T1 and T3.  Again, all information acquisition variables 

were strongly positively inter-correlated as expected.  As with Army newcomers, XYZ 

newcomers tended to show stronger relationships between information and attitudinal 

variables across time, with learning associated with more positive attitudes. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

To investigate Hypotheses 1a to 1c, a 4 x 3 x 2 within- and between-respondents 

MANOVA was performed on learning by time by organization.  Using Wilk’s lambda for 

within-respondents variables, the results were significant for the main effects of learning, 

F (3, 218) = 33.65, p < .01, time, F (2, 219) = 39.39, p < .01, and organization, F (1, 220) 

= 85.16, p < .01.  There were also significant two-way interaction effects for learning by 

time F (5, 215) = 5.15, p < .01 and three-way interaction effects for learning by time by 

organization F (6, 215) = 3.03, p < .01.  Since there were significant differences between 

organizations, we analyzed the newcomer results separately using t-tests within each 

learning domain from time 1 to time 2, and time 2 to time 3.  Given that this research is 
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novel in investigating patterns of change so proximally, we felt this was most useful for 

future research to report significant levels up to p ⊆ .10 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  

Newcomers reported role, social and organizational learning across all time intervals, but 

did not show significant interpersonal resources learning (see Table 3).  Since previous 

research has not looked at intervals shorter than four months (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 

1992), we conducted further analysis of interpersonal resources to see whether a change 

was evident over this longer period.  This was significant for Army but not XYZ 

newcomers.   

Insert Table 3 about here 

Looking at the patterns of learning in more detail, given the significant effect for 

organization in the initial MANOVA, again we investigated each organization separately.  

Eighteen t-tests (six comparisons within learning domains by three measurements) were 

conducted for each organization, with a conservative ά of .005 used to test for 

significance (see Table 3)ii.  The results show different patterns of learning across the two 

groups of newcomers at the Army and XYZ, but relative stability within each of these.  

Army newcomers reported greatest levels of role learning at all times, and then of social 

learning, with interpersonal resources learning greater than organizational learning at T1 

and T2.  In contrast, XYZ newcomers reported no differences at T1, and with only social 

learning greater than the other learning domains at T2 and T3.  Overall, these results 

provide strong support for Hypothesis 1a, and weak support for Hypotheses 1b (XYZ 

only) and 1c (Army only),  
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In Hypotheses 2a and 2b, we proposed that newcomers would report decreases in 

job satisfaction and increases in intent to quit during the post-entry period.  Looking at 

the means across T1 to T3 for job satisfaction, Army newcomers report increases whereas 

XYZ newcomers report decreases.  We conducted a 3 x 2 within- and between-

respondents MANOVA to confirm whether we should investigate the two groups of 

newcomers separately.  Using Wilk’s lambda for within-respondents effects, the results 

showed significant effects for organization, F (1, 220) = 6.93, p < .01, and an 

organization by time interaction, F (2, 219) = 8.49, p < .01, but no effect for time, F (2, 

219) = 0.49, p > .05.  To provide a more detailed view of the changes, in line with 

analyses for Hypotheses 1a to 1c, we followed up with paired t-tests for each 

organization.  These showed that both Army and XYZ newcomers reported changes in 

job satisfaction from T1 to T2 only (Army T1 – T2 t (165) = -2.14, p < .05; T2 – T3 t 

(165) = -1.03, p > .05; XYZ T1 – T2 t (56) = 2.09, p < .05; T2 – T3 t (165) = 1.43, p 

>.05; XYZ).  . 

Similarly, for Hypothesis 2b, we conducted a 3 x 2 within- and between-

respondents MANOVA to confirm whether we should investigate the two groups of 

newcomers separately.  Using Wilk’s lambda for within-respondents effects, the results 

showed significant effects only for time, F (2, 219) = 6.32, p < .01, but not for 

organization, F (1, 220) = 3.47, p > .05, nor for the organization by time interaction, F (2, 

219) = 2.19, p > .05.  To provide consistency in our analyses and give a detailed view of 

the changes occurring, we followed up with paired t-tests for each organization.  These 

showed that Army newcomers reported a significant increase in intent to quit across T1 to 

T2 only (Army T1 – T2 t (165) = -2.21, p < .05; T2 – T3 t (165) = 0.55, p > .05) whereas 
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XYZ newcomers reported increased intent to quit across both T1 to T2, and T2 to T3 (T1 

– T2 t (56) = -2.76, p < .01; T2 – T3 t (165) = -2.64, p <.05).  Overall, there is weak 

support for Hypothesis 2a (XYZ only) and partial support for Hypothesis 2b. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

For Hypotheses 3 and 4, we tested the relationships between learning with job 

satisfaction and intent to quit using hierarchical stepwise regression analyses, with 

control variables of organization, sex, age, work experience and self-efficacy entered at 

step 1, and the learning domains for that measurement entered at step 2 (Table 4).  For 

job satisfaction, the control variables alone significantly predicted job satisfaction at all 

three time-points, confirming the importance of controlling for these variables.  At T1, 

only self-efficacy positively predicted job satisfaction, with learning unrelated, as 

expected (Hypothesis 3a).  At T2 and T3, organization and self-efficacy were significant 

at step 1 (i.e. higher self-efficacy and being a newcomer to the Army), but not at step 2 

where social and interpersonal resources learning predicted job satisfaction, accounting 

for an additional 8% and 20% of the variance at T2 and T3 respectively.   

For intent to quit, only age was significant as a control variable, being a negative 

predictor for two of the six models, such that younger newcomers were less likely to 

intend to quit.  As hypothesized, learning was not significantly associated with intent to 

quit at entry.  At T2, the four learning domains lead to a small increase in R2 (4%), but 

with no individual domain reaching significance.  At T3, role learning was a significant 

negative predictor of intent to quit, accounting for 10% additional variance.  Overall, 

Hypothesis 3a and 4a were supported, Hypothesis 3b was partially supported (social and 
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also interpersonal resources learning)and Hypothesis 4b was partially supported (role 

learning predicting intent to quit at T3 only). 

Discussion 

The pattern of changes within variables, and relationships between them, shows 

the central role of learning to organizational socialization (Falcione & Wilson, 1988; 

Louis, 1980).  Learning was not related to attitudes at entry but positive relationships 

were found during the early post-entry period.  This is consistent with newcomers 

reducing their uncertainty and beginning to make sense of their new role and 

organization, and this having a positive impact on job satisfaction and intent to stay.  

Different information domains were associated with these attitudes, suggesting that 

specific types of uncertainty, or put alternatively specific areas of learning, have positive 

effects.  The specificity of the learning domain – attitude relationships, with no 

organizational differences found, suggest that Sense-Making Theory provides a superior 

explanation of the results.  For Uncertainty Reduction Theory to explain these effects, 

one would expect more generalized relationships between learning and attitudes. 

Moreover, our research begins to fill in the “black box” of learning that is 

proposed, in a generalized way, to be central to other more distal positive adjustment 

outcomes (Saks & Ashforth, 1997).  Specific learning domains are important in 

predicting different outcomes.  Our results also suggest that learning alone is not 

sufficient as an indicator of organizational socialization.  For example, learning in a 

restricted range of domains may not be enough to positively influence attitudinal and 

other outcomes.  Nonetheless, these findings confirm the critical role of newcomers’ 

colleagues in the socialization learning process, with social and interpersonal resources 
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learning predicting job satisfaction (Louis, Posner & Powell, 1983; Anderson & Thomas, 

1996). 

A novel aspect of our research was investigating organizational socialization 

across two organizations.  An intriguing pattern of similarities and differences were 

found.  Our findings suggests that past research investigating broad samples and taking 

no account of context, apart from perhaps organizational socialization tactics, is likely to 

have overlooked important differences. Moreover, these results confirm that learning 

alone is not a sufficient indicator of the organizational socialization process.  Other 

outcome variables are also important to provide a detailed picture, especially since, 

across a newcomer population, learning can co-occur with worsening attitudes. 

This research aimed also to provide information on rates of change, being the first 

study to do so (Reichers, 1987).  This research shows the rapidity of changes during the 

critical early period, with both Army and XYZ newcomers reporting early adjustments in 

learning and attitudes.  The MANOVA results showed an organization by time 

interaction only for job satisfaction, suggesting that the actual rates of change were 

broadly equivalent across the two newcomer samples for learning and intent to quit, and 

it seems likely that this will generalize to other organizational socialization contexts.  

Further, our results confirm that short intervals, early post-entry are necessary to capture 

the rapid speed of newcomer adjustment (Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Major & Kozlowski, 

1997). 

Limitations and Strengths of the Present Research 

The current research can be criticized for using self-report data which is 

subjective, and risks inflating results via common method variance (i.e., type II error).  
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However, the use of self-reports is generally accepted when the research is concerned 

with determining employees’ reactions and attitudes (Bauer & Green, 1994).  Past 

research has argued for the usefulness of subjective measures for assessing change over 

and above objective techniques (e.g., profile similarity indices, change scores) (Kristof, 

1996; Nicholson & West, 1988) and research has also shown self-reports to have greater 

predictive power than more objective methods (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Cooper-Thomas, 

Van Vianen, & Anderson, 2004).  In addition, we propose that our research design 

reduced the risk of common method variance affecting results, by: Asking respondents to 

give a large number of ratings (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992); employing a longitudinal 

design; and using different rating scales (Major & Kozlowski, 1997).  The fact that 

relationships between variables across time varied (e.g., Table 4, learning with attitudes), 

and were non-significant at entry, suggests that common method effects did not influence 

our results. 

A second limitation of the research design is that we measured newcomers’ 

socialization experiences only over the first several months.  Socialization is ongoing 

through each individual’s career (Van Maanen, 1977), and therefore further changes are 

likely to have occurred beyond this measurement.  Although previous research and 

models of organizational socialization suggest that most change occurs early on (Ashforth 

& Saks, 1995; Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Wanous, 1976), it would have been useful to 

confirm this by investigating our newcomers over a longer period to reveal where 

patterns of adjustment stabilize (Saks & Ashforth, 1997a). 

An additional limitation of the research was the assumption of equivalent time 

periods, with one Army month taken as two XYZ months.  Nonetheless, the results 
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support this research design in that a number of similarities were found across newcomers 

to the two organizations in spite of the different time periods, and there were few 

organization by time interactions. 

Last, as is common in studies of organization socialization, our response rate 

decreased over time, with final matched data available for 22% of the initial Army 

newcomers and for 32% of XYZ newcomers.  However, these are comparable with rates 

in other longitudinal socialization research (Chao, Kozlowski, et al., 1994; Chao, 

O’Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000). 

Offsetting these limitations were a number of strengths in the research design.  

First, the use of short measurement intervals and multiple measurements revealed the 

rapidity of change in both a military and a commercial setting, with some adjustment 

apparently complete after the first measurement period.  Second, investigating both 

learning and attitude changes across multiple measurements provided a unique and 

detailed view of the organizational socialization process.   Third, conducting the research 

with two different newcomer samples provided initial evidence of differences in 

organizational socialization across settings.   

Practical Implications 

As careers become increasingly multi-organizational (Howard, 1996), so 

organizations need to facilitate the rapid and effective socialization of new employees 

into their work roles.  This research shows that both information acquisition (Bauer et al., 

1998; Chan & Scmitt, 2000; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a) and traditional attitude measures 

are relevant for monitoring this process.  The means and investigations of change over 
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time reported above provide a starting point for norms to be developed, such that 

organizations and newcomers can check their progress.  

Future Research 

Research is needed to investigate how similar the process and rate of 

organizational socialization is in other settings to assess whether the current findings 

replicate.  It is important that researchers continue to use longitudinal designs (Bauer et 

al., 1998), in spite of the difficulties this poses for researchers (Becker, 2002).  From the 

current research, we cannot discern how far through the socialization process newcomers 

were at these two organizations by the end of the research measurement period.  Thomas 

and Anderson (1998) have suggested measuring organizational insiders to gain normative 

data, and evaluating newcomers relative to these benchmarks.  This might provide a 

practical solution to this issue, although with the drawback of being organization-specific. 

An additional issue for organizations is that people are working in different ways, 

including teleworking, part-time and temporary jobs (Cascio, 1998), and are changing 

organizations more often (Bennis & O’Toole, 2000).  Research is needed to help 

organizations find ways to socialize newcomers who are entering more frequently and 

having a variety of working relationships with the organization.  

Conclusion 

This research contributes to the organizational socialization literature by 

providing an in-depth investigation of learning and attitudes, and the relationships within 

and between these for newcomers at two organizations using comparable organizational 

socialization tactics.  Broadly similar patterns of change were found for learning, but not 

attitudes, suggesting that distal outcomes remain relevant in assessing organizational 
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socialization.  Similar learning domains predicted attitudes at the two organizations and 

across time, suggesting that Sense-Making Theory provides a better base for future 

organizational socialization research than Uncertainty Reduction Theory.  Further 

research is needed to confirm and expand on these findings. 
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Table 1.  Means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities for Army newcomers. 

 M sd Sex Age WE SE 1St 2St 3St 1Q 2Q 3Q 1S 1R 1IR 1O 2S 2R 2IR 2O 3S 3R 3IR 3O 
Sex 1.24 .43                       
Age 19.4 2.4 .12                      
WE .38 .49 -.10 .09                     
SE 4.38 .86 -.28‡ -.08 .11 .74                   
1St 3.92 0.83 -.03 .03 .10 .35‡                   
2St 4.09 0.91 -.06 .02 -.02 .27‡ .27‡                  
3St 4.17 0.90 .02 -.09 .00 .23‡ .31‡ .41‡                 
1Q 1.61 0.93 -.03 -.22‡ .06 -.09 -.29‡ -.12 -.21‡ .74               
2Q 1.80 1.06 -.11 -.09 .09 .06 -.12 -.31‡ -.20‡ .33‡ .75              
3Q 1.76 1.15 -.06 -.02 .01 -.02 -.19* -.21‡ -.33‡ .32‡ .49‡ .89             
1S 5.81 0.84 .02 -.10 -.12 .22‡ .11 .31‡ .38‡ .03 -.14 -.24‡ .88            
1R 6.10 0.76 -.05 .03 .03 .12 .10 .24‡ .12 .07 .04 -.01 .51‡ .82           
1IR 6.20 0.84 .09 -.05 .00 .12 .09 .24‡ .22‡ -.06 -.03 -.02 .40‡ .51‡ .86          
1O 6.13 0.79 -.13 -.02 .20* .13 .18* .26‡ .12 -.02 .06 -.13 .42‡ .61‡ .38‡ .75         
2S 6.24 0.73 .01 -.04 -.09 .34‡ .17* .32‡ .24‡ -.02 -.12 -.09 .59‡ .43‡ .30‡ .34‡ .93        
2R 6.36 0.71 -.09 -.01 .01 .25‡ .15 .33‡ .22‡ -.06 -.19* -.01 .34‡ .55‡ .34‡ .36‡ .65‡ .87       
2IR 5.54 1.27 -.05 -.00 -.02 .13 .08 .36‡ .30‡ -.12 -.09 -.09 .30‡ .36‡ .53‡ .30‡ .41‡ .56‡ .82      
2O 5.70 1.14 -.15 .01 .14 .26‡ .16* .37‡ .16* -.06 -.05 -.01 .34‡ .42‡ .18* .53‡ .50‡ .63‡ .45‡ .83     
3S 5.84 1.19 -.03 -.13 -.07 .41‡ .29‡ .24‡ .46‡ -.15 -.11 -.24‡ .56‡ .31‡ .26‡ .26‡ .68‡ .49‡ .34‡ .35‡ .95    
3R 5.03 0.93 -.01 -.02 -.06 .37‡ .30‡ .30‡ .37‡ -.22‡ -.21‡ -.33‡ .43‡ .39‡ .30‡ .25‡ .58‡ .64‡ .41‡ .41‡ .73‡ .89   
3IR 5.60 0.89 .05 .00 -.03 .20* .23‡ .25‡ .38‡ -.19* -.19* -.09 .34‡ .23‡ .42‡ .17* .34‡ .34‡ .51‡ .21‡ .48‡ .41‡ .89  
3O 5.74 0.84 .00 .03 .11 .34‡ .30‡ .36‡ .34‡ -.15 -.14 -.10 .38‡ .36‡ .24‡ .40‡ .52‡ .58‡ .54‡ .66‡ .55‡ .65‡ .47‡ .84 

Note. ‡ correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  WE = work experience; SE = self-efficacy; St = 

job satisfaction; Q = intent to quit; S = social information; R = role information; IR = interpersonal resources information; O = organization information.  Sex is 

coded 1 = male, 2 = female; WE is coded 0 = no work experience, 1 = work experience. 
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Table 2.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations for XYZ newcomers. 

 M sd Sex Age WE SE 1St 2St 3St 1Q 2Q 3Q 3C 1S 1R 1IR 1O 2S 2R 2IR 2O 3S 3R 3IR 3O 

Sex 1.46 .50                        
Age  26.3 5.7 -.02                       
WE .50 .50 .14 .60‡                      
SE 4.39 .78 -.02 .26 .41‡ .71                    
1St 4.00 0.87 .04 -.08 .12 .42‡                    
2St 3.77 0.85 .04 .03 .11 .25 .54‡                   
3St 3.59 1.01 .10 .00 .09 .07 .27 .50‡                  
1Q 1.27 0.50 -.15 -.06 -.17 -.09 -.49‡ -.27* -.31* .74                
2Q 1.49 0.65 .00 -.12 -.17 -.12 -.37‡ -.61‡ -.46‡ .52‡ .71               
3Q 1.74 1.03 -.13 -.04 -.06 .01 -.23 -.47‡ -.77‡ .46‡ .72‡ .92              
1S 4.61 1.26 .07 -.61‡ -.52‡ -.05 .14 .19 .09 .07 -.04 -.05 .25 .91            
1R 5.25 1.00 .11 -.38‡ -.13 .30* .34‡ .22 .07 .07 -.07 -.00 .22 .68‡ .91           
1IR 5.50 1.00 .10 -.19 .17 .27* .32* .36* .04 -.06 -.15 -.02 .23 .46‡ .66‡ .72          
1O 4.39 1.40 .02 -.35‡ -.16 .16 .22 .06 .19 -.05 -.13 -.14 .47‡ .47‡ .57‡ .40‡ .85         
2S 4.88 1.14 .18 -.46‡ -.18 .22 .27* .44‡ .40‡ -.07 -.34* -.32* .50‡ .60‡ .60‡ .42‡ .56‡ .90        
2R 5.22 1.23 .21 -.28* .02 .31* .17 .33* .12 .13 -.12 -.08 .29* .29* .58‡ .43‡ .35‡ .62‡ .87       
2IR 4.63 1.28 .31* .17 .22 .27* .28* .39‡ .24 -.16 -.24 -.14 .37‡ .33* .41‡ .59‡ .36‡ .58‡ .43‡ .82      
2O 4.82 1.44 .13 -.27‡ -.02 .07 .25 .17 .10 -.10 -.28* -.19 .44‡ .23 .42‡ .31* .62‡ .49‡ .60‡ .36‡ .87     
3S 4.89 1.40 .22 -.36‡ -.10 .38‡ .26 .41‡ .44‡ -.14 -.29* -.29* .54‡ .40‡ .43‡ .28* .42‡ .83‡ .53‡ .56‡ .45‡ .91    
3R 4.32 1.16 .23 -.15 .20 .43‡ .32* .40‡ .36‡ -.17 -.19 -.24 .39‡ .20 .46‡ .32* .23 .55‡ .65‡ .51‡ .44‡ .63‡ .94   
3IR 4.88 1.09 .38‡ -.12 .12 .30* .34* .53‡ .52‡ -.31* -.40‡ -.42‡ .54‡ .29* .29* .39‡ .29* .62‡ .34‡ .79‡ .31* .74‡ .54‡ .83  
3O 5.12 1.03 .04 -.24 .00 .20 .34* .33* .26* -.25 -.33* -.30* .57‡ .24 .33* .30* .47‡ .53‡ .48‡ .42‡ .67‡ .53‡ .57‡ .54‡ .86 

Note. ‡ correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  WE = work experience; SE = self-efficacy; St = 

job satisfaction; Q = intent to quit; S = social information; R = role information; IR = interpersonal resources information; O = organization information.  Sex is 

coded 1 = male, 2 = female; WE is coded 0 = no work experience, 1 = work experience. 
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Table 3.  Paired t-tests investigating differences across time and across learning domains for Army and XYZ newcomers. 

  Learning Domains   

  Social  Role  Interpersonal 

Resources 

 Organizational  T-tests 

  Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD  

Army T1 5.81 .84 6.13 .79 5.54 1.27 5.03 .93 R > S> IR > O 

 T2 6.10 .76 6.24 .73 5.70 1.14 5.60 .89 R > S > IR > O 

 T3 6.20 .84 6.36 .71 5.84 1.19 5.74 .84 R > S > IR, O 

T-test T1 – T2 5.04‡  1.98*  1.72⊗  8.31‡   

 T2 – T3 1.99*  2.35*  1.62  2.55*   

 T1 – T3     2.92‡     

           

XYZ T1 4.61 1.26 4.39 1.40 4.63 1.28 4.32 1.16 S, R, IR O 

 T2 5.25 1.00 4.88 1.14 4.82 1.44 4.88 1.09 S > R, IR, O 

 T3 5.50 1.00 5.22 1.23 4.89 1.40 5.12 1.03 S > R, IR, O 

T-test T1 – T2 4.60‡  3.08‡  1.10  4.22‡   

 T2 – T3 3.23‡  2.59*  0.63  2.09*   

 T1 – T3     1.31     

Footnotes.  Army N = 166; XYZ N = 56; ♦ equal variances not assumed; ⊗ p = .09; # = .06; * p ⊆ .05; ‡ p ⊆ .01. 
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Table 4.  Regressions investigating whether information acquisition predicts changes in job satisfaction and intent to quit. 

 Job Satisfaction Intent to Quit 

 T1 β T2 β T3 β T1 β T2 β T3 β 
Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 
Control Variables             
   Org. -.10 -.15 .23‡ .17 .23‡ .09 .06 .00 .07 .17 -.02 .13 
   Sex .10 .10 .09 .04 .09 -.02 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.05 -.09 -.02 
   Age -.09 -.05 -.07 .02 -.07 .07 -.18* -.18 -.12 -.19* -.02 -.11 
   Work Experience .05 .01 .00 .02 .00 .03 .09 .11 .07 .07 .01 -.01 
   Self-efficacy .39‡ .37‡ .21‡ .11 .21‡ -.02 -.11 -.12 .01 .09 -.03 .14 
Knowledge             
   Social  -.05  .26‡  .33‡  .05  -.13  -.18 
   Role  .09  -.08  .07  .19  -.15  -.30‡ 
   Interp. Res.  .02  .21‡  .23‡  -.11  -.02  -.03 
   Organization  .12  -.05  .01  -.12  .01  .08 
             
Multiple R .40‡ .42‡ .33‡ .44‡ .33‡ .56‡ .26‡ .30* .20 .29* .09 .32‡ 
R2 .16‡ .18‡ .11‡ .19‡ .11‡ .31‡ .07‡ .09* .04 .09* .01 .11‡ 
Adj. R2 .14‡ .14‡ .09‡ .16‡ .09‡ .28‡ .05‡ .05* .02 .05* .01 .07‡ 
R2Change  .02  .08‡  .20‡  .02  .04*  .10‡ 
F 7.76‡ 4.96‡ 5.25‡ 5.52‡ 5.25‡ 10.36‡ 3.15‡ 2.24‡ 1.83 2.12* 0.32 2.81‡ 

Note.  Army N = 166; XYZ N = 56; ⊗ p = .06; * p ≤ .05; ‡ p ≤ .01.  
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Footnotes 

i Factor analyses of the information acquisition scale were conducted on the Time 1 

data from Army newcomers, with a four factor solution emerging based on 

eigenvalues greater than 1. These analyses are available from the first author. 

ii  The full set of t-tests are available from the first author. 
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