Table 1. 
Fit indices for measurement models of socialization construct at each measurement time.
	
	Models
	df
	²
	RMSEA
	CFI
	Model comparisons
	²(df)

	Time 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Three-factors
	62
	146.50
	.07
	.93
	-
	-

	2
	Two-factors (group and task combined)
	64
	167.02
	.08
	.90
	1 vs. 2
	20.52(2)***

	3
	Two-factors (organization and task combined)
	64
	172.08
	.08
	.90
	1 vs. 3
	25.58(2)***

	4
	Two-factors (group and organization combined)
	64
	188.96
	.09
	.88
	1 vs. 4
	42.46(2)***

	5
	One-factor (group, task and organization combined)
	65
	199.28
	.09
	.87
	1 vs. 5
	52.78(3)***

	Time 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Three-factors
	62
	168.94
	.07
	.93
	-
	-

	2
	Two-factors (group and task combined)
	64
	184.05
	.09
	.91
	1 vs. 2
	15.11(2)***

	3
	Two-factors (organization and task combined)
	64
	227.35
	.10
	.88
	1 vs. 3
	58.41(2)***

	4
	Two-factors (group and organization combined)
	64
	213.02
	.10
	.88
	1 vs. 4
	44.08(2)***

	5
	One-factor (group, task and organization combined)
	65
	237.31
	.10
	.87
	1 vs. 5
	68.37(3)***


Notes. N=246. df=degrees of freedom; ²=Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square; RMSEA=Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; ²=chi-square difference tests. ***p<.001. For the evaluation of the model fit, the following cutoff points were used: for the RMSEA, values of 0.08 or lower; and for the CFI, values of 0.90 or higher (Kline, 2016). ***p < .001. 

Table 2. 
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among variables
	Variables
	M
	SD
	OST1
	TST1
	GST1
	IQT1
	ACT1
	OST2
	TST2
	GST2
	IQT2
	ACT2

	OST1
	3.68
	.54
	(.72)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TST1
	3.83
	.54
	.51**
	(.79)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GST1
	3.89
	.54
	.42**
	.55**
	(.77)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IQT1
	1.59
	.75
	-.26**
	-.09
	-.33**
	(.87)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACT1
	4.04
	.61
	.35**
	.11
	.47**
	-.56**
	(.79)
	
	
	
	
	

	OST2
	3.74
	.52
	.37**
	.41**
	.32**
	-.36**
	.45**
	(.81)
	
	
	
	

	TST2
	3.90
	.50
	.32**
	.55**
	.41**
	-.06
	.08
	.44**
	(.86)
	
	
	

	GST2
	3.94
	.54
	.30**
	.46**
	.46**
	-.30**
	.45**
	.49**
	.66**
	(.87)
	
	

	IQT2
	1.67
	.82
	-.31**
	-.06
	-.34**
	.54**
	-.31**
	-.33**
	-.07
	-.33**
	(.91)
	

	ACT2
	4.04
	.60
	.29**
	.08
	.38**
	-.42**
	.54**
	.38**
	.09
	.45**
	-.52**
	(.82)


Notes. N=246. Correlations among variables are provided below the diagonal and Cronbach’s alphas are provided on the diagonal. OS = Organization Socialization; TS = Task Socialization; GS = Group Socialization; IQ = Intention to Quit; AC = Affective Commitment; T1 = First measurement time; T2 = Second measurement time. **p < .01  


Table 3. 
Measurement invariance
	Model
	df
	²
	RMSEA
	CFI
	Comparison
	△² (△ df)

	Configural invariance
	601
	1048.86
	.05
	.908
	---
	---

	 Weak invariance
	615
	1061.68
	.05
	.908
	1 vs. 2
	.000

	Strong invariance 
	629
	1106.84
	.05
	.902
	1 vs. 3
	.006


Notes. N=246. The root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR), and the comparative fit index (CFI) were used in addition to the minimum fit function chi-square (2) and the degrees of freedom (df). For the evaluation of the model fit, the following cutoff points were used: for the RMSEA, values of 0.08 or lower; and for the CFI, values of 0.90 or higher (Kline, 2016).  

Table 4. 
Results of cross-lagged structural models

	Model
	Model description
	df
	²
	RMSEA
	CFI
	Comparison
	△² (△ df)

	(1) Mstabil.
	Stability model
	621
	1118.20
	.05
	.90
	---
	---

	(2) Mcausal
	Causal model
(Mstabil. + OST1 TST1 GST1  IQT2 & ACT2)
	615
	1092.76
	.05
	.90
	1 vs. 2
	25.44 (6)***

	(3) Mrevers.
	Reversed causation model (Mstabil. + IQT1  OST2 TST2 GST2 & ACT1  OST2 TST2 GST2)
	615
	1084.68
	.05
	.91




	1 vs. 3
	33.52(6)***



	(4) Mrecripr.
	Reciprocal model (Mcausal + Mrevers.)
	609
	1042.22
	.05
	.91
	1 vs. 4
2 vs. 4
3 vs. 4
	75.98(12)***
50.54(6)***
42.46(6)***

	(5) Mrecripr.pruned
	Pruned reciprocal model (Mrecripr.where non-significant paths were removed.)
	613
	1049.34
	.05
	.91
	 1 vs.5
2 vs. 5
3 vs. 5
4 vs. 5
	68.86(8)***
 43.42(2)***
35.34(2)***
7.12(4)


Notes. N = 246. OS = Organization Socialization; TS = Task Socialization; GS = Group Socialization; IQ = Intention to quit; AC = Affective commitment; T1, First measurement time; T2, Second measurement time. The root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) were used in addition to the Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square (2) and the degrees of freedom (df). For the evaluation of the model fit, the following cutoff points were used: for the RMSEA, values of 0.08 or lower; and for the CFI, values of 0.90 or higher (Kline, 2016). ***p < .001. 

Figure 1. 
Pruned reciprocal model (Model 5): standardized coefficients. 

[image: ]
Notes. OS = Organization Socialization; TS = Task Socialization; GS = Group Socialization; IQ = Intention to quit; AC = Affective Commitment; T1 = First Time point (2 weeks after entry); T2 = Second Time point (9 weeks after entry). **p < .01, ***p < .001.









Appendix 1 - Factor loadings of the socialization construct

	
	Items
	Time 1
	Time 2

	OS1
	I know the structure of Belgian Defence.
	.69
	.66

	OS2
	I understand how the different departments/units/ components contribute to the objectives of Belgian Defence.
	.66
	.71

	OS4
	I understand the operations of my organization (e.g., who does what, how do the different units of Belgian Defence work?) 
	.62
	.65

	OS5
	I understand the general management style used in my organization.
	.58
	.64

	TS1
	I know my duties and responsibilities related to the training.
	.70
	.69

	TS2
	I understand how to perform the tasks that make up my job.
	.76
	.73

	TS3
	I know how to acquire resources needed to perform my job (e.g., equipment, supplies, facilities).
	.63
	.58

	TS4
	I understand which job tasks and responsibilities have priority in my job.
	.58
	.64

	TS5
	I understand how to operate the tools I use in my job.
	.65
	.71

	GS1
	I understand what the supervisors expect from us.
	.76
	.73

	GS2
	I understand the management style of my chain of command (instructors).
	.64
	.68

	GS4
	I understand how the platoon to which I belong contributes to Belgian Defence objectives.
	.66
	.74

	GS5
	I understand my platoon’s objectives.
	.68
	.73


Note. OS = Organization Socialization; TS = Task Socialization; GS = Group Socialization
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