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One of the challenges of every modern military organization is to bring together
citizens of diverse backgrounds, different characteristics, various geographical home
locations, and differing motivations and enculturate them to the military while trai-
ning basic military skills. Most new military service members adjust in this socializa-
tion process, but some do not. This paper looks at how well a sample of basic trainees
in the Finnish Defence Forces expected to adjust to military service and whether their
expectations were related to their later adjustment and other criteria. More specifi-
cally, the research was designed to determine the major variables that predict initial
adjustment expectations and the extent to which those expectations were related to
self-perceived adjustment at two later points in time as well as completion of the six-
month military obligation and leader ratings of conscript training performance.

The paper is divided into several sections. The first section describes the call up
and training process in the Finnish military. The second section portrays prior re-
search findings about adjustment to military service. The third section presents the
sample, methods, and main measures used in the analyses for the paper. The fourth
section provides the findings from the analyses, and the fifth section contains a dis-
cussion of the findings and their implications concerning adjustment of service mem-
bers to the military.
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Compulsory Military Service in the Finnish Defence Forces

Every male Finnish citizen is by law liable for compulsory military service from the
year when he reaches his 18" birthday until the year he turns 60. Military service
training mainly consists of initial conscription training and then refresher courses
for reservists. Conscription training lasts 180 days for most rank and file members.
The first 8 weeks of that period is for basic training, and the remaining period is for
acquiring additional individual training and unit training. Longer periods, of 270 or
362 days, are required for specialized, highly technical rank-and-file duties and for
conscript leaders. Approximately 82 percent of a given male cohort performs military
service.

The conscript service is preceded by a call-up, which is organized annually for
18-year-old men. Each potential service member is sent a questionnaire, the call-up
notification, and a detailed information booklet. Medical examinations for those li-
able for military service are conducted at the heath centers of municipalities. Based
on the medical report and questionnaire, it is decided when a conscript must report
for duty or if he will be granted a deferment. The time and location for reporting for
duty are determined primarily by the needs of the Defence Forces, the health of the
conscript, and his language (Finnish or Swedish). The conscript’s own wishes, train-
ing, hobbies, and social situation are taken into account as far as possible (CDDS,
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Figure 1. Periods of conscript training.



2003). For professional training, studies, economic considerations, or other pressing
personal reasons, deferment of military service can be granted for up to three years
in peacetime. Neglect of the call-up without a legitimate cause is a punishable offence
under the Finnish Conscription Act.

New conscripts are inducted twice a year, in January or in July. Generally this hap-
pens in the year when a male reaches the age of 19 or 20 (IDDS, 2002; CDDS, 2003).
During the basic training period (the first 8 weeks of active duty), a conscript’s com-
pany commander decides, with some input from the conscript, the conscript’s future
military job according to his or her skills and suitability, whether the conscript will
receive any specialized technical training or leadership courses, and the period of
service. After basic training, the majority of conscripts receive additional individual
training and then unit training; those who are chosen as leaders or to receive special-
ized technical training start their courses. Conscripts are trained to operate effectively
as individuals as well as members of a team. The whole training is aimed towards
creating combat-efficient total units. Most combat soldiers are transferred to the re-
serves after their initial six-month training. Reserve units form the bulk of military
personnel for the Finnish Defence Forces in the event of a war. Those who are selected
as leaders or chosen for specialized technical training continue serving with the next
January or July contingent of conscripts and the units they eventually compose (see
Figure 1). Reservists are called back after 5 to 7 years for one week task-based re-
fresher courses and exercises in the same units they were originally trained (CDDS,
2004; IDDS, 2002).

Prior Research on Adjustment to Military Service

Anticipatory Socialization. Most adjustment takes place during the socialization pro-
cess (Sawrey & Terford, 1971) when an individual copes with psychological, physical,
social, and moral demands in order to satisfy essential needs and reduce psycho-
logical tension (Heyns, 1958). In this socialization process, a recruit adapts to the
organization’s value system, norms, and required behavior patterns. The first step in
the process is anticipatory socialization which occurs prior to a conscript’s entry into
the military.

As a child in Finland, each citizen gathers latent impressions about the military
from family, the media, and relevant experiences. As the citizen approaches milita-
ry age, and especially at the time of call-up, impressions about the military become
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more salient and are formed more actively. Information, with interpretation, about
the military and military service may be sought from official sources, the media,
national events, teachers, parents; siblings, and friends (Anderson, 1974; Bourdieu,
1977, 1993a, 1993b, 1994; Perry, Griffith, & White, 1991). Probable conscripts may “try
on” military roles and discuss the upcoming military service with their peers and
others. By the time of the call-up, potential conscripts have gained a certain degree
of self-knowledge and perceptions about their capabilities and how well they fit in
with others and in organizations. In anticipation of military service, the potential con-
scripts can compare their knowledge and perceptions about themselves with their
impressions of the military and the requirements of military service. This comparison
allows them to arrive at expectations about how well they will adjust to the military,
including its perceived values, norms, and required behavior. The expectations of the
conscripts may be very realistic or much less so. Most likely, the overwhelming ma-
jority of conscripts are not fully prepared for the first days of basic training (Hayden,
2000; Nelson & Quick, 1997).

In thinking about military service, future conscripts are likely to consider how well
they will adjust to being away from their family, friends, and current environment,
how well they will meet the probable physical demands of military service, whether
they will fit in socially, and whether they will adjust to the expected orders, regimen-
tation, and personal deprivations (Hicks & Nogami, 1984). Some potential conscripts
may also contemplate the benefits that may be gained (or opportunities lost) and the
experiences (positive or negative) that military service may offer. For example, some
conscripts may desire to get additional education or training in the military. Such
a desire might make adjustment more tolerable, increase positive expectations, and
also be an indicator of conscripts who might have better planning skills, motivation,
and perseverance (Hosek, Antel, & Peterson, 1989). Based on these kinds of compa-
risons, concerns, and expectations, the future conscripts develop an attitude towards
their conscript service prior to entry into the military and have begun the socializa-
tion process.

Personal Adjustment Factors in Conscript Service

Adjustment is not a simple matter. Causality exists at the individual, organizational,
and manpower policy levels (Siebold, 1981). For example, individuals with certain
characteristics (such as low aptitude, inability to respond well to authority, and phy-
sical weakness) may have a substantially more difficult time adjusting to the requi-
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rements of military service and be prone towards attrition. Likewise, organizations
may have excessive turnover, a poor climate, mediocre leadership, and less meaning-
ful training that also promote maladjustment. Similarly, disciplinary policy may be
tight or loose, where the same unacceptable behavior may result in remedial training,
punishment, or separation from service depending on the policy in force in an orga-
nization at the time, the number and rate of other individuals punished or separated
from service in the same period, and the shortage or surplus of personnel. As Siebold
noted as an example, if manpower policy overly restricts attrition, underlying prob-
lems with service member aptitude, attitude, or adjustment may simply be shifted
to other arenas such as training, individual and unit performance, or organizational
adaptability.

As far as possible, the current research was designed to address the major catego-
ries of variables that have been used in prior research to predict different degrees
of adjustment at the individual service member level of analysis. These major vari-
able categories consisted of: a) demographic variables, b) aptitude measures, c) back-
ground variables, d) mental and physical health, and e) personality and personal
attitudes.

Demographic Variables. The demographic variable most consistently related to ad-
justment is age. Those particularly younger or older than their peers adjust less well
to military service (Blandin & Morris, 1982; Buddin, 1984, 1988; Elis, 1999; Etcho,
1996; Perry, Griffith, & White, 1991; Talcott, Haddock, Klesges, Lando, & Fiedler,
1999; Vickers, Walton-Paxton, Hervig, & Conway, 1993).

Married personnel have been found less prone to attrition (Moore, 2002). People
with dependents had 10% less attrition in a delayed entry program (Kearl & Nelson,
1992). On the other hand, Siebold and Benton (2001) found no relation between mari-
tal status or having dependents and attrition from foreign language training.

Aptitude Measures. Aptitude tests have traditionally been used as tools to estimate,
in part, recruit quality, the likelihood of adjustment to service, and attrition (Ben-
benishty, Zirlin-Shemesh, & Kaplan, 1993; Borack, 1994; Hawes, 1990; Horne, 1987;
Larson, Booth-Kewley, & Ryan, 2002). It has been found that low mental aptitude or
low intelligence increases the probability of attrition (Allison, 1999; Blandin & Mor-
ris, 1982; Bohn & Schmitz, 1996; Buddin, 1984, 1988; Dovrat, 1995; Elis, 1999; Etcho,
1996; Fischl & Blackwell, 2000; GAO, 1998; Golding et al., 2001, Hawes, 1990; Hicks
& Nogami, 1984; Vickers, Walton-Paxton, Hervig, & Conway, 1993). Conscripts who
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had low grades at school also had a higher than average risk of attrition (Dale, 1989).
Likewise higher aptitude scores indicate a high likelihood that service members will
complete their service (Antel, Hosek, & Peterson, 1987; Bohn & Schmitz, 1996; Elis,
1999; Hawes, 1990). For example, Benton and Siebold (2002) found that the primary
determinant of learning success and completion of foreign language training was a
student’s score on the Defense Language Aptitude Battery. Personal ability, or apti-
tude, is usually measured in terms of a military entrance examination score such as
on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) (Buddin, 1984, 1988; Horne, 1987) or
in terms of grade point average in civilian schooling. Overall, a high aptitude (such
as an AFQT score within categories I-III. A) is associated with better adjustment in the

Background Variables. The most used explanatory variables in the military adjustment
literature are education level and personal aptitude, frequently expressed together as
service member “quality.” Previous adjustment to an educational system constitutes
a relevant indicator of a recruit’s likelihood to adjust to military life (Anderson, 1974).
Success at civilian school is an indication of intellectual ability, acceptance of author-
ity, ability to adapt, capacity to tolerate adversity, maturity, and an ability to work
persistently for long-range goals — individual characteristics that are also needed for
good adjustment in the military (Anderson, 1974; Stephen, Carroll, & Brown, 1972).
Education is typically measured by receipt of a high school diploma (Buddin, 1984,
1988; Shaw, Fisher, & Woodman, 1983). Having a low level of education (usually de-
fined as less than a high school education) has been shown to be a significant predic-
tor of military attrition; recruits with a high school diploma have adjusted more easily
to the military (Allison, 1999; Antel, Hosek, & Peterson, 1987; Booth-Kewley, Larson,
& Ryan, 2002; Buddin, 1984; Dovrat, 1995; Elis, 1999; Etcho, 1996; Fischl & Blackwell,
2000; GAO, 1998; Golding et al., 2001; Hawes, 1990; Hosek, Antel, & Peterson, 1989;
Manigart & Prensky, 1982; Manning & Ingraham, 1981; McBride, 1993; Moore, 2002;
Price & Sang-Wook, 1993; Quester, 1999; Talcott, Haddock, Klesges, Lando, & Fiedler,
1999; White, Nord, Mael, & Young, 1993; Zook, 1996). In these studies attrition rates
of non-high school graduates have been at least 10% higher than those of high school
graduates and in some cases even twice as high.

Due to the predictive power of education level, it is typically used for selecting
personnel for service in volunteer-based systems. However, since most inductees in
the U.S,, for example, already have a high school diploma, education level is no lon-
ger a good predictor of attrition (Moore, 2002). In some conscription-based military
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systems, education level is used at least to understand adjustment problems and to
select people for different kinds of tasks (Dovrat 1995). In societies where there is still
variance in previous education levels of recruits, school achievement variables may
be regarded as valid indicators of prior adjustment within a disciplined and struc-
tured environment.

Time spent in education is as an important predictor of adjustment as the educa-
tion level attained (Blandin & Morris, 1982; Fischl & Blackwell, 2000; Hawes, 1990;
Moore, 2002). “Seat-time” in prior schooling may be the reason why high school di-
ploma graduates have a decreased attrition risk (Hawes, 1990). Presumably, experi-
ences at school such as social interaction, with self-discipline, and in learning new
things have some kind of adjustment-helping influence. For example, Hawes found
that low aptitude high school graduates were less likely to attrit than high aptitude
personnel who did not finish high school.

Past research found that those who had problems completing their service were
more likely (than those who completed their military training or service) to have
been unemployed, to have failed at learning and work, and to come from broken
homes (Buddin, 1984; Dovrat, 1995). Overall almost any sign of difficulty in school
(discipline, learning, or social problems) is related to problems during military ser-
vice (Benbenishty, Zirlin-Shemesh, & Kaplan, 1993; Booth-Kewley, Larson, & Ryan,
2002). Similarly, attitudes of family members, friends, and significant others have
been shown to be an important source of support for service members (Siebold,
2001a; Thompson & Gignac, 2001) and an influence on a conscript’s attitudes and
adjustment (Hayden, 2000; Lakhani & Fugita, 1993; Shaw, Fisher, & Woodman, 1983;
Siebold, 2001b). '

Those who had more adjustment problems had more indications of social and be-
havioral problems like criminal behavior and alcohol or drug abuse before service
(Benbenishty, Zirlin-Shemesh, & Kaplan, 1993; Dawson, Sharon, Brooks, & McGuire,
1994; Dovrat, 1995; Manning & Ingraham, 1981; Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985). Gener-
ally, having a criminal record is a strong predictor of a service member’s likelihood of
attrition (Bohn & Schmitz, 1996; Manning & Ingraham, 1981).

Mental and Physical Health. Benbenishty, Zirlin-Shemesh, and Kaplan (1993) found
that a history of mental health problems is strongly related to maladjustment and
attrition. For instance, thoughts about committing suicide were noted five times
more often by attritees than by those who completed their military obligation. Lar-
son, Booth-Kewley, and Ryan (2002) used a “depression / anxiety” factor which ac-
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counted for more of the variance (11.6%) in predicting attrition than any other risk
factor. Overall they concluded in their study that the best predictors of maladjustment
are psychological and behavioral in nature, not demographic or medical. Generally,
mental health problems prevent adaptation to the military (Dawson, Sharon, Brooks,
& McGuire, 1994). In Finland, the most serious mental-health cases are selected out
during the call-up process.

Being in good physical condition and exercising helps recruits meet both men-
tal and physical stress during the initial entry training (Allison, 1999; Gebicke, 1999;
Hayden, 2000). Those physically prepared for military service have a reduced risk of
being separated from service (Allison, 1999; Booth-Kewley, Larson, & Ryan, 2002).
Although physical health facilitates adjustment, it is not as crucial a factor as mental
state for predicting attrition (Benbenishty, Zirlin-Shemesh, & Kaplan, 1993).

Personality and Personal Attitudes. Expectations about various aspects of military

service, and whether they are met, can influence the conscript’s ability to adjust.
Those who have positive, realistic expectations are more likely to adjust (Buddin,
1984; Catanzaro & Mearns 1999; Dawson, Sharon, Brooks, & McGuire, 1994; Kassel,
Jackson, & Unrod, 2000; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Pierce & Lydon, 1998; Thompson
& Gignac, 2001). Expectations toward military service are affected by one’s home,
friends, school, media, and national events (Anderson, 1974; Bourdieu, 1977, 1993a,
1993b, 1994).

Having accurate and complete information is related to having positive expecta-
tions and adjustment (Shaw, Fisher, & Woodman, 1983). A conscript’s having realistic
expectations may be related to a person’s aptitude; those who have a good ability
to plan can evaluate their future and possibilities more accurately (Antel, Hosek, &
Peterson, 1987). However, positive expectations and attitudes do not guarantee excel-
lent adaptation; those who have the most positive expectations might have more dif-
ficulty facing the reality of first weeks of military service (Pancer, Hunsberger, Pratt,
& Alisat, 2000; Thompson & Gignac, 2001; Thompson & Holmes, 1996).

People have an ability to prepare mentally and physically for future demands by
making calculations and plans, taking on reasonable tasks, seeking information and
feedback, training and exercising, preparing for probable difficulties, and keeping
their options open (Hamburg, Coelho, & Adams, 1974). People can also assess how
their personal coping skills match with the needs of the military environment and
the likelihood of positive or negative outcomes based on that coping (Bandura, 1982).
Shaw, Fisher, and Woodman (1983) concluded that an individual’s actual adjustment
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(self-rated) was best predicted by his expected adjustment.

Low motivation by a conscript can be demonstrated in an active way when a con-
script struggles against military service by avoiding it (e.g., AWOL, seeking medical
exemptions from training, or even dropping out of the system—attrition) or in a pas-
sive way when a conscript shows little initiative or desire to learn during training
(Dovrat 1995). It is not surprising that a positive attitude towards military service has
been seen as an important variable for adjustment and avoiding attrition (Dawson,
Sharon, Brooks, & McGuire, 1994; Manning & Ingraham, 1981).

Personality characteristics like low self-esteem, a low frustration level, problems
with authority, and aggression are more often found in those who are likely to attrit
than others (Dovrat, 1995). Similarly, the more a recruit has problems with morale,
self-discipline, self-esteem, pride, and commitment, the less is his or her likelihood
to complete their service (Dawson, Sharon, Brooks, & McGuire, 1994; Hayden, 2000;
Manning & Ingraham, 1981; Moore, 2002). Dovrat mentioned that those who do not
adjust often lack identification with important social values and lack commitment.
Generally, attritees have less of a capacity to adjust socially and emotionally to mili-
tary service (Manning & Ingraham, 1981).

Dependent and Outcome Variables. The most used positive indicator of adjustment is

some measure by which the service member indicates by questionnaire or interview
response that the service member is adjusted or satisfied with service. The most used
negative indicator is attrition, or separation from service, for non-medical reasons
(e.g., Dawson, Sharon, Brooks, & McGuire, 1994; Dovrat, 1995). The outcome variab-
les most frequently used are completion of military training or duty and military
performance, both being positively associated with adjustment to military service.

While there has been a substantial amount of research on adjustment to military
service, much of it is limited in the number and the extent of categories used to pre-
dict adjustment (i.e., the predictor space); most of it is based on English-speaking
samples; many studies lacked sufficient attention to the measurement of adjustment;
and many other studies are limited in the array of the categories of outcome variab-
les they considered (i.e., the criterion space). The current research is an attempt to
address these shortcomings in the military adjustment literature.
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Sample, Methods, and Measures

All respondents were inducted in 2001 as the first (starting in January) or second
(starting in July) contingent to the armored brigade in south-central Finland. The
starting sample of this research included close to 100% of both contingents and con-
sisted of 2,003 conscripts. Annually about 30,000 men enter military service in various
locations and branches. Thus the sample represented about 1 out of 15 of the military
service initial training population in Finland during 2001.

Most data were collected through Finnish-language questionnaires. To develop the
questionnaires, interviews were held with instructors and groups of conscripts dur-
ing the fall of 2000. Information from these interviews and the prior research litera-
ture were used to design the final survey instruments. Baseline data were collected
by a questionnaire administered to the conscripts immediately upon their entering
the service, when they had no direct experience about military life and service. Later
questionnaires were administered near the end of basic training (7 weeks after enter-
ing military service) and near the end of the six-month conscript training period.
Conscripts responded to most of the items using a Likert-type response scale going
from a strongly negative answer to a strongly positive one, or vice versa. There were
also some dichotomous responses for the occurrence, or not, of specific life changes
and some other formats to respond to personal or demographic items.

Based on the adjustment and attrition research literature and factor analyses of con-
script responses to the questionnaires, scales measuring the main constructs of inter-
est were developed. Specifically, in the factor analysis, items whose responses loaded
strongly (>.40) on the same factor and which were thought to be related to one another
by the literature and/or interviews were utilized as measures of over-arching con-
structs. Items from the questionnaires that did not load significantly on a factor or did
not seem logically related to other items in the factor were excluded. In all, nine major
adjustment predictor scales were derived from a set of 47 items, accounting for 64% of
their variance, along with an index of expected adjustment to military service.

The major questionnaire scales with their individual items, item means, item stan-
dard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha (reliability), item-scale total correlations, scale
means, and scale standard deviations were computed. Some item responses were
reverse coded so that higher item and scale scores in each case reflected more positive
responses. Also, some individual background items, not part of the scales or factor
analyses, were used in various analyses. These scales and their characteristics are
presented in Table 1. Inter-scale correlations are given in Table 2 (table 1 and 2 are
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located in the appendix after the References section). Training performance was mea-
sured by official summary performance ratings made by leaders on each conscript.
The primary measures of attrition were data from conscript personnel records that
included official categories of reasons for attrition. The training stage during which
attrition occurred was also noted.

Results

Przdictors of Expected Adjustment

Predictor Scales. A multiple stepwise regression analysis was used to determine the
variance accounted for by the predictor scales which individually correlated highly
with expected military adjustment. Cases with missing values for any of the variables
used in the analysis were excluded. The results of the analysis are presented in Table
3. A basic model with five predictor scales accounted for 62% of the variance in the
Military Adjustment Index. An enhanced model explained no meaningful additional
amount of variance (0.4%). The scales in order of importance to the stepwise regres-
sion basic model were: 1) Attitude Towards Conscript Service, 2) Social Adjustment, 3)
Obeying Authority, 4) Physical Health, and 5) Relationship Difficulty. The enhanced
model added: 6) a summary of recent Stressful Life Changes, 7) Sense of Military
Service Obligation, and 8) Mental (Health) State. The exclusion of Attitude Towards
Training from the models is explained by its high correlation (r = .78) with Attitude
Towards Conscript Service. It is not clear why prior Adjustment in Civilian Schooling
was excluded, but perhaps this was due to its correlation with Obeying Authority
(r = .41) or Social Adjustment (r = .37) or due to the restricted range of responses to
the scale. In any case, those with low mean responses on the Adjustment in Civilian
Schooling scale still expected to adjust to military service as well as the others.

Table 3: Stepwise Regression of Predictor Scales with the Military Adjustment Index

Predictor Scales R Standardized Coefficients
{Variables Entered in the Basic Model) r

1) Attitude Towards Conscript Service 61 |39 (.26

2) Social Adjustment 62 |54 .37

3) Obeying Authority 61 |.58 |.26

4) Physical Health 54 |61 (.21

5) Relationship Difficulty 39 |62 -1

Note. R = .79 and Adjusted R Square = .62; n = 2,000. For an enhanced model, Stressful Life Changes, Sense
of Military Obligation, and Mental State also were included (R = .79 and Adjusted R Square = .62). Excluded
scales were Adjustment in Civilian Schooling and Attitude Towards Training. For all r values, p < .00l.
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Background and Aptitude Predictors. Because the predictor scales were measured
at the same time and with the same method (questionnaire) as the expected Military

Adjustment Index, the influence of background and aptitude predictors were exa-
mined separately from the predictor scales. Since cases with missing values were
excluded and many conscripts did not have aptitude data available, only 1,136 cases
were included in this analysis. The results of the stepwise multiple regression are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Stepwise Regression of Background & Aptitude Items with the Military Adjustment
Index

. Standardized

Background and Aptitude Items 2 .
(Variables Entered in the Model) r R goefﬁqents
1) “Significant others” had a positive attitude towards |.37 A3 19

military service
2) Conscript requested longer period of service* 33 .18 A7
3) Received enough information about conscription (.27 21 A5
4) Aptitude test 2 (leadership and social skills) 29 23 A3
5) Conscript reported using alcohol .21 25 A1
6) Had a job* .09 26 A1
7) Frequency of exercising 24 27 .09
8) Home town distance from current unit -0l 27 .06
9) Parent have a positive attitude towards military 27 27 .07

service
10) Reported sleeping disorders* -25 .28 -.06

Note. * = this is a dummy variable. For the correlation coefficient (r), n = 2,002, except for item 4,n = 1,283
and for item 7, n = 1,992.All correlation coefficients were significant at p < .001, except for item 8 where p =
n.s.f (.88). In the model, R = .55, and Adjusted R Square = .28; n = 1,136. For the model, variable 1-7 significan-
ce levels were p < .001, and variable 8- 10 significance levels were p < .05.

If only the background predictors were entered in the stepwise regression (i.e.,
without the aptitude predictors), the n would increase to 1,973, and R would = .55 and
Adjusted R Square would =.30. The order of the “background predictors only” model
would be (similar to the results presented in Table 4): 1) ignificant others?had a po-
sitive attitude towards military service (?= .22), 2) Conscript requested longer period
of service (?= .20), 3) Conscript received enough [military service] information about
conscription (?= .18), 4) Conscript had sleeping disorders (?= -.13), 5) Frequency of
exercising (?= .11), 6) Conscript had quarreled with teacher or supervisor (?=-.09), 7)
Conscript reported using alcohol [moderate amount] (?= .09), 8) Conscript had a job
before military service (?= .08). One important result was the identification of items
which were excluded from the models explaining expected adaptation, particularly
many items thought to be related to attrition. These items are education level, GPA at

187



school, age, gender, attitude towards or against drugs, and criminal record. It is also
important to notice that conscripts’ work and study situations and socio-economic
background were not among the predictors.

Scales and Background Items as Predictors of Adjustment. All scales and background

items were entered together in a stepwise regression analysis. Aptitude variables
were not included because there were insufficient data on too many conscripts. The
first five stepwise entries were the same as the basic model in Table 3. The stepwise
inclusion of other predictor scales or background items did not materially improve
on this basic model in explaining variance but are presented for a more full descrip-
tion, to assist future research, and for policy considerations. See Table 5. An alternate
stepwise regression analysis was computed including aptitude variables, but the re-
sulting model was basically unchanged and did not include the aptitude variables.

Table 5: Stepwise Regression of Scales and Background Items with the Military Adjustment
Index

Predictor Scales and Background ltems r R? Standardized
Coefficients
B

|) Attitude Towards Conscript Service (S) 6l 39 26

2) Social Adjustment (S) .62 .54 36

3) Obeying Authority (S) 61 .58 .25

4) Physical Health (S) 54 .61 24

5) Relationship Difficulty (S) 39 62 -.10

6) Frequency of exercising 24 .62 -09

7) Marital status -09 .62 -06

8) Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S) .39 63 .05

Note. S after a numbered row entry means it is a scale. In this model, R = .79 and Adjusted R Square = .63;
n = 1,992. No aptitude measures were included in the stepwise regression because that would substantially
reduce the sample size.

Summary—Predictors of Expected Adjustment. Expected conscript adjustment was
measured by the Military Adjustment Index, which demonstrated reasonably good

psychometric properties and face validity (Table 1). The five best predictors of expect-
ed adjustment (the Military Adjustment Index) were: a) Attitude Towards Conscript
Service, b) Social Adjustment, c¢) Obeying Authority, d) Physical Health, and e) Rela-
tionship Difficulty (Table 3). Together these predictors accounted for 62% of the vari-
ance in expected adjustment. Many additional predictor variables were considered,
but they did not add meaningful independent explanation of variance. Background
items and aptitude, which had less common method variance with the Military Ad-
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justment Index criterion, were correlated to some extent with the criterion but not
strongly. Of particular interest was the fact that some variables useful in predicting
conscript attrition (e.g., Mental (Health) State, Sense of Military Service Obligation,
education level, criminal record, and past economic difficulties) were not useful in
predicting expected adjustment. In short, what predicts (expected) success is differ-
ent from what predicts failure in the Finnish military service. In all, the five best pre-
dictors tell a coherent story. Expected adjustment is high for those with a positive
attitude towards their military service, are generally sociable, can accept orders, and
perceive themselves up to the physical demands of military service.

Conscript Adjustment

Later Perceived Adjustment. The ability to predict expected adjustment to military
service is important to the extent that expected adjustment predicts actual adjustment
and other positive outcomes. Actual adjustment can be measured in two ways—con-
script perceived adjustment at a later time and the completion of the military service
obligation, i.e., avoidance of attrition. In the current research, the expected adjust-
ment at the start of basic training was correlated with self-reported adjustment near
the end of basic training (7 weeks of service) at r = .54; n = 1,831; p < .001 and with
self-reported adjustment near the end of the six-month service obligation at r = .40;
n = 1,660; p < .001. In addition, self-reported later adjustment at the end of basic
training was correlated with the same near the end of the six-month military service
obligation at r = .58; n = 1,651; p < .001. Self-reported adjustment was measured by
the Military Adjustment Index, modified to reflect the appropriate verb tense. This
association between initial expected adjustment and later adjustment suggests that it
is important to provide sufficient information to conscripts before entry into military
service and to help them develop positive expectations for military service prior to
entry into the military. Also, the pattern of association suggests that later adjustment
is a function of other factors than just initial expected adjustment, as one would ex-
pect, since adjustment is not by itself a stable personality trait.

Separation from Service. During the six months of their initial military service obli-
gation, 211 of the 2,003 conscripts in the sample were separated from military service.
Of those 211 attritting, 170 were separated during basic training (131 of these in the
first two weeks), and the remaining 41 were separated between the end of basic and
the end of their six-month obligation. Of the 211 attritting, 174 were at least in part for
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mental health reasons or they selected an option to choose alternative civilian service
(13 months) for ethical reasons. The mean value of the Military Adjustment Index
upon entry into military service was 3.2 (SD = .95) for the “drop-out” group (of 174)
compared to a mean of 4.0 (SD = .62) for the group (n = 1,621) that completed their
military service without any (primarily minor health) restrictions on further service.
The difference of means is significant (p < .001). Those separated for physical health
reasons did not differ in expected adjustment from those who completed their servi-
ce. In other words, those in the drop-out group had significantly lower expectations
of adjustment to military service at the time they entered service.

Expected Adjustment as a Discriminator. Many variables impact on conscript attriti-

on. The current research examined the relative importance of expected adjustment on
attrition in terms of its relative ability to discriminate those who completed their mi-
litary service obligation without any restrictions (n = 1,599) from those who attritted
at least in part for mental health reasons or chose the civilian service alternative for
ethical reasons (n = 171). The results of the discriminant analysis are shown in Table 6
in terms of the relative weights of the discriminating variables. Expected adjustment
was the second most important variable as rated by its canonical correlation, and it
was in the discriminant function. The discriminant function using the variables noted
in Table 6 was able to correctly classify 47% of those attritting, 97% of those comp-
leting service, and 92% of all conscripts considered in the analysis. Briefly stated,
expected adjustment, the Military Adjustment Index, is a potential discriminator of
atirition, although it is relatively less strong than the predictor scale: Sense of Military
Service Obligation.
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Table 6: Weights of Predictor Scales and Baﬁkground Items in Discriminating Between Those
Who Completed Their Military Service and Those Who Attritted

Predictor Scales and Background Items Within-group Corre- Standardized Coef-
lation ficients

Sense of Military Service Obligation (S)* .61 41

Military Adjustment (S)* .55 19

Obeying Authority (S) .52 -

Attitude Towards Conscript Service (S) .52 -

Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S)* - .52 A5

Physical Health (S)* .50 .16

Attitude Towards Training (S) . 49 -

Mental (Health) State (S)* 46 A3

1) Highest education level* 46 k]|

2) Conscript had learning troubles in comprehensive -42 -16

school*

3) Conscript asked for special technical or leadership .41 A3

training or longer period of service*

4) GPA in comprehensive school 40 -

Social Adjustment (S) .38 -

5) Conscript was reported for a criminal offence* -34 -1

6) “Significant others” had a positive attitude towards .33 -
military service

7) Conscript had sleeping disorders* T -33 =11
8) Conscript exercised 33 -

9) Parents had a positive attitude towards military serv- .31 -
ice

10) Conscript was accused of a crime -3l -

| 1) Conscript did get along with parents .30 -
Relationship Difficulty (S)* .30 ' -16
12) Conscript was arrested / put in detention* -29 -18
13) Conscript attitude against drugs 29 -
14) Conscript had one or more loans -27 -
15) Conscript had quarreled with a teacher or a super- -.26 -
visor

16) “Marital status” / relationship* -24 -15
17) Conscript had a little money -24 -
18) Conscript thought drug tests should not be allowed -.23 -
19) Criminal record -21 -
20) Conscript had lived with parents .19 -
21) Conscript had no job or studying place in school*  -.18 -10
22) Conscript got enough service information in advan- .18 -

ce

23) Father was unemployed* -18 -10
24) Number of places conscript has lived * -7 -14
25) Age* -16 -18
26) Reported quarrels at home -16 -
27) Reported quarrels with girlfriend -15 -
28) Parents were divorced -5 -
29) Conscript was fired form a job -14 -
30) Conscript shared the cost of family living expenses  -.14 -
31) Conscript seldom used alcohol* 13 -15
32) Reported disease or injury -13 -
33) Father was mid-level white collar A3 -
34) Father completed military service, with the rank of* .12 -13
35) Conscript had a job before military service 10 -
36) Conscript was studying before military service 07 -

Note. Pooled within-groups correlations are between the discriminating variables and standardized canonical
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discriminant functions.Variables are ordered by absolute size of correlation within function. * = This variable
(bolded) was included in the best model. Aptitude variables were not entered into the analysis because that
would substantially reduce the n.

The model based on the best discriminators had Eigenvalue = .348 and Wilk's Lambda = .742, while correctly
classifying 47.1% of the dropouts, 97.1% of the completers, and 92.2% of cases overall. Dropout (attritee) n =
171; completer n = 1,599.

Expected Adj t a ictor of Performance. The ability to predict expected
adjustment to military service is made further important to the extent that expected
adjustment predicts other positive outcomes, especially conscript performance dur-
ing military service. The military performance of the conscripts was rated from 1
(poor) to 5 (excellent) by their immediate leaders near end of the six-month military
service obligation. Expected adjustment upon entry to military service was cor-
related with the leader-rated conscript performance at r =.18; n =1,782; p < .001. A
performance rating of 1 to 3 was considered low performance; a rating of 4 or 5 was
considered high performance. The mean on the Military Adjustment Index of those
who performed at a low level was M = 3.8; SD = .68; n = 520; the mean for those
who performed at a high level was M = 4.0; SD = .60; n =922.

A series of discriminant function analyses were carried out to determine those
weighted variables that could distinguish the group of conscripts who completed
their service at a low performance level (rated 1 to 3) from the group who performed
at a high level (rated 4 or 5). The following variables were components of a model
that best discriminated low from high performance groups in military service: 1) GPA
in comprehensive school, 2) Physical Health, 3) Highest education level, 4) Conscript
asked for special technical or leadership training or longer period of service, 5) Par-
ents were divorced, 6) Mental State, 7) Sense of Military Service Obligation, 8) Age,
and 9) Adjustment in Civilian Schooling. Other variables were highly correlated with
the standardized canonical discriminant function (i.e., were associated with differing
low from high performance) but were not included in the model due to other vari-
ables having greater discriminating power. Table 7 provides the relative strength of
the predictor scales and background items that discriminate the performance groups.
Overall, 72.5% of the cases were correctly classified, including 51.6% of those with
low performance and 84.2% of those performing highly. Although the Mi]itéry Ad-
justment Index is clearly associated with discriminating those who perform poorly
from those who perform well, the Index is only the 9% strongest variable in the set
and did not contribute enough independent discrimination power to be included in
the best model.
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Table 7. Predictors that Discriminate Low and High Performers in Military Service

Predictor Scales and Background Items Within-group Standardized
Correlation Coefficients
1) GPA in comprehensive schoot* .74 42
2) Highest education level* .60 21
Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S)* .56 .14
3) Conscript asked for special technical or leadership training or longer (.54 .25
eriod of service*
Physical Health (S)* 5l .27
Obeying Authority (S) 45 -
Mental (Health) State (S)* 42 12
Sense of Military Service Obligation (S)* 41 22
Military Adjustment (S) 41 -
4) Frequency of Exercising 40 -
Attitude Towards Training (S) 40 -
Attitude Towards Conscript Service (S) 40 -
5) Conscript had learning troubles at school -37 -
Relationship Difficulty (S) 36 -
Social Adjustment (S) 34 -
6) Father completed military service, with the rank of 3l -
7) Parents were divorced* -28 -16
8) Conscript did get along with parents 3l -
9) Conscript was reported for a criminal offence -.25 -
10) Conscript attitude against drugs 24 -
11) Conscript was accused of a crime -.24 -
12) Age* .23 12
13) Conscript had one or more loans -23 -
14) Parents had a positive attitude towards military service 22 -
15) Conscript seldom used alcohol 22 -
16) Conscript had a little money -22 -
17) “‘Significant others” had a positive attitude towards military service |.21 -
18) Father was mid-level white collar .20 -
19) Conscript thought drug tests should not be allowed -.18 -
20) Conscript had sleeping disorders -17 -
21) Conscript had quarreled with a teacher or a supervisor - 17 -
22) Conscript was studying before military service .16 -
23) Conscript had a criminal record - 12 -
24) Father was unemployed -12 -
25) Reported quarrels at home -08 -
26) Numiber of jobs in work history .08 -

Note. Pooled within-groups correlations are between discriminating variables and standardized canonical
discriminant functions.Variables are ordered by absolute size of correlation within function.* =This variable
(bolded) was included in the model. In the mode! based on these variables, low performers are correctly
classified 51.6% (n = 271), wrongly 48.4% (n = 254); high performers are correctly classified 84.2% (n = 786);
wrongly 15.8% (n = 147),for an overall correct classification rate of 72.5% (n = 1,458); Eigenvalue = .258 and

Wilk’s Lambda = .795.
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Discussion

This research was designed to determine the major variables that predict initial ad-
justment expectations at the start of military service and the extent to which those
expectations were related to self-perceived adjustment at two later points in time as
well as completion of the six-month military obligation and leader ratings of con-
script training performance. The measure of expected adjustment, the Military Ad-
justment Index, demonstrated good psychometric properties (Table 1). The variables
that predicted the Military Adjustment Index were well identified (Table 5) as: a)
Attitude Towards Conscript Service, b) Social Adjustment, c) Obeying Authority, d)
Physical Health, e) Relationship Difficulty, f) Frequency of exercising, g) Marital sta-
tus, and h) Adjustment in Civilian Schooling; together the variables explained 63% of
the variance in the Military Adjustment Index.

The importance of expected adjustment was verified through its correlation with
self-perceived adjustment at the end of basic training (r = .54) and the end of the
military service obligation (r = .40). Its further importance was shown in its ability to
contribute to discriminating conscripts who completed military service from those
who attritted (Table 6). However, the Index was not needed for predicting leader-
rated performance by a conscript near the end of military service. For this prediction,
variables related to prior civilian schooling, Physical Health, Mental (Health) State,
and Sense of Military Service Obligation were more valuable (Table 7). Nonetheless,
in both types of analyses (dropouts vs. completers and low vs. high performers) and
in its correlation with later adjustment, expected military adjustment demonstrated
that it was an important construct.

When the predictor scales and background items were considered together in the
analyses, the predictor scales tended to be the more useful or explanatory variables.
Part of the reason for this is due to common method variance between the measure-
ment of the predictor scales and the criterion Military Adjustment Index. On the other
hand, part of the reason is that the attitudes, perceptions, and personality charac-
teristics measured by the predictor scales are most likely stronger and more direct
influences on the expected adjustment of conscripts. As such, the predictor variables
need to be considered in any efforts to improve or make more realistic the expected
adjustment of conscripts.

The identified relation of certain background variables with expected adjustment
(Table 4) suggests that, although the relation is less strong than with the predictor
scales, those background variables too should be considered in any efforts to improve
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or make more realistic the expected adjustment of conscripts. In particular, extra ef-
forts should be made to ensure conscripts are provided with sufficient information
prior to reporting for military service, and “significant others” and family members
should be persuaded as well as the conscripts about the value and importance of mili-
tary service. As often found, those with negative past experiences (crime, substance
abuse, school problems, work problems, interpersonal problems) should be given
extra attention so that they can better develop positive attitudes and adjustment ex-
pectations. Finally, it is useful to recognize variables which were found to have little
or no significance for expected adjustment so that time and resources are not wasted
addressing people identified with those characteristics (e.g., parents’ class/status or
whether a conscript was a student or working prior to entering service).
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Appendic: Basic Measures

Table 1. Scales Measuring Conscript Adjustment and Predictor Constructs

Military Adjustment Index

1 will adjust to military discipline. (M = 3.7; SD = .81)

! will adjust to being away from my family. (M = 4.2; SD = .89)

1 will adjust to being away from my friends. (M = 3.9; SD = 1.05)

| will adjust to military service. (M = 4.0; SD = .93)

I will adjust to the fast pace and strict timetables. (M = 3.6; SD = 1.08)

| can cope with the mental pressure of conscript training. (M = 3,9; SD = .88)

Response alternative for all items: Poorly, Fairly poorly, | am not sure, Fairly good, Good.
Scale data: alpha = .81; item-total r range = .42 - .70; M = 3.89; SD = .69.

Attitude Towards Conscript Service

Military service is useless and unnecessary. (M = 3.9; SD = 1.20)

1 am not interested in military service. (M = 3.7, SD = 1.27)

| am highly motivated to complete my military service. (M = 3.7; D = 1.22)

| will feel at home in military service. (M = 3.4; SD = 1.08)

My personal contribution to military service is important. (M = 3.6; SD = 1.17)

| am stepping into military service with positive expectations. (M = 3.5; SD = [.25)

Response alternative for following scale items: Totally agree, Partly agree, Difficult to say,
Partly disagree, Totally disagree.

Scale data: alpha = .88; item-total r range = .62 - .75; M = 3.63; SD = .96.

Attitude Towards Training

Getting military training is important and significant to me. (M = 3.4; SD = 1.34)

| want to learn the things that are taught thoroughly. (M = 4.2; SD = 1.06)

| am willing to participate in training that is intellectually demanding. (M = 3.5; SD = 1.26)
To me it is important to do well in the army. (M = 3.7; SD = 1.21)

| will try to do my best in training. (M = 4.3; SD = 1.06)

Scale data: alpha = .84; item-total r range = .55 - .72; M = 3.80; SD = .93.

Sense of Military Service Obligation

| have considered applying to unarmed service. (M = 4.6; SD = 1.05)

| have considered dropping out of service. (M = 4.5; SD = 1.03)

All men should carry out military service as a part of total defence. (M = 4.1;SD = 1.20)
Military service is every male citizen’s duty. (M = 4.3;SD = 1.15)

Scale data: alpha = .79; item-total r range = .53 - .70; M = 4.36; SD = .87.
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Social Adjustment

| will adjust to dormitory accommodations. (M = 4.1; SD = .81)
| can adjust to being around people | do not know. (M = 4.2; SD = .77)
| normally adjust to a new environment. (M = 4.1; SD = .79)

Scale data: alpha = .80; item-total r range = .51 - .64; M = 3.98; SD = .65.

Relationship Difficul

Belonging to a squad or a group feels pressing beforehand. (M = 4.1; SD = 1.10)
| usually do not share my thoughts with other people. (M = 3.4; SD = 1.23)

| feel myself uncomfortable with other people. (M = 4.0; SD = 1.09)

It is easy for me to make new friends. (M = 3.9, SD = 1.11)

Scale data: alpha = .71; item-total r range = .48 - .59; M = 3.87; 5D = .82.

Mental (Health) State

| often feel depressed. (M = 4.1;SD = 1.15)

| have had suicidal thoughts. (M = 4.6; SD = .99)

| have often had feelings that life is not worth of living. (M = 4.5; SD = 1.09)

| am often anxious and tense. (M = 4.0; SD = 1.17)

If | could live my life all over again, | would do almost everything differently. (M = 4.1; SD =
1.10)

Scale data: alpha = .78; item-total r range = .45 - .58; M = 4.26; SD = .79.

Physical Health

My health corresponds to the demands of military service. (M = 4.1; SD = 1.01)
| can manage the physical performances of military service. (M = 3.8; SD = .98)

Scale data: alpha = .76; item-total r = .62; M = 3.93; SD = .90.

Obeying Authority
| cannot stand being ordered around and commanded. (M = 3.9; SD = 1.15)
It is easy for me to obey given orders. (M = 3.9;SD = L.11)

Explicit chain of command promotes action in the army. (M = 4.0; SD = 1.03)

Scale data: alpha = .67; item-total r range = .42 - .53; M = 3.91; SD = .86.

Prior Adjustment in Civilian Schooling

| adjusted to comprehensive school. (M = 4.2; SD = 1.04)
| felt at home at school. (M = 3.5; 5D = 1.14)

Scale data: alpha = .71; item-total r range = .56 - .56; M = 3.87; SD = .96.

Note. Item means are rounded to one decimal place.Alpha is Cronbach’s alpha. ltem-total
r range is the range of correlations between each item and the scale mean with the item
deleted. Items were originally in the Finnish language.
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Table 2 Mili- |Con- |Trai- |Social |[Rela- |Phy- [Men- (Ser Ad-
tary |script {ning [Ad- [tion- |[sical |tal vice just-

Correlations Ad-  |Servi- |At- |just- |shiDif-|Health|State |Ob- ment

Between just- |ce titude [ment |ficulty liga- in

Measurement ment tion School

Scales

Measurement

Scale

Military I 61 .53 62 |39 54 (4] 45 |6l .39

Adjustment

Attitude Towards |.61 I 78 |42 14 39 |37 .68 |6l .34

Conscript Service

Attitude Towards |.53 .78 1 37 (39 |35 33 .65 |.60 33

Training

Social Adjustment .62 |42 (.37 | 56 (44 |43 34 (.41 37

Relationship 39 |41 39 |56 1 36 |55 38 |44 .34

Difficulty

Physical Health |54 |39 {35 |44 |36 I 36 |34 (.38 33

Mental (Health) {.41 37 |33 43 S5 136 ! 41 |43 .36

State

Sense of 45 (68 |65 [34 |38 |34 |4 I .55 .25

Military Service

Obligation

Obeying .61 .61 60 |41 44 (38 (43 S5 |1 41

Authority

Adjustment in 39 (34 (33 37 (34 |33 36 |25 |40 I

Civilian Schooling

Note. Each correlation is significant at the p < .001 level (2-tailed). First column bolding is to
highlight scale correlations with the Military Adjustment Index. n = 2,002.
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Table 4: Stepwise Regression of Background & Aptitude Items with the Military Adjustment
Index

. Standardized
Background and Aptitude Items : 2 S
(Variables Entered in the Model) r R goemC|ens
1) “Significant others” had a positive attitude
towards military service
2) Conscript requested longer period of ser- 37 A3 A9
vice*
3) Received enough information about consc- 33 .18 A7
ription 27 21 .15
4) Aptitude test 2 (leadership and social skills) 29 23 13
5) Conscript reported using alcohol 21 .25 Al
6) Had a job* .09 26 Nl
7) Frequency of exercising 24 27 .09
8) Home town distance from current unit -0l 27 .06
9) Parent have a positive attitude towards mili- .27 27 07
tary service -25 .28 -.06

10) Reported sleeping disorders*

Note. * = this is a dummy variable. For the correlation coefficient (r), n = 2,002, except for
item 4, n = 1,283 and for item 7,n = 1,992.All correlation coefficients were significant at p <
.001, except for item 8 where p = n.s.f (.88). In the model, R = .55, and Adjusted R Square =
.28;n = |,136. For the model, variable -7 significance levels were p < .001, and variable 8-10
significance levels were p < .05.

Table 5: Stepwise Regression of Scales and Background Items with the Military Adjustment
Index

Standardized
Predictor Scales and Background Items r R? Coefficients
I) Attitude Towards Conscript Service (5) .61 .39 .26
2) Social Adjustment (S) .62 .54 .36
3) Obeying Authority (S) .61 .58 25
4) Physical Health (5) 54 61 24
5) Relationship Difficulty (S) 39 .62 -10
6) Frequency of exercising 24 .62 -09
7) Marital status -09 .62 -06
8) Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S) .39 63 05

Note. S after a numbered row entry means it is a scale. In this model, R = .79 and Adjusted
R Square = .63; n = 1,992. No aptitude measures were included in the stepwise regression
because that would substantially reduce the sample size.
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Table 6: Weights of Predictor Scales and Background Items in Discriminating Between Those
Who Completed Their Military Service and Those Who Attritted

Predictor Scales and Background items Within-group Corre- Standardized Coef-
lation ficients
Sense of Military Service Obligation (S)* 61 41
Military Adjustment (S)* .55 49
Obeying Authority (S) .52 -
Attitude Towards Conscript Service (S) 52 -
Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S)* .52 15
Physical Health (S)* .50 16
Attitude Towards Training (S) 49 -
Mental (Health) State (S)* 46 A3
1) Highest education level* 46 31
2) Conscript had learning troubles in comprehensive school* -.42 -16
3) Conscript asked for special technical or leadership training .41 A3
or longer period of service*
4) GPA in comprehensive school 40 -
Social Adjustment (S) .38 -
5) Conscript was reported for a criminal offence* -34 -1
6) “Significant others” had a positive attitude towards milita- .33 -
ry service
7) Conscript had sleeping disorders* -33 -1
8) Conscript exercised 33 -
9) Parents had a positive attitude towards military service .31 -
10) Conscript was accused of a crime -31 -
I1) Conscript did get along with parents 30 -
Relationship Difficulty (S)* .30 -16
12) Conscript was arrested / put in detention*® -29 -18
13) Conscript attitude against drugs 29 -
14) Conscript had one or more loans =27 -
15) Conscript had quarreled with a teacher or a supervisor -26 -
16) “Marital status” / relationship* -24 -5
17) Conscript had a little money -24 -
18) Conscript thought drug tests should not be allowed -23 -
19) Criminal record -2l -
20) Conscript had lived with parents A9 -
21) Conscript had no job or studying place in school* -18 -10
22) Conscript got enough service information in advance .18 -
23) Father was unemployed* -.18 -.10
24) Number of places conscript has lived * =17 -.14
25) Age* -16 -.18
26) Reported quarrels at home -16 -
27) Reported quarrels with girifriend -15 -
28) Parents were divorced -15 -
29) Conscript was fired form a job -14 -
30) Conscript shared the cost of family living expenses -14 -
31) Conscript seldom used alcohol* A3 -15
32) Reported disease or injury -13 -
33) Father was mid-level white collar A3 -
34) Father completed military service, with the rank of* A2 -13
35) Conscript had a job before military service .10 -
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36) Conscript was studying before military service .07 -

Note. Pooled within-groups correlations are between the discriminating variables and stan-
dardized canonical discriminant functions.Variables are ordered by absolute size of corre-
lation within function. * = This variable (bolded) was included in the best model. Aptitude
variables were not entered into the analysis because that would substantially reduce the n.

The model based on the best discriminators had Eigenvalue = .348 and Wilk's Lambda =

.742, while correctly classifying 47.1% of the dropouts, 97.1% of the completers, and 92.2%
of cases overall. Dropout (attritee) n = 171; completer n = 1,599.

Table 7. Predictors that Discriminate Low and High Performers in Military Service

Predictor Scales and Background Items Within-group Correlation - Standardized

Coefficients
1) GPA in comprehensive school* 74 42
2) Highest education level* .60 21
Adjustment in Civilian Schooling (S)* .56 14
3) Conscript asked for special technical or
leadership training or longer period of ser- .54 25
vice*
Physical Health (S)* 51 27
Obeying Authority (S) 45 -
Mental (Health) State (S)* 42 42
Sense of Military Service Obligation (S)* 41 22
Military Adjustment (S) 41 -
4) Frequency of Exercising 40 -
Attitude Towards Training (S) 40 -
Attitude Towards Conscript Service (S) 40 -
5) Conscript had learning troubles at school -.37 -
Relationship Difficulty (S) .36 -
Social Adjustment (S) 34 -
6) Father completed military service, with 3 .
the rank of ’
7) Parents were divorced* -28 -16
8) Conscript did get along with parents 3l -
9) Conscript was reported for a criminal .25
offence ) )
10) Conscript attitude against drugs 24 -
11) Conscript was accused of a crime -24 -
12) Age* 23 12
13) Conscript had one or more loans -23 -
14) Parents had a positive attitude towards 22 )
military service ’
I5) Conscript seldom used alcohol 22 -
16) Conscript had a little money -22 -
17) “Significant others” had a positive at- 2 .
titude towards military service )
18) Father was mid-level white collar .20 -
19) Conscript thought drug tests should not .18 )
be allowed ’
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20) Conscript had sleeping disorders -17 -
21) Conscript had quarreled with a teacher 17 )
or a supervisor )

22) Conscript was studying before military 16 )

service

23) Conscript had a criminal record -12 -
24) Father was unemployed -12 -
25) Reported quarrels at home -.08 -
26) Number of jobs in work history .08 -

Note. Pooled within-groups correlations are between discriminating variables and standar-
dized canonical discriminant functions.Variables are ordered by absolute size of correlation
within function. ¥ =This variable (bolded) was included in the model. In the model based on
these variables, low performers are correctly classified 51.6% (n = 271), wrongly 48.4% (n

= 254); high performers are correctly classified 84.2% (n = 786); wrongly 15.8% (n = 147),
for an overall correct classification rate of 72.5% (n = 1,458); Eigenvalue = .258 and Wilk's
Lambda = .795.



