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ABSTRACT '
_ i Typology of Army Fanilies: Coping Styles of Successful,
ZZH Career Army Families
%g Ru: sell Charles Smith
ié-
fkﬁ Briefly defined,; coping is a set of behaviors which
t% individuals and/or grours employ in order to protect
a themselves from harm in the environment. Coping is a sign
ng of health, in that fami.ies or individuals who fzil to deal
;ﬁg with environment induced stress tend to become non-
P nroductive and dysfunctional. This is a gualitative study
ot
t& of the coping styles of 18 healthy Army families. Healthy
EE families are defined as those who are withou’ overt clinical
_‘! syuptoms of pathology, who enjoy military life, and who have
?% chosen the military as a career. Data were gathered by
 §§ means of intensive, unstructured interviews, and by
_ni; administration of Moos's Family Environmment Scale. Five
:E“ distinctive healthy coping styles were identified and are
| ; perceived to be consonant with the liiestyle of military

famil ies. |

| Br2eselvn Toy

: . i
-—— - P L - !
vevie - e / :
o ' tizd | ' '
Lo e .

" @ BTN @ R

1 "l

PR

e W e
L v"-.1

&

ety
B

¥

111

(R gl

e -

o
A

-
By
)

W~




FREFACE

I originally conceived of this project while working
for the military as an education specialist, first for the
Ti Navy, later for the Army. I became involved/concerned with
the lives that the sailors and soldiers and their families

lived, and 1 wanted to contribute to making those lives

2 better. Towards that end, I want to thank the military
oy
“ families that allowed me to come into their homes and share
.
‘) their lives.
It
N I want to thank my dissertation committee, Dr. Gustave
f?’ Rath, Dr. Charles Moskos, and Dr. Howard Becker, for
Ly
g allowing me to research this topic, and for haviuy the
patience to see it through.
.
: I want to thank my family, my wife Carol, my son Brian,
.
: and my daughter Jennifer, for their support and
understanding during all the time I spent working on this
j project.
P And finally, I want to give special thanks to Dr.
o
- Charlenc Lewls, research anthropologist for the US Army
ANE
<7 .
R Medical Research Unit-Europe, Walter Reed Army Institute of
”g' kResecarch, Dr. Lewls volunteered to mentor me thrcugh this
\, . .
,E project, and without her kindness, patience, wisdom, and
' tirm guidance, this research would never have been
completed.
7
e iv
-
3
"
L] L L

‘e 7,
[ 4




TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT. s e evovsoncnana R R RIS &
PREFACE . et vt ovevresosnsnnasenaasaesesaennseansnsnaans ..
LIST OF TABLES . et s veeerossnseasessaceessasennesaoenssaVi

CHAPTER I — INTRODUCTION TO PROBLEM OF COPING..........l

CHAPTER II ~ ARMY DEMOGRAPHICS. eveeennsnnnnnnns. ceiv...5

CHAPTER III - REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE...¢.eeeaesoean..4q5
CHAPTER IV — METHODOLO3Y....... ettt 168
CHAPTER V — THEORY OF COPING..vvceeasenatoneneaennneens 135
CHAPTEN VI -~ RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS. ...ttt ot innaenan 166

REFERENCES .t it vesvn e cr s c s esmsc et tets st iar e e adldD

APPENDIX A

1

FAMILY QUESTIONNAIRE, ,........ ce e vese.s234

APPENDIX B - FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE...... v e e e e 0. 238
APPENDIX C - FES PROFILES........... R

APPENDIX D

i
23}
g
4
—4
r
<
(o}
=
X
o
()]
=
g
e
oo
[al
@
wn
=z
~
~
9p]
O
-3
95}




hl . ‘
\ AN TR TR Tl AT MR TURUVATUR T I Y TITW YTy WY T Y e AL PN RSN RPN R R R AT IR R TP MU P LPIM LW LI U A W LS T A P Ty T T e 7 [ AR e

PN
,en
g0
N
F-‘R.H'
SN
0?3
LIST OF TABLES
e
_ ;i- Table 1 Number of Soldiers by Gender and Ag€...eses..’
-
- Table 2 Marital Status of SoldierS.....eesecesesncadas?
L
e/ Table 3  Percentage of Soldiers Married to Soldiers...l0
1= . . ;
oo Table 4 Distribution of Rank and Salary for Soldiers
Gk Living in Government Housing.......... e 13
0 . . . _ "
LY Table 5 Distribution of Rank and Salary feor Socldiers
- Including BAQ as of 1 Jan 87...ieeenreeeneoaeal?
o _
e Table 6 Race of Soldiers......eeu... U 1 -
- VS
t'b Table 7 Education Level of Soldiers....... Ceeeeeeee.l2]
g ® Table 8 Family Members of SoldiersS....ueievecnserseaens2l
b~
ffwi Table 9 Distribution of Soldiers and Their Family
-, MO e S e it s tneceontocsasotonsranesnssonsonassds2B
e
L Table 1¥ Soldiers' Dependents LocCalionS.eeeeseseoecee.29 !
|
Ay Table 11 Army Housing Units World-Wide...... B 4 1
%Y \ i
] . . !
e Table 12 Marital Status and Living Location of |
;%Q: S0ldiers in USAREUR. tv e eeeeeennoeconsessesnseall
TY Talble 13 Types of Soldier OCCUPALIioNS. s teeeoreesnssassib
LA
fg? Table 14 Family Budget ItemS........c.itieeemeennnennnn 39
Gt
" o Table 15 Army Family Sample DemographicS. .ee.e.e...... 42
-
AP
[ o Table 16 USAREUR HOUSINg e . ittt it it ennenmanencsens .-.43
SN
'532 Table 17 FES Subscales and Dimension Descriptions..,..121
:’.n:‘ . . . .
.j;&: Table 18 FBES Subscales and Dimension Descriptions.....146
- R _ . : .
Ve Table 19 Typology of Family Soclal Environmments.......148
k> !
A% .
. G Table 280 Sample Family ClUuSterS..u.veeeeoeeneenennn. .. 155
..
9
y Table 21 Comparison of Family Clusler Distributions...162

Table 22 Average Sample Army Family FES ScoreS........164

vi
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The active duty Army has opproximately 409,960 families,
roughly one and a half million pcople who, on a daily basis,
interact with the largest military system in the world. An
all-pervasive culture unto itself, the Army effects the
lives of each one of these people, to a greater or lesser
degree, every day of their lives. This research was begun
in order to look at the effects which this lifestyle has and
how individuals and families can cope with it.

On the face of it, 1t appcars that the Army does
everything possible to disrupt families and to maximize the
digcomfort of their iives. The average Army family moves
every two to three years, with families moving ten or more
times during the course of a twenty year career. Few of the
sites where people have to live could be called glamcrous;
indecd, the Army itself classifies several hundred of these
places as "remote sites", "isolated assignments"™, and
"hardship tours". And, even under the best of conditions
which the Army can offer, families report the daily presence
of stress factors such as lack of privacy, concerns a-out
compensation and bencfits, separation from and concern for
the well being of their service member,

Nevertheless, man’ families flourish in the Army, and
scem to enjoy "their"™ military career, for such indeed it
must be considered. Outnumbering the active duty force,

family members share many of the hardships experienced by




the soldier, traveling to and living in isolated or
difficult places, in foreign countries, and sometimes,
alonce.

The military implies that it will take carc of families
under all circumstances, but the present Army support system
i1s not fully meeting the needs of today's Army fawmilies, 1In
the last twenty years, the number of married scrvice people
has doubled, so that approximately 68% of the service
population is married. 1In addition, since the all volunteer
Army of the 7@¢'s, many more junior enlisted pcople are
married, as 25% of the enlistees are married when they join,
with 10% of these soldiers having at least one child. In
fact, as the uverage marriage age {or civilians has been
going up, the average marriage age for military personnel
has been going down (Moskos, 1978). Support systems have
not been able to keep pace with this huge increasec 1in
military families.

Iinformation is neceded to lmprove thesc services, and
given the growth in the population, it is imperative that
much of this information be based on careful research,
rather than on the personal preferences or failr-weather
politics that have prevailed in the past. Currently, the
Military Family Resource Center (19€4) reported that 85% of

their collection on military family studies was done within

the last ten years; howevei, much of this research has been
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focused on specific stresses which are cxpcrienced by a
relatively small proportion of the total population.

The Army Family White Paper states that "there is a

pressing need for basic research on the role of Army
families and the effect, both positive and negative, of Army

life on those families" (Army Family White Paper, 1983:20).

A different way to investigate Army family life is to
look at what families do right, specifically looking at how
they structure their environment to cope with Army life.
Most families make a success of their wmilitary careers, the
question is why? What do families do differently to cause

some to cope with the system and some not? This research

will look at career Army families to find out why and how

some are competent,
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An Army career, because of its demands on soldiers and
their dependents, becomes a career for the soldier's entire
family. Femily members, too, are subject to unique
situations and stresses which place them apart from their
civilian counterparts. To illustrate this point, a profile
of "average" enlisted and officer families was recently

developed by the Center for Military Family Support (1984).

The "Average" Fnlisted Family

The uniformed membher is male, 23 years old, has a
high school diploma and has been in military
service a little over four years. He holds the
rank of E-4 and will shortly make the rank of E-5.
He is married, and his wife is 21 years of age;
shie too, has 2 high school diploma. They have
been married for three years and have one chiid
with another child on the way. Their military
salary (includinyg hcusing allowance) is $1,144.00
per month, and the service member earns another
$2408.¢8 per month mocon-lighting (which is
approximately the same amount the wife was earning
hefore she became pregnant again). They are
$3,0¥0 in debt.

(Center for Military YFamily Support, 1984:1)

The "Average" Officer's Family

The uniformed memboer 1s male, 29 years old, has a
B.a.-level degree, and has been in military
sexvice five years., He is at the pay ygrade of 0O-
3. e dis married; his wife is 27 years 0ld and
attended colleyge for a little over two years.,
They have one pre-school aged child, fTheir
military salary (including hiousing allowance) is
51,620.09 poer month. The wife corng another
S60.08 o month at her job. They are about
57,608,604 in debt,

(Center for Millitary Pawmily support, 1984:1)

o o T2 g oo T a0 M T e
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In order to understand better the need for effective
coping styles, it is important to examine the environment in
which these skills are used, Part of this environment is
the social sphere of the soldiers and family members
themselves, and it 1s important to look at the spec:ific
demographics of soldiers, their family members, and their
lifestyle which characterize the differences between the
military and the civilian worlds. Some of these categories

ares:

1. Age and Marital Statuns:

The U.8., Army is very young and very married. Table 1
lists soldiers' ages and gender as listed in the Department
of bLefense Selected Manpower Statistics for Fiscal Year 1985

(1986},

Table 1

Numbery of Soldiers by Gender and Age

Doger Male Soldicrs IF'emale Soldicrs

17-19 11,757 T:575
20=2Y9 412,241 SU¥, 245
3¢-39 172,357 14,455
449 43,617 1,082
50+ 2,814 77

From this table, we can sece Lhat over Lwo thirds of the
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Army is under thirty vears of age, and 93% of all soldiers
are under forty years of age. The age distribution is,

however, skewed by rank. According to the Army Family White

S

Paper of 1983, 94% of the enlisted soldiers are between the
ages of 21 and 25, while only 6% of the officers are in that
age range.

Seventy-nine perxcent of the officers are married; 78% of
the career enlisted soldiers are marvied; and 28% of the
first-term soldiers are married. The prescence of so many
married soldiers adds credence to General Wickham's

statement that "the Army recruits individuals but retains

~d
n

).

families" (Army Family White Paper, 1983:

According to the ahove Department of bhefense (DoD)
stacistics, 60% of all soldiers are married. Although
statistics on the ages of family members are sketchy, we can
assume the following: spouses arc at least as youny as
their soidier-spouses; families arce generally in the early
stages of the life cycle development; and, families have had
few opportunities to compare, as adults, the differences

Loetween military and civilian lifestyles.

Table 2 lists the marital status of soldicrs (befensce




Table 2

Marital Status of Soldiers

Enlisted Officers

Married 59% 79%
Divorced/Widowed 8% 4%
Never Married 33% 17%

HECCCL S UV Y 0, B D KR X AT 5 DO

The armed forces also incorporate a rather special

Ty

he category of marriages, that of active duty service members
g

b married to other active duty service members, These dual
)

He career couples provide special problems for the system,

=

e

since the career path of each must be considered in seeking

and accepting duty assignments. As much as is practical

- e
T

5 (and as far as it meets mission reqguirements), the Army
2 :
- tries to keep these spouses together by means of a joint
r'
domicile program, assigning them to the same post or in
., . . y . . . .
' areas within a 5¢ mile radius. It 1s difficult to manage
"n
A - .
N these dual transtfers, however, since one must balance the
NS
? job skills of the spouses against the neceds of the Army and
i
S the needs of thelir carzers against available assignments.
%

These tamilies sometimes have to make career choices where
one career is helped while the other carecr is hindered.
Table 3 lists the percentages of married soldiers that have

inter-army marriages, according to the army Family white

Paper (1983). The number of marriced first-term cenlisted

soldiers married to other soldicrs is quite high, and is of ‘

BRSSP E S Do MU

pEAAP
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Table 3

Percentages of Soldiers Married to Scldiers

First-Term Enlisted 20%
Career Enlisted 10%
Ccempany Grade Officers 10%
Field Grade Officers 2.4%

2. Rank and Salary:

Rank 1s probably the most prominent, visible, and unique
characteristic of military service. 1t defines everything
from salary and level of entitlements, to forms of address
and daily behaviors. Within the Army, there are three basic
rank structures.

The f{irst and most common structure of rank is that of
enlisted soldiers who comprise 85% of the total Army
manpower. HBasically, they are the workers of the Army.

Rornee v WNlAamlre ~AF &3 .
LOE 510885 CL T1Ime trom 2 vyea

Lt Y <

™~

They way join € p € te 6
years, depending on which of a range of options they choose.
At the end of this time, they must meet certain standards to
be eligible to reenlist. Some criteria currently used to
determine a soldier's e¢ligibility to reenlist are: physical
stamina; weight; progression in rank; education level; and
level) of on-the-job competence. These criteria are not

fixed, but may vary considerably over time, depending partly
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11
on the manpower requirements of the Army and other perceived
organizational needs. Like all soldiers, if they meet the
Army's standards, they can retire from the military after
twenty years of service, or stay in for a maximum of thirty
years.

Enlisted personnel are further divided into entry level
enlisted and junior and senior non-commissioned cfficers
(NCOs). Entry level soldiers comprise 58% of the Army.
Their ranks go from E-1 (enlisted rank 1) to E-4, and they
make up the bulk of the Army "troops"., NCOs (E-5's and
above) comprise 35% of the Army. These are the career
enlisted soldiers who are the team leaders for the entry
level "troops". A soldier must cktain the rank of E-S
before his 12th year in the Army in order to be ce¢ligible to
recnlist.

The second category of rank is that of warrant officers,
who only comprise 2% of the Army. These soldiers are
technicians; and in almost all cases, were former enlisted
soldiers. A warrant officer may be a technician in charge
of a supply office, personnel office, or an investigation
team. Most rotary wing and some fixed wing pilots are
warrant officers. These soldiers, who are not commissioned
by Congress, fit between enlisted soldiers and commissioned
officers in rank.

The last category of rank is that of commissioned




12
officers. These soldiers receive their commission «f rank
from Congress. Some receive their commission from
completing a program of study through college at one of the
military academies, such as West Point (Army), but many
receive their commission from the Reserve Qfficer Training
Corps (ROTC) while attending civilian college. Some
enlisted and warrant officers may also receive theilr
commissions by completing Officer Candidate School (0OCS)
while in the service.

Officers comprise 12% of the Army manpower. They do not
enlist, rather, they serve in the Army for a minimum number
of years depending on the commitment they have incurred,
especially through schooling. After that point, they may be
selected to serve as "voluntary indefinite", and must resign
their commissions in order to leave the service, They may
retire at the end of 20 years or remain on active duty for
38 years or sometimes more. However, officers must attain
at least the rank of major to be eligible to remain on
active duty, and to be eligible to retire. If they do not
attain that rank, they must leave the Army, without the
retirement benefits., It is cstimated that 5¢% of all Jjunior
Army officers will not make the rank of major.

Soldier salaries aepcnd on many factors bhesides rank.

Table 4 lists grade structure data (Dob Selected Manpower

Statistics, 1986) and pay structure data for soldiers who
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live in government housing on post or in government leased

housing off post.

Table 4

Distribution of Rank and Salary for Soldiers Living in
Governmerit Housing (1 Jan 87)

Rank Range Numbers Average
of Soldiers Salary*

El to E4 (Entry Enlisted Soldiers) 39¢,108 50% $11,965

E5 to E6 (Middle Management NCOs) 204,145 26% 17,878
E7 to E9 (Senior NCOs) 72,304 9% $23,334
Wl to W4 (Warrant Officers) 15,584 2% 524,548
0l to 03 (Company Grade Officers) 60,793 8% 524,524
04 to 06 (Field Grade Officers) 32,865 4% 542,382
07 to 01¢ (General Officers) 398 .1% $68,181

*These salary figures are modified from a Government
Accounting Office letter, dated 15 March 1985 (1985). The
modifications were made to reflect the pay raise of 1
January 1987. This salary schedule was taken from the Arm
Times of 2% October 1986.

Since a soldier's bhasic pay is determined by rank and
length of service, and, to some extend, occupational
speciality, these pay figures are based on the typical
length of service each soldier would have in order to attain
the rank. TFor example, the average E8 has been in the Army
2% years while the average E3 has been in less than two
years., The salary figures include basic pay and basic

allowance for subsistence (BAS). This latter figure, BAS,

ranges from $112.65% per month for officers to an average of
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$5.37 per day for enlisted soldiers (which equals $161.10 a
% month) and consists of an approximate dollar amount which
. the Army feels is the equivalent of basic costs for food.
Soldiers who eat in the dining facilities (formerly called
mess halls), do not receive BAS,

In general, the figures in Table 4 are average salary
figures for soldiers who live in government housing.
Soldiers who live in government housing receive i1t as an

entitlement for "free". Although it does not show up as

PLIFAEML L it @

> "salary" per se, soldiers are also entitled to frew« medical
and dental care. Their dependents may also receive free

X medical care, but only up to a point, Foif services not

of fered at military hospitals, family members receive a form
of health insurance called the Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Service (CHAMPUS). CHAMPUS is a
cost-sharing medical plan which, while more expensive than
' the "free" care offered by the Army, is also considerably
less expensive than private health care insurance. Family
P members do not have to pay to receive this coverage, they
; co-pay for services used. Until recently, family members
were not entitled to free dental care unless they were y
. stationed overseas. A recent change, however, makes dental
insurance available to all families for a minimal cost.
Regardless of where they are stationed, the free care does

A nct include free orthodontist care.
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Even when the free housing and the free medical care are
considered, soldier salaries are low. With the pay raise of
1 Jan 87, seventy-six percent of all soldiers receive less
than $18,000 a year. Ninety-five percent receive less than
$25,000 per year.

Soldiers living off post, and not in goveroment leased
housing, are entitled to a basic allowance for quarters
(BAQ) . BAQ rates, with dependents, average from $3,100 a
vear for entry level soldiers to $8,413 a year for general
officers. The average amount of BAQ at the "with dependent"
rate is $3,800 per year. BAQ at the "without dependents"
rate averages about one third less. This is important,
because the Army has strict rules as to who constitutes
legitimate dependents and under what circumstances the
family is considered "approximately present". For exampl e,
soldiers who have their families in Europe, but who are not
commanded sponsocred (see below), get the lower BAQ rates.

BAQ 1s generally not adequate to cover all of the
expenses for housing off post. Ninety percent of the
soldiers living off post in the continental United States
receive additional funds from a program called the Variable
Housing Allowance (VHA). VHA is designed to pay 81% of the
difference between the BAQ entitlement and the average
housing costs of the area where the soldier lives.

Depending on the cost of living in an Army commnunity, VHA
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can range from a few dollars to hundreds of dollars a month,
The true formula for VHA is quite complicated, and it
changes frequently. Currently, VHA is the difference
between housing costs according to pay grade in the local
arca where the soldier is stationed, and 80¢% of the national
median housing for the same pay. In simpler words, BAQ is
estimated to cover 65% and VHA 20% of median housing costs

with the soldier paying 15% out of pocket (Housing the Army

1985).

Soldiers living overseas are similarly eligible for an
oversecas housing allowance (OHA) which is based on the same
principle. Periodically, based on fluctuations of the U.S.
dollar, these soldiers are also eliyible
living allowance (COLA).

Table 5 lists the BAQ rates for soldiers, with
dependents, living off post and not in government leased

housing.
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Table 5

Distribution of Rank and Salary for Soldiers
including BAQ as of 1 Jan 87

Rank Range $'s Average BAQ
Salary w/Dep
w/0 BAQ Rate
El to E4 (Entry level) 5d% $11,965 $3,100
ES to E6 (Middle NCOs) 26% $17,078 54,027
E7 to E9 (Senior NCOs) 9% 523,334 $4,790
Wl to W4 (Warrant Off) 2% 524,548 $4,897
01 to 03 (Company Off) 8% 524,524 $4,931
04 to 06 (Field Off) 4% 542,382 $6,796
07 to 018 (General Off) .1% $68,181 $8,413

A major factor in military compensation is the

retirement system. The Government Accounting Office (GAO)

reports something called the "X-factor", those things that

compensate for the:

disadvantages of service life (e.g., exposure to
danger, liability for duty at all times without
extra pay, and freguent moves making it more
difficult for spouses to establish careers at one
location) which outweigh certain advantages (e.g.
greater job security, adventure, travel,
opportunity to learn a trade). The "X-factor" can
be an important consideration in an individual's
decision to join or stay in the military.

(GhO, 1986)

The possible early retirement, starting around age 408, is a

major part of the so-called "X-factor".




L

PLIN DU SN R )

COV IR ]

ISR O

A, 7 OO,

S S G S

AL
LN

h T AV AN 8

- l,__a?‘-

A
e e i )

; 'v"_ﬁ"_ig'_"'

g

o]
-y

18

3. Rank and‘Gender:

The Army is fully integrated in terxms nf race, but not
quite in terms of gender. The Army was one of the first
institutions in the United States to become racially
integrated. Table 6 lists the 1984 race of soldiers data
from the Equal Opportunity Assessment of 1984 done by the
Department of Army Office of Deputy Chief of Staff for

Personnel (1986).

Table 6

Race of Soldiers

White Black i

spanic Other
64.8% 27.5% 3.8%

3.9%

According to data from this equal opportanity
assessment, women makce up 1ld% of the active duty Army ang,
particularly in the last ten years, have made great gains in
getting non-traditional jobs. however, by law, there arce no
females in combat arms units, and this hinders their chances

for advancement into leadership positions.

4, Fducation:

The Army is generally well educated, with a reading
grade level averagce of 9.1. over all. This cowmpares

favorably with the 9.0 average for the United States as a
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whole. The Army varies the minimum education and wmental
levels required for enlistment depending on their manpnwer
needs and the youth cohort available for recruitment.

During the late 7¢'s, the Army fell way behind on its
enlistment goals, so the standards were set very low.
Soldiers with these low levels, who are now becoming NCOs,
are not necessarily as well educated as the younger, lower
rankinag troops whom they supervise, and this is now seen as
one source of leadership problems within the service. The
Army is tackling that problem by setting higher reenlistment
standards, and either training or attriting NCOs who do not

mect the new, higher standards.

As of late, Army enlistments have been higyh; thereforec,
standards are high. Men, in order to enlist, in almost all
cases must be a high school graduate, with Gencral
Fquivalency Degrees (GEDS) not accepted as a substitute.
Male carecer soldiers without a high school diploma have to
get one or a GED before they can be promoted to K6. They
also have to raise their initial General Technical (GT)
subtest score to 16@0. This test is part of the Armed
Scervice Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB), which they take
when they enter the service. Additionally, they must
successfully pass their annual Skill Qualification Test
(51), which 15 a measure of their ability to perform Lheir

job in the Army.
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At all times, women must have a high school diploma in
orvder to enlist. Officers, in most cases, must have a
college degree. Exceptions to that are those people who
become commissioned through OCS. They nhave to get their
college degrec in a sel number of years. These standards
also are subject to change,

To assist soldiers in rearhing their educational) goals,
the Army has a voluntary education program called the Army
Continuing Bducation System (ACES). Even though many of
the education programs are "voluntary®, education adds
points for promotion to a soldicr's overall score. &t
higher ranks, education 1s considered a quality improvement
factor., The Armv provides professional guidance counseloxrs
to help soldiers and their family menmbers and pays 75% to
9¢% of the college tuition costs for the zoldiers. 1In

effect, education is a very important item for soldiers.

Table 7 lists the cducation levels of soldiers (Dol

Sclected Manpower Statistics, 1986).
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Table 7
j Education Level of Soldiers
r.
A _“
X High School Some TwO OY more BA Degree
N or GED College years of or higher
) College
Enlisted 96% 26.9% 9.3% 3.1%
Warrant 1L00% 62.0% 51.8% 19.0%
Officers 100% 99.9% 99.8% 97.9%
Iy 5. Family Members:
I Table 8 lists the types of Army family members (DoD
5 Selected Manpower Statistics, 1986).
Table 8
. Family Members of Scldicrs
: ~
' Spousces Children Parents Average
. & Others GSize
i .
[ Enlisted 336,312 244,671 55,038 2.74
- Off1cers 73,329 124,339 9,897  2.77
: Total 449, 641 665,041 04,845 2.78
) -
- Total Family Members: 1,129,487
o Although family members come in many types, one thing is
).

P

clear from the above table: family members outnumber active

duty soldicrs.
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The Department of Army (DA) estimates that 85% of the
spouses are female, and that 66% of them are under 34.
Seventy-eight percent (522,6¢8) of the children are under 12
yvears old. Sixty-five percent (435,0606) of the children are
under 5 years old. Obviously, this is a great many young
children, and is a natural outgrowth of the high percentage
of marriages and the high percentage of young people. We
can assume that there is: a great need for educational and
enmployment oppertunities for spouses; and a great need for
day care.

According to the Army Family White Paper, 21% of Army

spouses speak BEnglish as a second language. This would
indicate a need for special services for these spouses vo be
taught English and to be acclimated to the American culture.
Fifty-two percent of military spouses work. They make a
contribution equal to 33% of the total family income, while
comparable civilian spouses contribute only 19%. Some of
this differcence is, no doubt, attributable to the low salary
hase of most scldiers compared to the civilian work-force.
However, it is offset by the fact that the military spouse
uncmployment rate is 18%, while the comparable rate for
civilian spouses is 5%. Reasons for this high unemployment
ratce are frequent mobility and high spouse concentration in

arcas of limited enploywent opportunities.

Spouses move every two or three years, and cach time




(G S N wr pe e e

AW A YY T Y LK

T T w

23
they must look for new jobs. Thus, it is very difficult for
them to gain any kind of job seniority, as they are
constantly reentering the job market, and frequently below
their skill level. 1In fact, the federal government recently

changed its policy on family member employees, for federal

‘servica policy as a whole provides that a person must work

for three consgecutive years in order to be considered a
“"career" employee. Many military spouses could never meet
the three year regquirement due to the mobility of their
active-duty spouses. The federal “clock™ started over again
each time they moved and got a new job., The new policy
allows them to hold their work time in a credit bank, so
they can add to it when they find federal employment. When
they reach the three year mark, the system considers them a
carecr employee and they are cntitled benefits, including
hiring preference, similar to those of other fedecral

empl oyees.

Many Army posts are located 1n rural areas or in areas
far from major cities or in foreign countries, This lcads
to a concentration of sgpouses who are compeving for too few
jobs. Many employers know this, and some ot them exploit
the spouses by offering low salaries, few benefits, and only
part-time cmployment. bmployers complain that they spend

money on people who move before they become productive

members of the organization, so they have the right to pay
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lower wages. S5ome businesses even refuse to hire military

spouses because of their transient life styles.

In the civilian population, the typical nuclear family

- A

v,
-

accounts for 66% or less of all family configurations;

however, 95% of Army families are two parent nuclear

L

¥

S

families, since the Army discourages single parents.

Fa

Initially, civilian single parents can not enlist. Pregnant
soldiers are eligible for an honorabhle discharge, if they so
desire. 1In fact, 4% of the total number of women soldiers
leave the Army annually due to pregnancy. The absence of

‘ adequate, affordable day care makes it difficult for the

{l soldier~parent to perform mission requirements knowing that
. their chiid(ren) are well-provided for. All singlc parent

soldiers must have an approved childcare plan in case of
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emcrgencies or mobilizations. It is estimated that single
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fathers cutnumber single mothers by 3 to 1 in the Army.

6. Location:

SO LA

Most soldiers have little or no choice in job location,

33 and soldiers and their family members live all over the

i: world, AL any given time, one-third of all U.S. soldicrs
are stationed outside of the continental United States
(OCONUS) . For the average soldier, this means that he or

she can expect to spend at least one tour (12, 24, or 36

months depending on location) in a foreign country. Living
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overseas, while it can be exciting and rewarding, provides a
set of stressors for military families that most civilian
families never face.
Table 9 presents the distribution of soldiers and family
members throughout the world (DoD Selected Manpower

Statistics, 1986).

Tabhle 9

Distribution of Soldiers and Their Family Members

Location Soldiers Family Members
Continental US 478,913 61% 914,837 80%
Alaska/Hawaii/Territories 45,221 6% 29,493 3%
Western/Soulhern Buropce 216,885 28% 173,999 15%
Enst Asia 32,089 4% 13,889 1%
South/Central America 6,853 1% 9,862 1%
Africa 816 * 382 *
Eastern Europe 62 * 135 *
Worldwide 780,800 1,139,487
Total out of CONUS 391,887 39% 224,650 20%
Total Foreign 256,666 33% 195,157 17%

(* less than 1%)

From this table, we can sec that 33% of all soldiers are
stationed in foreign countries, and 17% of all family
wenmbers are with them. Most of the overgeas soldiecs and

family members are in Western Burope, with 9¢% of those in
Y
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the Federal Republic of Germany.

Of these families in Rurope, 93% are commanded sponsored
and the remainder are not. Command sponsorship in an
important factor for a family. It means that the Army has
approved and paid for the travel of the family members to
live in the overseas area. Soldiers then receive BAQ at the
"with dependents" rate and are eligible to live in
government quarters. Their household goods, with weight
limits depending on rank, are shipped overseas; and their
automobile can be shipped too. The family members can use
the post exchange (PX) and commissary. As an entitlement,
their children can attend the Department of Defense
Dependent Schools (DoDDS). (Tuition for students who are
outside of the system is in excess of §6,080 per year per
student, and is granted only on a "space available"™ basis.)
Life is generally easier for command sponsored families. To
receive command sponsorship, soldiers must agree to serve

1 ~ ~ -3
ionger tours cverscas., TFor most locations, th

i | s

b

accompanied

Al

tour length is 36 months. Some remote site or hardship

tours, such as in Turkey or Korea, are 24 months or less,
There has been considerable talk in the Do about

extending all military tours overseas by 12 months. 1t has

been estimated that it costs about $23,¢00 to move an Army

fawmily to United States Army Lurope (USAREUR) for a

permanent change of station (PCs), and that the Army would
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save about $8,080 per family by extending the tours in
USAREUR one year (Ozkaptan, Sanders, and Holz, 1984). By
inference, this would also save the family the additional
out of pocket expenses of one Or move moves in a career.

Publically, the Army has been resisting this idea. It
feels that 48 month tours for accompanied soldiers and 36
month tours for unaccompanied soldiers would lead to morale
problems, especially with the younger soldiers. Indeed, the
USAKFUR Personnel Opinion Survey of 1986 showed 45% of
soldiers felt that increasing their tour length would not
only lower their morale but also create a severe hardship.

Soldiers are allowed either concurrent or deferred
travel for their command sponsored family members.
Concurrent travel means that the family can move with the
soldier within 68 days of his transfer overseas. Non-
concurrent or deferred travel means the family is authorized

to move, but must wait until some type of quarters (housing)

btained for them. The time which they must wait can

can be
be as short as a few months or as long a period as a year.
It was estimated that in 1983, 9,800 families were in this
defer -ed travel category. The Army is trying to reduce the
amount of non-concurrent travel and claims that 64% of those
who want concurrent travel can have 1t. The major stumbling

block to 146% concurrent travel is, of course, housing.

Since overseas housing is limited, the army is trying new
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programs, such as long term leasing, to reduce the housing
shortage.

Deferred travel and its attendant family separation
causes sStress for families. It means that families may end
up supporéing two households on different continents for
considerable periods of time. 1In addition, soldiers
complain of having to move their families twice while

waiting for apprcoval to bring them overseas, once when they

leave their last duty station, and once when they move to
Europe.
Until recently, non-sponsored family members could not

use the post exchanges (PX) or commissaries overseas, At

that time, only soldiers who were at least the rank of E4,
with 4 years of service, were allowed command sponsorship to
bring their families to Europe. Two things have changed.
Since many junior soldiers brought their families to Europe
despite the prohibition, the Army decided that these family
members should not be punished, and they can now use the PX
and commissaries. Their children can go to the Department
of Defense Dependent Schools (DobLDS). 1In fact, the only
remaining difference is that non-sponsored family members
still are not eligible to live 1n government housing. The
soldiers get their basic allowance for quarters (BAQ), but
at the "without dependents" rate.

The second change is tnat all soldiers, regardless of
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rank, are allowed command sponsorship for their dependents
if they agree to serve longer overseas tours. That is why
some scldiers choose not to have their families command
sponsored. If they are unaccompanied, first termers in the
Arny only have to serve 18 months overseas in Europe or 12
months in Korea. They apparently feel that the shorter tour
is worth more than the sponsorship. Some, however, still
bring their families, and since they are not obligated to
register these family members, the Army doés not know how
many non-command sponsored people are overseas, and can only
guess at the number, either through surveys or through Non-
Combatant Evacuation Operation (NEO) sign-up exercises. NEO
is the Army plan to evacuate famlly menbers and most
civilian employees from an overseas area in case of armed
conflict or major international disaster.

USARELR conducted a survey (USAREUR PERSONNEL OPINION
SURVEY-1985) in 1985. Table 10 presents the soldiers'

dependents location data from that survey.

Tahle 10¢

S5oldiers' Dependents Locations

1 have no Peperdents. 36%
My Dependents are in the US. 13%
My Deps are here, They ar. command sponsored. 46%

My Deps are here. They are not command sponsored. 5%
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Although this survey is not strictly a demographic
study, it is statistically representative of the soldiers
stationed in Europe. Fifty-one percent of all soldiers

stated that their family members were in USAREUR.

7. Housinz:

It is estimated that, in the whole, the Army only has
housing for 39% of Army families, and although the Army
never intended to provide all Army tamilies with government

owned houses, it does intend to provide adequate shelter for

all Army members, using a variety of programs (llousing the

érmz 1985) .

Many Army posts and communities have long waiting lists

for housing, so families are forced to take private rental

on the local economy. For example, a family could wait 12

months or longer to get into government housing, especially
in Europe.

There are three basic types of Army housing. The first
one is government-owned housing, called quarters. This is
typical Army housing one can find on Army posts. The
soldier does not pay to live in this housing, and utilities
are free. However, soldiers who occupy thesc quarters are
not entitled to receive BAQ or VHA.

Government quarters are further divided into categories

of "adeguate" and "substandard" housing. Generally, the
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standard used to determine adequacy is size. Square footage
allowance of living area 1is determined by rank, and if the
quarters arxe too small, it is called "substandard" housing.
Other items, such as dishwashers and air conditioners, may
also be used‘in this determination.

The second type of housing is government-leased housing.
Here the Army will lease an apartment building or
townhouses. These gquarters are also assigned on the basis
of rank and family composition.

Tn Germany, the Army has signed long term leases with
German landlords to ease the housing shortage there. Here,
the situation is so acute that some of these leases are
signed bhefore the house is built. Moreover, the Army is
instituting a new program in test areas of Germany where
either the housing office or soldiers may find houses and
convince the landlords to lease the apartment or house with
the Army as the leasce. Then, it becomes the Army's
responsibility to provide the large deposits necessary for
the house and the utilities, decoration costs, ligbht
fixtures, and other required items before the family can
move 1n. Further, the Army is responsible for paying the
rent and utilities. This program is being tested to see if
it improves the soldicrs' quality of life by freeing them
from the financial burden of renting German houses. Again,

the soldier relingquishes his BAQ and other housing
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allowances.

The third type of housing is private rentals, in which
the soldier rents or buys housing using his own funds.
Those eligible soldiers receive BAQ and other authorized
funds. Soldiers can use BAQ, VHA, etc, to pay mortgages
instead of rent, and some buy their houses. It is estimated
that 22% of soldiers own a home, somewhere (Lewis, 1987).

Private rentals in Germany are still called "economy
housing", but official designation has been changed because
the command felt that soldiers were confused by a name that
implies a bargain. Housing in Germany, with all the
required deposits, in not an "economy', especially with the
falling dollar.

Table 11 lists the types of housing units in the Army,

world-wide (Housing the Army 1985).

Table 11

Army Housing Units World-wide

Government Leased Housing 21,397
Government Owned Housing 179, 6649
Inadequate (Size or Temp) 6,591
Trailer Spaces 1,481
Housing Deficit 25,000

Barracks & Private Rentals Iveryone else
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In 1983, the Adjutant General's Office conducted a
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation Survey. Data were separated
by major commands, and of interest in the USAREUR data were
questions about marriage and living arrangements. Table 12
lists the combined data on marital status and housing

location of soldiers in USAREUR.

Table 12

Marital Status and Living Location of Soldiers in USAREUR

Soldiers El-4 E3-6 E7-9 Wl-4 01-3 04-6
Never Married 57.8% 17.7% 1.5% 14.3% 31.3% 4.5%
Now Married 36.5% 72.0% 89.4% 85.7% 62.5% 95.5%
Separated 2.8% 4.6% 1.5% * 3.1% *
Divorced 2.8% 5.3% 7.6% * 3.1% *
Widowed * . 4% * * * *
Live on post 73.5% 57.4% 56.1% 42.9% 39.4% 68.2%
Live off post 26.5% 42.6% 43.%9% 57.1% 60.6% 31.8%

(* less than .1%)

Unfortunately there was no cross tabulation of living
arca with martial status. We can assume that wost single
soldiers live in the barracks on post. Also, the Army
leases housing in the civilian community, which would bLe
i listed as off post housing.

According to Saynisch (198¢) there are 64,600 military

housing units in USAKREUR. Forty-nine thousand of these

¢ v ¥ s
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housing units are "stairwells". Stairwells look like
typical three or four story apartmert buildings with two or
three stairwells per building. Fach stairwell contains six
or eight apartments depending on the number of floors. FEach
building contaias 6 to 24 apartments. Two buildings usually
share a parking lot, and several buildings will share
dumpsters and playground equipment and perhaps picuic
tables. A nhousing unit can have dozens of buildings,

Stairwells may look like the typical apartment buildings
one might find in a c¢ivilian community, but they are quite
different. Stairwells have their own idecntities and
cultures, a set or norms and expectations which are, more or
less, forced on all occupants. There is a definite command
structure, and someone is designated the "stairwell
coordinatox". There is also a building coordinator, area
coordinator, housing coordinator, etc, which ends with the
community commander, but the chain of command starts with
the stairwell coordinator.

Since quarters are generally seyredgated by rank, and
rank generally follows age, guarters are geucrally
seyregated by age. Those who are young and who nave youny
children have young neighbors with young chiidren. The
average stairwell has sixteen children living in it and can
become a very crowded and noisy placce, especially for youny

Army families.
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8. Reenlistment and Retention:

S5ince 1973, when the military started the All Volunteer
Force (AVF), nobody has been forced to join the Army.
Enlistment and reenlistment have become a choice for the
individual, rather than the draft board, to ma e. The data
on age would éuggest that the Army is a young . rson's
occupation, and the average age of its members reflect that
trend, Based on data from Defense 86, reenlistment rates
seem to vary between first term soldiers (45%) and all other
soldiers (85%). For a slightly different view, aggregate
population stability measures the number of personnel who
remain in service over the period of a year. According to
the beb Manpower Regunirements Report for FY87, (1986), tne

aggregate stability measures for FY 84 and FY 85 were:

FY84 FY85
CLficers 91.8% 92.3%
knlisted 80.8% 82.5%

Regardless of the data source, it appears that if a
soldicr makes it through the first enlistment and reenliists,
he will probably stay in the Army. Various factors must
influence his decision to reenlist. 1In a report to
Congress, DBonito (1986) reported that nexzt to compensatiou,
the satistaction of the military family is the key to

retention. According to the GAO (1984), since first term

suldicrs are more expensive (relative to the career force
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and as a result of the AVF), reten%tion has become a more

important issue to the military as a whole.

9. Types of Soldier Occupations:

Soldiers do a variety of jobs. According to the DoD
Manpower Requirements Report for FY87, (1986), soldiers are
grouped into four major job areas. Table 13 lists these

four types of activities.

Table 13

Types of Soldier Occupations

Tactical/Mobility (Combat related) 472,660 61%
Mixiliary Activities 36,000 4%
Support Activities 174,000 22%
Individuals (Trainees, holdees, etc,) 101,00d 13%

The Army has approximately 100 different job titles,

called Military Occupational Specialties (MOS). These can

1.
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e divigded in OUY groups. rhe first dob greoup,

tactical/mohbility, employs 61% of all soldiers and is
primarily composed of combat land forces. These combat land
forces perform the main mission of the Arimy. “Phese forces
include the infantry, armor, and artillery. Auxiliary
activities arce intelligence and communications specialtics.

Support activities include base operations, medical support,

personnel support, training, and logistics. "Individuals"
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include thosce in training, and all those who do not fit the

prior categories.

19. Geographic Mobility

As we mentioned above, at any given time, one-third of
all U.S. soldiers are stationed throughout the world. For
the average soldier, this means that he or she can expect to
spend at least one tour (12, 24, or 36 months depending on

locarion) in a foreign country. A recent DoD survey showed

that:

Twenty-nine percent of surveyed enlisted personnel
have been at their present location less than one
vear. 36 percent between one and twe years, and 21
percent between two and threc years. Amony
officers, 33 percent have been at their present
location less than one year, 33 percent betwecen
one and two years, and 22 percent between two and
three years.

(hoering and Hutzler, 1982)

These figures, too, imply a high degree of geographic family
mopility.

Unit Personnel Stability measures the number of
pergsonnel who remain in the same unit over the course of a
year. ‘The flgures for FY 84 and FY 85, from the hoD

Manpower Requirewncnts Report for IPY87 (1986), were:

Pyg4 'Ygs
Officers 4.5% 4¥.3%
Fnlisted 36.0% 39,4%
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Apparently 60.6% of the enlisted soldiers and 64% of
the officers moved to a new unit during FY85. Only 2¢% of
the general US civilian population moves annually.

Besides being stressful, moving can be very expensive
for soldiers. Although no current figures are available for
Army families, a GAO report (1984) stated that an Air Force
Study in 1982 found that on average, Air PForce officers paid

81,790 for out of pocket non-reimbursed expenses for each

permanent change of station (PCS) move they made, while
enlisted airmen paild $93¢ for out of pocket expenses. DoD-
wide, the figure is estimated to be $1519 (Lewis, 1987).
One can assume that soldiers would have similar out of
pocket expenses. Since these families nove approximately
every three years, non-reimbursable costs are not only
expensive, but also recur periodically threcughout their
career. Indeed, 1f the average family moved only seven
times in a career {and most will move more often then that)
the total cost will exceed $10,000.

In addition to the unreimbursed moving expenses, more
"hidden" costs may be incurred. These include: 1ost income
oppurtunitics for spouses due to the inability to develop
carecrs at one loncation; the payment of current market
prices and interest rates for housing; buying and selling of

heavy household items, especially major appliances; the cost

of maintaining two houscholds during unaccompanicd tours,
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even though soldiers receive a family separation allowance;

and overtime without extra pay (GAO 1984).

11. Army Budget for Family Programs.

The Army spends money on family programs. Table 14 lists
the budget for fiscal years 85, 86, and proposed for 87 (in

millions of dollars).

Table 14
Family Budget Items FY85 FY86 FY87
Family Housing Const & Ops 1331.8 1619.7 1984d.1

All Others:

Child Care Center Const 9.9 4.2 23.8
Community Support Services 15.8 16.4 17.1
Dependent Youth Activities 13.6 14.2 14.8
Child Development Services 15.6 16.3 17.0
Excepticnal Family Member Prog 9.3 12.1 12.2
Army community Services Support 0.9 3.1 7.0
Finencial Planning Assistance 0.9 3.4 6.8
Family Child Care/After School .3 5.2 19.5
Student Travel 2.0 1.7 1.7
Family Member Employment 3.0 g.7 4.6
Family safety Training Prog 2.8 9.2 3.2
Family Research & BEval 0.9 5.8 9.2
Overseas School Lunch PGM .0 6.0 2.8
Alcohol/Drug Abuse Rehab 3.0 g.d 3.1
Installation vVolunteer Coords g.0¢ g.4d 1.2
Child Dhevelopment Curriculum .0 .9 6.2
Outreach for Junior Enlisted ¥.0 ¢.4d 2.8
MACOM/RC Initiatises G.6¢ g.9 13.1
Family Oriented PCS Initiatives d.9 162.4 172.1

TOTAL 1296.1 19¢6¢.1 2365.5
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The FY 86 budget has been modified, but the total amount
has not been reported yet. 0f course, the advanced budget
for FYB87 depends on many factors, the biggest being budget
cuts brought about by the Gramm Rudman Hollings Deficit
Reduction Spending Act. Cuts in spending would cripple

these plans.

12. USAREUR 109¢ Family Survey

In 1983, the Army Research Institute (ARI) conducted a
survey of Army families in USAREUR, One thousand and
thirty-six married and accompanied families, including the
soldier and spouse, were surveyed. The sample of families
was representative of the (0,800 Army familicsc in USAREUR in
terms of rank, unit type, and community size.

The authors administered the 1066 family survey because,
at the time, reliable data on Army families in Europe were

almost non-existent. fThey stated:

Ideally, estimation of the characteristics of
the USAREUR married force would be done through an
extensive archival secarch of existing personnel
records, but a great deal of important family
information is not recorded.

(Ozkaptan, Sanders, and Holz, 1984)

As to families, the authors stated:
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Service members who are married and
accompanied represent 27,8% of the total USAREUR
force. 52% of the 0fficers are married, while 44%
and 16% of the NCOs and Enlisted personnel are
married, respectively. 36% of the Officer
families are located in the larger and urban
communities which have only 6% of the Enlisted
married families. 64% of the Enlisted families,
on the other hand, are located in the smaller and
rural communities. The relative isolation of the
Enlisted families is further compounded by the
fact that 45% of them are non-command sponsored,
while only 12% and 3% of the NCCs and Officers are
non-command sponsored. The majority of the
Enlisted personnel live on the economy (58%) while
the majority of the NCOs (65%) and Officers (85%)
have permanent military housing.

(Ozkaptan et al, 1984)

Ozkaptan et al summarized the data for each rank group

in the following scenarios.

Enlisted Families (El1-E4): Young (3/4 between 17
- 25 years old), most are married less than four
yvears, one child family, majority are High School
graduates or better. 85% are serving their first
USAREUR tour, and about 1/4 of the wives work.
Over 1/3 are racial/ethnic minorities.

Non-Commissioned Officer Families (E5-E9):
Majority in thirties and early forties, most have
two or more children. Over 3/4 have High School
degree or better. Only 38% arc serving their
first USAREUR tour. Over 1/3 of the wives work.
About 1/4 of the families are a second marriage,
and about 1/4 are racial/ethnic minorities.

of ficer Families (01-06): Majority in their late
thirties, first marriage with two or more
children, almost all are white and college
educated. 65% are scrving their first USARBEUR
tour. Over 1/3 of the wives work.
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16% of the Enlisted personnel and 31% of the NCOs
are married to foreign born women. In particular,
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18% of the NCO's, and 6% of Enlisted and Officex
military members are married to German women.

(Ozkaptan et al, 1984)

Table 15 lists Army family demographics from this

study.

Table 15

Army Family Sample Demographics

Length of Enlisted NCO Officer
marriage

@-3 years 72% 26% 17%
4-6 years 22% 25% 15%
7-18 years 4% 23% 14%
11 + years 2% Z6% 54%
Average Years 3.83 7.46 1g.38
Number of children:

] 26% 14% 19%
1 43% 24% 18%
2+ 31% 62% 63%
$ Families with

children ages:

Less than 3 years 82% 34% 36%
4-5 years 24% 30% 20%
6~11 years 24% 52% 57%
12-18 years % 27% 44%
19 + years 9 8% 12%

(Ozkaptan et al, 1984)
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Table 16 lists housing information,

Table 16

L dieg

USAREUR Housing: Type, Acquisition, and Location

Py

Enlisted NCO Officer
> Command Sponsored 55% 88% 97%
h
:{ Present Housing:
B permanent on base 11% 40% 77%
K Permanent leased 21% 25% 103
g Private rental 58% 27% 12%

How long waited in the U.S.:

] Came together 16% 33% 39%
g Less than 1 month 3% 2% 33
- 1-3 months 31% 3% 39%
. & 3-6 months 37% 23% 15%
{ 6-9 months 175 9% 3%
@ More than 9 months 3% 4% 1%
g Average months 3.83 2,68 1.77

Length USAREUR wait for permanent housing:

marriages and children, etc., allows us to understand better

No wait 32% 19% 36%

A Less than 1 month 6% 11% 23%

- 1-3 months 143 16% 26%

N 3-6 months 18% 21% 8%

Y More than 6 months 31% 33% 7%

{

Y

' (Ozkaptan et al, 1984)
N This chapter on the demographics on the Army gives us
_3 clues as to the "setting"” of life in the Army. The amounts
N
R of salary, mobility, housing, locations, incidence of
N

-
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the factors of this life. We will gain a clearer picture of

Army life in the review of the literature.




CHAPTER III. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
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The 4.7 miilion people attached to the active duty
United States military [1.92 million people for
the Army] form a subgroup of our nation's teotal
populaticon and share a set of lifestyle factcers
inherent in keing part of the national defense
system. While certain civilian occupations share
some of the attributes of a military career, the
armed services is the largest occupational group
0of this scrt.

(Center for Military Family Support, 1984:1)

1t is the central thesis of this research that in order
to understand why the topic of healthy families is importvant
to both the Army and to the families themselves, we need
first to look at the descriptive literature of specific
problems and stresses experienced by military families arnd
at some technigues which have been used in the past to
counteract these on bhoth a group and individual level.
There 1s, on the whole, little literature on healthy Army

families.

A. Characteristics of Military Families

In 1984, the Center for Military Family Support
published a revicew and annctated bibliograpby of theix
library holdings on American military versonncl and their
family members. The above quote is from their introduction.

They go on to state:

In the course of their service careers, military
families may expect to experience moving, not enly
Ircm state to state but likely to foreign
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countries; they will be separated from relatives =
and the familiarity of their home towns; they can

expect the active duty member to be absent

pericdically from the family unit; they will have

family celebrations and life events interrupted

because of mission requirements; they may expect

to have their children's adjustment affected by

military life; and they will tind that many family

life decisions and desires will be controlled

and/oxr influenced by the needs of the military.

(Center for Military Family Support, 1984:1)

Kalsow, a civiiian psychologist, and Ridenour, & Navy

v

psychiatrist, both specialists in treating military

families, writing in The Military Family (1984), state:

Indeed, the scrvice presents itself as, and in
many ways 1s, ah alternate or extended family
system. Its worl, social and rank structures
provide <€ibhlings, friends, parents, grandparents,
and even "family enemies". It expects loyalty and
onedience. 1t provides services and bhenefits that
leave almost no phase of life untouched as long as
thhe family and its members are compliant with its
wishes. 7This assumed extended family controls
income, geographical locations, provides or
affects spare-time activities, safety, clothing,

\ shelter, food and medical care, and promises
future benefits.

(Kaslow and Ridcnour, 1984)

Ridenour goes on to isolate 12 areas in which military

b family jifce is different than civilian family life:

; 1. Frequent separations and reunions.

K 2. PRegular geographic household relocations, alony with
disruptions of friendships, activities, schools,
cmployment of other family members, and often with the
total cost never completely reimbursed,
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3. Living life under the dictum that the mission must come
first.

4. The need to adant the family's natural growth and
spontaneity to the rigidity, regimentaticn, and
conformity demandad by the job and the nature of the
nilitary.

5. The spectre of early retirement for the career fiqghiing
mait 1n comparison with his civilian counterpart in the
same age Jroup.

6. The omnipresent rumcrs and background threat of 1Loss
during a missien by death, injury, or capture.

7. Feelings of detachment from the mairstream o¥
nonmilitary life arcand them, due sometimes to the
isolated nature of some duty stations and often owing to
th2 overt or covert discrimination of the surrounding
pooulation.

8. The security of knowing that a vast system exists to
support them in meeiing their needs for survival,

9. The ability to loock forward to work that involves travel
and adventure in different parts of the world as their
assoriation with the military system continues.

1¢6. The knowledge that they may not have to face or
completely deal with a difficult situation in one place
hecause they may be leaving there soon.

11. The etfect of a certain rank or rate on soccial
pressures, tamily and individual strosses.

12. The feeling of some lack of personal contrel over pay,
promotion, and other henefits.

(Kaslow and Ridenour, 1984)

Martin, writing in "The Wives of Carcer Enlisted Service
Members: Application of a Life Stress Model™, lists twelve

stress conditions for career enlisted Army wives:

1. Concern about a mobile lifestyle.

2. Difficulty maintaining cxtended family relationships.

3. ¥roblems establishing friendships.,

4, Problems maintaining friendships.

¢. Concern about obtaining a job or starting a career,

6. Concern about maintaining a job or careccr.

7. Difficulty with rules and regulations that affect life
in a military community.

8. ULack of privaecy in military quarters.

Y. Problems with neighbors while living in yovernment
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quarters,

1¢. Difficulty with the amount of time and energy required
by hushand's military duties.

11. Concern about husbhand's safety related to his military
duties.

12. Fear that husband will have to go to war or to an area
of the world where serious fighting may take place.

(Martin, 1983)

A factor analysis cf these items identified five Life

Stress Conditions and four ILife Satisfaction Conditions:

LIFE STRESS CONDITIONS

1. Making and keeping friends. (Items 2 & 4)

2. MHusband's safety. (Items 11 & 12)

3. Housing and neighhbor issues. (ITtems 7, 8, 9)
4., Employment issues. (Items S & 6)

5. Family Lifestyle Concerns. (Items 1, 2, 1@)

LIFE SATISFACTION CORDITIONS
1. Housing-Neighbor issues.
2. Employment-Carecr issues,
3. Family Life issues.
4., Friendship issues.

(Martin, 1983)

The Life Stress conditions were the same as the Life

n conditiong, with the

the hushand

]

sufety issue. 1L is very interesting that the life stress
issues are basically the same as the life satisfaction
issues. 'This thread sccems to travel through other rescarch,
that that which is the stressor can also be the satisfier.
Stracener . writing on the military life style, made a

Jist of military life conditions:
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1. 1In the Army there are clear lines of authority.

2. The Army is probably more democratic than the civilian
sector.

3. No one in the Army is unemployed, and everybody has the
dignity of a job.

5. The mayor (post commander), lawyers (staff judge
advocate), travel agent (transportatiou officer), real
estate agent (housing officer), and other *“town fathers"
are salaried employees and who do not make a financial
profit while doing their duty.

4, An Army post is a total community, generally without the
politics of a civilian government.

5. Certain values tend to exist more in military life.
These are patriotism, loyalty, discipline, and
sacrifice.

6. Along with sacrifice comes bencfits.

7. Mission comes first

(Stracener, undated)

One of Stracener's issues is that the mission of the
military takes priority, and where the Army community system
falls short is in the "area of citizen input and broad
community considerations". The nceds of the soldiers (in
terms of their jobs) come first, with families seccond.
Stracener believes people stay in the system because of the
strong scinse of community. They can travel the world, and
not have Lo leave the "gron

Scegal, discuegsing trends in wmilitary families, states
that "the study of military familiecs involves the analysis
of the intersection of two socictal institutions:  the
military and the family™ (1985b:1). She compares the
military and the family as cqually greedy institutions,

greedy that is, in demands these institutions place on

people in terms of commitment, loyalty, time, and encrygy.




Segal lists the characteristics of the greedy military
demands on the family as: physical rxrisk of the occupation,
geographic mobility, separation from the family, and
residence in a foreign country. However, the greedy
institution of the family can exert sowe pressure on the
miligary, and has been doing su. Much has changed for the
better for military families over the last ten years. Army
Family Action Plans (ArAPs), community grcups, etc., have
been lobbying for better services. These changes could not
have been made without family members lobbying and fighting

for these changes.

B. Specific Military Life Stress
1. Housing:

Housing 1s an issue that can be a stress for Army
families. The Army either provides "guarters" or money to
pay rent so asz to provide shelter for its families., Some
families are happy to live in guarters on an Army post,
while other families are happy to live off post.

In discussing the issues of housing for military
families, Little (1971) states that both on-base and off-
base housing has advantages. Advantages of on-base houging
arc such things as "continued affiliation with the

oryanization"; families can be closer to the services

provided by the organization, such as commissary, post
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exchange, hospital, etc. Families can possibly renew old
social relationships from previous duty assignments. The
family can possibly better identify with the soldiex's
occupation. The family may better develop a "sense of
community". The soldiers all work for the same
organization, so families may have a'better understanding of
each other.

He states that coff-base housing has some definite
disadvantages. Time at a base is limited, due to mobility,
and in that time it may be harder to develop rclatiounships
with civilian neighbors. Military families are sometimes
viewed as transients by their civilian neighbors. People in
the neighborhood may have stereotype misconceptions of the
military which hinders the development of relationships,

However, off-base housing has definite advantages.
lFamilies generally have a better choice of type of housing
off{ the base. Sometimes the organizational controil on the

e \ N O —- ~ 3y - - M
mllitary base 1s oppressive, and familics want to get away

—

from the omnipresence of the organization, Many familics
report that what they like least in base housing is the lack
of privacy. Gossip 1s more likely to be rampant in on-base
housing, aud family life can be very visible there. 1In
lhurope, there are "stairwell" monitors, building

coordinators, area coordinators, etc., who "monitor

everything from behavior to use of common laundry rooms,
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i Families are told when their grass needs to be cut, or when
) they have "neighborhood" duty. Social controls in the
civilian community are much less organized, much less

direct, and have little or no connection with the place of

employment. Little states that in off-base housing,

Clal Juik 28K SB. — iss B TN

"organizational and family roles are thus more effectively

"

insulated" (1971:261).

; There have been few studies of life in a normal military
é housing area. In onc excellent study, Segal (1985a)

% detailed the life in an enlisted family housing community on
: one major Army post located in the South. "Eden Gardens" (a
r pseudonym) was one of 19 family housing communities on this
i large post. Segal used several different methods in her

5 study of Eden Gardens. First, interviews were conducted

a with the variety of post personnel who provided services to
! the families living in kden Gardens and who dealt with

family and community problems. This list included the

pDrovost marshall personnel,

MMM aan
— 11

| cmmand personnel

, chaplains;
social workers, psychiatrists, psychologists, child care
center personncel, community represcentatives (which was a

formal "mayoral" type program), Army Community Scrvices

personnel (which was a formal organization designed to

assist families), the housing office, recreation scrvices,
and the post comimunity representation program,

The second method was personal i1ntcerviews with the
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residents of Eden Gardens. Two residences from each court
were randomly selected. After contact was made, a total of
63 individuals in 33 families were interviewed. In most
cases the husband and wife were interviewed separately, but
at the same time, by one of ‘wo interviewing teams, Each
team consisted on one male and one female. The interviews
generally consisted of open-ended questions, and took
hbetween one and two hours to complete.

The third method was participant-observation of wvarious
events, such as the formal community representative
meetings, town meetings, the Christmas party, and meetings
with four successive FEden Gardens Community Representatives,
two of who were out of office.

Eden Gardens was off{icially defined as a middle rank
enlisted housing area for E-4's, E-5's, and E-6's. It
consisted of 509 housing units, divided into 20 courts.

BEach c¢ourt had its own parking lot and from two to four
buildings, with the total court consisting of between 18 to
3% quarters. Each building in a court consisted of 5 to 8
two-story townhouses. Since Aomy regulations specify the
nunber of bedrooms that must be provided to families based
on the children's ages and genders, there is a direct impact
on the the distribution of the demographic characteristics
of the residents. Rank, and therefore age, also had an

impact on the demographics of the area. These regulations
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created neighborhoods of young families with a high density
of small children. Segal describes the typical family in

Eden Gardens:

The tvpical family in Eden Gardens consists of a
husband and wife both in their late 28's and 2 or
3 children. The husband is in his second or third
enlistment. The wife does not work outside the
home. The oldest child is less than 8 years old
and the youngest is less than 4.

(Segal, 1984a:8)

The author goes on to describe a "typical" Eden Gardens

court of 24 families.

In such a court, there would be 54 children, 42 of
whom are under 8 years of age (and only 1 of whom
is cver age 14). There are always small children
underfoot and within earshot. In each court,
there are children and/or "big wheels" on the
sidewalk, in the parking lot, and on the grass
(sometimes in neighbors' garden areas).

{Segal, 1984a:8)

The families in this housing area were fairly
homogeneous in terms of education and life cycle stage.
However, the community was diverse in terms of several
demographic variables. Forty-eight percent of the residents
were Black, 43% were White, 7% were Hispanic, and 3% were

Oriental. This racial composition made Eden Gardens

different from any typical civilian community that any of

the families were likely to have experienced. Half of the
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families were from the Socuth. The most common religions
were Baptist (38%) and Catholic (20%). One interesting
characteristic was that 63% of the residents, including both
husbands and wives, came from large families, each having 3
or more siblings.

Another unique item about Eden Gardens was that it was a
transient community. Fifty-eight percent of the families
had been there one year or less, and the population of the
community completely changed every three years. The author
states: "Given this transience, it would not be surprising
to find a lack of symbolic identification with the community
or a lack of closeness with neighbors®™ (1985a:11). However,
this did not appear Lo be the case.

Most residents felt that their quarters were better than
what they could have afforded in the civilian community,
especially considering the amount of their Basic Allowance
for Quarters (BAQ). Most of them would have had to live in
trajiler parks or in outlying small apartments. Most of
these families had only one car, and they liked the
convenience of heing close to the soldier's work and to the
post stores,

The daily lives of these wives seemed to bhe similar to
other women with small children, but a major difference was

their distance from closce friends or relatives because of

the geographic nmobility of their husband's occupation. When
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asked how often they saw theilr parents, 50% of the men and
45% of the women said once a year or less, A mode of 42% of
the women reported they calle@ their parents once a week
while a mode of 35% of the men reported they called their
parents once a month,

The author suggests that these wives would likely
consider the community a source of social support and a
source for close personal relationships. This seemed to be
true. Most of the families considered their court as their
neighborhood. Most people reported that they had casual
relationships with most of their neighbors, but generally

had one or two neighbors they considered to be friends.

Sceventy pcercent ot the women reported that a neighboil was
their closest friend. Only 33% of the men reported this.
The interviewers asked the families what they did with
their friends, The most common answers were talk (76%),
watch cach other's children (64%), visit each other's homes
to talk, eat, drink, play cards, ctc. (52%), watch children
together (36%), work around the yard (30%), go shopping
(21%), and participate in various post activities (18%).
The families were asked about the positive and negative
aspects of Army life. There was a high degree of consensus
and agrecement among husbands and wives. The positive
features listed by both hushands and wives were job

secuyity, other economic benefits, and the opportunity to
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travel. The negative factors were family separations and
geographic mobility. The most common responses to the
question of "What are the best things about Army life?" were
benefits (70%), +ob security (67%), medical care (61%),
travel (48%), post exchange and commissary (3¢%), and
housing (27%). When they were asked "What aspects of Army
life do you believe are good for family life?", the answers
were benefits (56%), meeting new people and learning about
different cultures (41%), security (38%), travel (34%), and
separations (13%). Answers to the question "What are the
worst things about Army life?" were family separations
(45%), moving (36%), long duty hours {33%), unaccompanied
tours (21%), excessive field duty (21%), behavior of some of
the people (21%), behavior of some of the people at work
(18%), and inadequate pay (18%). Answers to the guestion
"What aspects of Army life do you believe are disruptive or
harmful for family life?" were separations (67%), frequent
temporary duty or field duty (67%), unaccompanied tours
(42%), long duty hours (36%), and moving (27%).

The families were asked whom they talked to when they
had personal problems or family problems. The three most
common supports 1dentified were spouses (82%), friends
(64%), and parents (49%). Less use was made of the Army's

social agencies. One third of the individuals reported that

they had talked at least once with the post chaplain, Over
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half of one of the family members had talked at least once
with the Army Community Services (ACS) staff. tHowever, 7%
of the husbands and 19% of the wives did not know what ACS
was. Some of these families could have used the services
provided by ACS.

The author proposes that, "given the transient nature of
the community and of Army life, being welcomed when one
moves in may be important to adjustment and to one's feeling
about the friendliness of the neighborhood" (Segal, 1984a:
18). She further states: "The essence of this counmunity is

not geographical, but psychological: a sense of shared

exn
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rience and understanding, mutual dependence, and
informal social support among members" (Segal, 1984a:1).
The families living in Eden Gardens were young, Jjunior
people. They did not make much money, and they had few
financial or social resources, Many with small children
found the advantages of living on base a great benefit to
them since they were closer to the post facilities and
services. They felt they had better housing than if they
had lived on i{he economy. ¢Clder, higher ranking, more
mature families might feel differently about living in a

place like Eden Gardens. i

2. Mobility:

Of interest to this rescarch is the characteristic of
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geographic mobility. Military families consider mobility to
be one of their biggest stressors. This is not to say that
many ¢f them do not enjoy it. Segal (1985b) points out that
the first move of the family probably requires the greatest
adjustment. New families who meove are probably moving away
from home for the first time., These families move away from
their friends, family, and sources of social support. Older
families hopefully gain experience from moving repeatedly,
but yvoung families, wh? are probably the most in need of
heip. have the least control over what happens to them.

Many times these junior people either are not eligikle for
or cannot get on-post housing. They are the cnes least
likely to have a car, and depending on tne area, they might
not have good access to public transportation.

Hill reports "that the breakup of social networks &as a
consequence of residential relocation is more disruptive for
the family than the prolonged absence of the father"
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community". They have to have, or to develop, the social
skills necessary to be able to do this, to cope with the
stress of mobility. The Army tries to provide a social
network, or at least the shell of a network, to help Army
families develop this "sense of community".

As one indication of this mobility, there is even a

travel guide for military personnel, the Military Travel




61
Guide. Published yearly, it is a guide to military owned or
leased places world-wide that military personnel and family
members can stay while traveling. These places axre
generally inexpensive. The guide states that military
personnel travel more than any other group in America except
for traveling salesmen. 1Its publisher estimates that 20% of
all military members are transient and on the move at any
one time; that military facilities can only accommodate 10%
of these transient people; and that the other 9¢% need to

use civilian facilities (Military Travel Guide, 1979).

3. Secparation:

Separation, of the soldier from the family, is another
major stressor for Army families. Separations can be short-
term, such as frequent field duty, or long term, such as
deployments to Korea or the $Sinai. Separations also occur
on a daily basis when the soldier goes to work at S:03¢ AM
and returns late at night, thus missing routine family
functions, such as dinner or putting the children to bed,

Jellen, vVanvVranken, and Marlowe (1985) conducted a study
on the c¢ffects and dynamics of separation on Army familices.
They looked at a battalion that was getting ready to deploy
to the Sinai for six months. bDependents werce not allowed to

travel there. The authors surveyed the battalion families

through questionnaires and some interviews, with the periods
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of measurement being four weeks before the deployment, twice
during the separation, and once following the reunion.

Of this group, half of the wives reported that they had
been married less than two ycars, and the authcrs stated,
"this group was the least scocialized into army culture and
least knowledgeable about existing support services"
(1985:19). Sixty percent of the wives said they
experienced only one previous separation of six weeks or
longer. Fully one third of the families said this was the
first prolonged marital separation they ever had. Twenty-
five pecrcent of the women left the area when the soldiers

departed. Most of them went to live with family members

until the spouses returned, fot mousit i Lhuse wives were not

I'¢t)

employed and did not have school aged children that kept
them in the area.

The authors reviewed the hecalth reports of these women.

There was little change in the general health among the

,& wives, but there was an increase of stress related health

o

L symptoms, such as headaches, stomach upscts, amenorrhea, aad

@ [ ' '

(v

e sleep difficulties. There was also a significant increase

oy

;ﬁ in weight change problems.

b

k“‘.ﬂ"] 5 . VI o 4 . N
Perceptions of general well bLelng, as measured In

.. . J b

22 . . . .

I bupuy's General Well Being Scale, shifted to the negative

ot

l‘!I. .

e during the deployment, but returned to pre-deployment levels

4".

»-,-

N

or higher following the rcunion., Thae single exception was
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the answer to the question "Have you been feeling
emotionally stable and sure of yourself?" There was a 10%
positive response before the separation, 6¢% positive
response during the separation, and a 7% pcsitive response
following the reunion. The authors state: "The increase in
feeling emotionally stable and more sure of themselves after
the husbands deployed may reflect an increased sense of
control during their husbands absence" (1985:23). Following
the reunion, most of the wives complained that they had to
readjust their daily routine to meet their husbands' needs.
In fact, half of the women stated that they had changed
during the separation; most of them said they were more
independent.

Of the problems the women noted, those with children
stated their nuwber onc problem dealt with parent-child
issues. Other problem areas were related to the stress of
making the major decisions alone, feelings of loneliness and
borcedow, maintenance and repailr problens, and preblems with
handling the family finances. Aftery the reunion, some of
the wives stated they wanted more of a say in the family
financial decisions, and they wanted the hushand more
involved in the c¢hild rearing decisions,

At the ond ol the sceparation, 9¢% of the wives felt that

people in the Army understood what kinds of problems they

had, and that there were people they could turn to for help.
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3

Seventy-five percent of the wives found it helpful to
discuss problems with their family members and friends, even
though most of them were far away. The authors felt that
support from thelr extended families was very important to
these wives, and that contrary to popular notions, this
support really did cxist for thesc wives.

Those wives least helped by a sense of community and
neighborhood were those women, mostly from lower enlisted
soldier families, who lived off post. Their continual
transience contributed to their lack of a sense of
community. ;

The authors quoted Cobb's (1976) thesis that social Ok
support, which éan protect people in crisis, “cen be defined
as information leading the individual or family to helieve
they are cared for, esteemed, and members of a network of
mutual obligations™ (1985:27).

The Army tried to provide this support in two ways.

First, it provided institutionalized human scrvice agencies

at: cach post, Bxamples of this were the Army Community

Services (ACS) oftlices and the kRed Cross, Sccecond, the Army

cxpected the military unit to provide informal support to ;
1ts families. Wramples ol this were the chaplains offices, b
and, 1n the case of the Sinal bound troops, the kear i
Detachment, a small unit of the battalion that remained on-

post to manage personnel and equipment nol deployed, and to il
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serve as a point of contact for the families of those

deployed.

The wives in the survey indicated that the most

important services provided them came from the unit. Those

services were: (1) pre-deployment briefings which provided

information on the mission of the deployment and of the

services available for the families; (2) the Rear

Detachment; (3) a newsletter which provided neceded

information for the wives; and (4) a wives' telephone chain.

It is

interesting to note that the wives felt the informal

services provided them were the most important.

RO

zenzwelyg, Gampel, and Dasberyg (1981l) described a

program developed and conducted at a community mental health

center

in Isrzel for military wives. These women werce

considered psychologically normal, but were considered a

high r
unusua
of tha
high ¢
behiayv i
wiat; 1f
these

allcvi
Wives.

Lbut fo

isk population due to the specific stress of an

1 lifestyle of the absence and irreqgular homecomings

husband. 'This stress could have been communicated as

linic attendance, psychosomatic syumptoms, or school

or problems of the children. Rozenzweig's hypothesis

comrunication could be improved and the fcelings of

women were expressed, this stress behavior could be

ated. Weekly group sessions were scet up for the
These sessions were lcead by a professional staff,

cused on developing a place where the wives could talk
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freely amongst themselves about their wmilitary lifestyle.

What is of interest to this research is the similarity
of concerns of these women with the concerns of American
soldier wives, The separation for these Israeli women was
less both in terms of distaence and time than for the
American women discussed above. Most husbands were less
than a day away, and they were away for only days or few
weeks at a time, not a year at a time. However, the wives
had the same complaints. The authors reported that many of
the women felt both emotional distance from their civilian
neighbors and from the Army. 7The women reported they
understood that their husbands necded to return, before
their next departures, to well run, peaceful homes. They
felt their husbands' safety and well being depended con this,
However, many of the wives had ambivalent feelings about
taking care of their husbands. Some wanted their husbands

to pick up some of the load of family responsibilities.

Others resented their husbands intruding into their

b organized and orderly lives.

b The authors discussed the military triangle, composed of
; the army, husband/soldicr, and wife. The soldier-husbhband

E receives emotional support from the army and he gives it his
3 undivided attention while the wife feels rejected and

E cexcluded. 'These women repeatedly expressed that the

E material benefits they received from the army were not

'4

=T LNAREE
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enough because they felt that there was a lack of
understanding of their stressful emotional situation. The

authors went on to state:

The military family is characterized by asymmetry
and skewness in the definition of roles and the
maturation of the couple. The military system
supports the man throughout his career. His wife,
unsupported, has to bear the burden of all the
family changes affected by his career. The main
stresses discussed previously fall on the wife and
are directed through her on to the children.

(Rozenzwelig et al, 1981)

4. Life in a Foreign Culture:

Schneider and Gilley (1984), an Army psychologist and
his assistant, conducted a study of three areas or aspects
of the lives of Army families living in Germany. The
questions addressed were: 1is there increased stress
associated with non-command sponsored living; is living in
outlying communities associated with less stress; and how
are families assimilated into communities, and how does this
relate with later adjustment? They looked at command
sponsorced families living on and off post, and non-sponsorecd
familics living in Germany. As the study progressed, the
avthors decided to tocus on the last question, "How are
familics assiwmilated into the community." They used two

scales for this research, the General Well Beindg scale

(GWBY, a weasure of the individual's psycholougical
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adjustment, and the Psychological Sense of Community Scale
(PSC), used as a measure of the degree to which the
individual feels as part of the community.

O0f interest to the researchers were the responses to the
gquestion, "“wWhat is done for (who helps) new families?"
Forty-seven percent of the soldiers living on post said it
was péople (who ﬁelp) in their stairwell. Forty percent
said it was nobody. Fifty percent of the soldiers living on
the economy said it was their landlord. Twenty-five percent
said it was nobody. For spouses, 32% of those living on
post said it was someone in the stairwell, while 38% said it
was nobody. Only 21% of the spouses living off post said it
was their landlord, while 71% said 1t was nobody. ‘'this
information was disheartening to the authors, for they
stated: "This is in spite of numerous military agencies
available and even anxious to help each family" (1984:3).

When these families were asked how they received
information, the largest group of soldiers (33%) said they
received it from the community bulletin board. The spouses,
in gyeneral, stated they received their information frowm the
community newspaper. It is intcresting to note that ino the
beginning, 15% of the spouses on post, and 36% of the
spouses off post, found things out from the hushband, After
a couple of months, thesec figurcs dropped to %% and 8%.

The authors asked several guestions about the
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sponsorship program. Forty-seven percent of the soldiers
living on post said they d4id not have a sponsor; 15% said
their sponsor was ineffective; and only 38% stated they had
an effective sponsor. A total of 62% of these soldiers did
not benefit from the sponsorship program. The figures for
command sponsored soldiers living off post were almost the
same. Of the non-command sponsored soldiers, who by
definition were living off post, fully 74% 4id not have a
sponsor, 9% had an ineffective sponsor, and only 17% had an
effective sponsor. 1t was worse for the wives. O©0f those
wives living on post, 66% reported that they 4id ncot have a
sponsor, 27% reported their sponsor was ineffective, and
only 7% reported that they had an efifective sponsor. The
figures were almost the same for the command sponsored
spouses living off post. The non-command sponsored spouses
fared even worse than their husbhands. Fully 86% of these
women reported that they did not have a sponsor. Nine
percent of them stated that they had an ineffective sponsor.
Only 5% of thesc women reported they had an effective
sponsor. These non-command sponsored families living off
post were probably the families most neceding some type of
help.

The sponsorship program is a formal prodgram developed by

the Arxmy as an attempt Lo help families as they move. When

an Army unit is told that they will reccive a new member,
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someone from that unit is assigned as the incoming person's
sponsor. The sponsor is suppesed to communicate with the
newcomer beforehand to give him information about the new
post and life in the area. Army posts prepare welcome
packets with maps of the area, handbooks listing services on
post, listing of nearby motels, phone numbers of Army
agencies, schools in the area, etc. The Army Community
Services (ACS) office prepares these packets, and the
sponsor usually sends it to the incoming soldier. A good
sponsor might, if requested, make hotel reservations for
the soldier and his family, meet them at the airport or rail
station, and generally act as their liaison with the Army
community. Without a sponsor, a family could miss all these
scrvices,

In the above study, a sponsor was listed as effective if
the individuals rated them as adeguate, or if they had
contacted the individuals at least three times. As can be
seen, the sponsorship program did not work very well. The
authors felt that an outcome of this lack of effective
sponsors was one of less integration of the families into
the geneval community, with less awareness of community
programs for the families, The authors stated that the
attributes which control attitudes and behavior of the

soldier and the family were not the housing area, health, or

feelings of well being, but was the deygree Lo which the
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family members were integrated into the community.

Moreover, the authors divided the individuals in the
study into groups of having high and low levels of
psychological adjustment, based on the General Well Being
Scale, and of feelings of being a part of the community,
based on the Psychological Sense of Community Scale. When
asked where would they go first for help with a personal
problem, 58% of those individuals in the high group reported
that they would first try to solve personal problems on
their own, 24% said they would first go to their military

unit, and the rest reported they would first go to their

spouse or friends, Only 37% of thosc individuals in the
lower group reported they would try to solve their own
problems first, Fully 5¢% of these individuals reported
they would go to their unit. The authors believed is to bhe
a problem, and they stated: "We helieve that a problem of
our communities is that they foster dependence on the Arny
at the cost of providing citizens the confidence and ability
to cope on their own 1in Germany" (Schneider and Gilley,
1984:5) .

The point scemed to be that those people who had a senie
of community, and who were psychologically well adjusted,
would first try to solve their own personal problems
themselves. If this was not effective, they would use the

Army community resources. People scoring in the low group




of both scales typically had a "they should do it for me"
attitude. These people had more problems with Army life and
had less involvement in the community. The authors stated
that improving the families' sense of community was an
important task, and would positively affect the variables of
military readiness, extensions, and community involvement,

They felt that a good sponsorship program might help

individuals initially develop a strong sense of community,
and that that might help them develop a long-term good
psychological adjustment.

Schneider and Gilley also stated that while the total

Ve L T Y

number of agencies potentially available to serve Army

~ .

famiiies was ilumpressive, thelr use was dependent on a
socialization process whereby either the agencies could
reach out to families in need, or the families could seek
help. Sometimes this process did not happen. It was more
likely true with families that lived away from the
installation. The authors proposed that a program be ?%
established that would act as a liaison with the unit,

probably at the battalion level, to the various community

agencies as a special sponsor or family advocate. In

conjunction with this process, there would be the

development of a specific goal where thesce agencies, along

with the Army families, would build a sensce of community.

Howcver, the halance betwren a sense of community and
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isolation from the surrounding envircnment is necessary.
McNeil and Zondervan (1979), discussing the culture shock
that affects military family members when they move
overseas, talk about the shock of boredom. They state that
the military contributes to boredom by making it easy for
families overseas to live in "little America's" and not have

to learn much of the culture. The authors state that

3 Americans are spectators and expect to be entertained.

ﬁ Since the military cannot do that well, families who do not
; go out on the economy become bored. This boredom can

% contributes to family violence and even to family

E breakdowns. The key, according to the authors, is that

1
il
-

family members have tc learn to create their own

T

entertainment.

o a

Boredom is also related to lack of options which people

gt

porceive when living in a strange culture. People

R4l )=

b experiencing trouble with learning new languages and new
o

> customs tend to stay with familiar things, such as

»

q activities offered within their own transported culture;
-ﬂ however, the Army can only offer so much entertainment.
9 These "little Americas", with their giant stairwells

] scattered over an area, can seem like an urban ghetto,.
-f Families living on the civilian economy can feel as if they
- are isolated, deaf, and dumb, because they can not talk to
"-1

ﬂ‘.{ . . . .

1 nor communicate with their neighbors, Adults can truly
o
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suffer from this boredom and isolation, but teenagers are
especially hindered, as the activities for them are limited.

Girdler, Holz, Sanders, and Ozkaptan (1984) conducted
the original work on the USAREUR 100¢ family survey. They

stated:

Perhaps some of the commitment necessary to stay
with the Army comes from feeling some control over
one's life 2ad some responsiveness from the Army
system whicn indicates the Army's reciprocal

commi tment,

(Girdler et al, 1984)

Durirn. itneir survey, chey found that overall, 64% of the
soldiers, and 67% of the spouses believed that the Arwmy
created hardships for the family, but did not attempt to
help tnem understand why the hardships were necessary., This
equated to these families feeling that the Army did nct care
for its families, and 4did not want its families "to be all
that they can be".

Less than 4#% of the soldiers or spouses felt that they
had any say in their future military assignments. Perhaps
this percentage was so low because the average family had
received less than 3 months notice that they were being sent
overseas. Along with this, more than 60¢% of thesc families
reported that their work and family schedules were always up
in the air becausc of the Army.

Most of the families surveved felt that they could get
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help if they had special needs or problems. However, the
source of the help was not necessarily the Army. A majority
of the soldiers, and spouses, felt that the career of the
soldier would be damaged if the family voiced any specia’
needs or {rustrations. This is ironic, considering the
formal Army organizations set up to help the families.

The authors also noted a trend that while a majority of
the officer families (67%) felt they were a part of the
community and felt they could depend cn it for support, and
tnat they should support it, few of the enlisted families
(37%) felt that way. The NCO's tended to feel the same way
about the communities as the enlisted families felt.
Unfortunately, the authors did nol continue with this

portion of the research.

5, Military Life in Generals:

Jensen, Lewis, and Xenakis (1986) reviewed the resecarch
literature concerning the prevalence of psychosocial
dystunction 1n military families. They discussed the
difficulties of comparing civilian and wilitary families.
While the military population might be unigque in terms of
self~scelection, other factors may intervenc. Rank, certain
socineconomic factors, and present coping patterns may be
powerful and conlusing variables which discriminate between

the two but prevent a comparison between the Lwo groups,
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For example, military families are not unemployed. They
usually live within a close environment of pecple with
similar backgrounds and work experiences. There is
generally a social structure in place around them.
The authors listed several risk factors of military
family life that could lead to psychosocial dysfunction.

These risk factors were: father separation, absence, and

}2 reunion; combat and war stress; geographic mobility; cross-
TN

}% cultural families; and the authoritarian military structure.
‘)l

® The authors further stated:

Although the majority ot military families
experience one or more of the potential risk
factors outlined above, relativeLy few families
appeat to be overtly dysfunctional, possible
hecause these risk factors are attenuated by a
potentially supportive military network and
hecause severely dysfunctional individuals {(and
thercfore, their families) tend to be screcened
from t“he services.

&& (Jensen et al, 1986)

'n-g‘\

Y4

Ay

o

[ Lewis (1986a) has detailed the special needs of junior
s . e .

}ﬁ‘ ¢nlisted families., Junior enlisted families were defined as
)

Y

~T those soldiers on their first term of enlistment in the Army
- ]

e who were married. "Twenty-five percent of all junior

('}

i) enlisted people were married and had families.

D

'y o :

h% Lewis reported that there were two ways that these

f

ks L . . .
iy families entered the Army. Many of these soldiers wmarried
". . . . - - 0

[ almost immediately after Army Basic Training, and Lewis
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likened this Lo the soldier making a rite of passage into
manhood by making it through basic training, and making
another rite of passage into manhood by taking a woman.

This is probably not a sound reason to marry, and does not
indicate much of a preparation for marriage. Moskos (1978)
has reported that as the average age for first marriages has
increased in the population of the United States, the
average age for first marriages of white enlistcd soldiers
has decreased.

While these soldiers feel as if they are mature men,
they are probably not. Lewis states: "Their deficiencies

in these areas, howcver, are often masked hy their

competence as soldiers" (1986a:2). Their spouses are not

necessarily mature women elther. Lewis says of these women:

Nothing in their previous experiences as high
school students, as daughters, or as girlfriends
prepared them for the responsibilities and the
consequences of beina Army wives. They have, in
fact, entercd a new phase of their lives without
ever being totally socialized into the old one.
Their expectations and valuecs remain theose of
dependent tecnagers rather than independent. well
socialized adults, Often they lack critical
social and survival skills -- how to drive, how to
balance a checkbook, how to plan for and prepare a
balanced meal, how to plan a family, how to care
for a newborn baby, or cven how to distinguish
between the fantasy life of soap operas and the
reality of their own.

(Lewis, 1986a:3)

The other type of junior enlisted family werce those
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of people who were married and then joined the Army. In onc

: study, 68% of these families had one child before the father

o enlisted, and 42% haa two or more children.

K These junior enlisted families will need help. Many of

; ~them will live in trailer parks and in small apartments ;

3

N outside of the Army posts where the husbands will be

; stationed. They will be away from family and friends,

f probakly for the first time. The husband's paychecks will

; not be large. Most of them will have trouble with

'

A transportation, and many of them will be lucky if they have

: one car. They will be tne families farthest away from the

; Army agencies that were designed to help them. Most likely

if their housing areas will be inadequate in terms of building '

" any sense of community, but instead will probably breed

’ hostility and maybe fear.

{ The "bottom line" to the Army on family health is that E

ﬂ previous research (Noy, 1978) has shown that social stress

j puts the soldier at higher risk for neuropsychiatric

. breakdowns on the batcrlefield, affects military readiness,

% and affects soldier reenlistments. The Rand Corporation is

& currently conducting a study into these very issues, )

Nl i
Lewl s (1984) offered as a solution to the problems of

'E junior enlisted families, based on her previous research on

% family support networks tor waiting wives, the development

N of an active wives' network, with command involvement and
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i:* the Army agencies' involvement, based on the soldier's unit,
e
-%ﬁ- probably at the battalion level. This research is reported
s
e later in this paper.
M N
Xy
Fa .l
|
" .
B 6. The Myth of Military Family Life:
Ly
;“W In a recent Army Times article, it was stated that there
‘n, XY . . ’
Ews seemed to be a larger amount of behavioral family problems
A
s in military families than in civilian families. The article
Sty
LA
5} offered up several theories ¢f why there was a larger amount
LNLA
ah
'éy for military families. For example, studies of child abuse
M)
j} were conducted at several Army installations (Wedekind
o~
ot

S 1979). Depending on who interpreted the data, the
conclusions were that the Army had a higher, lower, or the
same incidence of child abusce as did the civilian

population. One researcher said that since the per family

incident of child abuse was twice as high for one Army post

PO as compared to the local civilian population, the Arpy had

, !
O

W more c¢hiid abuse. One ezxjlanation he had was that Army life
4o

e was moure stressful than civilian 1life and this stress caused

e

hy , . . . .
’&f the higher incidence of child abuse. Another explanation he

)'!.f'r.:

(] ‘.ﬂ'. .

:i, offered was that the Army attracted people who were more
14 . . L .

'y likely to be child abuscrs. B different researcher, looking

7 .f

AN . .
fzy at the same data, sald that since the Army had a better |
o 7, B
LR

R -~ . ' . .
ﬂ? screening and record keepling procedure, more cases were

U

discovered. He believed that, comparatively speaking, the
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Army would have less abuse if the civilian population did
better screening. A third researcher said that since Army
posts had higher populations of young families, families who
were away from their support systems of friends and
rclatives, and families who were under the stresses of
mobility, separation, isolation, and low salary, this caused
a skewedness of a population of high risk families which led
to a higher incidence of child abuse. His hypotheses was if
the Army and civilian populaticn were matched on the above
variables of youth, separation, and salary, the rates of
child abuse would be the same.

During a part of the above report, it was found that
one infantry regiment at Ft. Carson, CC, had significantly
less child abuse and other family related stress problems
than did other infantry regiments at the fort. The
rescarchers believed this happened because this regiment:
commander had "better" policies that helped families cope

ISP S PN MNeve 14 a 3 = =
better. ©Onc pelicy was that soldiers wer

ala - U A aT LD

’N

2 agiven a "day off"

{

if they brought their families in for briefings hbefore
s¢parations that explained the regiment's mission, length of
separation, problems that might arise for the family, and
possible solutions to these problems. It was thought that
policies like this helped these families to cope better,

kKidenour states (in an Army Times article) that he was

tired of hearing the myth that military life had higher
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incidents of mental illness, child abuse, alcoholism, drug
abuse, and domestic violence. He says: "The system has some
good things huilt in: the demand for reporting the abnormal

thing." Similarly, Morrissette (1986) states that: "The

—~

military's rigid system requires more reporting of cases,

but there is no greater abuse."

C. Group and Group Theory

Moskos, a noted military sociologist, states:

As a sociological concept, the notion of primary
groups has been one of the most fruitful in
furthering our knowledge of the makeup of human
society and the operation of large-scale
organizations. Indeed, the components of all
institutions consist to some extent of small
groups whose members associalte with each other
over cxtended periods of time, and develop some
sense 0f shared cohesion and intimacy. 1In its
pure-type formulation, the primary group consists
of personal relationships in which the group's
maintenance and ends are intrinsically vaiued for
their own sake, rather than mechanisms which serve
individual self-interests.

(Moskos, 1970:144)

Moskos goes on to say that certain primary groups might
be viewed as pragmatic and situational responses to military
life. Although Moskos was concerned with combat soldiers,
the same concept could be used to describe military family

menmbers,  Families are a primary group. 7They are in closc

contact; have shared responsibilities; and have shared
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goals. They develop a sense of shared cohesion and intimacy.
In the same way, Army families view themselves in a miiitary
system. Thesce families generally lock to other families as
being part of that system. The primary group then becomes
the military family.

One of Moskos's thesis has been that the military is
changing from an institution to an occupation (1978). This
process would lead to changes in the way families perceive
their own role in the military. The sacrifices for duty
honor, and country, which went with the idea of the military
as an institution, do not go with the idea of the military
as a job. Scrvice people expect more supports, or at least
they do not want to sacrifice as much for a job. They
expect, in fact, to be able to participate fully in the
lifestyle which they have sworn to defend. Thesc new
demands on the military system are coupled with the
tremendous increase in the number of military families.

Little states:

A1) military families have in common, knowledge
and experience in an occupational culture whicn is
more distinct than that of other occupations in
the larger society. The military family is
continuously related to crganizational activities-
-1f only vicariously--but the civilian family is
less likely to participate in the father's
vccupational life.

(Little, 1971)
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This knowledge and experience lends itself to a military
lifestyle. The military society is homogeneous. It may be
racially integrated, but it is age segregated. Army
policies group families in Zrmy housing according to rank,
and rank correlates with age and stage of family cycle.
Army housing areas might be racially mixed, but families are
all of the same age, with the same number of children, and
with children of roughly the same age. This leads to what
Little describes as the "segmental socialization" of
military families. Due to the age of most military
families, the fertile years of young families, the latter
years with illnesscs and dcath are missing from military
society. He states: "Partly as a result of residential
instability, the military family is more tenuously related
to the larger xinship group than the civilian family"
(1971:267). Those things that civilian families would get
from relatives, like knowlédge, socializetion, and support,
come from neighbors in the military community. Little goes
on to state that even the military children's socialization
processes are incomplete duc to this segmental
socialization.

In her pook, Families under the Flag (1982), Hunter

elucidates an interesting point. She states that an ideal

military wife--independent, self sustaining, liberated,

etc.--also is someone who is likely to he at odds with the

A

5
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military. Hunter says:

Societal transitions or forces underlie the recent
recognition by military planners that the
organization/family boundary is indeed relevant to
organizational effectiveness, as well as to family
stability. Perhaps the time has even come for the
military organization to take the responsibility
for including the family in certain areas of
decision making. The question, of course, then
arises as to what extent that could be
accomplished while still maintalining a combat-
ready force capable of performing its primary
rnission - the defense of the nation,

(Hunter, 1982)

Similarly, writing abcut military wives, Martin presents

, "many wmilitary wives are in

)
4]

thie Lhewe that just as soldier
the process of changing from a vocational attachment to the
military to a more occupational view of their husband's
military service, the Army has to find ways to adapt to this
evolution" (1984:15).

The military is currently in the process of becoming a
family organizatiocn. 1In the 1954's, 30% of military
personnel were married. The number of married personnel
increased to 5¢% in the 1978's. This number of married
people is estimated to jump to 86% by the ¢nd of the 1980's.
This docs not necessarily mean, however, that the Army has
become family-oriented.

There are conscguences to families as a result ol the

sacrifices they make, especially the sacrifice of mobility.
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For example, military wives in general do not get the chance
to develop job seniority. They move too much and change jobs
too fregquently. Their husbands do not have that problem;
they have jobs, and in part, their seniority and status are
predicated on these moves.

Older, mid-career families are affected by moving, too,
but in different ways than their Jjunior counterparts.
Martin states that as more of these families invest in

owning a howme and building home equity, they tend to adopt

the values of their necighbors. He says:

No longer are these military wives tied to the

longer
common life experiences found in a self-contained
military installat.on. . . . The result for the
Army, if it is unable to respond and adapt, can be
the loss of the previously enthusiastic,
committed, dedicated wife who would otherwise
would be a valuable community resident and a very
important role model for newcomers.

(Martin, 192€4:17)

Ircnically, whereas a military lite can make a wife
independent, through separations, it can also make a wife
dependent since everything is tied t¢ the status of the
military member, such as employment, housing, etc.
Laharanne (1983) reported on changes she saw happening 1n
the military families of French Army NCOs. Laharannue
propused a change model where the wife was lcecaving the

traditional view of bLeing dependent on her husband to a
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nodel based on interdependence. In this new family model,
negotiation weuld play a critical part. Laharanne states:
"By claiming a right to a private family life for themselves
and their husbands, wives directly challenge the notion that
a military man is liable for service 24 hours a day"
{(1983:6). The author asked the question if the military

cculd ignore this evolution for very long.

D. Group Coping

In "Mutual Help Groups", Silverman (1985) states that
mutual help exchanges occur when people who share a problem
or predicament come together for action. These groups are
sometimes called self-help organizations, but the term
mutual help is more accurate. She states: "The support
preovided by mutua! help organizations has a special meaning.

T"he helper and the beneficiary are peers, and everyonc in

the group can be both. Not being bound to the role of
cither helper or recipleni way in itself have therapeutic
value" (198%.2). This might explain why some families tend

to view "official" groups with disdain, since it reiterates
and reinforces the provider-client dependence model between
the Army and its families. It may also explain why some
families tend to appreciate more the "unofficial" groups,

where the actinn/help 1s self-initiated and shared with

neers. These familices tend to "own" their groups.
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In an issue of SOLDIERS

e

magazine, an article titled "Mro
Family Support" talks about a support group set up for the
families of soldiers of the 101st Airborne at Ft. Campbell,
KY, who were deployed for six months to the Sinai. The task

force commander, LTC Kutter said:

Most soldiers do not want their young wives on
post by themselves. First, they live off post.
Second, many young soldiers just are not that
secure. They're young, and many of them are
recently married. We had to find a sanctioned
activity that they would accept as being
legitimate. No hanky-panky. It was tough
convincing some of them that it was right for
their wives to join and participate in the group.

(MFO Family Support, 1985:15)

If this commander's view is valid, this fear of these
young soldiers, who live off post because of the lack of
housing, can lead to these families not using the facilities
and support groups that the Army has developed for them.
Other sovldiers have said the same things: that some soldiers
do not want their wives to know tce much about the military.
This 1s surely an issue of a coping mechanism The wife has
to be allowed to be independent enough to use the post
services that are available to her.

The article stated that the MFO support group was not a
social service organization; it was f{amily members united by

the same concerns, working togecther to help ceah otheor,

They employed special programs for family members whousce




R

pol o aa]

RARIEAN
L N R - .

- & it -

5 >

-4. R I R RS
P e ol ]

(A
Sl

|
T
Tt

xX XS i
rr":‘a&l ¥ ;_Q‘.

.

-
1 4
X &

...
SN

S5

“de %ﬁ
|

88
husbands were currently deployed, such as MFO night at the
post theater and pizza parlor, special classes such as
quilting or Korean cooking, free towing by the post gas
station 1f the car would not start, and priority doctor
approintments at the post hospital and medical clinic. The
support group was trying to do all the things that could
ease the strain on these families. There are usually 699
men deployed at any one time to the Sinai, and between 280
to 250 families left behind.

In a letter to the editor in the same magazine, a wife
cowmented on & story of another group, the Family Support
Group (FSG) of the 2nd BN, 508th Airborne Infantry. This
wife talked about the FSG stating that no "agency" could
have shown the compassion and understanding that wives of
this battalion showed, which came from wives who were either
currently experiencing the same problems or had in the past.
The point was this wife was looking at the FFSG as a part of

+tha wis
ciiC Wil

Jes, not as an "a

ency" (Rath 1989).

In an insightful study, Lewis (1984) studied a
supportive network set up to assist the wives of another
battalion of soldiers who were on duty in the Sinai. Past
rescarch had shown (Noy, 1979; Belenky, Tyner, and Sodetz,
1983) that soldiers with pre-existing'social stressors were
more likely to experience battle shock during combat,

Further, prior research had revealed that 15 soldiers on a
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; previous deployment had had to be redeployed due to fémily
? problems. The command wanted to help their soldiers,
: fé throuah helping the families, with the stresscs caused by
: the family separation.
During January 1983, a battalion of about S86 American
soldiers departed for the Sinai for six months as part of
|
] the multi-national peacekeeping torce. This buttalion left
2% Loliind 266 wives and about the same number of children.
E However, six months prior to this embarkment, the beginnings
i
f: ol a social support network was started. The wives of the
E battalion cemmander, chaplain, and first scrgeant met to
‘“f Jdiscuss ways Lo prepare themselves and their families for
ity i .
‘:"@ the separation. This group also received a briefing from a
;
team from the Department of Military pPsychiatry, Walter Reed
f Airmy Institute of Resecarch.
The wives recognized that they needed mutual support
! frum cach other, and from the Army. Not only did they have
Lo deal with the sceparation, and thelr feclings ot
d; Youcelioess, but they knew they would have Lo deal witihs a

viylety of rouwtine Army related processes, such as
paychecks, 1 cards, and health care scervices.  Many ol
these tunctions had been solely taken care of by the husband
in Lhe vast.  0Of cuurse they erzpeclted that olhier problems,

such as auto repairs, or housce repoirs, might develop too.,

A toroal networh wis started in september 1982, just
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four months prior to the separation. The steering committee

was composed of wives from each of the companies in the

battalion. The battalion commander's wife became the

sponsor. The first task of the network was to identify and
locate all of the wives of the soldiers whc would be
departing to the Sinai. These easy sounding task was in

fact quite difficult. Some soldiers did not want to involve

S their families in Army life, so they did not report that
W they were married. Some soldiers just neglected to register
A
.‘, . [} . .
% their wives or to give their wives's names to the battalion
£y
- (some of these men had just married). Another small -
N percentage of women did not want to be involved in the
rs
4 13 . . — . - .
h military community. Some of the wives were forcign and
)
~ could not speak English. Some of the wives of the lower
ﬁ ranking men lived in the trailer parks surrounding the post,
:"J ) ) ]
i and did not have telephones. And fully one~third of the
Py . . . )
é women left the community during the separation, most of themn
o
Ft
h returning home., “The network staflf reported that even in the
ﬁ fifth month of the¢ six month separaticn, they stil) were
A . . )
s discovering wives of the battalion soldiers,
s The wives' network wanted these names and addresses so0
ﬁ that they could inform the wives of uproming meetings, to
‘h
t} mail them a monthly newsletter, and to keep in touch with
v
v . . . .
i those wowmen who had left Lhe arca.  The meetings provided
e
¢ L .
“.’ them a way Lo develop friendship and sclfi-help between the
|
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wonen, It also gave an opportunity for the network to
transmit information. Some of the information was given so
that the women would understand the Army mission that called
for this separation, i.e., "why are we sending troops to
the Sinai?" Other types of information given were on issues
such as formal power of attorney for the wife in case she
needed it during the separation, the creation of wills, the
deposit of paychecks, the filing of income taxes, etc., that
would affect these women within the next six months. The
newsloetter was special. The wives wrote it, and wany women
submitted articles for it. Phone calls werce made so that
every wife was contacted monthly. The idea was that this
would help them feel care? for, and it allowed these wives
to bring up any problems they might have.

The Army played a role in the social support network
too. A military family might have several problems with
military life, even if the soldier is home. 7The soldier is
usually the one who deals with the appropriate agency and
solves the problem with housing, pay, medical care, orx
whatever. To help with these types of problems, the Rear
betachient Commander (RDC), the commander of the troops from
the battalion who were not deploying, enlisted the support
ol tho Ariny community to organize an easier access Lo the
community for these wives.

Lowilis (1v84) states that the Army has preferred not Lo
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deal with the family, but with the soldier directly, and the
usual chain of information for Army families has keen in the

direction from Army to soldier to family, a unilinear and

unidirectional relationship, which can be draw as:

Army--->Soldier--->Family.

(Lewis, 1984:11)

For this situation, where the soldier was not available

h'g
BN

to be the families' advocale, the wives network and the RDC

»

N

® . .

ot scaled down the 12 Army agencies and offices t¢ o zinglc
i

T . . . .

Ll representative each, and called this new organization the
L

s . . . . . . .
A Family Assistance Staff. The original 12 agencies were:

-

the Adjutant General's Office; the PFinance Office; the

3

%
:
Y‘F
R
shl
)]

Military Personnel Gffice; the Deputy for Personnel and
Community Affairs (OPCA); Army Community Services (ACS);
Office of Orgyanizational Effectivaness (0E); the Chaplain's
Office; the sStuff Judge Advocate; the Public Affairs Office;
the Housing Office; the Army Hospital; and the Division
Mental lealth Clinic.

There were a myriad of agencies and offices that could

affect and help these wives. Each agency and office
desiynated one person to be its permancnt member of the
Family Assistance Staff and the first point of contact for
any Sirai waitinyg wife. This organization chart was much

difterent from the usual Arny/Soldier/kFFamily relationship.
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It was as a circle, wilh families in the midale and
agencies, offices, comnittees, and husbands on the circle,
where organization avrcws pointed both ways, which meant
information and ideas could flow to and from families and

organizations. It could be Jdrawn as:

Steering Commiitee-~—-—~— Rear Det Cdr

AN

-’Families

Army Agencies/Offices—--—-—m-—-w Husbands

(Lewis, 1984:12)

The support group then, consisted of the wives, the Rear

Detachment Commander and his organization, and the Army

agencies.,
Lewis (1984) states that ihree key elements were

necessary before a system like the above could possible be

developed or work. The first key element was command

" sponsorship. The second key was a relationship between the

. i . RS P8 - A3 1 ey e 4 - ~ F £ . g
N suppor i nelwork and the Army agencics anad coffices, The

O

. third key was the presents of a dedicated core of family

members willing to work to make this type of system happen.

A E. 1ndividual Coping

o Olson, in Family Wellness Profile, states:

It now appecars that family adaptability and family

5 L fnﬁi}x};f‘. o
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cohesion are two keystones to understanding how
some families cope successfully. In the first
characteristic, families are able to change to fit
new situations and challenges. In the second,
family members turn to each other for support and
strength. . . . The researchers have found that
healthy families are able to balance both family
togetherness and family adaptability. They have
neither too much nor too little togetherness and
they are not rigid 1in their response to change.

B . oF Sren e

o L W v

(Olson, 1981)

S O,

Olson (1982) developed a family rating instrument, the

PR

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES

=
»

I1I1). This scale is a 30 item self report instrument

- designed to measure family member's perception of cohesion

and adaptability. There are two dimensions for this scale,

the Family Cohesion Scale and the Family Adaptability Scale,.
The eight concepts for Family Cohesion are: emotional
bonding; family boundaries; coalitions; time; space;
friends; decision-making; and interests and recreation. The
six concepts for Family Adaptability are: assertiveness;
leadership; discipline; negotiation; roles; and rules,
These two dimensions identify 16 types of family systems. '
Olson states that a balanced level of both cohesion and

adaptability is the most functional to family development.

In Family Stress, Resources and Coping, McCubbin defined

coping as:

I'amily copiny includes the behavioral responses of
family members and the collective family unit to

AR T R Y P A AR L Ty Y LSO NS N R e o e N T
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eliminate stressors, manage the hardships of the
situation, resolve the intra-family conflicts and
tensions, as well as acquire and develop social,
psychological and material resources needed to
facilitate family adaptation. This perspective of
family coping underscores the importance of family
behavioral efforts to strengthen, develop, and
draw resources f£rom within itself (e.g.,
leadership skills, role sharing, income, bonds of
_ family unity, adaptability) and from the community
N (¢.g., meaningful friendships, support groups,
professional assistance) which can provide
families the much nceded information for problem
solving and confirmation that they are understood,
accepted, valued, and appreciated.

~HR T

{McCubbin, undated;
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In this same manual, McCubbin described the "Family
Coping Inventory" (FCI). This inventory was developed to

1 -~ —

assess famlly coplng witlh spouse abseaa prolonged
J ! 4 9

(i

separation, and divorce, For the prolonged military

separation study, five coping scales emerged. These were:

I. Maintaining Family Integrity.

- I11. Developing Interpersonal Relationships and Social

- Support.

- iIl. Managing Psychological Tensicon and Strain.

j 1v. 3elieving in the Value of the Spouse's Profession and
d Maintaining an Optimistic Definition of the Situation.
E V. Developing Self Reliance and Self Esteem.

A

“'(

e McCubbin, qQuoting Hi1ll, states that stress is not

i

‘ inhcrent in the event itself but rather is conceptualized as

a function of the response of the family to the unmanaged

XX

stressor. This depends on how the family copes. McCubbin

states: "The conflict between two social institutions, the

BT ENSE YO Yo
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military and the family, over the same resource, the service
member, produces strains and dilemmas for all concerned"
{1979). Finally, he defines coping as an event/process
which occurs when "the family [is} involved in an active
process of coping by managing resources and strengths within
the family system and by securing social support from the
community" (1986¢:3).

Snyder, in the Military Family, states: "“The trick is

to identify the stressors in your life and cope with them
before they can grow beyond your control and slide across
the very fine line into the dangerous area of distress"
(1982:5).

Lewis (1984), in her study of a supportive network for
wives of soldiers deployed to the Sinai, in order to explailn
why the women in the family support group had remained both
physically and mentally healthy during the deployment,
reviewed the theory of social support. She discussed Cobb's

(1976) work on scucial support. His article states that:

Social support is conceived to be information
belonging to one or more of the following three
classes:

1. Information leading the subject to believe
that he is cared for and loved.

S}

Information leading the subject to believe
that he is esteemed and valued.
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3. Information leading the subject to believe
that he belongs to a network of communication
and mutual obligation.
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Lewis (1984) states that the first element of social
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support provided for the waiting wives was "Caring". Caring

Nn .

@S was an emotional support, where the women knew that others
N

NN cared aboat them. This was done through contact, either by

telephone or newsletter. The second element was "valuing".
This was done in the newsletters and monthly meetings. The
third element was "Belonging". This was achieved by
belonging to the group, whether or not one was physically
present. These elements scemed to be the ones that helped

these individual women cope with their husband's separation,.

F. Institutional Response to Stress
Neidig, studying the stress of drill instructors,
developed a Domestic Conflict Containment Program (DCCP).

Describing the program, he states:

The DCCP was developed in response to a request
from the Marine Corps for a spouse abuse treatment
program. To date, over 1@@ couples have completed
the program. The military's active participation
and involvemernt in initial case finding angd

=y

.5}
ko]
-
o

2
L 4

;f evaluation impacts in severul impouilaatl ways
3 program outcome: 1) the fact that the military
§h¥ lhlas chosen to become invelved in a domestic
Eﬁj problem impresscs participants with the importance
ﬁ;i of the issue; 2) the knowledge that the Command is
$w: aware of their involvement and monitoring their
‘i progress in the DCCP acts to reinforce motivation
%E to chang=; 3) prompt enforcement of the mandatory
%
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attendance requirement is facilitated; 4) the
very existence of a treatment program gives the
abused partner a powerful and most important
resource often not available in the civilian
sector; and finally, 5) the military system
promotes carly intervention through increased
efforts at cas? finding. The precise impact of
these factors is unknown but it is assumed that
they are in part responsible for the success of
the program.

(Neidig, 1983)

This was an example of where the military took an active
step to prevent family problems. This program began with
drill instructors, a group under a considerable amount of
stress due to their jobs and was later expanded to other
groups, The success of the program depends, in part, on the
involvement of the command.

In 1983 the Army published the Army Family White Paper.

This document states:

A partnership exists betwcen the Army and Army
families. The Army's unigque missions, concept of
service and lifestyle of its members -- all affect
the nature of this partnership. Towards Lhe goal
of building a strong partnership, the Army remains
committed to assuring adequate support families in
order to promote wellness; to develop a sense of
community; and to strengthen the mutually
reinforcing bonds between the Army and its
families.,

, -

(Army Family While Paper, 1983)
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The authors of the white papcer state that the
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f:: recognition that competition between family and organization
”_: needs can be destructive to both parties has led to the

Eis rearization that family issues are no longer a private
;;b matter" (Army Family White Paper, 1983:1). Later in the
fig same document, the authors state: "with the growth of young
o

3*; enlisted families, leaders began to recognized that the Army
.“ﬁ- recruits individuals but retains families" (1983:5).

Agg It must be noted that the changes in Army policies

Eﬁ towards families were not always brought about by peaceful
rEz means nor did changes occur automatically as needs were

‘HE identified and voiced to the Arxmy Superstructure. Wives
;2; groups have had to fight for these changes; they organized
-1y . ) . L. . . . oA

3 symposiums to dl1scuss tnelr ueeds aud Lo wake Lhewmselves
;?;~ heard by the senior leadership. The Army realized that in
ﬁgi order to keep their "garxisons" happy, changes in benefits
-
'}-~ and services to families needed to be made.

ey As a result of this white paper, Army Family Action

A
-éi Plans (AFAPs) were developed., The purposes of these plans
b= 4

2: were to actualize the white paper's concepts. Each Army
f;ﬁ command was required to develop family committees and to
-

&5 develop a Family Action Plan. Through these AFAPs, problems

B gy
r Yy
R

were presented, responsibilities were given, and solutions

o 4 were offered. The idea was to recommend policy changes to
B
ﬁmﬁ the Army commands, and to develop outreach programs to solve
Qe . . .

i these problems. Family support groups helped identify these
X
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problens,

The third edition of the Army Family Action Plan (1986)
states: "First-term soldiers and their {families face
special problems, particularly when living off-post away
from Army support networks and facilities". Ann Tarzier,
Army Relocation and Outreach Program coordinator in
Washington, D.C., states in a "Stars and Stripes" article
(Vinch 1986) that these young families do not have any more
problems that anyone else; they have fewer "life skills"™
than older Army families. Young families have less
resources than older families. Family income is dependent
on rank and time in scrvice, therefore young families make
less money than older, higher ranking families. 1In
addition, they are less likely to have gathered the material
items needed to set up house., They probably need to buy
furniture and a car, and they wil! have to spend a higher
percentage of their salary in order to purchase these items,
These are the families that need the on-post support
networks and facilities the most.

USAREUR has developed two of their own Family Action

Plansg (1985, 1986). Their most recent AFADP states:

o St B BL N

"Soldiers whose family members feel satisfied with Army life

will be wore likely to make the personal sacrifices

G

necessary for a strong defense™ (1986). Nearly a third of
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all soldiers are assigned to Europe. There are about
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246,000 soldiers, 44,000 civilian employres, and 200,000
family members in Europe, with 9¢% of them in Germany. The
AFAP states that the Army has to provide much of the support
for the people in Europe. USAREUR started a Family Support
Network in which family issues can be addressed at the
lowest possible level, which is also the level where the
action needs to be taken. 1Issues that can not be resolved
at the lowest level are then sent to the next highex level.
Issues that reach the Army EBurope Headquaricrs are placed in
the Family Action Plan., The were 51 issucs for 1986. The

major heading of thesc issues were:

A. Relocation/sSponsorship/Orientation

B. Fawmily Housing

C. Family Member Employmant

D. Child Care

. Public Transportation

I'. Social Services and Family Dysfunction

G. Medical Care and Dental Care

H. Exceptional Family Member

I. Health/Fitness/Recreation

J. Family Support During Mobilization,
Kvacuation, Deployment, and Separation

K. Famlly Member Baucation and Youth Activitvies

I,, Consumer Services

M. Aadult Education

N. IFinancial Assistance

0. 1Integrating Families Into Units and
Communities

P. Safety and Security

Q. Volunteers

k. Entitlementis

S. Research, Training, and Public Awareness

T. Remote Site Family Support

U, Single and bual Military Parents

issue 0, Integrating Families Into Units and Communitics,
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was very lnteresting. Presented in the 198% AFAP, it

states:

0l. 1Institutionalize Family Support Network

PROBLEM: Family members have expressed concern
over lack of family member representation or
general input into the decision making and
programming processes of military communities.
Also, the potential contributions of family
members in finding a grass roots solution to
community problems is often overlooked,

REQUIRED ACTIONS: The Family Support Network
described in Section II1 provides the structure
for family member representation in communities.
Already, many coemmunities have moved to provide
forums and family symposia. The structured
involvement of family members in community affairs
nceds to be promoted and monitored until family
membar represcntation is an accepted and integral
part of the organization at all Army in Europe
communities.

According to the 1986 AFAP, this issuce has been

resolved. A formal letter was written requiring commanders

to establish a family support nctwork, and this letter is

RS

N War 3

scheduled to be replaced hy a regulation. Of coursce, this

is not sufficicent to insure that a prodgram is developed and

used., It 15, however, an important first step since

commanders can be held accountable for their implomentation

AR

-t

of Army regulations. More important, moncy was allocated in

.

! . . .
') the budget for coordinators for the aghove network., Most
i I_'.
;’-’ . .
/4 lmportant)y, the Inspector Goeneral (T1G) of USAREUE was
& ' . i
- 4 tnstructed to use this program ag part of a measure of a
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comrand's overall evaluation.
Rucker, in her afterword for the 1986 Al'AP-Europe,

states:

The Army cannct create a stress-free life for
soldiers and families, but the chain of command
can take initiative to ease stress; encourage
family members to take part in unit rcadiness;
provide families with useful and timely
information; and fostcr self-~reliance among femily
members,. Family support groups (F5G) do all ot
this and more. . . . FSG tied to command and
community resources encourage families to build
the inner strength needed to solve problems
without constant assistance of the soldier or unit
chain of command.

(Rucker, 19806)

Major activities of a FS3G would be: the sponsorship
pregram, specifically to make it really work; the
Noncombatant Exercise Crder (NEQ), specifically to assist in
the ranning of it; terrorism, specifically to help with the
terrorism counteraction training ftor family memhers; remote

SRR NI <o
s

siies, s »ifically Lo assis

I'e
(O B -

commanders at these ranote
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s1Les to help the communities there; and outrcach,
specifically to help youny soldier families cope with living
in Coermany.

Some communities in kWurepe are under the "Model
lustallation Program"., Commanders in these cowmmunities (24
communitics world-wide and two in Germany) are able to turn

-

residents' suggestions into rule-waiver requests in casces




134
where rules seem to burden residents pointlessly. Each
request must be approved at the level where the rule
originated. This could be an excellent program, that while
originally designed to cut costs and to increcase soldier
readiness, could easily fit into the concept of Family

Support Network.

G. Uscful Resources

There are a variety of publications that Army families
usce to gather and to convey/exchange information. The mos
noticeablc of these i3 the Army Times, a weckly newspaper
devoted cxclusively to news about the Army. The Times
carries information and explanations of new prograams,
expansion and loss of benefits, and other items that are of
interest to soldiers and family members.

Another publication, specifically for families, is

Military Family, a bl-monthly publication of the Military

Family Resource Center that provides networking resources
for family caregivers. The newsletter lists current
rescarch, trends, conflerences, etc, that are very helpful to
Liose that provide services for military families, and it is
of interest to the families themsclves.

Some other publicotions are Military Lifestyle and

Wifcline, which are women's magazines and are given away for

—

free, usually at the commissaries. These magazines, similar



to the women's magazines sold in grocery stores, contain
recipes, food coupons, craft ideas, and articles dealing
with the stresses of separation, isolation, moving, and
stretching the family budget,

There are guide books for military personnel, such as

the Army Officer's Guide. There are books for wives, such

as the Army Wife's Guide. There is even a bhook for

children, the What Every Military Kid Should Know. These

books, some of which could be considered old-fashioned, sct
up protocol standards for soldiers and their family members

to follow.

H. Summary

As can be seen from the literature review, there are
specific stressors that affect military families. Some
issues, such as income or family isolation, are definite
stressors that impact on all families. Some issues, such asg
living overseas or different housing options, can be cither
stressors or satisficrs or both for families, depending on
the families' attitudes, strengths, and knowledyes.

There are a variety of methods vsed to cope with thesc
stressors,  Ope method is the institutional approach, where
Army agencies write regulations and provide services Lo
assist families. An example of this is the Army Community

Service program, where staff are hired and programs are
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implemented according to regulations. Another example would
be the special programs contracted by local commands, such
as a military base's spouse abuse program for drill
instructors. A second method is the semi-official, or shell
approach, where the Army establishes a shell of a program
and a voluntecer group fills the shell. An example of this
would be a Family Support Group. The Army has written a
regulaticn establishing the program, and it expects family
members to f£it into the shell of the program. A third
method is the community approach, where a neighborhood or
stairwell or block makes local programs and plans, such as a
baby sitting exchange, block parties, or spring cleanup.
These types of programs are run DYy groups of families., A
four th method is the individual family strategies, where
family members learn how to deal with typical Army family
life problems.

0f course, the first three methods are dependent on the
fourth method for their successes. Official programs do not
work well if individual families do not cooperate with the
agencices or cannot request or acceptl the services offered by
the agencies. There has to be a minimal family strength.
5hell groups fail i1if competent families fail to £111 the
shells, The cummunity approach fails if families cannot geot

tugcether to develop a community. The key to these wmethods

is the individual healthy family.
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e ihere has been little research cn the healthy Army
b family. This research will concentrate on the fourth
i method, the coping strategies of the healthy career Army

family.
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A. The topic under investigation (healthy/coping families).

It is clear from the previocus sections on demographics
of Army personnel and their families, and from the
literature review, that family life in the Army can be
extremely stressful. Salaries are low, and separation,
mobility, life in a company town, life in a foreign country,
etc., are all commonplace occurrences. Given all that, one
may well wonder why do people stay in the Army for & career
of twenty or more years if the lifestyle is, in fact, so
hard.

Nevertheless, many families flouxrish in the Army. They
seem to enjoy their military careers; they are generally
healthy and happy; and they enjoy their various tours of
duty. The reenlistment rate for career soldiers hovers
around 85%. Soldiers would not reenlist at such a high rate
if Army lifec was all that unsatisfying. However, since Army
life has been shown to be difficult, these soldiers, and
their familieg, must be doing something to help them make
that life more palatable,.

In part, a family's satisfaction seems to be dependent
on how well the members decal with Army life, It 1s not the
different stressful situations that happen to ther that

makes their lives difficult, it is the way that these Army

familices deal with these different situations. VFor most

people, change of any kind is strxessful (llolmes and Rahe,




EE

e ®

£
Fl

1190

-

g

1967). A move overseas or across the country, a new job, or

B

even a promotion can all be stressful. It is how the family
reacts to and deals with this stress that determines if it

is harmful. Their ways of dealing with these situations can

fﬁ? be called their coping ability.
Ko As we noted in the previous chapter, there has been a

plurality ¢f research on how and why families and

';:' individuals fail to cope with the stressors of military

Li life, with a concomitant lack of research on healthy

g;r families. This situation is not unique to military family

:EE study and indced seems to point to a more generalized trend
"

ﬁ; in social science research, namely that rescarch focus is

more usually on the dysfunctional and pathologic. Research

N i T

Jj has been conducted on child, spoure; and Jdrug abuse,
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?ﬁ sulcide, depression, etc., 1n the military. While these are
W

important topics, little has been done to look at the

-
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majority of Army families that are happy., healthy, and
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coping with Army life. The Army Family White Paper states

:’ that "there is a pressing need for hasic research on the
e
B~ role of Army families and the effect, both positive and
I
28 negative, of Army life on those families" (1983:2¢). Most
N
'::“ research has focused on the negative effect, neglecting its
Ha . L .
AR focus on the positive effects,
[ ‘;h‘
:;ﬂ Q-different way of i1nvestigating Army family life is to
R b
*:? look at what families "do right", and what strategics
-
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familics develop to cope with the predictable stressors ol

Army life. Most families make a success of their military

‘o,

careers, and the dguestion is how? What do these families do

I
pSep E W

differently which permits them to cope successfully with the

L. )3

<

system, while other families, similarly configured, are

h avdal
)

unaple to do so?

g
G
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This research, instead of looking at families that have

failed cr attrited from the service, examines those families

o

k& who have succeeded, and the coping skills they have acqguired
%} and used that enabled them to succeed. Specifically, we are
Eg looking for the thematic mechanisms and commonalities of

(N g
Yty

their successful coping behavior.
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Part of this inquiry 1s modeled after the research
approach conducted by Burton White (1974, 1979) in his study
of the development of competency of young children. White's
central methodologic design can be re-stated as: "Why look
at dysfunctional children to find out why they are

dysfunctional? Let's look at competent children to find out

why they are competent." Experts (teachers) selected
Y competent c¢hildren, whom White then studied in their homes
in order to find out what happened there to allow the

Lt children to become competent. His steps were:
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#. Define Competence
1. Perform natural experiment
2. Collect data
3. Generate hypotheses
4. Convert hypotheses to feasible training program
5. Test hypotheses
6. Redefine

(White, 1979:4)

Most social science research is done at step 5, the
testing of hypotheses, The research on military families,
which is the basis of this work, centered on steps @ to 3,
with step 4 seen as a future goal. This approach was
modified with the addition of a pilot study. This resulted
in step 2 being repeated, when a structured interview survey
was used. These new data were then analyzed when step 3 was

conducted again. The steps were:

¢. Define Competence (coping)

1. vPerform natural experiment (gualitative method)
2. Collect data (from unstructured interviews)

3. Generate hypotheses (from pilot study)

4, Collect data (from structured interviews)

5. Generate hypotheses (from total study)

B. Research Steps.
Step @. Define Competence (coping).

This research is focused on healthy, coping, career Army
families. Coping is defined as the successful handling of
problem situations generated by life in the Army with which

Army Tamilies are confronted on a continual basis, Career

Army families were defined as famiiies where the soldier has

-4
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re—-cnlisted at least once and has plans to make the Army a
carecr.

A first step in this research was the identification of
families to study. The question is: "How can we tell what
is a healthy family?" From a strict scientific standpoint,
there is no agreed upon definition of health. However,:
based on prior research and clinical experience, we can
assume a measure of health from an absence of overt
pathology. Families who appear to be healthy, who say that
they are happy, and who volunteer for this research, can be
assumed to meet the needs of this definition.

1t was hoped that coping could be operational defined by

having "experts" selecct healthy families tor interviewing.
An attempt was made to have this done, but this approach was

not entirely successful. This attempt is described later.

Step 1. Perform natural experiment (qualitative method).
As White looked at children in their environment of the
home, this research looked at Army families in their
environment of the military community. As has been shown
carlier, these families are a part of a larger community,
the military community. Their profession ties them to this
group, whether they live in "quarters" or "on the economy".
Bronfenbrenner (1979) said: "Although stress research

has typically looked at individuals in isolation, some
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investigators have argued that efforts at adaptaticn and

coping should be viewed within the context of the larger

I
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system of which they are a part". This is why unstructured
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interviews were used. The focus of this research had to be

RN

the families' life in the military system. It was theorized

that unstructured interviews would generate the richest and

Sy

broadest data.

To conduct the cnalysis, the qualitative methodolegy

v -

described in Glasser and Strauss's Grounded Theory (1967)

v
ror.

|

was used. All of the gualitative material from the family

-

g

interviews, "officials™ interviews, the literature, and che

obscrvations were reviewed. This was an on-going and

v —
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continuous proucess. The resesarchcer looked for themes, then

o o

drew preliminary hypotheses, and then developed concepts.
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All the sources of data, verbal, written, and experience,
A
were used.,
M . . .
.Q In the gualitative research methcd, all data ar=s used in
'l.
:i the analysis. It was decided that even if some of the
o
;‘ families sclected for the interviews were not among the
]
jz healthiest of Army families, their data would still be
WS
o uscful for the research. While not the focus of the
b
:, rescarch, dysfunctional families can give us clues on
bt .
~ behaviors that go wrong.
RN
o
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'1 Step 2. Collect data (unstructured interviews):
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The answers to several guestions about family life in

the Army were sought. These questions were developed {rom
the gencral topics addressed in the literature and derived
from the preliminary and pilot data interviews. These focus
items were used to help generate talk from the family
members. These topics developed and changed over time.
These general guestions, used to stimulate conversation,

were:

1. How do families view the Army in terms of
family life?

2. What do families see as their problems and
stresses?

3. How do they cope with the Army?

4. WwWhy are some families successful?

5. What probliems do famllies see with the systom
and with other families?

6. What do families want from the system?

7. What are the families' recommendation for
improvement of the system?

8. lHow do families get involved in decisions
about their own welfare?

9. What do familices do when they move to a new
post?

)
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ate hypetheses (from the pilot study data).
The pillot study was used to generate data that were

analyzcd and converted to themes (a type of hypotheses) of

ceping strategies. 1t was theorized that these families,

whe exhibited different surface structure characteristics

and behaviors, would develop similar deep-structured coping

e

stratiegies. It was thought that thesc strategices were, orx

4 could be, institutionalized through membership in the
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military family organization.

In the same way, Sarason, in his study of life stress
and social supports, while talking about role models for
people, states: "“These exemplary models had themselves been
influenced by exemplary models - parents, teachers,
clergymen who had provided models of independence,
stability, and self-rsespect" (1979:21).

The interviews were analyzed, and are described later in
the section on the pilot study. These data werce used to
develop a structured survey (Appendix A) that was used to

collect additional data.

Step 4. Collect datae {from structuraed interviews).
- MMter the analysis of the data from the pilot study, it

was decided that structured intervicews, where the questions
were hased on the prior research, would yield wore complete

and theoretically usoful data, Families wore sclected and

DI W s e e

interviewed, This topic is described below in the sccotion

r on final study.

e

[

Y

X Step H.  Generate hypotheses (from total study):

" The data from the total interviews were analyzed. 7The

| outcowmes ol this are described in Chapter VI, "Results ond
Conclusions®.
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C. Pilot Study (in order to discover the parameters of

health)

As part of the preliminary research, hefore the start of

the pilot study, three Navy families were interviewed.

Families were chosen that exhibited different demographic

L e

characteristics so that a maximum amount of variation could
be anticipated. However, when the interviews were analyzed,
one common theme ecasily emerged from the data. All three
families had "sct down roots"., This was seen as an attempt
by these families to develop a sense of community and a

sense of belonging. The methods cach family used were

T 1 L EE Y S v YW e X

diffecrent,
Family #1 had onc child. The father was a senior NCO,
and although this family lived in town, off the base, they

focused their frec time around the boat squadron club at the

LI AN N G g e S | ww g

father's duty station. This was how they became involved
and s¢t down roots in thelr community.

Family #2 had two children. fThe fuathcr was a senior
NCO, and althceugh this family Yived on the base, they
focused their time around sports in the civilian school,
scouts, Little League, and most importantly to thenm, the
church. They used all these methods to become part of their
colpmunity .

Family #3 was different.  IL consisted of a single

parcnt, who was a scnior officer, and his young child. They

J
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lived on the base. This parent was involved in a custody
fight with his ex-wife, so he was under considerable stress.
His family focused around self-achievement, and he entered
the community by becoming a Mr. Fix-it for his neighbors,

The theme that emerged from these families' strategies
of "setting down roots" became part of the interview
guestions, ie., "what do families do when they move to a new
post?"

Interestingly, one man would have nothing to do with
what he perceived to be any military attempt to build a
community spirit. He was, in fact, so adamant about it that
he also prohibited his wife from becoming invelved in any
such attempt. He was very active in the military family
community, as long as the activity was either in or with the
civilian community or was a part of the esprit de corps of
the small unit with which he worked. His wife was also
active with these groups. This behavior is paradoxical, for
the scrvice docs try to develop community spirit. They
provided the structure, the format, and the mecting places
for some of the groups with which this man participated,

The other two families were not adamant about avoiding
"official" activities, but they behaved in a similar

fashion. fThis avoidance of "mandatory" activities appearoed

tu be another thoeme.

buring the firgt three intcrviews, notes were taken and
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the interviews were tape recorded. The interview notes were
compared to the tape recordings, and it was decided that
since broad themes, rather than minute details were
necessary, the researcher's notes adequately collected the
data. Taping of the interviews, in addition to making the
respondents uncomfortable, did not add sufficient quality to
justify their use, so the taping was discontinued.

During these first three interviews, a standardized
objective measure was not used. It was later decided that
some type of objective measure of family coping would be
helpful for the analysis of data on the coping mechanisms of
the families. Various instruments were reviewed, among then

the Family Unit Inventory (Fijl) by van der Veen, and the

Family Environment Scale (FES) by Moos. The FUI was dropped

from consideration as this instrument is unpublished, and
the scoring of it, dependent on the author, was unavailable.
On the other hand, the rescarch and theory behind the IES
appecared to be sound. In addition, this instrument is
published, casy to administer, and can be scored by an
independent researcher. Based on these gualities, it was
decided that the FES would be used as an objective measure
for the rescarch.

The Family Envircenment Scalce by R. Moos (1974) is

based on the theorices of Kurt Lewin. JFor Meoos, the forinula

of behavior is B=£(P,k), where BB is bebavior, a Function ()
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The scale consists

of ninety true/false questions. The scale is divided into

three main dimensions. These are:

A. Relationship Dimensions

B. Personal Growth Dimensions

C. Systems Maintenance

8.
9.
la.

Cohesion

Expressiveness

Conflict

Independence
Achievement Qrientation
Intellectual-Cultural
Orientation

Active Recreational
Orientation
Moral-Religious Emphasis
Organization

Control

Table 17 lists the definitions of these dimension

\ _
subscAales:
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Table 17

FES Subscales and Dimension Descriptions

Relationship Dimensions

1. Cohesion: the degree of commitment, help, and support
family members provide for one another.

2. Expressiveness: the extent tc which family members are
encouraged to act openly and to express their feelings

* directly.
“d 3. Conflict: the amount of openly expressed anger,
gi aggression, and conflict among family members.
s
[ : .
f%n Personal Growth Dimensions
Qi ]
h; 4. Independence: the extent to which family members are
r:w assertive, are self-sufficient, and make their own
e decisions.
e
W 5. Achievement QOrientation: the extent to which activities

{such as school and work) are cast into an achievenment-
oriented or competitive framework.

6. Intellectual-Cultural Orientation: the degree of
interest in political, social, intellectual, and
cultural activities,

7. Active-Recreational Orientation: the extent of
participation in social and recreational activities.

8. Moral-Religious Emphasis: the degrce of emphasis on

ethical and religious issues and values,

System Maintenance Dimensions

Y. Organization: the degrece of importance of clear
organization and structurc in planning family activities
and regponsibilities.

19. Control: the extent to which set rules and procedures
are usced to run family life.

(Moos, 1981:2)
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This scale is used to measure the family environment in
terms of the three sub-headings and the ten themes. 1t can
only indirectly measure coping behavior, and then only
intuitively. However, it is very useful in focusing in
terms of areas of how different families cope. The FES
instructions and questions are listed in Appendix B.

The validity and reliability of this scale is high.

Mitchell, discussing the FES, states:

Family support. A mecasure of the current quality
of social relationships in the family is provided
by the Family Relationship Index (FRI), which is
the mean of three 10 point subscales that comprise
the relationship domain of the Family Environment
Scale (FES; Moos & Moos, 1981). The three
subscales measure (a) cohesion--the degree to
which family members are helpful and supportive of
one another; (b) expressiveness--the extent to
which family members are encouraged to act openly
and to express their feelings directly; and (c)
conflict (reversed)-~the extent to which the open
expression of anger and aggression, and,
generally, conflictual interactions are
characteristic of the family (alpha = .89).

(Mitchell, 1983)

As a further test of the FES, the interview notes from
the first three families were re-read, and an FES profile
was filled out on each family by the researchcr. Based on
the profiles, it hecame apparent that each family focused
around a different personal growth dimension described in

the s, ALl of these coping families were strong on the

Personal Growth Dimensions. One family had a moral-~




religious emphasis, one had an active recreational
orientation, and one was independence achievement oriented
All three families were high on the relationship dimensions
of cohesion and expressiveness and low on conflict. Moos
(1980) said that FES profiles with at least one high score
on personal growth, coupled with high cohesion and
expressiveness and low conflict, probably indicates a good
coping family. It was decided that with this fit of the
instrument to the interview notes, the FES was a valid

instrument to use with the interviews, and would help with

: the synthesis of commonalities in behaviors of these

5 families.
b The original goal of this research was to focus on the
- coping styles of families in all four services, the Army,

SE Air Force, Navy, and Marines. This global research goal was
;k reduced to Army families when it became clear that the topic
j: was too broad, and the studying of all four services would
31 generate more data than a single researcher could deal with
?, effectively. kach military service, while similar, has

:.'3- unique scervice regquirements. The Army was chosen in part
E; because it is the largest branch of the armed services, is
N
S; the wmost geographically dispecrsed, and offered the maximum
)
:E number of opportunities to explore a variety of coping
ﬁ; styles.
M - : : ) _
S As previously mentioned, a pilot study was conducted.
%5
b
}5:
£
)
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In this portion of the research, eight families, then
stationed at Ft. Sheridan, Illinois, were interviewed.
Various methods were used in the selection of these
families. As explained above, it seemed preferable to have
"experts" select good coping families for interviewing., One
method was to assume that a unit commander would know who
the healthy families are under his command and to use
him/her to select excellent coping families for
interviewing. This method met with minimal success, except
in one instance.

The commanders of two major Army organizations were

asked 1f their soldiers could be interviewed. Both these

commanders were very interested in Lthe research guestions
and granted permission to interview their soldiers. They
even offered to provide families for interviewing.
Unfortunately, they delegated this responsibility to staff
officers who were not as interested, and who made no real
selection attempts. Since this method of identification was
not particularly fruitful, this approach was dropped. In
the one successful case usiag this approach, the commander
of a small organization, a company of approximately 100
people, seclected and provided four excellent families for
interviewing. This apparently was a function of the size of
the Army command. One would expect the commander of a small

~

unit to be more aware of the personnel under his command.
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Use of unit commanders at these two levels - the major
{and large) command and the company (or small unit) level,
however, points up a key aspect of military life. Small
unit commanders are much more in touch with the realities of
military family life for the service member and the family.
The further "up the ladder™ a commander progresses, the less
likely it is that he will know the hundreds of soldiers who
follow him, let alone the circumstances of the individual's
life.

As an additional method, families were recruited through
contacts in the workplace and through networking.
Interviewed families, from both sources, recommended their
friends for interviewing. This "“"snowball" effect worked
well, and excellent families were selected for interviewing.
It appears that healthy Army families can recognize other
healthy fawmilies.,

It was relatively casy to get families to interview for
the pilot study. The purpose of the rescarch was explained
to the soldiexrs, and they were asked if they and their
spouse would veoluntecr tc be interviewed, i1f they agreed,
then a time was scheduled for the interview. Only two
families said no. Au the family's house the purpose of the
research was explained again, and the issue of
confidentiality was discussed. All conversations were kept

as informal as possible. Husbands and wives were asked
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general questions of what they wanted from the military
specifically for their family, what they wanted the military
to do for families in general, what problems they saw other
people having, etc. The goal of asking them these general
questions was to stimulate conversation. The families
enjoyed talkiaz about their family life in the military in
an open ended format. General themes were covered; nominal
data were collected; and, questions were modified angd
changed as the researcher's knowledge pool increased.

It must be noted that two of these families were
Marines. They were interviewed when the research goal was
to study all four services. They were included in this
sample because they were stationed at Ft. Sheridan, they
were under Army command, and they had lived with the Army
for a couple of ycars. It was thought that their
experiences and perspectives would be of interest to this
research,

It was thought that confidentiality might be an
important concern for thesc families. This did not appear
to be the case. Nevertheless, the confidentiality of each
family was protected, The family names and the scenarios
are disguised in all written analyses, and only the
researcher saw the raw data. This process was fully
exp]iined to the families before beginning the interviews.

Kach interview in the pilot study took about four hours.
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At the end of the interview, both the husband and wife were

given a copy of the Family Environment Scale and

instructions on how to use it. Some of the families did the
FES immediately, but most of them finished and returned it
within a couple c¢f days after the interview., Since the FES
is a measure of the person's realistic view of the family
environment, the couples were told not to discuss the
questions on the FES before they took it. They were told
they could talk about it when they were both finished, and
the results of the FRS were given to them at a later date.
Their absolute raw scores were compared, and their

Incongruence Score, a measure of agreement between family

nembers, was computed. In addition, the researcher filled
out an FES on the couple immediately after the interview.
The rescearcher's FES scores were matched against the
family's composite FES scores. This was used as an
objectivity check, to sce how well the researcher assessed
the family's social environment. The researcher's
incongruence score, on average, was almost on the mean, and
will be reported later.

The typograpinies of these families coping mechanisms
were looked at. Even though the "surface structures" of
coping mechanisms of the families appeared to be very
different, their "deep structurcs” of coping mechanisms

appeared to be very similar. Themes in embryonic form
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emerged from the eight pilot interviews. Briefly, some of

these were:

1. Families quickly developed a sense of community, setting
down roots in a variety of ways, such as joining the scouts,
commuintity sports, church and school activities.

2. These families had esprit de corps with some group,
usually from the workplace.

3., These families were proud of their belongings and homes,
They acted like turtles, carrying their possessions and
lives with them when they moved. In this way they made long
term commitments.,

4. There was a separation of levels between the Army and
the family. Some of the families did not think the Army did
things for them; they preferred to do things for themselves,

5. In general, families took pride in being a part of the
Army. They might complain about the Army, but, on the
whole, wished to be good members of it.

6. Families want the same things, but they have different
views of how to get it. For example, some families like to
live on the post, while othexrs like to live in town. This
fact tends to confuse the issues.

7. Families want some control over their destiny.

The pilot study, which gencrated consistent themes,

showed that interviews were the most appropriate format for
this rescarch and were capable of producing rich and
rewarding data. 1t also showed that the stressors described
in the literaturec atre a reality for most Army families. ‘The
pilot study interviews were loosely structured around
gcneial questions, and these stressors became the topics.

This led to wide discussions about Army life in general.

'''''
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D. Final Study (with structured interviews).

For the final section of the research, it was decided
that a more systematic investigation of the problems and
solutions of Army family life was needed. A structured
survey (Appendix A) was developed from the themes uncovered
during the pilot study secticn of the research. It was felt
that a structured survey would lead to more complete and
more easily comparable data, this ultimately should lead to

a better theory. The Family Envirorment Scale was

considered a valuable addition to the interviews, and its
use was continued.

Ten families were selected for this section of the
research. An expert 1n military family research
recommended some of the families that were interviewed.
Other families were recommended by the interviewed families.,
Some families were recruited from the workplace. All
families were volunteers.

Normative data were collected on the families through
specific questions. The families were then asked the
general guestion: "wWhat have you scen as major problems in
being an Army [family?" After some discussicn, they were
told: "Stop, let us discuss one of thesc problems in
detail." BAs the discussion around the identified problem
continued, the families werec asked why the issuc was a

problem; the number of times they had encountered the
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problem; how they had dealt with the problem; what help they
had received, and from whom; and the resources that they
found available. For each identified problem, their coping
strategies, time, resources, and types of successes were
constantly lookad for, discussed, and written down. In the
same fashion, more identified problens were discussed,
Specific questions were written and available to use 1if the
families got stuck. A typical question was: "Ta21l me about
how you moved to this military community."

After the discussion of problems in being an Army
family, the families were asked to make a list of gencric
problems. They were asked to list general problems that
army familices face, and the assistance that army families
have available. After this point, the families were yiven
the FES and an envelope to mail to the rescarcher, nfter
the interview, the researchaer filled out an FES profile on
the family.

The general purpose of the intervie s © 5 to distill the

behaviors of the famillies that were thelr mechanisms of

' coping with the military system. While a structured format
g was used {or the new interviews, the respouses were opoen-
3 . : : C e ,

b ( ended,  Using the qualitative method for analysis, tLhe notaes
,j were read, reread, copied, split apart and reconmbined in

themes, and re-interpreted abter cach interview as the ideas

changed,  This type of yegscarch ig volnerat,le Lo Jow

;
1
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objectivity, reliability, and validity. To paraphrase
Collins (1976) though, we have o know an Army family
member's feelings and definitions of his/her activity, or we
inaccurately describe that activity. Qualitative data helps
us accurately describe that activity.

211 the families interviewed for this portion of the
rescarch Were stationed in or near the Heidelberg Military
Community, Federal Republic of Germany. This environment
was much different from that at Ft. Sheridan. The family
refusal) rate for beiny interviewed was much higher, at 50%.
This was surprising to the rescarcher and to the military
family experts. 1t was thecorized that some families self-
seincrted themselves vut of Lhe study Lecause they didn't
foel they woere coping well; others did not want to invest
the time necessary for an interview, as time was a precious
commodity for all of thne familics; and still others did not:
feel comfortable talking about their “"health".

Howevaer, these familios were very similar to the pilot
group, haviong been in the Army abhout the same amount of time
and naving “raveled around the world as muchi. Thoe LS
profiles for all of the families are in Appendix €. Briof
demographical snapshot of Lthe sample families are in
Appendiz Do The combined results of the interviews from the
pilot and final study wil) be presceonted in Chapter Vi,

-

YRrosults and Conclusions”.
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E. Sample size.

Eighteen families, combined from the pilot and final
studies, are not representative of the entire Army in terms
of surface variables, and this small sample size should not
be considered representative of the current total population
of Army families. 1t i1s, in fact, a skewed selection - but
skewed for the purpose of illustrating the point of the
research. In general, successful, older career families
vere interviewed., However, these families have been
stationed all over the world. They were once recruits too,
It is hoped that this sample is representative of successful
career families in the Army with similar coping mechanisms,
I1f heterogeneous families have coping concepts and themes in
common, the theory will be stronger. 1If so, this
multivariate view of families will help in the development
of a robust *heory of coping development.,

The choice of so few respondents to develop sociological
theory is not new or untried. Robert k. Lane, in his book

Political ldeclogy (1962), intcrviewed fifteen people for

his study on the development of political thought. He
randomly selected fiftcecen white men who lived in one housing
arca for his resecarch. Likewise, Joseph T. Howell, in his

book Hard Living on Clay Strecet (1972), obscrved three

families living in the slues of Washington, LC. ‘These

rescarchers' small sample sizes were large cnough for thom
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to develop frameworks for their theories.

F. Possible Pitfalls (objectivity).

As a check of objectivity, reliability, and validity on
the issues which emerge from the data, material that was
counter to the mainstream of material was also considered.

Recently, a PhD military researcher was interviewed, and
her remarks seemed counter to other information that had
been reaceived. She was asked about comments that families
made that the military did not provide the services they
wanted, but made them do all the work. She felt that most
conmmunity programs done at her installation were yenerated
by the military itself, and that, in a global sense, the
military did this good work. This was 1Ip contrast to the
familices themselves who saw no support from the service.
When her perspective was considered (she was married to a
retired Navy officer), a clearer picture of how high echelon
people viewed military family life evolved. Hern material
was very useful for the restructuring of some views.

From a larger perspective however, we can see where
these two scemingly divergent pictures actually were layered
views describing the same thing., While the commander's wife
said:  "the scervice does everything", families said:  "the
scrvige docvsn't do anything. 1L makes us do the work"., The

differcence was one of levels., The 0-6's wife saw things
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from a macro-level, where the service provided the buildings
and opportunities for activities. The servicemembers and
families saw the situation at the micro-level, where they do
all the work developing their own esprit de corps. 1In
essence, they felt they, the members of the command; owned
their community program.

This type of issue has been difficult to understand.

b Not only must the views of the families be considered, but
£ the views of the service need to be taken into account
3¢
f before larger concepts can be developed.
¥
;g G. Purpose (multivariate view of healthy families).
o~
Qualitative methodology, coupled with the positive
;; approach of looking at what is successful, is a fruitful
ﬁi research method which can be used to fit different
W
: populations such as foreign wives, young marrieds, overseas
ﬁ families, or families at remote posts.
2 This type of research can also lead to methodology that

{

5

ko

is more objective and ecasier to administer than personal

.r-

ij interviews., fThe problem with most objective surveys is the
[

ﬁf poor fit between the reality of the population and the

N

My . . . -
» guestions on the surveys., Questions developed through this
'.]-‘q

- type of qualitative methodoloygy will be wmore in line with
:ﬁ the needs and realities of the fawily population.
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Two problems have surfaced during this research. One
problem has been the definition of a healthy family. The
concept of a "healthy family" has so far defied not only
scientific description or measurement, but also any kind of
scientific consensus on its parameters. The operational
definiticn of a healthy family for the the purposes of this
research is a family that shows no overt pathology, is
successful in the Army system and demonstrates a degree of
satisfaction with Army life, and has agreed to be
interviewed,

Despite its breath, this definition has not been
totally satisfactory. All of the interviewed families have
been successftul in the Army, achieving high rank, zither in
the enlisted or the officer corps. They have, for the most
part, determined to make a career of the Army; and they are
all well established in their careers., They do not overtly
demonstrate any symptoms of clinical pathology; and they all
volunteered to he interviewed. Obviously, families with
known pre-existing problems, e.g. substance abuse, child
abuse, etc, have been screcened from the actual sample.
However, oulside of the criteria for this study, it would be
presamptuous to say all of these families were "healthy'".
Despite meeting these criteria, it is not necessarily true

that these would be families that meet our stereotypic view

of the "happy" family, or ecven that one would choosc them
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for "best friends". For, it appears to be true, that in
several cases, our healthy families are neither particularly
likable or happy. Meeting these criteria does not
necessarily mean that a family is generically healthy or
that they would be so in a different environment, 1t does
say, however, that each family functions well and has gained
satisfaction from their lifestyles within their specific
environment.

A second problem with this research has been how to
categorize these families. What analytical structures or
standards can or should be used to assist us in analyzing
the parameters of healthy families? Two lines of research
have proved fruitful,

Stinnett (1985) and a research team from Oklahoma State
University used a panel approach in developing a family
gquestionnaire to measure family health. They then contacted
the home extznsion agents from cach of Oklahoma's counties
and asked them to recommend a few families who fit their
assumptions about strong families., "Strong" is used here in
a sense analogous to our use of the term "healthy". These
families were given the gquestlionnaire to complete and were
asked to rate their marital and parental happiness,

Whereas most of the recommended families were selected

for the study, a few of the families rated their marital

and/or their parental happincess as "low" and were dropped
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from the sample. In all, 130 families were studied. From
this sample, work was started on a larger guestionnaire, The

Family Strengths Inventory. This research team selected a

larger sample by running a small news stcry in 48 newspapers

in twenty-five states. This news story read:

Lincoln, NE -- Researchers at the University of
Nebraska are seeking volunteers for a nation-wide
study of strong families. "If you live in a
strong family, we'd like you to contact us by
mail," Dr. Nick Stinnett, chairperson of the
Department of Human Development and Family noted.
"We know a lot these days about what makes
families fail, but we really need to know a lot
more about what makes families succeed. Your help
is urgently requested."

(Stinnett, 1985:11)

The research tcam rcceived several hundred responses
from the story. To date, their sample size is over 3,009
families. They have analyzed the data, and their results
indicate that strong families have the following

characteristics:

1. Commitment, Members of strong families are dedicated to
promoting each other's welfare and happiness. They value
the unity of the family.

2. Appreciation. Members of strong families show
appreciation for cach other a grecat deal.

3. Communication. Members of strong families have good
communication skills an: spend a lot of time talking with
and Yistening to cach other.

4. Time. Strong families spend time -~ guality time in

AR O AT AN G T e o o e e s




R ——ce T

VR Y T Y LY L, v v W TR r

» £ KW X 3 X J X AW s

YW XA W R

139
large guantities -- with each other.
5. Spiritual Wellness. Whether they go to formal religious
services or not, strong family members have a sense of a
greater good or power in life, and that belief gives them

strength and purpose.

6. Coping Ability. Members of strong families are able to
view stress or crises as an opportunity to grow.

(Stinnett, 1985:14)

These first five characteristics can be used, in
general, to describe the behaviors of successful Army
families. These "givens" of a healthy family define our
families and are not, generally speaking, at issue here.
The sixth characteristic, coping, is in fact our research
variable and will be discussed in a later chapter, "Results
and Conclusions”". Despite the fact that these
characteristics underlie each of our families, a brief
descripticn ot these first five characteristics will be
useful,

1. Commitment - to their families and to the Army
lifestyle, means endless moves, living in a foreign culture,
periodic financial distress, father/husband/soldier
separation, and the potential threat for injury or death
from training or actual combat,

In our spcciliic samplce, we see families who are
concerned about their children and their children's future.

They "have tried, in the past, to arrange their rotation

schedules so that they move during the summers in order not
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to disrupt their children's education in the middle of a
school year. Although the children may attend as many as

six or seven schools from kindergarten through high school,

parents generally feel that the discontinuity between school
syvstems is less if the changes are made at "normal" breaks,
such as summer vacations.

These families each want a nice home whether that means
government quarters or a rental apartment in the "“local
economy". They use the existing systems to benefit their
families, from the medical system and the commissary to

DoDDS and the local youth activities.

There are other areas of commitment too. Many of the
healthy families quickly develop a sense of belonging in the
community wherever they happen to live. Principally, they
do this by Jjoining on-going groups such as the scouts,

community sports, church, or school activities. Many have

bﬁ leadership positions within their communities and accept
P

?ﬁ those responsibilities as part ot thelr responsibility for
2

making their community a better place to live.

S

These families are proud of their belongings and homes.

In this study, the average family moved seven times in a

Lo Sy
‘l-\‘\,
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eighteen year Army career, and one-third of those moves were

overseas. With that much mobility, and limited weight
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allowances, families must limit their possessions. Many of

them act like turtles, carrying their prized possessions,
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special momentos, and their lives with them when they move.
In this way, they make some of the long term commitments to
their own family heritage that they otherwise would miss.

In another area, there is also a sense of commitment of
these families for themselves. With many of them, there
seemed to be a separation of levels between them and the
Army. They talked about "my time" vs. "Army time" as two
different things. Some of them did not think the Army did
things for them; they preferred to do things for themselves,
demonstrating a need for some semblance of control over
their destiny. When they were asked what the Army owed
them, they said they did not want a handout, but a just

compensation for their effcrts.

2. Appreciation - of their families, of their unit
organization, and of the Army.

Many of these families had esprit de corps with some

2

roun, usually from their workplace. This seemed most true

\

with those soldiers in a small cohesive unit and not in a
more dispersed staff unit. Others were involved in small
groups through their church cr through their children's
school and recreational activities.

In general, these families took pride in being a part

of the Army, or at least in being a part of their small

Lo d

unit. The importance of this small group, for cohesion,
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support, and orientation to the community, however, becomes
more apparent when it is absent, for those families who 4id
not have small unit cohesion at their current assignment
stated how much they missed it. Nevertheless, they seemed
to be making the best of it.

At another level, families might complain about the
Army, and many of them did, voicing concern over areas
especially when they felt their quality of life was being
eroded, They did not, nowever, play the "blame game",
miking the Army, generically, responsible for all the things
that were wrong or unsatisfactory. They all were aware that
they could leave the Army. They took responsibility for the
choices they had made and remained, in some measurc,
appreciative of the system to which they had committed
themselves.

The wives showed much of this appreciation towards the
Army. Some of them were joiners, and got involved in formal
volunteer activities such as wives' clubs and ACS. Many cf
the Army's social and service organizations would not be
able to function without these women. Others took advantage
of opportunities to make themselves better persons (such as
one wife who took advantage of $5.0¢ college courses) for
their families, and sometimes for the Army. Still others

capitalized on bhad experiences (such as the German wife who

suffered severe culture shock in America who then developed




a program for American family members newly assigned to

>

Germany) to better the organization systematically and other
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families individually.
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3. Communication - with each other, and with the
system, using the language of the orxganization.

It was very clear in the research that the Army spouses
all spoke "Army". Acronyms like POV, PCS, and PDO are
second nature; "going to the field" and “being AOQOD" are
facts of life that each has endured. And, each one of them
: knows that a "GI party" is no fun at all, Beyond this
abi1lity to speak the language is also the skill to use it
and the knowledge of how and when to do so.  They all knew
the vocabulary. By inference, in situations of pcotential

conflict, most of them did not shut down their

communications, but rather increased them to solve problems
or at lecast make the situation better. Most of the spcuses
did not assess "blame" to the soldier or the Army. In

general, among themselves, the families talked out their

problems and solutions.

;J 4, Tiwe - 1is a special guantity for these families.
= There 1s a connection between time and commitment,
Time was one of the most precious commodities for thesc

' -~

R
[~
;- families. Most soldiers do not work from nine to five,
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Monday through Friday. They mway work 14 hours a day, six ox
seven days a week, Cowmpensatcry “time off for overtime"™ 1is
virtually up<nown. Time spent in the Army is limited by a
schedule which ig generally cuctside of the control of tho
individual soldier. Families tried to maximize the time
availakle to them to do things as a family. As many
activities occur on the "spur of the moment" asg are
cancelled because of an vnforeseen duty requirement.
5cheduling wmore than & few days ahead of time may lead o
deep ceated frustration when family plauns take continual
second prace to duty reguirements, fThese families spent

time together 1n "whole family" activities, such as

volksmarching, culy scouts, or bowling.

5. ©SBpiritual Weilness - "whether they go to formal
religious services or not, strong family members have a
sense of a greater good or power in life, and that belief
gives them strength and purpose" (Stinnett, 1985:14).

The sacrifice which these families have attained
underlics the degree of success which they have achicved,
There are woral values implicit in the Army - "duty, honor,
conntry", and these values are shared, in sowme measurce, by
cach family member. 1t is as 1f fLthe fanmily as a whole has
worked for a greater good. The Army, Loo, recoynizes Lhe

nced for spiritual wellness and encapsulated this
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recognition in 1986, the Army's Year of Values. During this
time, the Army publicly stressed what 1s implied in every
training course, from basic training to the Command and
General Staff College, the three C's of leadership: caring,
concern, and commitment,

While most of the interviewed families had formal
religious views and high scores on the moral-religious
subscale on the Family Environment Scale, some did not, but
this category can bhe equally well mecasured as pride or

esprit de corps,

A sccond line of research has been done by Moos (1974,
1976, 19381). Moos has investigated the social environments
of many different types of setting, from work, correctional
facilities, military companies, to fawmilies. He postulates
that behavior is a function of people and thelr cnvironment,
and developed the Pamily Environment Scale (FES) to measure
ensirciments within the famiiy itsclf.  7The FES has been
discussed in Chapter IV - Methodoloyy; and the KRS
instructions and questions are in hppendix . The ¥FES

consists of Len subscales that measure the family's social

environwent,  To repeat, these subscales are listed in Table
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Table 18

FES Subscales and Dimension Descriptions

Relationship Dimensionse

1. Cohesion: the degree of commitment, help, and support
family members provide for one another,.

2. Expressiveness: the extent to which family members are
encouraged to act openly and to express their feelings
directly.

3. Conflict: the amount of openly expressed anger,
aggression, and conflict among family members.

Personal Growth Dimensions

4. Independence: the extent to which family members are
asscrtive, are self-sufficient, and make their own
decisions.

Achievement Orientation: the extent to which activities
(such as school and work) are cast into an achicvement-
oriented or competitive framework,

{92

6. Intellectual-Cultural Orientation: the degree of
interest in political, social, intellectual, and
cultural activities.

7. Ahctive-Recrcational Orientation: the extent of
participation in social and recreational activities.

%, Moral-kcligious Bmphasis:
cthical and religious issu

the degree of emphasis on
e3 and values.

system Maintenance Dimensions
9. Organization: the degree of importance of clear

organization ind structure in planning family activities
and responsibilities.

1. Control: the cxtent to which sct rules and procedures
arc used Lo run family life.

(Moos, 1981:2)
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These subscales are measured by nine guestions each.
The raw scores range from ¢ to 9, and the standard scores
can range from @ to 81, with 50 the average score. These
scale intervals have been standardized, so a score of 44 is
one standard deviation below the mean, and a score of 6@ is
one standard deviation above the mean. Scores between 3¢
and 70, two standard deviations above and below the mean,
are considered to be within the normal range.

Families scores are plotted on a graph, and a profile
is developed. In addition, family members can be given an
incongruence score. This score measure how much family

members agree, or disagree, about their family climate.

Absolute differences in raw scores for each scale are
summed, Raw scores range from ¢, where there is total
congruence on every question on the FES, to 90, where there
is total incongrucace on every gquastion. Standard scores
range from 22 to 117, with 5¢ the average.

» —~
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188 familics whose gogial environments

wore measured by the FPES was subjected to a multivariate
cluster analysis in order to develop an cmpirically-based
tazounomy of families. These 100 families were a
represcentative sample of the total sample on which the PES
was first developed, EBven though the surface
charactcristics of the families, such as type of housing,

mobility, religious preference, cte, differed yreatly, this
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subset of families approximated the total sample in major
socio~demographic characteristics of size, ethnic
background, and family sccial environment.

Using this sample, Moos (1976) found six cluster types,
Some clusters were further divided into two or three
subclusters, resulting in a total of 12 individual types of
family social environments. These types, and the number of

families from each type, are listed in Table 19.

Table 19

Typology of Family Social Environments

I, fThiee Clusters on Personal Growth: (54 families)

1. Independence-~QOriented (24 families)
a. expressive-independence (11)
b, structured-independence (14)
c. apathetic~independence (3)

2. Achievement-Oriented (19 families)
a. achievement-via~-independence (12)
h. achievement-via-conformity (7)

3. Moral/Relidgious-Oriented (11 families)
a. bUnstructured moral-religious (4)
b. Structured moral-religious (7)

II. 7Two Cluster on Relationships: (38 familics)

4. Expression-Oriented (9 families)

5. Conflict-Oriented (29 families)
a. Unstructured conflict-oriented (11)
b, Structured conflict-oriented (15)

c. axpressive conflict-oriented (3)

111. One Cluster on Systems-Maintenance (8 fawmilies)

6. Structurce-~-Oriented (8 families)
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Again, it is useful to describe each of these types

briefly.

I. The Personal Growth Dimensions are measured by the FES
subscales of Independence, Achievement-Orientation,
Intellectual-Cultural Orientation, Active-Recreational, and
Moral-Religious Emphasis. The personal growth dimensions
are the family's goal orientation. Moos says: "“They
measure the emphasis within the family on certain
developmental processes that may be fostered by family
living"™ (1976:2359). There are three distinct cluster types

under the personal growth dimensions,

1. The Independence-0Oriented families emphasize being

assertive and self-sufficient, making their own decisions,
and thinking things out for themselves, Their independence
scorce 1s generally their highest score. There are three
subclusters under this category.

la. Brpressive-independence families are above average
on the three relationship dimensions of cohesion,
czpressiveness, and conflict, having supstantial cohesion
and unity. They encouradge the open expression of feelings,
including anger and conflict., They emphasize the personal
growth dimensions, but put little cwophasis on organization

and control.
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1b. Structured-independence families also score high
on independence, sligutly above average on cohesion and
expressiveness, and below average on conflict. They are
slightly above average on achievement and intellectual
orientations of the personal! growth dimensions and slightly
high on organization. They &are more structured and less
expressive than the expressive-independence families,

lc, As the name implies, Apathetic-independence
families emphasize independence at the expense of low scores
for all of the dimensions of relationship and for most of

the personal growth dimensions.

2. Achievement-Oriented families place a strong

emphasis on different types of activities in a competitive
framework. Family members work hard and expect to get
ahead. There are two subclusters under this category.

2a., Ahchievement-via-independence families emphasize
achievement within a framework of independence by being
assertive, sclf-gsufficient, and autonomous. This emphasis
on independence is outside of the family as they are abhove
average on the control variable.

2. Achievement-via-conformity families emphasize
achievement, but with high conformity, as measured by low

scores on independence.  They are dgenerally low on the other

personal growth dimensions and are above average on the
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structure dimensions of organization and control,

3. Moral/Religious-Oriented families place a strong

emphasis on ethical and religious issues. There are two
subclusters under this category.

3a. Unstructured moral-religious families show a high
interest in intellectual cultural orientation and low
interest in organization and control.

3b. Structured moral~religious families have a more
balanced orientation towards achievement and recreational
activities and an above average emphasis on organization and

control.

II. The Relationship Dimensions are measured by the FES
subscales of Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict. Moos
says: "Relationship dimensions assess the extent to which
pecople are inveolved in the environment, the extent to which
they support and help one another, and the extent of
spontaneity and free and open expression amonyg them"
(1979:341). There are two distinct cluster types under the

relationship dimensions.

4, Expression-Oriented families placce a very high

emphasils on expressiveness, above average emphasis on
had S Y

conflict, cohesion, and independence. 'They also scoure below
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average on the personal growth dimensions of achievement and
intellectual cultural orientations and the systems
maintenance dimensions of organization and control. Moos
(1976) reports that family members are encouraged to act
openly and to express their feelings directly. Since there
is little emphasis on structuring family activities, family
members sometimes feel a lack of clarity or explicitness
with rules and responsibilities.

r

5. Conflict-Oriented families exhibit a high degree of

conflict and open expression of anger and aggression. There
are three subclusters under this caleyory.

5a. & 5b. Unstructured conflict-oriented and Structured
conflict-oriented families show similar low scores on the
relationship and personal growth dimensions. Both types
feel a lack of concern and commitment and a lack of mutual
helpfulness and support. Anger and coaflict are expressed
as cold and distant relationships among family members. The
difference between these two types 1is the emphasis placed on
the variables of organization and control.

5c. Expressive conflict-orlented familics arc
different from the other types of conflict oriented
families. They score high on conflict but in a more
cohesive and expressive way. They show above average

interest 1n the personal growth itecms and they operate
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within a reasonably structured environment.

I1I. The Systems-Maintenance Dimensions are measured by the
FES subscales of Organization and Control. MooS says:
"These subscales assess the degree of importance of clear
organization and structure in planning family activities and
responsibilities and the extent to which sct rules and
procedures are used to run family life"™ (1981:2) There is

one cluster type under the system-maintenance dimensions.

6. Structure-Oriented families emphasize structure.

Their highest emphasis is on organization. Moos says they
are also high on cohesion and moral-religious values as well
as expressiveness and control and the perscnal growth

dimensions. They are low on conflict.

These families show a strong emphasis on
structuring family activities and on explicitness
and clarity in family rules and responsibilities.
There 1s a hierarchical structure of family
organization, but control is not manifested in a
rigid, autocratic way. Family members are
strongly committed to the family. Expressiveness
is emphasized but the expressicn of anger and
conflict is inhibhited

(Moos, 1976:362).

For this research project, fter the fawmily interview,

both husband and wife {illed out an IFES guestionnaire,

Thelr individual standard scale scores were plotted on a
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graph. Their raw scale scores were then combined, and their
mcan standard scores were plotted on a second graph. A
family incongruence score was calculated from the
differences in the spouses' individual raw scores, and a
researcher incongruence score was calculated from the
differences between the spouses' combined raw scores and the
researcher's raw scores on the family. These were entered
on the second graph. The family's profile was analyzed for
a cluster type, and this toco was entered on the second
graph, These FES profiles are in Appendix C. The IES
clusters were used to categorize Army family types and are

licsted in Table 20¢.
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Table 29

Sample Family Clusters

A. Personal Growth Dimensions:

1. Independence-Oriented
a. expressive-~independence (*A. Strum)
b. structured-independence
c. apathetic-independence (Burke, Kingsly,
Bridgeton, **Mack)

2. Achievement—-Oriented
a. achievement-via-independence (Brown)
b. achievement-via-conformity (*P. Strum)

e e P AP

3. Moral/Religious-Oriented
a. Unstructured moral-religious
b. Structured moral-religious (Carlson)

B. Personal Relaticaship:
4. Expression-Oriented (wallin, Arnoid, Warner)
5. Conflict-Oriented
a. Unstructured conflict-oriented
b. Structured conflict-oriented
c, Expressive conflict-oriented (Sanders, Smith)

Systems-Maintenance Dimensions:

6. Structure-Oriented (Long, Ronson, Tinley, Spenser,
Ryerson, Onley)

* The Strum's were listed separately due to the high
incongruence score (86) on their FES.

**While the Mack's did not return their FES, based on the
researcher's FES profile on them they appear to fit here.

The FES clusters can be used to categorize family types.

EACRRMEE SO A BN e e M6 P S vy~ PoPLFRTATIENESS o TE R T B
@)

2 During the course of this research, it became apparent that

some types of clusters will not work well in the Army. Some

families, such as those with overt sexual abuse or




CTENTEEWGE 'siuiETmE  E T ana

S AT LS I LW AR LR A U M R M U TR T R R RN W W R W T W W LI PY M A Y a W AW Ls ey M o e WACWL RN @O W W W i s e e

alcoholism, were factored out initially; however, some
family types, identified by Moos as being in the civilian
population, are either absent from or dysfunctional within
the military environment. Therefore, the question becomes:
Why 4o some types flourish and others not? We can look at
each one of the types that are listed in Table 19.

Families that organize their family environment under
one of the three personal growth dimension clusters
generally function well in the Army. Its {irst cluster is
Independence-0Orientation. That category's first two
subclusters, expressive-independence and structured-
indcpendence, are differentiated on the degree of structure,
organization, and control. Both these types have high
cohesion and expressiveness, coupled with moderate or low
conflict, While only one spouse from the sample of
interviewed families fit under one of these subclusters, it
appears that families who fit either of these two

FER N
U

(9

n

iusters would function well in the Army because, based
on their personal growth orientation of independence, they
would have the determination to be able to deal with the
varied stressors of military life.

The apathetic-independence subcluster is somewhat
different. These families are generally low on cohesion

with _cach other and similarly low in expressiveness. They

are also ygencrally low on all the othz2r cnvironment scales
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teoo, including the conflict scale. While it would be hard
to call these families "healthy", it is clear that they cope
well and are well adapted to an environment which demands a
lack of expression of internal conflict and of individual
expressiveness. Generally speaking, an Army community
generates just such an environment. Four of the interviewed
families in this study fit under this subcluster. These
families were all successful, based on our pre-established
criteria. This style, which we will term “superficial
adjusters", appears to function well in the Army too, and
seems very recognizable within Army families.

More needs to be said about this type of sub-cluster
and the Personal Growth Dimensions. These fawilies appear
to be archetypical Army families. Why is this? Despite the
advertisements, personal growth in the Army is limited to
"being all that you can be", as long as that means being a
Iretter soldier. For example, soldiers are told that they
can get a college degree while in the Army but find it
difficult to attend class when they are in the ficld three
and four weeks at a time. Others train to learn particular
skills and then either can't be assigaed in this skill or
find that their promotions are blocked because their
speeiality is Yover strength". Meanwhile, few soldiers see
any future benefit {vis a vis the civilian employment

scclor) to be derived from being an Abrawms tank driver or a
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regular infantry soldier. Apathetic-independence families
fit into this scenario well. They are generally agreeable
to and accepting of the constraints which are placed around
them, and in return, they don't put many demands on the
system.

The second cluster is Achilevement-Orientation.

Families that fit under its first subcluster, achievement-
via-independence, have a high scores on the achievement-
crientation scale and moderate scores on the independence
scale. While only one of the sample families fit under this
subcluster, families organized like this would function well
in the Army as long as they perceive the Army system as
"know-ablie® and "conyguer-able". In other words, they
believe that there are rewards to be had within the system
itself and that tbese rewards are not out of the reach of
those who work hard to achieve thewm., 7The particular family
interviewed was a strong family that knew what it wanted,
and worked within and with the system to get there,

The second subcluster is achievewent-via-conformity.
Families that fit under this subcluster have high scores on
the achievement-orientation scale coupled with extremely low
scores on independrnce.  On the ¥E3, the opposite of
independence 1s conformity, which 1s, in fact, one of thc
outstanding characteristics ol the military as an

institutioun. From haircut to bootshine, from forms of
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address to behaviors of respect, the ocutward appearance of
each soldier is very similar and conforming. The system
itself can be particularly punitive for those who fail to
conform to its norms.

while only one spouse of one of the sauple families fit
under this subcluster, families organized like this should
function well in the Army. The particular spouse
interviewed knew what he wanted, and he worked outside, not
with or inside the system [manipulator], to gect there,.

The third cluster is Moral/Religious-Orientation.
Families that fit under its subclusters of unstructured and
moral-religious are differentiated on the degrec of
structure, organizatcion, and control. Both these types
demonstrate moderate cohesion coupled with low
expressiveness and conflict, While only one of the
interviewed families fit under one of these subclusters, it
appears that families who fit either of thesce two
subclusters would function well in the Army, since their
major emphasis is in "higher ideals" and in "the greater
good",

The next major organization cof family environment
clusters is personal relationships., This is divided into
two clusters. 1ts first cluster is Expression-Coientetion,

These families are wmarked by high scores on crxpressiveness

coupled with moderate scores on cohesion and contlict and
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low scores on organization and control, Three of the sample
families fit under this heading. It appears that families
who fit under this sulicluster can also function well in the
Army. All three of the sample families seemed to view the
Army as a means to an end, whereas they eppeared to have
less control of their lives and let the system manipulate
them at will; for them, the situation is temporary and
therefore manageable.

The second cluster under personal relationships is
Confl ict-Orientation. These families are marked by high
scores on conflict. This cluster 1s broken into three
subclusters. The first two, unstructured conflict and
structured conflict-orientation, are differcntiated by the
amount of organization and control in the family
environment. 1t is not surprising that no sample families
fit under these two subclusters since the Army's tolerance
for conflict either within the system or overtly displayed
amily is5 cxircmely low.

First, soldicrs in conflict with the Army do not, in
pcacelime, achicve much rank and are unlikely to try to
master a system witn which they arce continually at odds.
Similarly, families with high degrces of internal conflict
are unlikely to flourish in a system which views such

behavior as something which needs treatoent.,  Iinally, for

the purposce of this study, 1t 1s also probable that families
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with a high degree of internal conflict (which has not yet
manifested itself publically) are families who would refuse
to be interviewed.

The third subcluster under personal relationships,
expressive conflict-orientation, is different. Families
that fit under this cateqgory, while having high scores on
conflict, have moderate scoxres on cohesion and
expressiveness coupled with high scores on some of the
personal growth dimensions. Their conflict occurs within a
rcasonably structured and controlled environment. Two of
the sample families fit under this category. Families who
fit undexr this grouping most likely can function in the Army
system since the expression of conflict is fully under
control and in fact appecars to produce further or better .
adaptation to the system.

The last major organization of family environment
clusters is Structure-Oricntation. fThese families organize
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averagce emphasis on organization and control, The majority
of the sample, six families, fit uwunder this category. 1t
would appcar that tbesce type families function well in the
Army, when it is considered as a total institution (Goffman,
1961).

1t is very interesting to note the cluster differences

between Moos's sample of 166 families and the sample
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families from this research. While this is not a random
samplce of Army families, and no ciaim is made that families
in this research are statistically representative of Army
families, the Jdifferences in percentages of cluster types 1is
striking. In summary, these differences are listed in Table

21,

Table 21

Comparisons of Family Cluster Distributions

Moos % Army Sample%

Personal Growth Dimensions: (54%) (39%)
1. Independence-Oriented (24%) (25%)
a. expressive-independence 11% 3%

. sitructured-indepandance 18% 3%

c. apathetic-independence % 22%

2. Achievement-Oriented (19%) (8%)
a. achievement-via-independence 2% 6%

h. achievement-via-conformity 7% 3%

3. Moral/Religious-Oriented (11%) {(6%)
a. Unstructured moral-religious 49 B%

h. Structured moral-religious 7% 6%
Pelationship Dimensions: (38%) (28%)
4., Bypression-Oriented 9% 17%
5. Conflict-Qriented (29%) (%)
a. Unstructurcd conflict-oriented 11% A%

h. Structured conflict-oriented 15% %

c. Expressive conflict-oriented 3% 11%
Systoems~Maintenance Dimensions: (8%) (33%)
6. Structure-Oriented 8% 33%

(Numbers in (%) are category totals)

Army families are significantly under-represented in

the Personal Growth and Relationship Clusters and over-
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represented in the Systems-Maintenance Cluster. The sample,
when compared to Moos's study, is probably skewed by age.
Army families, by their nature, are young. This would lead

to differences in the family life-cycle stages; but, this is
not enough to explain all the differences.

The Army families' average FES subscale scores, in
general, are well within one standard deviation above or
below the mean. This little difference, in a broad sense,
seems to indicate that these sample families are fairly
representaltive to families in general. This might indicate
that these differences exist, not because of a skewed sample
of Army families, but because Army families use specific
coping styles., Thesc scores are listed in Table 22,

In addition, the average family incongruence score,
which measures the level of agreement among sSpouses as to
the cnvironment of the family, 1s exactly at the mean. The
researcher's average incongruence score, which measures the
level of agreement between the family and the rescearcher as

to the envirconment of the family, 1s 51, only .1 standard

doviation above the mean,
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i Table 22
ﬁ Average Sample Army Family FES Scores
:)_.
Conhesion - 52
Expressiveness - 55
Conflict ~ 46
Independence - 48
Achievement Orientation - 43
Intellectual-Cultural Orientation - 53
Active-Recreational Orientation - 47
Moral-Religious Emphasis ~ 56
Organization - 53
Control ~ 55
Family Incongruence Score - 50
Researcher Incongruence Score - 51
? These avearage subscale scores appear beneficial for
Army families. On the whole, they have above average scores
*? on the relationship dimensions of cohesion and
'ﬁ expressiveness, the systems maintenance dimensions of

organization and control, and two of the personal growth
dimensions. Conflict is below average., N family with the
above scores would be classified as structure-oriented.

At the beginning of this research, we looked at coping
as our major variable of healthy families. There is more to
being in a healthy family than being in a potentially
healthy cluster. Yor cxample, while it appears that

Structure-Oriented families would be ideal for the Army, in

Moos's cluster analysis of the 104 {families, the highest

percentage of families with a clinical disturbed family
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member also came from Structure-Oriented families.

Stinnett's six characteristics of strong families are
an important theoretical construct which gives us clues
about healthy Army families. Since the interviewed
families, for the most part, exhibited these
characteristics, this research will focus on the last
characteristic; our research variable of coping. Moos's
clusters will be used as a structure for a loose

organization of this coping. We will discuss our sample

families in the next chapter, Results and Conclusions.




CHAPTER VI. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS
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At the beginning of this research, we looked at coping

as our major variable of healthy families. Eighteen Army
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families have been interviewed. We will now discuss the

Y

typology of their family coping styles. This refers to the

ways they view their life in the Army and the ways they deal
with the Army system and the ways they structure their
environment, The major thesis has been that these families
structure their environment to deal with the systemn.

For this, we have used Moos's (1976) cluster analysis
of family environments. We have identified five distinct
coping styles from our sample families. FERach cluster type

copes somewhat differently; they view and relate to the
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system differently; and, they form a sense of community
differently.
Part of the problem, and confusion, with this res<arch

has been the different attitudes of families towards Army

it . . . . .

2 life. There were unseen variables operating in their

..’

J . - . « « 3

4 cholces: some families prefer to live in Army housing;
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r . . I3 .

¢ other want to live off-post; some families like or accept

!

»

j mandatory social events; others don't and/or won't. These

- wide ranges of likes and dislikes scemed to be too random to
\. . —~ .

¢ make sense. Grouping thesce families under Moos's family

N

- environmnent clusters supplies some order to whabt appears to
>

e . . - . .

» be whimsical preferences and attitudes. 1t becomes, in
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(ﬁ We have asked: "What can the Army do to help

‘J families?" There seems to be no easy, clearcut answer to

S this question if families view and deal with the Army system
(; differently. Their coping styles are dependent on how they

view the Army system., For cexample, the Apathetic-

a"_]r. —

Independent types see an amorphous structurce. The

-
'_ 'l.':' P

Independents see a system they have to learn and master.

CTT

*

o So, it reasons that Army programs trying to meet the

[}
QQ multitude of needs on which such views are predicated are de
” .
4§

® facto required to be "all things to all people", and hence
="

o doomed to failure. Such a negative view, however, can be
¢
A\ ameliorated by a clearer understanding of what, precisely,
-~

i\ =, . .
i families mean when they say "I need".

g Families can be categorized into groups, such as

N 5.:

K "skimmers", "joiners", "structure feed-back loop types",

*

‘

*

"} "manipulators", "means to an end", "end goal", etc. We will
K discuss our sample families in major groups, categorized by
o
o Moos's family environment clusters., These families were
e originally grouped by their FES scores, but they can be

P

- grouped by what they said in their interviews. These

::v(

3? clusters are:
H':l

o
- . . .

b0 1. Apathcetic~independence Families (Burke, Kingsly,

,:1

rr .
o Bridgeton, Mack)

‘,-‘ nd
o % - . . P .

P Four of our families it under the Apathetic-

X

' 1!
. )

Ity

5

» b -
5 @
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Independence Cluster. In fact, they were our second largest
group of families, and are presented first. These families
are marked by low cohesion with each other and similarly low
expressiveness, as measured by the FES, They also generally
score low on all the other environment scales, including
conflict. These families see the Army as an amorphous
structure and they also have a very narrow view of their
place in the system. We will look at an outline of their

style and their interviews.

A. Goals (includes wants):
These families want the necessities of life provided without

much effort or anxiety on their part.

B. Organization (includes structure):
These families see the Army organization as an amorphous

structure, which they don't know how to enter.

C. Management (includes control):
These families have developed a totally superficial coping
style where they use lots of diversions. Thoey are a

prototype of Army families.

D. System (includes view of the community):

Contemplation of their place in the system is unknown to




TR W W W JOEEsY W W e

LA I B

T =

e T K%

179

them. 7They have a very narrow world view.

- Burke Family (Peter & Carla)

Peter Burke is a Major (0--4) who has been in the Army
for 21 years, and is retiring from it within three months.
Peter is a staff officer in personnel, and has held his
current job for three years. After Peter finished college,
he worked in a management trainee program. He received his
draft notice, znd he enlisted in the Army under the
College/Officer C=mndidate School (OCS) program. His company
encouraged him to do this; they said they would get hack a
better employece after Peter became an officer. Both Peter
and Carla 1li'=d the army, so Peter decided to stay in beyound
his three year commitment.

Carla is a housewife and does not work outside of the
home. She makes craft items to sell at the Officers' Wives
bazaars. She and Peter have been married for 25 years.

They have three children, ages 18, 14, and 10.

They live in a four bedroom, 3rd fiocor Army stairwell
apartment in the Heidelberg Military Community. They have
been in Germany for three years, and this is their second
tour there. 1In their 21 year shared military carzer, they
have moved eight times. Three of thosc moves were overseas,

two to Germany, and one for Peter to Viet Nam., They plan to

move to Texas when Peter retires in three monchs.
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- Kingsly Family (Ron & Susan)

Ron Kingsly 1s a Sergeant-Major (E-9) who has been in
the Army for 24 years. He works in the personncl field.

His two older brothers and one brother-in-law had been in
the army, and had influenced him to join. He joined to "get
it over with” and avoid the draft, but he found he liked it,
g0 he has stayed in the Army. He has just made the top
enlisted rank, as he was promoted two months earlier. He 1is
42 years old.,

Suscn Kingsly works as a management assistant., She had
been in the Army when she married Ron, but due to the
difficulties of being a dual Army career family, she did not
reculisi alter her last Lour.

Susan and Ron Kingsly live in a stairwell apartment in
on-post housing within the Heidelberyg Military Community.
They live in a fourth floor walk-up, two bedroom apartment.
They have an eicht year old daughter, This family has made
six PCS moves in their 12 year shared 2rxmv career, with two

of those moves being overseas.

- Bridgeton PFamily (Farl and Dawn)

arl Bridgeton is a Warrant Officer (CW3) who has been
in the Army for 15 years. tie is a technician. e is 42
years old.

bawn Bridgeton works as a clerk for the Ammy. She is
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39 years old. She has worked for the Army since they have
been married. They have been married for 13 yeaxs, and have
a 12 year old son., This is a second marriage for both of
them.

The Bridgeton's live in a government leased townhouse
located near Heidelberg, where they have been for one year.
This family has moved four times in their 13 year shared
military career. This is their first overseas tour, and

they do not like it. RN

.’:
S

P

- Mack Family (Bob and Gayle)

R
LRANEN

Bob Mack is a lieutenant colonel (0O-5) who has been in

T "
.
L

the Army for a total of 18 years. He works at a statf job

g“"
Pac] N

where he has been for the last two vears. He is 46 years

L)
T
-~

o1d. Gayle Mack works as a medical clerk. She was also 46,
The Mack's live in a duplex in a field grade officer

housing area on Ft., Sheridan. Bob and Gayle met while in

[ "
A\

o ccllege, and married when they graduated., He was in an ROTC

&

:w program and received a commission as a 2nd Lieutenant.

! o o . . .

R Neither one of them came from a military family. She said

tﬁ that m:litary 1ife had no surprises, except field duty when

:{ Bob was away. lle said that they had to "learn the

E traditions™. Bob and Gayie have two children, a 19 year old ”
N )
o daughter in college and a 21 year old son in the alr Force

&

in Germany. The Mack's have made 13 moves in an 18 year

5

.\.
- PEENS

=2
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Army career. Three of those moves were overscas; one of

those was an unacceompanied tour to Korea for Bob.

GOAJ.S:

These families want the necessities of life provided
without much effort or anxiety. Both the Burke‘'s said they
were casy to please. When asked to discuss problems they
had as an Army family, they said they couldn't think o¢f
anything. As they talked, some issues came out. They do
not particularly like living in their stairwell apartment,
but they said it had some advantages. They knew their

reighbors. The housing area is convenient for work and

school, so they were content tc live there. As to social

life, Carla Burke said the Army had forced a social life on
a8 them, cspecially early in Peter's career. Coffees and

welcomes were more or less mandatory, but they prepsred you

L more, What they are saying is that the Army has provided

o S 4 3 - r
the things they want, They have

a2
VA PR & )

not had to make friends,

their friends are provided in the stairwell., They don't
exactly like where they live, but the Army has provided them
some convenicnce. The Army provides them their social group
(ncighbors/mandatory functions).

when the Mack's were asked what they wanted from the

nrmy, Gayle said that there was an instant social lifce on an

Army Post that was not there in the civilianr community. It
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is harder to mcet people in the civilian community. Wives
had to be independent; they had to swim or sink, especially
during separation. Wives either have to be independent, or
have someone to take care of them. One thing Gayle liked
during hardship tours, such as when her husband went to
Korca alone, was that she could stay in quarters. ller
neighbors understood, and the commanders were responsible to
look after her. Gayle did not see the contradiction in her
statements, that wives needed to be indepenuent, but that

commanders were responsible to look after her.

STRUCTURE:

Thesc families sce the Army systewm as an amorphous
structure. They don't know how to enter it, so they make &
diversion. Carla Burke, discussing some problems she had
with the Army, said she would like to know who had the
information and who should she complain to. She related
scveral stories about problems that she could not get
solved. While thesc problems might scem minor (her curtains
and her stove), they illustrate an important point in this
family's view of the Army structure. Peter Burke said that
thore was this marshmallow out there called "lHousing™, and
nobody was in charge. 1n addition, Housing was not the only

marsbmallow; there was a "Medical" marshmallow; a

—~

"Movemants” marshmallow, etc. Peter equated these systems
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to a huge marshmallow: ycu could push on it and it gave;
but it bulged somewhere else; and you didn't push on
anything solid; it sprang right back.

This family does not see any place in that marshmallow

they can approach to get what they want. Consequently, they
have developed a totally superficial coping style. They‘use
a lot of diversions, such as crafts, kids, and camping.
Qg They are a prototypical Army family, "surface skimmers".
i; This family wants the the necessities of life provided
gL without much effort or anxiety. They have probably stayed
mé in the Army for this reason.
2
SYSTEM:

In addition, thesc families do not dwell on their place
in the Army system, since as a system, it is unknown to
them. They have a very narrow world view of life in the

, Army. When the Burke's had trouble with something, they
@ ent camping. This was how they were planning to rotire;

Vi
2 LA

they were going on a month long tour of Burope and then move
to Texas. They had no other plans, none for jobs, and none
for living arrangements. This coping style had bheen
successful in the Army; it might not work well in civilian
life,

MWhen the Mack's were asked what could the Army system

could do for them and their comnunity, Gayle Mack said:
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"Well, they offer a lot. Many things." Bob said: "Use of
these things are many times a function of location. Good
planning is necessary to show and offer all the services
available." These were non-answers, as this family had no
idea what the Army could do.

Bob Mack said: "The military used to be a way of life.
It used to be 24 hours a day, but it has turned casual, in
fact too casual, Pecple shun community involvement. The
system was designed for families, but,..". They bemoaned
the community. They said they had neighbornood gatherings
in their housing area when Rudy (now gone) organized them.
This was one and one half years before. To them, the
community seemed different. This family made no attempt to
work with the system to improve their community. They just
complained. They wanted things to come easy and without
effort on their part,.

The Bridgeton's reported that they wanted to go home.
They don't like the food, the beer, the weather, or the
people in Europe. They want to move bhack to South Carolina.

The Kingsly's did not bave much to say. Ron Kingsly
said that he worked his "butt off" to get where he was
today. Susan had worked at various jobs. He liked to go to

the “club®, and she liked to "volksmarch".

These families were similar in many ways. The husbands
L. 4

had been very successful in the Army, but nothing was really
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going on in their families.

2. Expression~Oriented Families (Wallin, Arnold, Warner).
Three of our families fit under the Expression-Oriented
Cluster. These families are marked by high scores on
cxpressiveness coupled with moderate scores on cohesion and
conflict and low scores on organization and control. &all
three of the sample fawmilies viewed the Army as a means to
an end, whereas they appeared to have less control of their
lives and let the system manipulate them at will. For them,
the situation 1s temporary and thereforc manageable. We
will lock at an outline of interviews and ve will examine

thelr coping style.

A, Goals (includes wants):

These familics see the Army as a means to an end goal, 7The
Army prouvides those things that they want. They will work
hard as soldiers to reap the rewards, such as health

benefits, retirement, education, and housing,

B. Oryganization (includes structure):
These families put little cmphasis on structure., Yor them,

the situation is temporary, therefore manageable, They will

do what they need to do to reap thelr rewords.
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C. Managcement (includes control):
These families have less control over their lives. The
system manipulates them, almost at will, This is easy to
understand, since t .ese families see their current situation
as temporary, and they are willing to cooperate/endure to

meet their end goals.

D. System (includes view of community):
These families see a system in the Army, where they are
players that have little control cver what happens to them.

They go along; things just happen to them.

— Wallin Family (Carl & Judy)

Carl Wallin is a Staff Sergeant (E-6) who has been in
the Army for 17 years, working as a telephone repairman.
Originally from the upper peninsula of Michigan, where Jjobs
were scarce, he joined the Army when he was 2#. Four years
later when he was stationed in Germany, he met Judy, a

Canadian tourist on vacation in Denmark. They married in

Canada after Carl rotated back to the States about six
5 months later. Judy reported thot they noever really
discussed Carl staying 1n the Army when they got married,

Judy currently works as a contract librariao for the

Army, her first job since her marriage., Previously, she had

been a housewife, taking care of their three children. At
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tthe time of the interview, the children werce 12, 7, and 4

years old.

The Wallin's live in a three bedroom townhouse in a WCO

)] housing section on Ft. Sheridan, where they have lived for
. five years. Since both of them could walk to work, their
n
v one car was sufficient. The two ovlder children were bused
L
to school in the nearby civilian community, and the youngest
child attended preschool on tne post. 1In their 13 year
ﬁ shared military career, this family has moved four times,
4
' and half of those moves have been nverseas, Carl was
(7
j currently on orders for a one year unaccompanied tour in
i
5 Korea.
X ~ Arnold Family (Jack & Betty)
\l"
A
A Jack Arnold is a Warrant Officer (WO-2) who has been in
LR . .
N the Army for a total of 13 years. He is currently in charge
Q of a personncl office. He had been in the Army for three
5
ﬂ years, but got out after his term of enlistment. Five years
gt
o
later, he married Betty. A year after that, looking for a
)
A job, he rejoined the Arnmy.
2 Betty hArnoid 1s a housewife and takes care of their two
ad
oo children, ages 11 and 8. The Arnold's have been married 11 .
o years, Lt the time of the interview, Jack was 38, and Betty e
.'y-' ?
% was 37 years old, They reported they had never considered e
. military life before Jack reenlisted in the Army.
o y
o :
)
A, .
- .;
)y .
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e
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The Arnold's live in a three bedroom townhouse in a
junior officer housing area on Ft. Sheridan, where they have
lived for three vears. Their two children are bhused to
school in the nearby civilian community. 1In their 10 year
shared military career, this family has moved five times.
Two of those moves have been overseas; they had moved to

Germany once; and Jack went unaccompanied to Korea once,

- Warner Family (Billy & Susie)

Bllly Warner is Staff Sergeant (E-6) who has been in
the Army for a total of seven years. He works as a nuclear,
hinlogical, and chemical (NBC) warfare specialist for a
transportation company and as the platoon sergeant for his
platoon. He has been in the Army for four years this tour.
In 1975, he enlisted in the Army for three years so that he
would be eligible for the GI Bill education benefits. He
made the rank of Specialist 4 (E-4) and served his three
years in Holland. When he got out, he returned home and
attended night school while working as a mechanic during the
day, earning an associate degrce in machine and tool making.
He married susie, a woman he had know in high school, she
had been divorced twice, and had four children, ages 11, §,
6, and 4, When he and Susie married, they decided he shouid

go kack into the Army, as they wantod the benefits of the

military system, espmecially the health care f{or the ftamily
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and the retirement program.

Billy and Susie Warner have lived for six months in a
four bedroom stairwell apartment near the Heldelberg
Military Community, Federal Republic of Germany. In theilr
focur year military career, they have moved three times. One
of these moves has been overseas, to their current

assignment in Germany. In fact, Billy reenlisted in the

o Army his third time so as to come to Germany.

\.':1

[ Susie does not work outside of the home. 5She has been
s

A looking for a job since they arrived in Germany, but hasn't

tound one yet. They only have one car, so transportation
would be a problem if she found 2 job. Day care for the

children was another problem.

-GOALS:

These families see the Army as a wmeans to an end goal.

A The Army provides those things that they want, and they will
3 e : -
e wWork lhard as soidiers Lo reap thoese rewards, such as health
o
T retirement, and education bencfits, and living gquarters.
"o ¥
i{: 41l threce o0f these soldiers jolined the Army for a job
p and 1ts benefits. In fact, two of the soldiers had bcen out
e . . .
of the Army for six years but rejoined to get these things.
!"ﬂ"p
T, As an example, the Warner's said that what they wanced {rom
A
tr . _— .
e the Army was: education benefits, good hcalth and health
s -
e, . .
- carc, and nice quarters. They clearly saw the zrmy as a
.'."\'.
. J'-
L
- " E
- -'.’.’
.: .,\v
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]
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i means which provided these things.

3 Jack Arnold originally joined the Army looking for a

; job. He rejoined it, after his marriage, for the job and

: for the benefits. The Army had supplied many of his goals.
:: He reccived all of his education, from high school to near

E; completion of a master's degree, while in the Army. He felt
E the Army had really helped him.

;f he Warner's even reported that they lived better in

'; Furope than in the States, They could occasionally afford

z to buy steaks in the commissary, as the price feor meat is

;; much lower than in the States. BRilly Warner reenlisted in

E the Army to come to Germany, and this was one of his

53 reasons,

if When the Wallin's were asked what they wanted irom the
i; Army, they respo .d=d with: give us more support when we are
f separated; give us more compassion; give us bhetter medical'
'? and dental bencefits; stcp eroding our benefits; and help us
,ﬁ when we move., This 1s a list of geals they want the Army to
H supply. Wwh .t 1. ironic about their list is that they want
Y the army to provide support for two things that are inhcrent
& in Army lifce, namely separation and mobility.
4

The Arnold's reported that, besides the job, they
wanted the sense of community the Army provided them. They
[ felt they could rely socially and physically on their

miltitary housing necighbors. The army supplied one of their
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goals, community roots, even though it was temporary.

STRUCTURE:

These families' organization style places little
emphasis on structure. They will do what they need to do to
reap their rewards, as situations are temporary, and
therefore manageable. These families take things in stride,
When taking about being at their current assignment for five
years, the Wallin's said: "“If only we knew we were going to
be here that long, we would have bought a house," as it
was, their thinking was they would be there so short a time
that it would not pay to get a house, and family quarters
would be best. This coping strategy, of living in family
quarters, illustrates some of the features of this coping
style. They see things as temporary, and they don't feel
they have much control over what happens to them.

They also don't feel that anything bad will happen to

thom: they wait for

Liteiti g

o+

he system to dictate what will happen.
Even though they lived in family quarters bccause they felt
they would not stay in the areca a long time, they did not
have a transient mentality. Judy Wallin even stated: "We
do not have a transient fceling." They spent considerable
time and trouble fixing up their townhouse. Carl had sought

and received permission (sometimes difficult to accomplish)

to put up a shed, fence, and rock garden on his property.
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He neecded the housing engineers' permission so that he
didn't have to remove all these improvements when they
finally did move.

These families do not think much of the formal structure
of the Army. For example, Jack and Betty had trouble
adjusting to being an officer family. Both of them reported
they lost friends and acquaintances when Jack became a
warrant officer. They liked the informal structures in
their neighborhood. They made many of their friends through
theilr children. Betty was a member of the informal
babysitting network. The Officers' Wives Club (OWC) came
over, but she would have ncocthing to do with them. For the
Arnold's, the goal for them was the sense of beclonging in
the community. The formal structures of the Army did not do

that for them,

MANAGEMENT/AUTONOMY :

These families feel they have less control over thneir
lives. The system manipulates them, alinost at will. This
is casy to understand, since these families see theiy
current situation as temporary. They are willing to
cooperate/endure to meet tpeir end goal. An interesting
point 1s these families are very tolerant of what happens to

them. Judy Wallin reported that they never discussced Carl's

staying in the Army. 1t just happened. He had originally
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joined to get a job. He was just keeping on with it, till
retirement.  They might not like a certain thing or place,
but they saw the situation as temporary. Judy said: “Bad
points are not forever in the military".

For example, Carl Wallin had not been getting along
with his commander, so he asked to be transferred out. He
was given aptitude tests, and was sclected for Radio and
Television Announcer School. However, he could not pass the
hearing test required for the school, so he was profiled
(medically identified) out of that MOS. Bacause of this
profile, he was not allowed to go back to his prior work of
telephone repairn.  The Army then sent him to what they
thought was a good alternative schoul foi hiis craative
abilities, Jourrnalism Schouol. This was a poor choice for
Cari, as writing was not one of his creative talents, and he
flunked the schiwol. s a result of this, he was put on
orders Lo Korca as a supply scrgeanl,  He was trying Lo go
to Supply School betore he was sent Lo Korea, as he had
never worked in osupply before.  Carlts misadventures with
his nrmy jobs would frustrate wost people, but he and Judy
Look 1L o)1 in stride. Carl got oul of a difficult
situation withh Lhe supecrvisor he didn't like, and cven
though he was being sent Lo Korea Lo do o job he had no
trajning in, Lhis was just a change for him.,

Tha Warner's had o similar csxperience. Billy reenlisted

Tt I o L
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in the Army with the plan of arriving in Germany during the
summer of 1986, Since the Army delayed the rotation of most
soldicrs until after October 1 so as to push travel costs
into the next fiscal year, they arrived in November. They
were not pleased with this delay, for it disrupted their
children's school year, and Killy's assigned unit no longetr
needed him. tle had to find another assignment. e did, but
when he arrived at the airport in Germany, with his wife,
four children, 12 suitcases, and six carry on bags, no one
was there to meet them. It took two days for his new unit
to provide them transportation. Later, his new unit told
him his paperwork was inveolved in a "slippage". This was

worth

o1}

hearty laugh,

As a further example of their lack of control, these
familices sald they never know when they are going to do
things. Fvents are planned at the last minute, spur ol the
moment.  For them, the Army has changed their plans so many
times, they grab opportunities to go places or do things,
They dou not have enough control to make too many long range
plans, so they are flexible in thelr plans.  “Phis fits their

vicews of the taoporary nature of things.

SYS
The view which these foamilies have of the Arny systoem

also illustrates their particular coping style. They sce a

R o Or e
W WAL

INEN AN AV ATY




= o

]
"'!‘u-{‘r’

'@ TILL

A )‘ 'Ikl‘
ol et

7

g S Sy

Bt

X

BRI
. A

A

w
2 W=

P JSCCA )2

TN TR

|
O L e

T P

4{:‘\
-10

~

T ]
" *
[ ]

187
system in the Army, but the system appecars to be independent
of the people who function within it. They see themselves
as players in that system, but players with little power to
influence the system and even smaller amounts of control
over what happens to them. They go along; things just
happen. Generally speaking, they don't think much of the
systemn, and they enjoy complaining about it. On the other
hand, they truly value the other players in the system like
themselves. These families are saved from a "victim"
mentality only by the fact that they truly enjoy the
variations and d. not, in fact, perceive themselves to be
victimized,

When talking about their Army community, Judy said:
"I'he Army is our family, we will be welcomed, we have the
same problems, we will be sharing common complaints, common
concernsg, common feelings". Carl called this three shared
circles: complaints, concerns, feelings. Judy went on to

say: "“We are like coys, not the biqg green machine. It 1isg

Ay
not the Army taking care of its own, but the cogs taking
care of each other",

Thaese families have a poor opinion of the Army
organizations which are service oriented for families, such
as Army bEmergency Relief.  They sald that the Army itself

takes care of cach other, like the guy with the broken car

-~

Leing helped by his neighbors, policies that some commanders
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implement, or esprit de corps among people at work.

Jack Arnold gave, what appears to be conflicting views,
that the Army should take care of its own, but that it was
the [amilies' "personal responsibility" to be competent.
Jack said: "Neighborhoods, or the Army, or the social
services become the scapegoats, but the responsibilities are
on the family to take cn their roles. The services are
there in the Army, but you have to use them." Jack thought
that the Army should offer Town Hall Meetings and Welcome
Wagons and Wives Groups to families, but the families should
not have to use them. e said the Army 1is not suppose to
feed you, 1t gives you a paycheck; you are suppose to feed
yourselif. ‘“he Arnold’s once wanted to see a marriage
counselor, but nad to wa:t two months to get an appointment.
They thought the Army should have more personal counselors.
They wanted this as a veluntary service, something they
could choosce to use, but not have to use, and something Lhat
the Army would not expect them to use. Their rcasosning
scems confused, for they did not sece these scervices as
"feeding" them. This line of rcasoning illustrates one of
their attempts te gain some control over their lives. They
want the scrvices available but not mandatory. They place a
high value on personal responsibility.

Jack went on Lo state that his job as a warrant officer

was Lo build personal responsibility in himself aad his
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'L . vl e reintorcaed their

S~ A r s pave Dok owhiat he wanted, his
, e iy heon himself,
v * e acal. i oof these type families,
S s AR tney connlailn, but are not
- v e percention/autonomy to
crermroee the advantages of the
: oo s, ute. And, they are workers

o s oant 1tollowers,
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A. Goals (includes wants):
These families believe the Army can provide things, but will

probably have to be forced to do its job.
B. Organization (includes structure):
These families believe there is an Army structure, but it

can be callous and uncaring if they allow it to be.

C. Management (includes control):

They families aggressively push for control of their lives.

D. System (includes view of community):

These familieg see themselves fighting the system for their
rights. They might be loyal soldiers, but they see
themselves having to fight for their benefits. The system

is seen as needing to be pushed in order to work.

-~ Smith Family (Bill & Ann)

2111 Smith is a Lieutenant Colonel (0-5) who has been
in the Army for 19 years. He is an infantry officer, bhut
works in an administrative position which requires him to
travel frequently. Bill said that he likes the Army, but if
he found a good job in Germany, he would retire to take it.
Bill rececived his commission from an ROTC program in

>

college. He 1s 40 years old.
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ann Smith works as a management analyst for the Army.
She has warked in several jobs for the government, from
being a contracted basic skills teacher in education ceunters
to being a management analyst. Ann and Bill met while in
college, and have been married for 19 years. They have
three girls, ages 18, 16, and 14. 1In their 19 year shared

Army career, they have moved 13 times, Three of those moves

were overseas, two to Germany for the whole family, and one

oy

§£ to Viet Nam for Bill. Their last move was to Heidelberg,

;j where they have been for three years. They are Black.

EE Bill and Ann live in a four bedroom rented townhouse in
ij a small town near Heidelberg, where they have lived for one
o

Ly
L

vear, Prior to that, they lived in a stairwell apartment in

a Heidelberg Military Community housing area, but had to

move out when Bill changed jobs to & different military

~

ph s

community. They reported that they liked living on the
German economy. They found the Germans always friendly, and

they are glad they had to move out of the stairwells.

[ J

54 . . . ,

L~ - Sanders Family (Tim & Eva)

L

1 Tim Sanders is a Licutenant Colonel (0-5) who has been
'k"l

: in the Marine Corps for 22 years. Tim was an ionfantry
:% officer, but he has been working in a staff job on an Army
'.. 1:

o post for the last two years. He is 41 years old.

Y ~

S . . .

) Eva Sanders is a housewife. She and Tim have been
o

I

LS
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ﬁi married for 14 years, and they have three boys, ages 12, 11,

{Q and 8, The Sanders's live on the second floor of an old

j&f historic house on Ft, Sheridan, where they have been for 2

<3 years. In their 14 yecar shared military career, this family

ke

]

[T has moved 7 times. One of those moves was overseas for Tim,

Ny

Do . .

‘ﬂ when he served in Viet Nam.

k)

F -

h

;§ These families e¢xhibited a large amount of conflict,

Sy

A but it appears they have been able to channel it into

L

$) productive outlets. These families believe the Army can

0 provide things, but will probably have to be forced to do
its job.

b

::

o STRUCTURE/MANAGEMENT/SYSTEM :

")v""

:)’ These families believe there is an Army structure, but

;4- it can be callous and uncaring if they allow it to be. For

)

s . . .

i cxample, Ann Smith found 1t verxy hard to find her current

-‘,-’

' . _ .

Yy job, as the civilian pcrsonnel oftlce (CPU) lost her

®

D paperwork which resulted in a delay in rating and referring
her. She reported that she got so tired of fighting with

e

'y the CPO that one day she got "crazy" and went there and told

L

:ﬁ the head of recruitment that his organization obviously

W needed volunteers to help find lost items such as ner

-‘rl had

<

ol paperwork, and since she did not have a job, shie was going
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to volunteer per time, everyday. That was on a Friday. On
Monday, her paperwork was found, she was rated, and she was
given the job referral to her current job.

Tim Sanders gave an example of conflict he had with the
Army, and his solution., When he was assigned to the Army
post, he was told how many pounds of household goods he was
allowed to bring with. When he arrived, he was given a
smaller house than he was authorized. He found a place on
post to put his goods in storage while he waited for bigger
quarters, as he was authorized larger, better guarters.
After a year, a person from housing called him and told him
he would have to move his stored household goods, as they
neceded the space for something else, He said: "Okay, where
to?" fThe person said: "That's your problem." Tim called
the post commander and told him the story and said that he

was going to move his household goods to his front lawn, and

then call the Chicago Tribune and CBS News and ask them to

come to his house to listen to his story. Two days later,
Tim was moved to larger, better quarters. Both of these
families repcated these stories with pride.

These families had an adversary relationship with the
Army. When asked what he thought the Army cowed families,
Bill Smith replied that the Army should not be the great all

protector for all people, He said that there wecre plenty of

~r

services available for families, the trouble is that it is
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hard to make many of them work. "When something doesn't
work, the Army likes to create a new system or rename an old
system. Then we have two systems that don't work. What we
need to do is to make :the original system work."

These families see themselves fighting the system for
their rights. They might be loyal soldiers, but they see
themselves having to fight for their benefits. The system
is seen as needing to be pushed in order to work.

For example, the Smith's were having trouble with one
of their children. They wanted her to see a child
psychiatrist, but were told they would have to wait for two
months. Bill did not get what he wanted from the
psychiatric department of the houspital, but said that he has
learned how to work the system. He went up the chain of
command to the commander of the department, for he said that
every boss had a boss. He saw the right person who gave him
what he wanted, This person outranked him, but Bill did not
care.,

This led to a discussion of who is regponsible for who
in an Army family. Ann Smith was mad that the Armny came
down hard on Bill for their daughter's behavior and

basically accused them of being a "had" family. They were

told: "Control this child!™ Ann wanted her daughter to be

responsible for her behavior, not Bill. She felt that the

B ad

Army was being too paternalistic in not helping people
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develop individual responsibilities,

In addition, &Ann did not like to be considered a
"military dependent”, where she could not own a car, get a
driver's license, or even be responsible for her own parking
tickets. All these functions, and more, were the
responsibility of the military sponsor.

Bill Smith, on the other hand, said that while he could
understand Ann's point of view, stated that in the Army, a
leader is responsible for what his men do., When a soldierx
messcs up, his commander is called in and told to straighten
the soldier out. Bill stated that the Army has carried tinis
concept over into the family.

Ann Smith =stated that she did not bclong to any of the
wives' groups. She did not like the fact thal her husband
was her sponsor and that she ceased to be an adult wh=2n she
became an Army wife. She said that she got involved in
enough activities that allowed her to keep her identity and
sclf esteem, and she did not like the wives groups hecause
status and rank were so important, They discussed
"mandatory" social obligations. Bill felt strongly that he
owed it to the system to participate. He has always joined
the clubs, even though he doesn't like them. Aunn, on the
other hand, now refuses to participate in any such activity

if she wants to. They have worked this out between

~

themselves. Bill sometimes goes to thesc functions alone.

i
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Tim Sanders talked about pride, He said that he was the
only one who shoveled his walk (he lived with Army Colonels
and LTC's around him). He said you have to have pride in
what you are doing, pride in your kids, in your howe, in
your family. He said you can't pick good people, you have
to mold good people,.

Tim and Eva did not participate in any formal post
activities either. They did participate in office
activities. They did not consider these things as formal.
They were very close to the office staff. Tim was the boss
in his section. He hélped his people. Most of his staff
were Army personnel.

Tim had a comparatively easy job. He was home cvery
night; he did not work harxd. Both Tim and Eva needed to
adjust to this, because before, Tim had spent little time at
home. They said that to cope as a family, you need: a
sense of humor; time to do things together; time to do
things alone; and timec to take breaks.

The Sanders's had high scores on conflict and
expressiveness. It was as 1f this conflict had been
channeled into something more adaptable, such as pride,
asscertiveness, aggression, and energy. This family, when
retired, will have to learn to keep this high conflict

channeled into acceptable outlets,

o~

e}
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4, Individual Personal Growth Dimensior Families (Strum,
Brown, Carlson).

The three individual personal growth dimension
families, for the purpose of this research, have been
combined here. While each of these families are from
individual clusters, they are, in many ways, more alike than
different in the sense they organize under the Personal
Growth Dimensions, They all believe in an Army system, but
feel they are separate from it. Their beliefs, in general,
are quite differeant from that of structﬁre-oriented
families. These families, in general, place low or average
cmphasis on structure. They believe more in their personal
growth efforts to deal with situations. They belilieve there
1s a system they can gain command of and become adept in
through their own personal development. What separates
these families from each other are their views of the Army
system. We will look at an outline of each fanmily's coping

style and interview.

A. Goals (includes wants):
Thoese families see the Army as providing rewards. They feel

they have to lecarn and master some skill, based on personal

growth, to get thesce rewards.
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B. Organization (includes structure):

EaS Sl PN

These families, in general, place low or average e¢mphasis on

1

5

AN

structure. They believe more in their personal growth

efforts to deal with situations,

4" a™
Chp sy Ay

-~

C. Management (includes control):

-
~
v 4

Pt
P

m’ TZ:‘.

These families have fairly strong control over their lives,

E

o oy o
AITRAID ./EJ

They work hard.

D. System (includes view of community):

=
Ry

The difference between families in this group is how they

work with the system. One of the families thinks the system

O T i)

P T

t

works for them, and they waunipulate it. Another family

works with and within the system, while the third family

works with, but along side of the system.

v
Rt
(]
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~ Brown Tamily (Larry and Betty) (Achievement-via-

X
L o

Independence)

S

S

TR e
: -J‘a =

Larry lrown is a Black Sergeant Major (E-9) who has been

in the rrmy for 26 years. His {ield was inlantry, and he

B

has held the top enlisted rank for cight years. 1lis current

Bl LN

job is working with the State Wational Guard as the senior i

e
BTy

|
= rg

cnlisted advisor. Larry likes the Army, and is working on

PR A ETE

z

Lhis mastoers degrace, planning for his retirement in four

5
«

rilumS

vears,  le was 48 al the time of the intoerview.
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Betty is a housewife, who was 68 years old at the Liunce
of the interview. She married Larry while he wos already in
the Army, and she likes the Army. They have been married
for twenty vears, and have a 17 year old daughter. "They
live in thelr own home in the western suburbs of Chicago.

Ag an example of the Brown's coping style, they said
that a healthy military family keeps busy - with clubs,
bowling, their own entertainment, friends, This was the
first time they had lived in a civilian community since they
had been married. They had been there five yecars, but did
not really like it there, The neighbors were not very
friendly, but Betty has been trying to organize a block
club. She folt that she has gained organizing skills
Lecause of her having lived on milizary bases,

They talked about lite at a blg Army base. When they
moved in, pecople came around to help, and they were welcomed
to the nceighborhood. The civilian community does not do
this; you have to find out things for yourscelf. ‘“They
thought the reason was that in the military, people worked
for the samme conpany and sharced the same dgoals, the same
cthics. IFurthar, the wiltitlary has been a leader in racial
integration. They thought that in their present civilian

community, the work cthic was spread apart.  There was no

understanding, no goals. To the military community, there

Was one company. In the ¢ivilian community, there were many
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companies.
They missed the programs offered on military bases,
Specifically, Larry said that the husband must explain

things to the wife, as many times the wife doesn't know how

[

the military system works. The husband is the link with the

N .
X X
Sty Yal

community services of the military, especially for those

i

soldiers who do not live on the post. As a First Serdgeant
and as a Sergeant Major, Larry has seen this problem time
and again., If the husband doesn't help the wife to learn
the system, the family will be in trouble. This is a

k- problem for non-coping families. They are very isolated,
and they dc not know how to tap the strength of the military
community. They have to know how to master the system.

This is a clecar example of their belief that the Army system

is know-able and conquer-able.

hehievement is a valued part of their coping style.

" .

Jaa, kK

The Brown's sald that for a family to survive, they must be

.

ablce to survive separately and they must communicate well.

o 7
a2

Larry gave an evample, When he was a 15G, when his unit was

in the tield or on exercises, soldicrs would come to him and

Nt

£ell ndiwm that their wives asked them to come home hecause of

Mal¥-

N

- e
LS

some problem. He would have the kKed Cross check on the

at

R I |
-

situation. 1f the problem was cmotional (and many of them

k- were), he telt it he let the soldier lcave, he would be

conpounding the problem., He felt that the soldier/family
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had to learn to survive alone and communicate together.
This would only work if there was a social structure set up
to help the family to survive. Some commands had 1it, some
didn't., This was a crucial point,.

Achievement-Independent families like the Brown's
belleve in a system where there are achievements to be
mastered by their efforts in working with the system. These
family members constantly challenged themselves to achieve,
from Larry receiving his bachelors and masters degrees, to
Betty integrating the local bowling league, to their
daughter being accepted in an accelerated bachelors/medical
school degree program. Larry followed this achievement goal
throughout his military career and expected the same from

his soldiers,

- Carlson Family (John and Lynn) (Structured Moral-
Religious)

John Carlson is a Major (¢-4) who has been in the Army
for 17 years. He currently is assigned to a staff position;
before that, he had been an infantry officer. He received
his commission through an ROTC program while in college.
John's father was a career Army officer, so he knew what
Army life was going to be like. John was 4@ years at the
timc“of the interview.

Lynn was a housewife. She had met John while in
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college. Her father was a carcer Army officer, so she knew
what Army life was going to be like too. They had just
purchased a house in northern Illinois six months ago. They
moved off post so they could start making the transition
from military to civilian life. 1In that time, they had
joined their new civilian community. They had three
children, ages 13, 12, and 8,

Family ties were very important for the Carlson's.

When they lived in Germany, John was in the field
frequently. Lynn had to do everything, and do it well.
They had all these brief separations, At first, when John
came home, the family would stop everything to be with Dad.
But after a few weeks of this, Lynn decided that the family
had to carry on with their own activities, and bad would
have to "fit in". So everybody did their own thing, but as
a family. VFor example, they always cat together, and they
have a very warm ritual of holding hands around the table.
This 1s a very close family.

John Carlson believed in this principle for his troops.
When he was in charge of an ROTC program at a college in the
South, he oryanized classes for the women who were engaged
to or going to marry the ROTC men, so as to help prepare
thesce men and women for military life. The women liked it,
bown there, the people had extremely strong family ties, and

-

the separation that is a basic part of military life was
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very difficult for them., The choice of career vs. family
was a hard choice for them. The Carlson's felt this voo.
They expect the military community to help them deal with
thi:z stress,

John thinks that the economy has fractured the extended
tarily, along with the gyencral pressure of people "doing
th2ir own thing”™. These are large social pressures, lle
£aid: "It is not all there, the implied contract is not
heing honored in the military. There is a loss of community
support, the sense of extended family, the military
community is becoming like a civilian community."

Both John and Lynn thought that breaking into the
ivilian comwunity was harder than joining a military
community. They said a military community was easier to
join, as military people knew what it was like to move into
a new community, and were expected toc help each other out
when they moved.

They carried their skills to their new community. Lynn
did a lot of volunteer work and was bhooked solid with
act.vities when they lived on the hrmy post. When they
moved, she quit all the groups, saying that she needed time
off, plus they lived over 20 miles away from the fort, John
said that within two months, she was booked up solid ayain.
She did volunteer work with the church choir, scouts (two

age groups), and the local community thrift shop.
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Morai-religious families believe in a system, but they
believe in "higher ideals" and "the greater good." The
moral-religious family in this sample believed, at least in
thelr current family life stage, that their family system
was more important that the Army's system.

John is an interesting example of this principle. He
worked hard in the military and always gave 10@0%, but he
refused to take the Command and General Staff Officer Course
through corxespondence. He was willing to be assigned to
Ft. Leavenworth to take the residential course, but felt
that he could not desert his family to take the time (two
years of evenings and weekends) to do the course by
correspondence, even though he knew this might end uis
carecer at twenty years. He said: “If the Army wants to
send me to the school at Ft. Leavenworth, I would gladly go.
But I am not going to shortchange my family by taking this
course through correspondence for two years. They have made
enough sacrifices for me; 1 am not going to do that to
them," John knew that by taking this course he would
greatly Jimprove his chances for promotion to LTC, and that
his failure to take it would greatly improve his chances to
be "passced over" for promotion. He was operating on the
premise that the "“greater good" was spending his free time
in the next two years on his family instead of on the

correspondence course. He was willing to pay that price.
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He was passed over for promotion the second time, and
plans to retire within three years. He said he won't be
short (have a short timer's attitude) until he gets out, but
he has started his transition to civilian life and a new
career already. They bought a house in the civilian
community for this reason. They wanted to get their roots
set before John retired. He has been going to school and

has been thinking of caresr choices.

- Strum Family (Paul and Anita) (Achievement-via-Conformity)

Paul Strum 1s a Sergeant (E-5), administration
specialist, promotable, who has been in the Army for ten

| DU —

years., He had a five year break in service before he

T —

rejoined in 1979, when he was sent to Germany. Anita Jjoined
the Army, but got out after six years. Both of them were

married to other people when they first arrived in Germany.

Paul has two children from his first marriage, who live with
their mother. Paul and Anita have two children together, a
boy age 5 and a girl age 1. Anita works as a manager for

the Army.

e Vi W K YUY

anita and Paul live in a stairwell apartment in on-post

housing within the Heidelbery Military Community. They live

T WO

in a four bedroom apartment, and in addition they have

g

signed four a two-room "maid's dquarters" apartment in their
R ad
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building, where their hired nanny lives. 7They have never
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made a permanent change of station (PCS) move in their Army
or family careers. They have made one inter-theater
transfer (ITT), and one change of quarters move for
convenience.

The Strum's view the Army as a system that provides
rewards. They do not see themselves in that system; they
are manipulators wo%king outside of it, manipulating it for
the rewards.

This family 1s not especially interested in working in
the community or in helping the system, but they have
managed to take care of themselves in the Army bureaucracy.
They like living in Germany, and have been able to stay
therxc. Paul is guaranteed an assignment in Germany until
1991. Anita has a job that she normally would not be
eligible to apply for. By their choice, they moved {rom one

community to another on an ITT. They live in a four bedroom
stairwell apartment, which they are entitled to onlyv based
on the possibility that his children from his first marriage
might come to live with them. They bave the convenlence ot
a nanny, when many other families are paying more for less
child care service.

How do they do this? Paul and Anita state: "You have
to use the system or the system will use you," Paul is an

administrative specialist, and Anita was an administrative

specialist. TPlaul said: "You have to be familiar with the
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!; system. The regulations are available to any soldier. You
'{: have to read them, talk to people, ask for assistance. 1If
-ﬁ you do so, you «¢an accomplish 99% of your goals."

)

.' Paul said that he learns his jcobs well. He takes extra
EA

ﬁq time and extra interest in his tasks. For example, he

‘.N.-‘

rr . . . . .

.j: decided that life in Heidelberg would be better for his

0w

H ) . . . .

(J family than in Karlsruhe. He liked the community better.

TR

N He searched around and found a job he wanted to do. He made
Ca

“i: several calls to friends and former supervisors and he was
_-_"

e,

;' able to connect with a specific position. This 1s very

f#ﬁ unusual for a sergeant to be able to.control his destiny;

A

-t usually only senior people can pick jobs. Paul read the
(g appropriate regulations, called the appropriate people, and
U§ did the appropriate things to get his current position.

X
i% Paul states: "You have to use the personal touch." He
g

A had made friends with his current Command Sergeant-Major
q‘

s:j;r (CSM), and he had him call the appropriate CSM for help in
{ﬁ gelting a larger stairwcell apartment., Paul had read his

o+

: regulations and had prepared his case. He got what he
.}ﬁ wanted. He says that he never takes "No" for an answer. He
fﬂ keeps working on his goals, but he does his homework first.
‘1‘"

® Paul told storics of seeing soldiers receiving orders
02 to Ft. Polk, LA, a place they did not want to go. A soldier
J‘!
':i would run to his First Scrgeant, commander, etc., to get out
.

i~ of his orders, but to no avail. The chain of command would
yx
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X
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then say to the soldier: "“We tried", when really what they
meant was: "We listened to you". The soldier would then
move to Ft. Polk, spending thousands of dollars out of his
pocket, and then return to Germany 18 months later, Paul
said he would have none of that. Once he came down on
orders for ¥Ft. Polk, he used his contacts and called around
until he found the decision maker, the one person who could
change his orders, who was an administrative specialist just
like him, and convinced him to cancel those orders.

Anita said: "Either you work over the system, or the
system will work you over," She said that soldiers and
families don't ask enough questions. They don't know what
they want to do. They have no idea what is out there.

Anita said that one of the greatest sources of information
for soldiers, and their families, if they choose to read it,
is the Army Times.

They had a cynical discussion about the role of the
Army in interfering in family life. Paul said that the MP's
had the right to barge into his quarters any time they
wanted to. He did not like that, and said that they should
only be able to do that if they have probable cause, just as
in the civilian world. They both said that the Army is
trying to regulate other areas of private life, such as

smoking, drinking, eating, and sex, with the Army cxtending

beyond the bounds of being prepared for "readiness". They
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definitely do not want to be manipulated by the systemn.
Paul said that soldiers think that if you send them to

a social agency, you are punishing them. Part of his reason
was in the way the Army sets goals to attack certain
problems, For example, the Army has said: "Get the
drinkers, get the queers, get the dopers, get the dummies,
get the fatties."™ He doesn't see the Army as trying to help
soldiers, but to get rid of them. The Army finds out about
a problem a scldier has, and then gets rid of him., 1In
addition, Paul saw decision making in the Army sometimes as:

"if I do this, who am I going to piss off?" This doesn't

lead to much esprit de corps. But it does lead to
conformity, as conformity is a coping method to deal with
these views of the Army.

These are serious charges, and this is a serious
cynical attitude. When asked why they stay in, they said
they liked the Army; they liked to complain about its
shortcomings; they liked to do a good job.

Achlevement-via-Conformity families believe in a

:.L 1

f% system, but in a different way. They believe they are

Y

L} outside of the system and must manipulate it to get their
s

t:“ rewards. They do not see themselves working with or within
o = . .

-ix the system. This family type can best be called

e

13- "manipulators". 7The husband in this family knew what he
Y ~

. .}A“

%? wanted, and he worked outside, not with or inside the

2

-
Y3
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system, to get there. He was organized under the
Achievement-via-Conformity cluster. His spouse was
organized under a different subcluster, expressive-
independence. Because of this, this family had a very hi.uh
incongruence standard score of 8¢. However, il appears that
these two systems were compatible for them. Therefore, this
family was considered to best fit under the Achievement-via-
Conformity cluster. Both subclusters fit under the Personal

Growth Dimensions.

5. Structure-Oriented Families (Lonyg, Ronson, Tinley,
Spenser, Ryerson, Onley).

S5ix of our families fit under the Structurc-Oriented
cluster. These families are oryanized under the systems-
maintenance dimensions, have above average scores on
organization and control, and thercfore place high emphasis
on these two scales. This was the largest cluster group of
the Army family sample, and is presented last. We will look

at an outline of their style and their interviews.

A. Goals (incluaes wants):

These families view the Army as the end goal. In other
words, the Army provides them with the things they want.
Since they are so involved with the system, the other

categories become goals too.
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B. Organization (includes structure):
These familics view themselves in and of the structire

of the Army They work with and within the Army system.

C. Management (includes control):
These families feel they have considerable control over

their destiny.

D. Syster (includes view of community):
These families see themselves as being a part of tle

system, and a part of the community, as they know it.

- Ryerson Family (John & Doris)

John Rycrson is a Warrant Officer (CW-=-3) who has been
in the Army for 18 years, and he works as a computer
specialist. He 1s 4¢ years old., le grew up in a career
Army family, where he met Doris, who was living »n the same
Army base with her carcver Army family. After high school,
they married; then he got drafted. BAfter his two year
obligated tovur in the Army, he got out and worked at a bLiank.
after two years of civilian life, he rejoined the Army.

boris Ryerson works for the Army as the local community
services director. She has almost 2¢ years of federal civil
scervice, and has been working for the Army since before her

marriage. They live in a three bedroom private rental housec
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in the Federal Republic of Cermany. The Ryerson's have two
children, ages 15 and 11. This family has moved 7 times in
K their 18 vyear shared military career, with four of those
moves overseas, three to Germany for the vwhole family, and

one unaccompanied tour for Frank in Viet Nam.

- Onley Family (Robert & Helga)

Robert Onley is a Sergeant First Class (kE~7) who has
been in the Army for 17 years, and he works as a microwave
technician and supervisor., He originally joined the Army to
avoid the draft and to receive speciazlized training. He

discovered he liked the Army and has stayed. He met Helga,

2 German cltizen, while ne was stationed in Germany wn his

N . . -

o first tour. Robert was 34 years old at the time of the
o

i

- interview,

Helga works as a relocation manayer for the local Army

19}

r
- communlity. Previously, sae has worked as a German language
g
b':;"v'
e, . ; .
N teacher. They have two children, aqges 13 and 1¢. Jdhey live
»,n
1"'--‘
';“ in their own three hedroom townhouse near Robert's unit in
\l\,.'l . - . . .
ot Germany. This fawmily has moved geven times i thelir 15 year
e
“
T shared military carcer, with threc of those moves being
NN .
,..'(' ; - . . . -
": vverseas for kobert, four being overseas for Helga.
g
RS
"
hEN
n-‘f)“ . .
W ~ Spenscr Family (Phil &« Sandra)
o ~w
oy
Y Phil Spenser 15 a Mastoer Sergeant (£-8) who hos beon i
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B the Army for 19 yecars, and works as an administrative

b

Dow specialist in a personnel office. He was originally drafted
v-_'

'ﬂ into the Army, but decided to stay. He was 38 years old at
- the time of the interview.

(=7

=l . . - . .

T Sandra Spenser 15 a housewife. She met Phil while she
b

-, =

b C e .

-~ was visiting hcer brother in the Army. They have been

)

[ . . ' .

F married 12 years, and she takes care of their threce

X\ . .

:4 children, ages 1¢, 7, and 5 years old. The Spenser's live
,*:(:.

'ﬁj in a third fioor, four bedrcom stairwell apartment ir the

® Heidelberg military community, where they have been for four
rv;

- years. The Spenser's have moved 4 times in their 12 year
M

-

o PR .

}{ shared military carccr, with two of those moves overseas,
L :
e one to Germany for the whole family, and onc unaccompanicd
=
e A

" tour for Phil in Korea.
oY
Y | - Tinley Family (Gerry and Paula)
X

fy Gerry Tinley is a Sergecant-Major (F-9) who has been in
’l

i , . :

S the Army for 260 years. He is a medilc, and currently holds
= an adminlistrative position. He enlisted in the Army when he
~un

B, .
el was 18 because he neceded a job, and he wanted to gebt away
x':': .

o from his houmetown. Gerry was 45 years old at Lthe time of
o

®. the Interview.
Iy
%% Faula 1s a supply clerk; she has worked for the Army
e

o since her marriage,  She marriced Gerry when he relurned §rom

o

-
e
“" L]

basic training. They have three chiidren, ages 25, 24, and
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21. The Tinley's live in a government leased townhouse in
the Federal Republic of Germany. The Tinley's have moved

seven times in thelr shared 26 year wilitary career, with

five of those moves overseas, tiaree of those keing

unaccompanied (Viet Nam twice and Korea).

-~ Long Family (Ron and June)

Ron Long is a Staff Sergeant (E-6) who has bheen in the
Army for 12 years. Hec works as a dental lab techrnician and
makes dentures, and has been in his present assignment for
three years. kon had prior military service when he was
drafted into the Marine Corps. &After he got out, he
returned home and married June, who he had known since high
achool. After o year, for cconomic reasons, he enlisted in
the Army. Ron was 36 years old at the time of the
interviaw.

June Long works as a teacher, and has taught adult
Lbasic skills education at several Army bases worldwide.

They live in a threc bedroom townhouse in an enlisted

housing arca on Ft, Sheridan. The Long's have three

po4

children, ages 11, 8, and 4 years old. ‘'They have moved five

times in thelr shared 12 year military carez2r, with two of

g
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~ Ronson Family (Ira and Joan)

Ira is a Major (0-4) who has been in the Marine Corps
for 15 yvears., He is an infantry officer, but is currently
assigned as a staff officer on an Army post. He received
his commission in the Marines from a Reserve Officer's
Training Coxps (ROTC) program while in college. He was 37
years old at the time of the interview.

Jocan Ronson 1s a housewife. She met Ira in college;
they married at graduation. They live in their own home in
northern Illinois, where they have been for one year. They
have been married for 15 years, and they have four children,
ages 13, 11, 9, and 7. The Ronson's have moved 12 times in
their shared 15 year military career, with two of those

moves being overseas.

GOALS

Structure-Oriented families stand by themselves because

IS . o ] : i y
they are so heavily invelved in the sys

v L —aa

‘om and svstem
ystem vstem

maintenance. Tt 1s difficult to sort out the categories of
Gouals, Organization, Management, or System, as thesc
categories are intertwined and interrelated. Feor example,
some management (control/autonomy) is of in itself a goal,
so that our cateqgories of "goal" and "control" become alunst
synonymous.  Rather than deal with these familics in the

same analytic framework as the other groups, it is necessary
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to combine analytic categories, just as these families do in
their daily life.

In many ways, some of the families in this group tend
to become the "super families" of Army communities. 1In
general, they believe in the Army system, and believe they
are a part of that system, working within it to make their
lives better. These six families are system feedback types,
where the Army is viewed as an end gcal. For example, the
Tinley family, a Black family, sees the Army as an end goal.
They have made sacrifices for the system, and now are
reaping the rxewards. Coming from a poor socio-economic
background, they have definitely used the Army as a lever
for upward mobility, not only for themselves, but for wboth
of their familiefiwﬁ?hey have achieved this by presenting
themselves as successful role models to younger siblings and
thus convinced others of the rewards of the military
lifestyle. Six of their family, by their urginyg, have
joined the military.

The Ryerson family scees the Army as a systen that
provides rewards too. They also sce themselves in that
system, and they feel they can work inside the system to
maxe it better. Both have dedicated their careers to the
system. In return, the Army has provided them theirx

financial, educational, travel, and scensce of belonging

-~

needs., A goal for them, and also for most of the families,
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is the need to belong to the system,

These families, in general, want to belong to the Army
community, either at the macro-level (Army or community
wide) or at the micro-level (in their small unit). They
have a need for a sense of being and a sense of belonging.
Many of them want to be tapped to work in the system, some
officially, some unofficially.

For example, Doris Rycrson said: "The Army is a Jjob,
not a way of life. But our goal is to make the Army a
better place to live. 1 believe in the propaganda of the
family. 7Things have changed since VOLAR [volunteer Army]."
She described the purpose of her job to reduce the stress of
relocation, help families make decisions, aund provide
respite care from situational stress, all areas where there
is consensus that "improvement of the system" is needed.

Because of her experience in the United States her first
time, Helga Onley developed the Families Learning About
Germany (FLAG) program. She knew that families needed an
introduction to the host nation and a military orientation.
She said:  "The way to develop this sense of belonging in
Army families is for the Army (unit commander) to say to
families: 'I believe in you, 1 will be there to assist you
and guide you.,' You can rcally work hard fer a guy like
that. This attitude must be conveyed to all family members,

~

that you are an ilwportant part of the Army family., Iamily
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members need to be involved in Army life, as a part of the
team. Tap into that pride. Approach family members, find
what they are capable of, formalize those skills."

One of the key items about these families was what they
expected from the Army. For example, the Ryerson's said
they haven't wanted or expected the Army to do anything for
them. Along with this view, they were willing to make some
sacrifices. Doris said that there were plenty of things
that she didn't like, things she didn't want to do,
dislocations that she didn't want to experience, but she
knew that she would have to do them.

The Onley's added that they nad some tough times in the

Army, but all in all, they nave enjoyed it. They are now
reaping the rewards from Army life. They have made life~
long friends, are now financially comfortable, and Robert
has learncd valuable skills that will allow him to find a
good Jjob when he retires from the Army. In fact, the Army
gave Robert structure and stability when he needed it most,
There 1s also an all-pervasive sense of community in

cach of these families. Fach family might do it differently
sce a diiference in "official" vs "unofficial" ideas, but
cach family did something. For example, Doris Ryerson added
that "thce Army is involved in the life of th=2 soldier and
his ggmily, a lot. Some people want entitlements, and then

hands off, Onec goes with the other."
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Along with this view of the system and the community,
these families want to be left alone when they want to bhe
left alone. The Ryerson's said they prefer not to live on
post. Doris said: "We have it all day long, we have to
deal with the bureaucracy. at home, we want privacy. I
want only one green suit coming through that door."™ John
said: "I want to take it off and leave it there",

Some of these families put their energies outside of the
Army community. The Ryerson's help built an English
speaking Baptist Church in a local German town. The Army
does not provide them with any suppcrt; they in fact,

support the Army in this regard.

Joan Rongson felt that community things are useful.
Everybody needs help. She was not involved with the Army
community, as tbey lived lived 20¢ miles from the fort, but
she was very aéfive in the local community.

There was a large concern, mainly with the wives, on the

issue of control, This group was the most vocal on the

topic of =pouse autonomy. This was a goal, too. Doris
Ryerson said that she wants the Army to treat her as a
responsible adult, but almost everything is based on the
military sponsor. 1In Europe, for example, only the sponsor
(i.e. the active duty soldicr) can open a bhank account, get
a loan, register a car, give a spouse permission to drive,

cetc., and she thinks that these policies perpetuate a

.
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dependency on the system where "scmebody's got to do it for
me'" . She considers this a type of welfare with the Army as
welfare agent. Her husband John said that it was a "green
suiter's world", leaders are always responsible for their
men, and the Army has devolved this argument to include the

soldier's responsibility for the family. Doris replied:

UL S T e g e

"If the soldier is responsible, then when the soldier is

gone the family has a hard time doing things., This develop.-

é dependency."
; June Long saw many problems with families in the
- military, mainly a non-awareness of women to the Army. She
‘ felt that the wife had the most responsibility for family
. 1ife, as the wife is home, and has to know how to seek help.
E In a successful family, the wife has skills, and makes
contacts with people, volunteers, and services.

Helga Onley said: “The Army rules all aspects of your

- life. The Army kills every ounce of personal initiative,

creativity is dampened. Army regulations say you will. . .
Everything 1s so structured by rank. You get in trouble for

initiative, so you don't ask. Army people are so

L - L

- conditioned nct to move--unless they are directed to obey.

They kill initiative, there is no positive reinforcement, so

R -k X

pecople won't do anything else. That is micro-management at
its worst. JFamilies say: 'You don't let me do anything on

my own; then you can do it for me.,' This lcads to the
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dependency model."

These families want the Army to continue. They want to
improve on the system "as they know it", and help perpetuate
the system in the way the system wants to be maintained.
These families are more likely to become the "“super
families" that the command loves, and become the "Army
Families of the Year". However, when improvement means
radical alteration, one suspects these families become the
most resistant, as these are the most enmeshed families in
the system. What are some of the reasons?

The ages of these families probably has much to do with

it. 1In general, these are elderly Army families, for the

average family in this group has been in the Aruny for 18
yzars. This is also our largest group of families. This
cluster might be the "ideal" end product of almost twenty
vears of socialization in the Army system. These families
have probably gone through some of the other stages. They
most likely have viewed, as our Expression famlly 4did, the
Army as a means to an end goal. A major difference between
the two clusters is one of control/autonomy. BAs Expression
families gain rank and therefore control 2ver their lives,
they might approach this cluster type. One can wonder what
the Warner family will be like fiftcen years from now.

It would be interesting for further rescarch to sce if

junior/mid career families exhibit elements of this
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developmental style. This would indicate that coping styles
are not "fixed", but are a phased relationship of life
stages. This can be a topic of further research on the

coping styles of Army families.

summary:

With these fiQe groups of families, we have a spectrum
of people's needs and attitudes, with the Apathetic-
Independence fumilies on one end. In general, these
families want the Army te provide almost all of their needs,
from providing friends to preserving social mores. To best
serve them, the Army needs tc provide complete, easy
programs for them, and indeed, a variety of existing Army
programs fit these families.

The other groups of families are on the other end of
the spectrum. In general, these families want to be

provided with what they consider their just rewards, and

r

h narates thegse arouns from each

mw 1T AfFdb Aalnann
RO 2Ol ralialeos LIe=e S o
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other is their involvement with the Army system. The
Expression-Oriented families feel a lack of control cver the
system, but also feel the system will take care cf them.
They get involved mostly with their small work-based units,
as they are most comfortable at that level. 1In gcneral,

these are junior and mid-level families, and this cluster

type might be the first stage or a passing stage for them as
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they spend more time in the Army and begin making a more
reasoned choice about whether or not to pursue the military
as a career., To best serve them, the Army needg to
encourage and provide resources for small unit cohesion.
These families need to feel they have some control over
their small unit activities, as they generally feel that
they do not have much control over tne formal Army system,

The Expression Conflict Oriented families are somewhat
different. They feel that they have to fight the system for
what they want. It i: hard to provide any special
considerations for these families, as they tend to want to
fight the system, regardless of the ease of access.

The individual personal growth dimension families feel
that they have to work for what they want. They gain, not
so much from the structure of the system, but through their
individual efforts. They have to feel that they can master
the system, The Army needs to provide programs aimed
towards personal development that these families can use to
grow. The off~duty education program is one such program
that the Army provides.

Finally, the Structure-Oriented Families feel they can
influence the system. They not only become intimately
involved with the system, but also they need to feel that
they belong to it, since it provides the basic structuring

of their lives, The Army needs to azllow thesec families to
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work for the system, since they make the best organizational
K workexrs (from staff duty officers to volunteers) the Army

N can get.
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APPENDIX A: FAMILY QUESTIONNAIRE

Family Questionaire for

Normative Data Soldier Spouse

Occupation

Years in Army

Rank

Spouse ever in military?

Sex

Education

Age

Race

Nationality

Religion

Years Married

Years shared military experience

# of times married

# of children, ages, gender

From military family?

Siblings in military?

How long here?

Housing Here?

Number of pCS's?

Number of Overseas Assignments?

Command Sponsored?

Concurrent Travel?
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Family Name Date
Ask: "What have you seen as major problems in being an Army
family?" After some discussion, stop. Talk about one

problem in detail,

Problem Identified

Ask them:

1. Why 1is this a problem?

2. How many times have you encountered this problem?

3. Tell me how you handled this problem. How did you
succeed, or try to succeed?

4. What help did you get for this problem? From whom?
From the Army?

5. What resources were available?

For each problem:
1. How they.....
2. Time

3. Resources usced
4. Type of success
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When they get stuck, use these questions as stimulators:

~Tell me about how you moved to this military community.

joined here.
- Questions about decision making in their family.

~What do you want the Arxmy to do for your family
specifically?

-What do you want the Army to do for families in general?
~-Uncertainties.

-Tell me about the spouse finding a job.

-Tell me about child care,

-Have you had major family separations? Did what?

-Tell me about housing. ©Cn/off base

-Tell me about moving.

-What are your recommendations for improvement of the

system?
-What is the difference between 'official' and 'not
cfficial' Army help? Mandatory social events?

-What does the Army owe you?

~What do you do to make new friends when you report tc a
post?

-Hlow do you become part of the community?
-Is there a caste system in the Army?

-Tell me about medical/dental care.

b PO A o T o TP SR N o S N g T T TV ke « o
R S R R L LN T A L L R Lo o IR P st T A f o o

-Tell me about the clubs, organizations, etc., that you have

new




Y l\vl
AP L)
LI N B S W W VIR~ B

2

=S
.

PP SRS

O
S %
x

ol

237

Family Name Date

List of Generic Problems
1. Wwhat do you think are problems that Arxrmy families face?

2. What do you think the sources of assistance are for
families?

(Make list)

Then give PFE® and self addressed envelope.
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APPENDIX B

FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE, FORM R (REALISTIC)
Rudolf H. Moos

Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
577 College Ave.,
FPalo Alto, California 94306

Instructions:

There are 90 statements in this booklet. They are
statements about families. You are to decide which of these
statements are true of your family and which are false.

Make all your marks on the separate answer sheets. 1If you
think the statement is True or mostly True of your family,
make an X in the box labeled T (true). 1If you think the
statement is False or mostly False of your family, make an X
in the box labeled F (false).

You may feel that some of the statements are true for some
family members and falsc for others. Mark T it the
statement is true for most members. Mark F is the statement
1s false for most members. If the members are evenly
divided, decide what is the stronger overall impression and
answer accordingly.

Remember, we would like to know what your family scems like
to you, So do not try to figure out how other members sece
your family, but do give us your general impression of vyour
family for each statement.

QUEGTIONS:

1. Family members really help and support one another.

2. Famlily members often keep their feelings to themselves.

3. We fight alot in our family,.

4. We don't do things on our own very often in our family.

5. We feel it is important to be the best at whatever you
do.

6. We often talk about political and social problems,

7. We spend most weekends and evenings at home.

8. Family members attend church, synagogue, or Sunday

School fairly often.
9. ~Rctivities in our family are pretty carefully planned.
1¢. Family members are rarely ordered around.
11, We often seem to be killing time at home.
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We say anything we want to around home,

I"amily members rarely become openly angry.

1l4. In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be

independent.

15. Getting ahead in life is very important in our family.

We rarely go to lectures, plays or concerts,

17. Friends often come over for dinner or to visit.

We don't say prayers in our family.

We are generally very neat and orderly.

20, There are very few rules to follow in our family.

21. We put a lot of energy into what we do at home.

22. It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without upsetting

somecbody.

Family members sometimes get so angry they throw things.

24, We think things out for ourselves in our family.

25. low much money a person makes 1s not very important to
us.

26. Learning about new and different things is very
important in our family.

27. Nobody in our family 1s active in sports, Little League,
bowling, etc.

28. We often talk about the religious meaning of Christmas,

Passover, or other holidays.

It's often hard to find things when you need them in our

household.

There is one family member who makes most of the

decisions.

31. There is a feeling of togetherness in our family.

32. We tell each other about our personal problems.

Family members hardly ever lose their tempers.

We come and go as we want to in our family.

We believe in competition and "may the best man win."

3,. We are not that interested ir cultural activities.

37. We often go to movies, sports events, camping, ctc.

We don't believe in heaven or hell.

39. Being on time is very important in our family.
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; 4¢:. There are set ways of doing things at home.

- 41. We rarely volunteer when something has to be done at
home.

o 42, 1f we feel like doing something on the spur of the

- moment we often just pick up and go.

- 43, Family members often criticize each other,

;f 44, 'there is very little privacy in our family.

- 45. We always strive to Jdo things just a little better the
) next time.

e 46, We rarely have intellectual discussions.

:Q 47. Lveryone in our fawmily has a hobby or two.

T 48. fMamily members huve strict ideas about what is xight and
‘ﬁ wrong,

49, People change thelr minds often in our family.
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56.
57.

53,

59
60.
61.
62.

63,

69,
7.
Tl.
12.
73.
4.
75,
76.
17.
78.
YER
84.
81i.

82,

83.

There 15 a strong emphasis on following rules in cur
family.

Family members really back each other up.

Somecne usually gets upset if vou complain in our
family.

Family members sometimes hit each other.

Fanily members almost always rely on themselves when a
problem comes up.

vamily members rarely worry about job promotions, school
grades, etc.

Someone in our family plays a musical instrument.
Family members are nct very involved in recreational
activities oucside work ovr schoal,

We beliecve there are zome things you just have to take
cn faith.

Family mempers make sure their rooms are neat.

Fveryoie has an egqual say in family decisions.

"here 1s very little group spirit in our family.

Moriey and paying bills is openly talked about in our
family.

I1f there's a disagreement in our family, we try hard to
smcoth things over and keen the peace.

Family mempa2rs strongly encourage each other to stand up
for their riahts.,

In our family, we don't try that hard to succeed.
Family members often go to the library.

Family members sonmctimes attend courses or take lessons
for some hobby or interest (outside of school).

In our family each person has different ideas about what
is right and wrong.

Each person's duties are clearly defined in our family.
We can do whatever we want to in our family.

We really get aloung well with each other,

We are usually careful about what we say to each other.
Family members often try to one-up or out-do ecach other.
1tis nard to be by vyoursell wiinout hurting socmcone's
feelings in our houschold.

"Work bLefore play" is the rule in our family.

Watching T.vV. is more important thap rcading in our
fomily.

Family members go out a lot.

The Bible is a very important book in our home,

Moncy is not handled very carcfully in our family.
Kules arce pretty inflexible in our houschold,

There is plenty of time and attention for everyone in
our family.

There arce a lot of spontauncous discussions in our
ffamily.

In our family, we beliceve you don't get anywhere by
raising your voice.
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84, We are not really encouraged to speak up for oursclves
in our family.

85. Family members are often compared with othexrs as to how
well they are doing at work or school,

26, Family members really like music, art, and literature.

2£7. Our main form of entertainment is watching T.V. or
listening to the radio.

88. Pamily members believe that if you sin you will be
punished.

9. Dishes are usually done immediately after eating,

9¢. You can't gct away with much in our family.
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APPENDLIX C. FAMLLY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILES

(In alphabetical order)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Jack & Betty Arnold

50::::::::1—:::::-{—::::3:\:1-::::::: ==immmdmgfeimodemme

40— - e A= et et A +~-
30-——=~—- b= Fo——— = F————— to——— t=mm— t——— e t-=— oo E

20——==~=- o - to———= t—=—- fe———= e Fm—m—— i e et

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 60 66 43 49 41 61 45 36 56 37 (x)

C K C I A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C G R 0
H P N D H T T R G N
| R ¥ E 1 E 1 A A T
' E L p E L % L N R
] 5 1 E % L E - 1 0
0 1 ¢ N E K - R 7 L
N v T B! M C R A A
K K ¥ T E L gl
N N N U C 1 1
I C T A R G 0
S |1 L ¥ I N
s A 0
T U
S ———
(RELATLIONSIITIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS
MALNTENANCE)

FAMLILY INCONGCRUYENCE SCORE: 55
RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 47
CLUSTER TYPE: EXPRESSTON-ORLENTED (KELATLONSULP)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

LA -~ 2 T

NAME: Jack & Betty Arnold

.0 -_’I.". 7‘}.

<

Tl Al i B W

STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 60 73 43 45 53 53 43 46 64 45 (x)

P — 3 W
R NN R LA - o e i R g LA

WIFE 60 60 43 53 28 A 43 26 43 32 (o)
C E c 1 A 1 KH 0 C

A 0 X 0 N C N i 0 R 0

o i P N D 1l T 1 R G N

: £ R ¥ ) 1 ¥ I A A T

$ E L p L L v L N R

) 1 S 1 ) v L ¥, - 1 0

. 0 1 C N i ¥ - R 7 L
A N v I b M C R E A ¥
L K E I i 1 L. T i
B N N N u C 1 I -
:j E C ) A R G 0

p S I L E 1 N
1 5 A 0 .
» it U . |
2 S __
- (RELATIONSHIP)  (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSTON) — (SYSTEKS i
o - MATNTENANCE)

g FAMILY INCONGRULNCE SCORE: 59
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) N

~ 1 Y .
el St




i

v T
PR

FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

hidb:s Barl & Dawn Bridgeton

VRS SEATIRS

T
I
+
!
)
J
\
-+
|
;
I
|
+
i
i
i
i
!
1
1
1
I

v BT el et B e ¢

ﬁ_," L) mmmm e N m e e N A= A
~

X
o
i
|
1
\
§
!
i
+
!
i
t
{
!
1
|
|
ﬁ.
]
]
-
+
+
1
{
)
-+
1
}
|
i
{
+
i
|
|
1
|
+
I
}
|
1
=

o e W

o T .
a

o
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STANDARD SCORES
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FAMTLY 46 34
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FAMILY INCONGRUXNCE SCOKRE: 49
RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 49
CLUSTER TYPE: APATHETIC-INDEPENDENCE
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Earl & Dawn Bridgeton

80-- + ===t

+

R e e

-+

STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 46 41 43 62 35 52 53 41 59 59 (x)

WIFE 46 28 54 45 35 41 43 41 42 48 (o)
C E C I A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
! u P N D H T T R G N
My E R ¥ E I F. 1 A A T
) S E L P Y. L v L N R
Q. 1 s 1 i v 1, 5 - 1 0
n 0 I o N i E - R / L
f& N v T D M C R ) A
s E i E B L L T
) N N N U C 1 1
{j E C T A R G 0
s b L L L N
FL S A 0
- U
' S
Ty (RELATIONSHIP)  (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION)  (SYSTLMS
i - MATNTENANCE)
FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 49
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Larry & Betty Brown

h)——————

30-—mmmmm

20=—~—=—~ et e e e e S e fromme A

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 64 60 43 57 63 70 48 44 50 56 {(x)

c E C I A I A M 0 C
0] X 0 N c N C O R 0
H p N D 11 T T R G N
I R ¥ I T E I A A T
S K L p E L v L N R
I S 1 E v L E - I 0
0 1 C N B E - R 7 L
N v T D M C R I A
I E I T E L i
N N N U C I I
E C T A R G 0
S E L E I N
S A 0
T U
S
(RELATIONSUIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS

MAINTERANCE)
FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORK: 36
RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCKE SCORE: 47
CLUSTER TYPE: ACHLEVEMENT GRIENTED-VLA-INDEPENDENCLE (PERSONAL GROWTH)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALTISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Larry & Betty Brown

80—- + it L S
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i
i
i
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1
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60=—=———-
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n
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-3 30=m=mmmm o o e o fmmmmn e fmmmmm T e +=——FE
K
‘}‘: 20=~—=——— = R et e o et N et S s e et
g STANDARD SCORES:
ol
- HUSBAND 68 60 43 62 60 70 48 51 53 54 (x)
-‘L",
2:,/_2' WIFE 60 60 43 53 66 70 48 36 43 59 (o)
C 3 C 1 A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N o N c 0 R 0
H P N ) H T T R G N
E R F E I E 1 A A T
S E L P i L v L N R
1 S 1 I Vv I E - 1 0
. 0 I c N E E - R Z L
- N v T D M C R K A
i K 3 E T E L T
2 N N N U c I 1
\ ¥, C T A R G 0
S E L E 1 N
S A 0
g T U
.:‘\ S
N (RELATIONSHIP)  (PERSONAL GROWTIH DIMENSLION)  (SYSTEMS
" - MAINTENANGE)
% FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 36
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Peter & Carla Burke

80-~—~—=- fm———— o i Sl t+ = + Homm
70— +=—m——t +

60-—-—--—— o tomm—— S

50=======t==as=t===s=tofe=sta=post=s===

STANDARD SCORES

FAMLLY 31 44 38 70 32 46
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C E C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N c N C 0 R 0
i p N ) il T T R G N
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_.,_-Jf‘ S E L P E L v L N R

- 1 S ! E ' L E - I 0

”'x; 0 I C N E E - R 7 L

(a0 N v T D M C R E A
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o0 S E L E 1 N
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- T U

by s

B (RELATIONSHIP) {PERSONAL CROWTH DIMENSICN) (SYSTEMS

::-.: MAINTENANCE)

< FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 53

e RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 67

;f* CLUSTER TYPE: INDEPENDENCE~APATHEL1IC (PERSONAL GROWTH)
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’(.7- FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE {(REALISTIC FORM)

\ HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

Sl

AN

::,‘\ NAME: Peter & Carlfa Burke
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5 Y Hommmmt + .L et S i et S
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. L

R

) R
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g E
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N STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 31 41 32 70 41 41 37 72 48 48 (x)

'ﬁ WIFE 31 47 43 70 22 52 59 62 31 48 (o)
3 C E C 1 A I A M 0 C
o~ 0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
B 13 P N D H T T R G N
s E R F E 1 E 1 A A T
Vo S E L P E L v L N R
. 1 s 1 E v L ¥, - 1 0
i 0 I c N E K - R 7 L
o N v T D M C R E A

o E ¥ I T % L T
o N N N u c 1 1
he! E o T A R G 0

.f‘ S E L K 1 N

iyt S A 0

A I U

S

*: "(RELATIONSHIP)  (PERSONAL GKOWIH DIMENSION)  (SYSTEMS
b S‘ - MAINTENANCE)
’- FAMTLY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 53




FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND /WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: John & Lynn Carlson

STANDARD SCORES

- - FAMILY 68 60 51 45 50 58 59 67 56 59 (x)
o C E C i A I A M 0 ¢
e 0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
;ﬂ H P N D H I T R G N
" E R ¥ E I L I A A T
L S E L P E I v L N R
[ 1 S I E v L E - I 0
5 0 1 c N F. > - R z L
N v T D M C R B A
E E B I E L T
N N N U C 1 I
E c T A R G 0
S E L E I N
S A 0
T U
S

(RELATIONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSIOD

-~

) (SYSTEMS
MALNTENANCE)

FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 46

RESEANCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 39

CLUSTER TYPE: STRUCTURED MORAL-RELIGLOUS (PERSONAL GROWTI)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: John & Lynn Carlson

20-—————— F———— e e —— e +m———— Fm Fmm——— = e -

STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 68 66 48 45 41 58 48 67 48 59 (x)

WIFE 68 54 54 45 60 58 70 67 64 59 (o)
c E C 1 A I A M 0 C
0] X 0 N c N C 0 R o)
H P N D H T T K G N
E R ¥ E I E I A A T
S E L P E L \Y L N R
I S 1 E v L E - 1 0
0 1 C N E K - R Z L
N \' T D M C R I A

) E E T E 1, T
N | N U C I 1
E c T A R G 0
S I L 2 I N
5 A 0
T U
S

(RELATIONSHLP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENS1O!

=

) (SYSTEMS
MAINTENANCE)

~—r

FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 46
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTLIC FORM)
HUSBAND /WIFE STANDALRD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Ron & Susan Kingsly

BO=mmem = e At e 4o s frmm e S e Ao

20==mmmm L e o e Fmmm o e Ao Ao b

STANDARD SCORES

TAMILY 34 37 43 41 47 26 32 i1 37 45 (x)

C I I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C M o 0 R
i P N D H T r R G N

_ I R ¥ E I E 1 A A T

f 5 E L P ¥ L v 1 N R
] S I o \ 1 I - 1 0
0 1 C N E i - R y/ L
N Y T ) M C K K A

i E K T ¥ L T

[ N : o U C 1 T

- ] C T A R G 0

A 3 L L ] 1 N

5 S A 0

- T U

. s

C (RELATLONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSTON) (SYSTRMS

MALHTENANCE)

X FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORK: 42
N RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCOKE: €1
CLUSTER TYPLE: APATHETLC (RESULT Lr DWI?)
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PAMILY ENVIRONMENYT SCALE PROFILE (RFALLSTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

i
3 NAME: Kon & Susan Kingsly
3 Qs fmmmmm o " + : + T e pmmmenm e
7Q=mmmmmm e fm————i +--
6Q-——mm R e e -
I ’w‘ 50 ==mmmmmdros TS e s oo
.0
N
K&
£
A3
, @
. li,
"
o

STANDARD SCORES:
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g TN
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(RELATLONSHLE) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSTON) (SYSTLMS
HMATJITENANCE)

FAMILY LHCONGRUENCE SCORE: 42




FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FOKM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

X NAME: Ron & June Long
B 80—=m——-- R amtatte o + -t 1 t e === e frm——e
- 70-=—~==== e tmm e b

1] 6" ——————— PRl SEETE P SR
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C ¥ C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
i g N D 1 T T R G N
I 18 )3 I I | 1 A A T
S I, L P ] L \% L N R
1 S 1 E v L E - 1 0
0 I C N K I - I /, L
N \Y T b M C R L A
K, K | T I 1. T
N N N U C 1 1
¥, C T A R G 0
S I 1, E 1 N
S A 0
I U
: 5
R (RELATLONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS
. MATH CERANCE)
: FAMLILY LHCONGRUENCE SCORE: 59
. RESEARCHER THCONGRUENCE SCORE: 49
"' CLUSTER TYPE: STRUCTURE~ORLENTED (SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMEWT SCALE PKOFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED
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> WIFE 60 54 32 28 41 58 37 6/ 70 54 (o)

(RELATLONSUIPY  (PERSONAL GROWTH DIAENSION)  (SYSTEMS
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FAMLLY LNCOHGEUENCE SCORE: 59
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Robert & llelga Onley

BQm=mmmmm e e = e tmmmm—t

+

50=====wc4=am==4=

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 68 57 40 45 60 €4 40 72 70 56 (x)

C B C 1 A I A M 0 C
O x O N C N C 0 R 0
H P H b I T T R G N
E R ¥ I 1 I 1 A A T
S I I. P E L % L N R
1 5 ] J vV L I - 1 0]
0] 1 C N I I - R Z I
N v g D H C R E A
)i i I T K L T
N N N U C I I
1 C T A R G 0]
5 ¥ L K I N
5 A 0
T U
S

(RELATIONSHIPY  (PLRRSONAL GROWTH DIMENSIONY  (SYSTEMS
MAINTENANCE)

=

FAMILY IHCONGRUENCE SCORE: 40
RESEARCHER INCONGRULNCE SCORE: 36
CLUSTER TYPE: STRUCTURE-ORLENTED (SYSTEMS MALNTENANCE)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE {(REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Robert & Helga Onley

BO~=—mmmm Hemmmm pmemm—t
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————— R L e < mm e — =}
Q
{

/\ / N R
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modm=nmndm= SRS e e I o St o
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30===mm o fm—mem e Fo— Fmmmm— e e prm e fomiem s PR E
20 mmmmm e s e S = e L e emns R
STANDARD SCORES:
LLUCBAND 68 60 32 36 60 64 48 77 70 59 (x)
WIFE 68 54 48 53 60 64 32 72 70 54 (o)
C . C 1 A i A M 0 C
o] X 0 N C N C 0 R o
I P N D U i T KR G N
E R ¥ K 1 I I A A e
S K L p B j v L ] R
1 S 1 ¥, v L o - 1 0
0 1 c N I B, - R vA L
N Vv T D M G Y. E A
ki K 1 T K L §
N N N ] ¢ 1 1
1 C ] A R ¢ 0
S I L i 1 N
S A 0
T U

2

o
(KELATTIORSHIP) ~ (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) — (SYSTEMS
MALHTENANCE)

-~

FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 40
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALLSTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Ira & Joan Ronson

BO=-mmmm A m g e Hmmmrm e 1 e A e S

KRB OZ

2)mmmmmem Hmmm N ittt e

STARLARD SCORES

TAHILY 68 54 48 62 47 70 56 67 67 70 (x)

C i C I A it A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
1 D N D i I T R G N
E R ¥ E I | I A A T
S E L P K L. v L N R
1 S 1 F v L I3 - 1 0
0 I C N E K - R Z L
N v T D M C K 1 A
K E F, T E 1. T
N N N U C 1 1
E C I A R G 0
5 £ L E 1 N
S A 0
) U
S
(RELATIONSHIP) { PERSONAL GROWTIH DIMENSION) ( SYSTEMS
MALNTENANCE)
FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 36
PISEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 40
CLISTER TYPE: STRUCTURED ORIENTED (SYSTEMS MALNTENANCE)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
« HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

;; NAME: Ira & Joan Ronson

HUSBAND 68 60 48 62 53 70 48 67 b4 70 (x)

WIFE 08 47 48 62 41 70 64 67 70 70 (o)
C E c I A I A M 0 c
A 0 X 0 N c N ¢ 0 R 0
& H v N ¥ U T T R G N
- k K ¥ Y. 1 E. i A A T
o S E L P K L v L N K
b 1 S I E v L E - 1 0
ﬂ_ 0 I c N L K - K Z L
- N v r D M C R I A
o B I L T ) 1. T
" N N N ] C 1 1
g R C T A R G 0
> S K L I 1 N
S A 0
T u
S

(RELATIONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTU DIMENSLON) (SYSTEMS
MALHTENANCE)
FAMILY INCONGKUENCE SCORE: 36
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALYSTIC FORM)
LLUSBAND /WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: John & Doris Ryerson

S

80—~ = ot

+

20-=—=—— = e e Fm S Sadalet tomm— = F~———= t=—— s

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 68 70 38 49 56 52 62 69 59 62 (%)
C | C 1 A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N c 0 R 0
3 P N D H T T R G N
J R F E I o I A A 7
S E L % E L v L N R
I S 1 E v L E - I 0
O 3 C N E | - R z L
N v I D | c R E A

I, | K T E L T
N N N U c 1 I
E c T A R G 0
S A L | I N
S A 0
T U
S
(RELATIONSHIP) (PERSONAT, GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS

MALNTENANCE)
FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 40
RESEAPCHER INCONGRUENCE, SCORE: 40
CLUSTER TYPE: STRUCTURE-ORIENTED (SYSTEMS MALNTENANCE)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: John & Doris Ryerson

+ t t A p e e e

8Q=m=mmmmm e

.{-

STANDARD SCORES:

T T e L A W T O o T L VR K o K e e T

HUSBAND 68 66 38 45 53 58 64 67 53 65 (x)

N WIFE 68 73 38 53 60 46 59 72 64 59 (o)
E C E C 1 A i A M 0 C
v 0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
i H P N D i T T R G N
o E R F E 1 K 1 A A T
- S £ L p E L v L N R
. 1 I E v L K ~ 1 0
» 0 1 c N E K - K Z L
» N \' T D M C R E A
. E ) E T E L T
¢ N N N U C 1 1
. L C T A R G 0

S E L E 1 N

S A 0

T U

- S
j (RELATLONSIIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS
Y - MAINTENANCE)
% FAMILY INCONGHUJENCE SCORE: 40
:
")
L]
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% FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
= HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED
;:3’ NAME: Tim & Eva Sandgrs
E 80 + + e Bt e T s f—— et F——=
k’ 70==mm—mm e i + o e g e ———~N

b | Rtk e e

2 o e

: — .
E [ —— TSI A— ¥ | + o M

:
-

x
p*
“

R
; A
K N
g ]
. 30 S At R i fomm g et E
1
) 20 ———t— e i Fm————t i e s a it 2
STANDARD SCORES
FAMILY 46 63 65 53 44 46 51 41 50 Sh (x)
C E C I A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
H P N D H T T R G N
E R F E 1 B 1 A A T
S E L p E L Y L N R
1 S I 13 vV L E - 1 0
0 1 C N ¥. E - R 7 L
N v T D M C R E A
| 13 1 T 7 L T
N N N U C 1 1
K ¢ I A R G 0
S E L E 1 N
S A 0
T ]
- S
(RELATIONSHIR) (PERSONAL CROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS

MAINTENANCE)

*I

. FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 63

9 RESEATCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: €9

g CLUSTER TYPE: EXPRESSIVE—CONFLICT (RELATIONSHIP)
k
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Tim & Eva Sanders

R S Y T

20--——==- s +m

+
+
)
+
|
]
1}
{
)
+
]
\
i
1
|
+
!
\
I
]
+
J
\
i
1
|
+
}
|
|
|
+

STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 60 73 65 53 35 52 59 46 42 51 (x)
WIFE 31 54 65 53 53 41 43 36 59 59 (o)
C E C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
i P N D H T T R c N
E R F E 1 E 1 A A T
S E | P F L Vv L N R
1 S I I v L I - 1 0
0 1 C N E E - R 7 L
N v T D M C R F, A
E E I T E L T
N N N U C 1 1
E C T A R G 0
S E L E 1 N
S A 0
T U
S

(RELATIONSUIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSIO!

=

) (SYSTFMS
MAINLENANCE)
FAMILY INCONGRULENCE SCORE: 63
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
RUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Bi1ll & Ann Smith

80—~--—~— t————- o = o ——— f—m——— Fmm g + ~t+~ t

_: 70——————— $————— +m———— +m———

iy

i Y — P e P F—

}‘1 50======= ==

I

- 40-—===~=

-

)

V‘l

g 30-—===—-

2

E 20-—mm——— to———— - tm———— F———— o = t~——— e —— o —— -
o STANDAKD SCORES

! FAMILY 46 54 54 i1 60 46 53 69 48 5 (%)
N C E C T A 1 A M 0 C

e 0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0

a H P N 15} i T T R G N

” E R F E 1 E 1 A A T

+ S E L P k, L \Y L N R

D 1 S 1 K Y L E - I 0

g 0 I C | 15 E - R v/ L

LA N v T D M C R E A

) E E E T E L T

- N N N U C 1 1

N E C T A R G 0

- S I L £ I N

iy S A 0

fa T U

:

N (RELATTONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS

' MAINTENANGE)
L FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 63

o RESEARCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 44

P. CLUSTER TYPE: EXPRESSIVE CONFLICT-ORLENTED (RELATIONSHIP)
]

~
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND /WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Bill & Ann Smith

STANDARD SCORES:

HUSBAND 60 60 48 36 60 58 59 72 59 54 (x)

y .‘z;ﬂmr\r\;'.rwn“‘lt‘nl!lnlnln ENENERRARANY MAFAVAIT N W SWYUNUNTVIAITAI AN KA KB RN W W R VWU R WO W B W SWR A 7as L LI MAAN = HANAURAURLS
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WIFE 31 47 59 45 50 35 48 67 37 65 (o)
C K C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
H P N D 3| T T R G N
B R ¥ E 1 ¥, 1 A A T
S K L P I i Y L N R
1 S I E \Y L I - 1 0
0 1 C N £ 13 - R A L
N v T D M C R K A

K F 1 T K L T
N N N U C I 1
¥ C g\ A R G 0
S £ 1. E T N
S A 0
T U
_ S
(RELATIONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTU DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS

MALNTENANCE)
FAMILY TNCONGRUENCE SCORE: 63
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FAMILY ENVIRGHMMENT SCALS PROFILE (REALISTLC FORM)
AUSBAND/WIFE STANUGARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Phil & Sgpdcanégﬁﬁser

O s E e S e i

T

_.*__..__..._

)
(’ T,

AN,

»

=

X,

X

STANDAKD SCORES

FAMILY 64 00 35 45 47 52 45 67 70 65 (x)

C | C I A I A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
H p N D 1 T T R G N
E K ¥ ¥ I E 1 A A T
S K L P I L v L N R
I S L A Vv 1L E - 1 0
0] 1 C N I K - R Z L
N V T )] M C R I A
E b I T ¥ L T
N N N U C I 1
I C T A R G 0
S E L E 1 N
S A 0
T U
S

(RELATLIONSUILE) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSIOb

=

) (SYSTEMS
MALNTENANCE)

FAMTLY 1NCONGRUENCE SCORE: 30

RESEATCHER 1INMCONGRUENCE SCORE: 42

CLUSTER TYPE: STRUCTURE~ORTENTED (SYSTEMS MALNTENANCE)



PAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALTSTLC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARLED

NAME: Phil & Sandra Spenser

§0==mmmmm e fmm et

-+
-+
i
I
1
i
+
1
1
]
|
|
+
[}
i
|
I
]
+
|
i
|
i
!
T
1
i
i
1

50=======4=m=== =L ==-}~=:===+=====+=£===+===>‘— —===+4m==== p==mm=tmmo

20-=—~—~= o e D A i frmmm e O oo e b

STANDARD SCORES:

HIUSBAND 60 60 38 45 47 46 43 67 70 65 (x)

WIFE 68 60 32 45 47 58 48 67 70 65 (o)
C I C 1 A i A M 0 C
0 % 0 H C N C O R 0
i P N D 1! T T R G N
k K ¥ |3 1 I 1 A A T

F L i N R
v L 7 1 0
19 K 7 L
M C E A
) T 1 T

U 1 1

A G 0

L N
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Zlin & O =~

(RELATIONSHID) (PEKSONAL GROWTH DLMENSIO

) (SYSTEMS
MATNTENANCE)

-

FarILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 30




FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

A
N
::,' NAME: Paul & Anita Strum
o
;i 8Qr—ma—mm +-———- +————= F=m e s ettt & L o Fmm— A
~—tm———— +——— e Foemm—— R Sadalesie N
0
___\’i::'—“.___\_____+ _____ e g M
A
L
:: ===xotmmamssdmm=mmbed s mindsmmm e dern = e srem iy
[+
:* ———t et —-+—-—74- ----- R Entidein A
L.{ N
)
v G
t————— fo——— e Fromm—— o = E
—————— B Eete e e S et ML

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 57 54 54 49 63 61 62 31 42 43 {x)

.rﬁ “..) L] ’
“ s 4":‘-\_' LAl Oy

oY C F C I A i A M 0 c
' 0 X 0 N c N C 0 Kk 0
) | P N D H T T R C N
Y i R ¥ E I | 1 A A T
2 S ¥ L p 1 L v L N R
rr 1 S I L v L K - T 0
7 0 1 c N K E - R Z L
[+ N v T D M C R ¥ A
., E E ] T E ) T
[ N N N U C I 1
o E C I A R G 0
o S k. L I 1 N
o S5 A 0
o T U
v S
- (RELATIONSHIP)  (PLRSONAL GROWTR DIMENSLON)  (SYSTEMS
v MALNTENANCE)
[ FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 80
r RESEARCHER LNCONGRUENCE SCORE: 65
;‘ CLUSTER TYPE: M=ACHLEVEMENT-VIA-CONFOKMITY/F=EXPRESSIVE INDEPENDENCE

)

-. i = I‘&l
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FAMLLY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (RFALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND /WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Eagl & Anita Strum

Y O NS Y R

o
e

B

wd

v 2= m e e e e fom e o e e 4 e 4o
'S
i% SYANDARD SCORES:

e HOSPAND ™ 46 34 59 &5 66 52 53 36 53 59 (x)
_;,',3:'1 WIFE 08 73 48 53 60 70 70 26 31 26 (o)
L}

- C ¥TC I A 1 A M C
(e 0 e 0 N c N C 0 0
N 8! P N I i \ T R N
w : S R ¥ | 1 I 1 A T
e S 3 1. p K L v R
ﬁé’ 1 S 1 L v L E
0 1 C il ¥ I - R L

LI v ’]_‘

1
ZO~=S>NHZ>0FxF0
<

R ) M C R E
- E ] B \ E L
Y N N N u C 1
o 2 ¢ T A R G
y 5 I L I I
NS S A 0
S T U
. (RELATLONSHLP)  (PERSONAL GKOWTH DIMENSION)  (SYSTEMS

~v

| S 0 A S
D

MAINTENANCE)

e,

FAMILY LNCONGRUENCE SCORK: 80

A

hm iy
2 ’
Qx’;x_"!:”g“

7
&

'1
L3
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FAMLLY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALLSTLIC FORM)
B

HISBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Gerry & Paula Tinley

80=—mmm—e e e Arm e e frrmmm e fm— - fmm——

30=~mmmmm e pommn
L R e et O e e e fmmmmm e

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 53

57 40 41 47 41 29 51

C E C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R U
1} P N b i T I R G N
K R F ¥, ] K I A A T
S 8 L P E L ' L N R
1 S 1 E v 1 E - 1 G
0 1 C N ¥ ] - R 7 L
N v T D M C R ) A
K K E I E L T
N N N U C 1 1
|0 C T A I G 0
S E L F, 1 N
5 A 0
T U
S
(RELATLONSHIE) {PERSONAL GROWTH LIMENSION) (SYSTEMS
MAINTENANCE)

FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 53
RESEATCHER INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 64

CLUSTER TYPE:

STRUCTURE-ORLENTED (SYSTEMS MAINITENANCE)




FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALLSTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Gerry & Paula Tinley

Y t————= +-———- tom——— F—mm—— to e o e S R it Fm——=

70=mmmmmm

N

20-———mm- 1

STANDARD

HUSBAND 53 60 38 26 53 35 37 46 59 37 (%)

WLFE 53 54 43 45 41 4€ 21 56 48 54 (o)
C F C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
il p N ) 1 I T R G N
I R ¥ ¥ ] } 1 A A T
S F L P i \Y L N K
1 5 1 K v L - 1 o
0 1 C N ¥, K - R z L
M v T D M ( R f A
L X L gl ¥ | T
N N N U C 1 1
I C ) A R G 0
S D I ¥, 1 N
S A 0
A U
S -
(RELATIONSHIP)  (PEKSONAL GROWTH DIMENS(ON)  (SYSTHMS
- MALNTENANCE)

FAMILY INCONGRUENCI SCORE: 53
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FAMILY FNVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Carl & Judy Wallin

YT o e s R pmm —m— e At e m

STANDARD SCORES

FAMITY O S6 S7 55 36 34 47 57 64 46 60 (%)

C E C T A I A M C C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
1 P N D H T T K G N
A R F E I o I A A T
3 K L P r L v L N R
1 S 1 o4 \% L | - I 0
0 I C N 14 E - R Z L
N \Y T I M C K ¥ A
I8 K I T E L T
N N N U C 1 1
14 C 1 A R 3 0
S |8 T 1 N
5 A 0
T U
S

(PRLATIONSALP)  (PERGONAL GROWTH DIMENGION)  (SYSTEMS
MATNLENANCE)

FAMILY JINCONGRUENCE SCORE: Sk

RESEARCHER LNCONGRUENCYE SCORE: 56

CLUSTER TYPE: EXPRESSIVE-ORLENTED (RELATLONSHLP)

273
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND /WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Carl & Judy Wallin

8Q-=mm—mm et A mmme o fomrom e = e e et S fmmmm prmm

7 Qe e e
60 ________ % _A%__ B B e o e e e e e — 4—-=
~ ~
- 50:::::::..—. ==.—-..<—--_1-}::é
:: \b/
[Qmmmrem e o o N et S
)
30mmmmmm o tmmm e e +N—-~ +-
N 20=memm e pmm e Hommm o N mmm poimm ettt SR e +
N STANDARD) SCORES:
.\l
I HUSBAND 59 67 Sz 36 22 39 55 66 57 62 (x)
i WIFE 53 &7 T 57 36 46 54 49 61 34 57 (o)
T T c ] A 1 A M 0 C
- 0 ! 0 Y C N ¢ O R 0
P i b N D Hi i ¥ R G N
) I K 15 } 7 k. 1 A A I
7 S ¥, L p 5 L v L i it
'f 1 S 1 K v L E - 1 0
. 0 1 C N I W - R Z L
. N v ) ) M o K r A
- I ] U T I L T
[ N N : U C T 1
5 i ¢ T A R G 0
,'. 5 5 ], I, ] H
5 A 0
o T U
(RELATIONSHLYP) (PLRSONAL GROWTIL DIMEHSION) (SYSTEMS
A - MALNTENANCE)
i’- FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCOKRE: 54
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2 FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILFE (REALISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFE STANDARD SCORES COMBINED

NAME: Billy & Susie Warnmer

8Q-——~—m= e e + et T el ST S Hmmmm

STANDARD SCORES

FAMILY 53 63 48 23 56 58 37 62 45 59 (x)

C E C i A i A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
u P N D H T T R G N
o R F E I E 1 A A T
5 E L p E L ' L N R
I S 1 E v L E - I 0
0 T C R E E - R 7 L

) N v T D M C R K A

¢ ¥ E F T ¥, L T

: N N N U C 1 I

-1 E C T A R G 0

- S E L 13 1 N

- S A 0

M T U

A 5

o (RELATIONSHIP)  (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION)  (SYSTEMS

n MAINTENANCE)

- FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 46

. RESEARCUEX INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 57

& CLUSTER TYPE: EXPRESSIVE-OKIENTED (RELATIONSHIP DIMENSION)
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FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE PROFILE (REALTISTIC FORM)
HUSBAND/WIFZ STANDARD SCORES COMPARED

NAME: Billy & Susie Warner

§Q—mmrmommm e e A e e m———— o e e pmmme
P
70—~ F-———rt) + + e e o e m e e o N
7/

s A 0
/ \ \ R
T it B B T ettt & T |
‘_ A

P L

S50 ==msz=s=t=m=== + A==t ===tz mmopemmms
R
40—=—mmmm Fom——— B e N R B e s st L B et e A
N

G
30-==——-= e e e At B it IE L o K
20——=—m=m N e e o o Hmmm e e o e {

STANDARD SCORES:

ilUSBAND 53 54 34 28 60 64 32 56 42 65 (x)

WIFE 53 73 34 28 53 52 43 67 48 54 (o)
C E C 1 A 1 A M 0 C
0 X 0 N C N C 0 R 0
H P N D H T I R G N
E R F E 1 E I A A T
S X L g o L V L it R
1 S 1 E ' L E - 1 0
0 1 C N E £ - R Z L
N \Y T D M C 23 K, A
E K E g I L T
N N N U C 1 1
£ C T A R G 0
S E L A 1 N
S A G
T U
(RELATIONSHIP) (PERSONAL GROWTH DIMENSION) (SYSTEMS
- MAINTENANCE)

FAMILY INCONGRUENCE SCORE: 46




o oL o T

s

277

SNAPSHOTS

DEMOGRAPHIC

FAMILY

APPENDIX D.

(In alphabetical order)
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Family Questicnaire for

Normative Data

Occupation
Years in Army

Rank

Spouse ever in military?

Sax
Education
Age

Race
Nationality
Religion

Years Married

Yrars shared military experience

# of times marvied
# of children, ages,

From military family?

Siblings in m' itary?
How long here?
Housing Here?

Number of 1'CS's?

Jack and Betty Arnold

Soldier
Personnel Chief
13 years

Wg@2

Male
Ba, 1/2 MA
38

White

American

Aguostic
11 years
13 years
once
gender boy 11,
No
NO
3 years
Junicr officer area
5

Number of Overseas hssign ents? 2

278

Spouse

Housewife

No
Female
AA

37

White
American

None

girl 8
No

No

townhouse
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Family Questionaire for Earl & Dawn Bridgeton

Normative Data Soldier
Occupation Technician

Years in Army 15

Rank CW3

Spouse ever in military?

Sex Male

Education BA, part MA

Age 42

Race " White
Nationality American
Religion Baptist

Years Married 13
Years shared military experience 13
# of times marriced 2

# of children, ages, gender Boy 12 (Wife

with her.)

279

Spouse

Cierk

No
Female
HS 4

39

wWhite
American

Baptist

2

has child not

nl

From .military family? No NG
Siblings in military? No No
How long here? One year

Hjousing Here?

Number of pPCS's? 4
Number of Overseas Ahssignments? 1
Commipd Sponsored? Yes
Concurrent Travel? Yes

Government lcased housing
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Family Questionaire for Larry and Betty Brown

- S
P LRy

& Normative Data S5oldier Spouse

: Occupation Training SGM Housewife
Years in Army 26
Rank 5GM (E-9)

Spouse ever in military? No

TR S STl

i Sex Male Female
Education BA, part MA 1S+

i Age 48 60

- Race Black Rlack

3 Nationality American American
; Rcligion Catholic Baplist
X Years Married 20

ﬁ Years shared military experience 20

% # of times married 1 2

n # of children, ages, gender Girl, age 17

3 From military family? No No

§ Siblings in military? No No

- llow long here? 5 years

CaS

5 Housing Here? Own Home

3 Number of PCS's? 7

|29

Number of Overscas Assignments? 3

'
LU




Family Questionnaire for Peter & Carla Burke -

Normative Data

Occupation

Years in Army

Rank

Spouse ever in military?
Sex

lducation

Age

Race
Nationality
Peligilon

Years Married:

Years shared military cxperience:

# of times married

f of children, ages, gender:

From military family?
siblings in military?
How long hene?

Housiug Hore?

Soldier
Personnel
21
MAJ (0-4)
Male

MA in personnel
Managcement

40
wWhite

American

Once

No
N.
3 years

GLairwel]

Humber ot pPCS's? Bight, onoe of
Numboer of Overscas Assignoents? 3
Cummgnd Spunsored? Yes
Concarrvent Travel? Yoes

2 P s M T POV o P T Fi T o ot N S Lo o Y bt <A WA A A A I B Y 46 g " 'r';‘rﬁ{ Aonl

Officer

21 ymars

Two girls 1R & 14,

Apartment

§_[20U se

Housawi fe

NO
Female

1/2 year of
college

45
wWhite
Mnerican

Lutheran

No

Brother drafted

3 years

2

2381

ounc bhoy 140

them unaccompanicd
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Family Questionaire for John and Lynn Carlson

Normative Data goldie;

Occupation

Years in Army 17

Rank MAJ (0-4)

Spouse ever in military?

Sex Male
Education MA +

Age 40

Race White
Nationality American
Rcligion Calnolic

Years Married
Years shared military expcriecnce

# of times married

4 of children, ages, gender Girl
From military family? Yos
Siblings in military? yos

lHow long here?
Housing llere? Own homne
Number of PCS's?

wuml er of Overseas hssignments?

Staff Officer

3

Spouse

Housewife

No
Female
BA
38
White
american
Catholic
17
17

once

13, boy 12, boy 8

Yes
No
3 years
7
2
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Family Questionaire for Ron & Susan Kingsly

Normative Data Soldier

Occupation 75Z (Admin)

Spouse

Manage Assist

Years in Army 24.5 yrs 4 (now out)
Rank SGM (E-9)

Spouse ever in military? Yes

Sex Male Female
Education HS 2 yrs college
Age 42 39

Race White White
Nationality American American
Rcligion Southern Baptist Southern
Baptist

Years Merried 12

Years shared military experience 12

# of times married 2 1

# of children, ages, gender 1 girl, age 8
From military family? No No
Siblings in military? 2 older brothers No

How long here? 3 yrs

Housing Here?

NMumber of pPCS's? 6
Number of Overscas Assiynmonts? p)
Command Sponsored? Yes
Coﬁcur:unt Travel? Yes

On-Post Stairwell Apartment
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Famjly Questionaire for Ron and June Long

Wormative Data Soldier Spouse
Qccupation Dental Lab Tech Teacher
Years in Army 12

Rank 558G (E-6)

Spouse ever in military?z No

Sex Male Female
Education AR BA

Age 36 34

Race White White
Nationality American American
Religion Protestant Christian
Years Married 13

vears shared militery experience 12

# of times married Once

# of chijdren, ages, gender Girl 11, Boy 8, Boy 4
From military family? No No
Siblings in wilitary? No No

llow long here? Three ycars

Housing lere? Enlisted area townhouse

Number of PCS's? 5

Assignments? A

Number of Qverscas



Family Questionaire fcr

Normative Data

Occupation

285

Bob and Gayle Mack

Soldier Spouse

Staff Cfficer Medical Clerk

Years in Army 18

Rank LTC (@6-5)

Spouse ever in military-~ No

Sex Male Female
Fducation MA (Management) BS (English)
Age 46 46

Race White White
Nationality American American
Religion Protestant Protestant
Years Married 23

Years shared military experience 18

# of times married Once

# of children, ages, gender Boy 21, Girl 19

From military family? No No
Sibiings in military? NG No

HHow long here? 2 years

Housing lere?
Number of PCS's?

Number of Overseas

IF'ield grade officer area duplex

12

Assignments? 3
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Family Questionaire for Robert &

Normative Data

Occupation

AN VA ata Bts A0 BV JUG AV, S0 WUot ale ¥, gk,

286 ¢

Helga Onley

Soldier Spouse

Microwave Tech Relocation Mgr

Years in Army 16.5 years

Rank SFC (E-=7)

Spousc ever in military? No

Sex Male Female
Education 14 years 14 years
Age 34 33

Race White White
Nationality Ar.erican German
Religion Church of Christ same
Years Married 14.5 years
Years shared military experience 14.5 years

# of times married once

# of children, ages, gender Two boys, ayes 13 & 10
From military family? No NoO
Siblings in military? No Mo

How long here? 1l vear

Housing Here?

Number of PCS's?

Numbe: of Overseas Assignments?

Command Sponsored?

Concdrrent Travel?

Own home in German community
Seven

Three

Yes

Yes
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;t Family Questionaire for Ira and Joan Ronson
3
. Normative vata Soldier Spcuse
b Occupation Staff Officer (Inf) Housewife
iR |
3 Years in military 15
)
{ Rank MAJ (@-4)
\
B Spouse ever in military? No
_;\ Sex Male Female
A .
A Education BA Ba
1 Age 37 37
i
: Race White White
o Nationality Anerican American
o
J
g Religion Cathiolic Catholic
'! Years Married 15
N Years shared military experience 15
. # of times married Once
.j # of childreu, ages, gender Boy 13, girl 11, girl 9, boy 7
¢ From military family? No No
“i Siblings in military? No No
4
é_! How long here? One year
- Housing Here? Own Home
| Number of PCS's? 12
!
o Number of Overseas Assignments? 2 1
B
!
B
E
1
z)

i
!
i
I
|




Family Questionaire for John & Doris Ryerson

+

Normative Data

Occupation
Years in Army

Rank

Spouse ever in military?

sex
Education
Age

Race
Nationality
Religyion

Years Married

Years shared military experience

# of times married

# of children, ages, gender Two girls, ages
From military family?

Siblings in military?

How lonyg here?

soldier

Computer Spec

Spouse

288

ACS Director

18 y=ars
CW3
No
Male Female
MBA MSW
40 39
White White
American American
Baptist Baptist
2@ years
18 years
once
15 and 11
Yes Yes
Sister No

3 years

llousing Here? Three bedroom townhouse private rental

Number of PCS's?

7

Number of Overseas Assignments?

Command Sponsored?

Concllrrent Travel?

Yes

but 2 month delay, not their choice



Family Questionaire for

Normative Data

Occupation

Tim and Eva Sanders

Soldier Spouse

Staff Officer (Inf) ilousewife

Years in Military 22

Rank LTC (@-=5)

Spouse ¢ever in military? No

Sex Male Female
Education BA HS

hAge 41 38
Race White White
Nationality American American
Religion Catholic None
Years Married 14

Years shared military experience 14

4 of times married 1 2

# of children, ages, gender Boy 12, Boy 11, Boy 8
From military family? No No
Siblings in military? No No

How long here? 2 years

Housing tlere?

Number of PCS's?

Senior Officer Quarters

o

Number of Qverseas Assignments? 1 unacompanied




Family Questionaire for Bill & Ann Smith

Normative Data Soldier _ Spouse
Occupation Staff Officer Manage Analyst
Years in Army 19 yrs
Rank LTC (8-5)
Spouse ever in military? No
Sex Male Female
Education BA Ma
Age 49 41
Race Black Black
Nationality American American
Religion Baptist Catholic

A Years Married 19

- Years shared military experience 19

“x

[~

é‘i # of times married Once

:q $# of children, ages, gender Girls 18 and 16, boy 14

o

M

‘;) From military family? No No

-N

;:C Siblings 1n military? No NG

e How long here? 3 years

j::'_f Housing Here? Private rental (townhouse)

-J'

e Number of PCS's? 13

® .

) Number of Overseas Assignments? 3 2

oy

;:‘.‘ Command Sponsored? Yes

W

o]

;% Concrrent Travel? Yes

»
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Family Questionairxe for

Phil & Sandra Spenser

Nor™. .Live Data

Occupation

Years 1n Army

Rank

Spouse eveyr in military?
Sex

kducation

Age 38

Raca White

Nationality American

Religion Protestant

Years Married 12
Years shared military experience 12

# of times married Once

# of children, ages, gender Boys 16 and 7,

From military family?

-
L

I T T RS
oiblings 1n military?

How Jong here?

Housing lere? Stairwell apartment
Number of PCS*s? 4
Number of Overseas Assignments? 2

Command Sponsored?

Conclrrent Travel? HNo,

= .

Soldier

71L (Admin Spec)
19 yrs

MSG (E-8)

Male

2 yrs college

No

No

4 yrs

Yes

291

Spouse

Housewitfe

No

Female

1l yr college
35

White
American

Protestant

girl 5

No

Brother

4 month delay, waiting for housing

AP A S A T P R P I T M m e e e m A e aa e e
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Family Questionaire for Paul and Anita Strum
Normative Data Soldier Spouse
Occupation 711, (Admin Spec) Administrator
Years in Army 190 6 (now out)
Rank E~5 (Promotable) Formerly E-5
Spouse ever in military? Yes, prior
Sex Male Female
Education 1 year college MLS
Age 32 34
Race White White
Nationality Amcrican American
Religion None None
Years Married 5 Years
Years shared military experience: 5 Years
# of times mavrried TwoO Two
# of children, ages, gender: Boy age 5, girl age 1

(He has two boys from 1st marriage, not with him)
From military family? No No
Siblings in military? No No

How long here?
llousing Here?

Number of PCS's?

2 Years at this location

On-Post Stairwell Apartment

None

Number of Overseas Assignments? 1

Command Sponsored?

Concurrent Travel?

Yes

Not Applicable

)ﬂf :h r—rs C_ddd :'\.'-":N‘.l‘-(". ‘.:}:;:]

{One Inter-Theater Transfer)
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Family Questionaire

Normative Data

Occupatioen
Years in Army

Rank

for Gerry & Paula Tinley

SoldigE
Medic (91B)
26

SGM (E~9)

Spouse ever in military?

Sex
Education
Age

Race
Nationality
Religion

Years Married:

Years shared military experience:

# of times married

Male

14 Years
45

Black
Pmerican
Protestant

25+ years

Once

# of children, ages, gender:
From military family? No
5iblings ia wmilitary? 4 (e was first)

How long here?
Housing Here?

Number of PCS5's?

12 Months

25 years

293

spouse

Supply Clerk

NO
Female

14 Years

44

Black
American

Protestant

3 Boys, Ages 25, 25, and 21

No

-

2 (iHler husband
was first)

11 Months

Gov't leased housing off post

Seven, thrce of them unaccompanied

Number of Overseas Assignments? 5

Command Sponsored?

Concurrent Travel?

Yes

2

Yes, but wife stayed behind

to rent housc
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Family Questionaire for

Normative Data

Occupation

Years in Aruay

Rank

Spouse ever in ailitary?
Sex

Education

Age

Race

Nationality

Religion

Years Married

Years shared military ecxperience

4 of times marricd

Carl and Judy Wallin

Soldler
Telephone Repairer
17 years

SSG (E-6)

Male

HS +

37

White

American

Catholic
13 years
13 ycars
Once

294

Spouse

Library Clerk

No
Female
14 Yecars
34

White
Canadian

None

# of chiildren, ages, gender Girl 12, boys 7 and 4

Iroom nmilitary family?
Siblings in wilitary?
How Jlong herea?
Housing Here?

Number of pPCs's?

No

iU
5 years
Enlisted

4

Numboer of Overseas Assigaments? 2

Mo

7
.

area townhousc
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IFamily Questionaire for Billy and Susie Warner
Normative Data Soldier Spouse
Occupation 54F (NBC Spec) housewife/LPN
VYears ipn Army 6.5 yrs (had a break)
Rank S5G (BE-6)
Spouse ever in military? \p]
Sex Male Female
Education 2 yrs degree 1 yr college
hge 39 29
Race White white
Mationality hmerican American
Religion Protestlant Catholic
Years Married 3.5 yre
Years shared military experience 3.5 yrs
# of times married 1 3

# o1 children, ages, gyender Girls 21, 8, 6, & 4 (wife's)

From military family? No No
Siblings in military? No Jrother
ow long here? 6 months
Housing Here? Stalrwell apartment

Number ol PCS's? 3

Number of Overseas Assignments? 1

Command Sponsored? Yo
Conclrrent Travel? Yes
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Russell Charles Smith

Born: Oak Park, Illinois
September 27, 1945

fansumaais -

B.A. - University of Illinois, 1974

\ M.Ed.- University of Illinois, 1975
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