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Background
Family Readiness Groups (FRGs) are a potentially vital support system fostered by the Army to engage family members in caring and encouraging relationships and assistance.  FRGs help buffer the challenges and stresses of Army life as well as promote well-being in Army families and communities.  FRGs are implemented by Army unit leaders and sustained by unit family members who desire to provide ongoing support to one another.  Participation in FRGs is voluntary but the Army provides training to FRG leaders on how to encourage participation and lead these groups.  The objective is to establish a healthy community environment in the unit that promotes well-being among Soldiers and their families.  Unit FRGs support families so that unit leaders are able to fulfill their primary role to prepare and support Soldiers in accomplishing their assigned mission.  This need for unit family support has grown and become increasingly vital to mission support with the large number of deployments associated with the Global War on Terror.
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The FRG is one of the key operational strategies designed to help Army families get to know one another and help each other out in anticipation of challenges that any family may face.  FRGs are part of a comprehensive system of formal and informal family support Army leaders provide to Soldiers and families.  Frequent separations and deployments are part of Army life.  To assist families in coping with these demands, Army units and installations provide FRGs to foster opportunities to meet together, provide support during deployments and strengthen the connections between family members in preparation for, or during, times of stress and deployment.  Because the support of family members is an important factor in personnel readiness and retention, understanding the role of the FRG in building connections between families and helping support spouse and family adjustments is a key part of building a ready force.  Understanding family member attitudes further contributes to the objective of the Army Well-Being Strategic Plan that individuals in the Army attain a positive sense of well-being.

The objective of this report is to provide an analysis of the contributions FRGs play in helping families adjust to deployment and other Army life demands and the factors that are associated with FRG involvement that may contribute to building a successful FRG system in each unit in the Army.  
Data Source

The Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation Command (FMWRC), U.S. Army, in conjunction with the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI), has conducted Surveys of Army Families (SAFs) every 4 years or so to examine areas important to Army families. The most recent survey (SAF V) was conducted between September 2004 and January 2005.  Previous SAFs were conducted in 2001 (IV) and in 1995 (III). The SAF is one way to assess the effectiveness of the Army’s Well-being Initiative.
Key questions related to FRG involvement, unit and Army support, and deployment, family and personal adjustments are included in each survey to permit tracking of trends and the identification of factors associated with personal and family adjustments.  The 2004/5 SAF V was specifically designed to address these questions with 3 forms of the survey distributed.  Form 1 was sent to spouses whose member was currently deployed to a theater of war operations.  Form 2 was sent to spouses whose member had been deployed to a theater of war operations but had returned in the past 12 months.  Form 3 was sent to other Army spouses.  Data from these 3 survey forms are difficult to compare to earlier surveys due to the unique nature of current deployment patterns.  For the analyses in this report, only data from the spouses with current or recent deployments are included.  Data from other spouses are used only when comparisons over time are made.  Since the survey is conducted from a sample of Army spouses, any interpretation of the findings should take into account the sampling error (SEs).  For this report the following SEs apply: overall sample = +/- 1%; officer spouses = +/- 2%; enlisted spouses = +/- 2%.  For sub-group analyses, when the sample sizes are smaller, an SE of +/- 3-4% is used to detect significant differences.
Key Findings

The findings in this analysis are provided in four sections: (1) FRG participation and support; (2) FRG participation and unit/Army family support; (3) FRG participation and social support; and (4) FRG participation and spouse adjustments. 

FRG Participation and Support
	Table 1.  FRG Participation* Over the Past Decade (%)

	
	1995 

Overall
	2001 

Overall
	2004/5 Overall

	Attended FRG meetings
	64
	63
	72

	Also served as FRG leader
	20
	18
	19

	*Includes all spouses with an active FRG in the unit, irrespective of deployment  exposure


In 2004-2005, about half (52%) of Army spouses indicated that there was an active FRG in their Soldier spouse’s unit.  Among those who indicated that an FRG was available, 72% had attended a meeting in the past 12 months.  This represents a significant increase in participation in available unit FRG meetings since 1995 (see Table 1).  Between 1995 and 2001, there was no change in the percent of spouses attending FRG meetings, with about 64% attending.  
Serving as a leader in a FRG, however, has not changed with about one in five spouses having taken on this responsibility at each of the three survey time periods. These trend data include all spouses, irrespective of (1) deployment status and (2) whether the spouses’ unit had an active FRG.  Changes in survey methodologies only allow this kind of overall analysis for trends.

	Table 2.  FRG Participation and Ratings of Effectiveness (%) 

	
	2004/5

	
	Overall
	E1-E4
	E5-E6
	E7-E9
	O1-O3
	O4-O6

	FRG active in spouse's unit*
	68
	64
	68
	72
	80
	65

	Attended FRG meetings**
	77
	75
	75
	76
	88
	84

	Served as FRG leader**
	19
	10
	15
	27
	41
	45

	Reported there is FRG training**
	63
	58
	58
	70
	72
	83

	Reported that FRG is run well**
	64
	58
	57
	73
	81
	87

	Rated FRG as helping unit families**
	35
	28
	31
	42
	48
	61

	Rated FRG as helping their family**
	40
	33
	35
	47
	54
	64

	* Includes all spouses with current or recent deployment

** Only includes the 68% of spouses with an active FRG in spouse's unit


Among spouses who were currently experiencing a deployment or whose Soldier spouse had returned in the past 12 months, a clearer picture of FRG involvement and effectiveness can be obtained.  When asked if their spouses unit had an “active FRG,” two-thirds (68%) of the spouses in the current survey indicated that there is an active FRG in their spouses’ unit (see Table 2).  The remaining 32% here or in Figure 1 say that there is no FRG in their unit or they do not know if one exists.  The spouses of currently deployed Soldiers are somewhat more likely to report an active FRG in their unit (71%) than those whose Soldier spouses has returned in the past year (65%), indicating that FRGs may be more active during deployments or that spouses become less aware of their FRG after the military member has returned.  Spouses of junior enlisted Soldiers are less likely to report that an FRG exists in their Soldier’s unit (64%) than spouses of senior enlisted (72%), but equally low levels of awareness occurred among spouses of field grade officers (65%).  Among the 68% who are aware of an FRG in their spouse’s unit, 77% of those with recent deployment experience attended an FRG meeting in the past 12 months.  Other key findings include:
· The spouses most likely to be FRG leaders are officer spouses (45% of field grade spouses) or senior enlisted spouses (27%).
· Opportunities for FRG training are known by about two-thirds (63%) of spouses but this knowledge is much more common among senior enlisted and officer spouses.
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FRGs are considered to be “run well” by 64% of spouses. These ratings range from 58% of E1-E4 spouses agreeing with this assessment to 87% of O4-O6 spouses.

· These relatively high ratings of FRGs as being run well are not coupled with high ratings of FRGs as helping unit families.  About one-third (35%) of spouses indicate that the FRG in their unit is helping other unit families.  Slightly more spouses (40%) indicate that their family has been directly helped by their FRG.  The personal helpfulness rating of their FRG is directly related to rank, with junior enlisted spouses least likely to report helpfulness (33%) compared to senior officer spouses (64%).
In order to assess the impact of FRG participation on Army families, we needed to define more clearly the level of participation of spouses in their FRGs.  Among the 68% of Army spouses who indicated that they had an FRG in their unit, spouses were asked if they had ever participated in a meeting, whether they had served as a leader, and if there were barriers that kept them from currently participating.  These questions allowed us to distinguish those who were “active” participants (participants attending meetings or leading FRGs and with no expressed barriers) from those who have “limited” involvement (attended a meeting but now have barriers that keep them from continuing), and non-participants (no involvement at all).  As the data on Figure1 indicate: 
· One-fifth (21%) of spouses with available FRGs have not participated at all.
· Almost half (46%) of spouses with available FRGs can be considered “active” participants.

· One-third of spouses (33%) have met with their FRG but no longer regularly participate. 
	Table 3.  Involvement Factors and FRG Participation (% in each group)

	
	None
	Limited
	Active

	Military Factors
	
	
	

	 Officer spouse
	11
	21
	67

	    O1-O3
	10
	23
	67

	    O4-O6
	13
	18
	68

	 Enlisted spouse
	22
	35
	43

	    E1-E4
	22
	38
	40

	    E5-E6
	23
	34
	43

	    E7-E9
	22
	28
	49

	 Spouse deployed <13 months in last 36
	21
	32
	46

	 Spouse deployed 13+ months in last 36
	20
	33
	47

	Community Factors
	
	
	

	  CONUS
	21
	33
	46

	  OCONUS
	19
	32
	49

	  Live on post
	17
	31
	51

	  Live 10 miles or less to post
	22
	33
	45

	  Live more than 10 miles to post
	25
	33
	42

	  Live in community 0-12 months
	23
	32
	45

	  Live in community 37 or more months
	22
	33
	45

	Family Factors
	
	
	

	  Oldest child 0-2
	20
	32
	47

	  Oldest child 3-5
	18
	34
	48

	  Oldest child 6-10
	20
	31
	49

	  Oldest child 11-12
	20
	36
	45

	  Oldest child 13-15
	21
	32
	47

	  Oldest child 16-19
	24
	30
	46

	Personal Factors
	
	
	

	  White
	19
	32
	50

	  Black
	26
	34
	40

	  Latino
	24
	33
	43

	  Employed full-time
	24
	35
	41

	  Employed part-time
	21
	33
	47

	  Not employed
	19
	31
	50

	  Does volunteer work
	9
	25
	66

	  Does no volunteer work
	20
	33
	47

	Overall
	21
	33
	46


The factors that are associated with different levels of FRG participation are listed on Table 3.  This information indicates the characteristics of the spouses and their families that are associated with levels of FRG participation, including not participating or having limited or active participation.  These data only include spouses reporting an active FRG in the unit.  The findings indicate:
· Spouses of officers are much more likely (67%) to actively participate in their FRG.

· Spouses of enlisted participate less (43%), especially junior enlisted spouses (40%).

· Living on, or near, the post increases likelihood for FRG involvement. 

· Amount of deployment, length of time in the community, and age of child does not significantly affect FRG participation.

· Spouses who are white (50%) participate more than those who are Black (40%) or Latino (43%).

· Not employed spouses (50%) and those who volunteer in their communities (66%) participate in FRGs at higher rates than employed spouses or those who do not volunteer.
Spouses who did not participate in their FRG (either never or no longer) were asked for the reasons why they chose not to attend. The most common reason given (31%) was that times when the FRG meeting occurred were not convenient (see Table 4).  This was the primary reason given by all the spouses in all of the rank groups, suggesting that many spouses may not participate because of work, family, or other schedules that compete with FRG meetings.  Other findings in this analysis include:

· One in four (27%) spouses complained that they do not have the time to participate in an FRG, confirming that time constraints are a major challenge for Army spouses.

	Table 4.  Why Spouses* Chose Not to Participate in FRG (%) 

	
	Overall
	E1-E4
	E5-E6
	E7-E9
	O1-O3
	O4-O6

	Times/hours not convenient
	31
	27
	33
	36
	30
	31

	No time
	27
	23
	28
	31
	26
	31

	Keep military & personal life separate
	25
	22
	28
	30
	19
	15

	Uncomfortable with current leaders
	20
	23
	21
	16
	15
	6

	FRG members not peer group
	18
	19
	19
	13
	20
	16

	Do not feel need to participate
	17
	15
	17
	21
	19
	28

	Locations not convenient
	12
	11
	11
	15
	13
	18

	Uncomfortable in group settings
	9
	10
	9
	7
	6
	4

	Spouse did not encourage it
	7
	8
	8
	3
	3
	2

	Uncomfortable w/higher-rank spouses
	6
	8
	6
	3
	3
	1

	No FRG at location
	5
	7
	4
	3
	6
	5

	Lack of transportation
	3
	5
	3
	1
	0
	1

	Not heard of FRG at this location
	2
	3
	2
	1
	3
	2

	*Among spouses with FRG in their unit but who responded that they did not now participate


·  Enlisted spouses are more concerned about keeping their military and personal lives separate than officer spouses.

· Enlisted spouses are also more likely than officer spouses to report being uncomfortable with their FRG leaders, having their Soldier spouse not wanting them to participate, and not having transportation to get to the meetings.

· Overall, practical issues such as transportation (3%) or meeting location (12%) do not appear to be as significant a barrier to FRG participation as the competing demands on spouse time (27%), the desire to keep military and personal lives separate (25%), or not feeling that they need to participate (17%).

	Table 5.  FRG Support During Current or Recent Deployment (among spouses with FRG in unit)

	
	Received FRG support
	Rated FRG very helpful
	FRG offered helpful information about deployed spouse
	FRG newsletter received
	FRG connected via telephone

	Overall
	
	
	
	
	

	  Officer
	82
	59
	59
	33
	35

	  Enlisted
	79
	44
	47
	32
	29

	Deployed
	
	
	
	
	

	  Officer
	78
	59
	57
	34
	30

	  Enlisted
	75
	45
	46
	35
	25

	Deployed, Returned
	
	
	
	
	

	  Officer
	87
	60
	62
	31
	41

	  Enlisted
	82
	44
	48
	30
	33


A separate set of questions was asked of all spouses related to the specific ways that their FRG might have been helpful to them during their current or recent deployment experience.  In this case, the rating of deployment-related helpfulness was much higher.  Among spouses with an active FRG, eight in ten enlisted (79%) and officer (82%) spouses indicated they had received FRG support and about two-fifths of enlisted (44%) and three-fifths of officers (59%) rated that support as “very helpful” (see Table 5).  FRG support appears to have continued into the reunion phase of the deployment since a significantly higher percentage of spouses with a returned Soldier reported receiving FRG support than those with a currently deployed Soldier. There are no differences between the currently deployed and the deployed and returned in the percent of spouses rating their FRG as very helpful to them.  Other findings include:
· The most common source of deployment-related FRG support came from the helpful information that the FRG provided about the situation of the deployed Soldier in the field.  This source of help was reported by 59% of officer spouses and 47% of enlisted spouses.

· One-third of spouses reported receiving a newsletter from their FRG during the deployment.

· One-third of spouses (35% of officer spouses and 29% of enlisted spouses) received a telephone contact from their FRG or from someone in the chain of command of the unit.  These contacts were higher among spouses with a returned Soldier indicating that more of these contacts occurred later in the deployment or during the reunion.

FRG Participation and Unit/Army Family Support
Army senior leaders and Army unit leaders set the context for FRG involvement.  Their level of perceived supportiveness can foster the development of effective FRGs as well as perceptions of spouse support for Army families.  Family members experience leadership support in a variety of ways and these experiences help set the conditions through which spouses respond to opportunities for participating in FRGs and other unit support activities. 

	Table 6.  FRG Involvement* and Unit Supportiveness (% active, not participating and Difference between Active and Not)

	
	Active Participants
	Not Partici-pating
	Difference (Active-Not)

	        Unit Leadership Support Assets
	
	
	

	Unit is concerned about its’ families
	48
	25
	23

	Unit NCOs support my family 
	46
	26
	21

	Unit leaders know about family programs 
	44
	35
	8

	Unit leaders concerned about family welfare
	43
	27
	17

	Unit officers support my family
	43
	23
	20

	      * among spouses with a FRG in their unit
	
	
	


The importance of unit leadership support for participation in unit FRGs is illustrated on Table 6.  Each condition or attribute of unit support can be considered an “asset” to a family member since these conditions serve to strengthen the belief that these leaders of their spouses’ Army units are on their side and willing to help them address their families’ needs.  It should be noted, however, that even among these spouses who have an FRG in their unit and in which they are active participants, fewer than half (43% to 48%) consider their unit leaders supportive on these asset indicators.  About half 48% of active FRG participants see the unit as a whole as being concerned about families, and 43% believe unit officers support “my family” or that these leaders are concerned about family welfare. Among spouses not participating in their units’ FRG, only one in four spouses typically believe these statements are true.  Other key findings include:
· Active FRG participants are almost twice as likely to perceive their unit leaders as supportive compared to non-FRG participants.  However, the causal direction of these differences cannot be assumed with these data.  Spouses who believe their unit leaders are more supportive may be more likely to participate in their FRG.  On the other hand, spouses who participate in their units’ FRG may come to see their unit leaders as more supportive.
· Unit leaders’ knowing about Army family support programs is important to FRG participation but the difference on this indicator is smaller than the other factors. 
Perceptions of the Army as a supportive environment for families also may play a role in participation in a FRG (see Table 7).  The data indicate that this is indeed the case.  Active FRG participants are significantly more likely to view Army leaders and Army culture as supportive of families, compared to spouses who do not participate in their FRG. Similar to the results for the unit leadership support, the majority of spouses do not consider Army leaders highly supportive of families.
	Table 7.  FRG Involvement* and Army Supportiveness (% active, not participating and Difference between active and not)

	
	Active Participants
	Not Partici-pating
	Difference (Active-Not)

	            Army Support Assets
	
	
	

	Army good place to raise children
	55
	40
	15

	Army support for families is satisfactory 
	45
	25
	20

	Army shows respect for its Soldiers 
	44
	32
	12

	Army shows respect for spouses of Soldiers
	40
	27
	13

	Post leaders support my family
	30
	17
	13

	*Among spouses with a FRG in their unit 
	
	
	


Active FRG participants are most likely to see the Army as a good place for raising children (55%) but fewer than half of these involved spouses believe that Army support for families is satisfactory (45%) or that leaders at their current installation support “my family” (30%).  Other findings include:
· Active FRG participants are much more likely to see Army leaders as supportive compared to non-FRG participants.  Again, as indicated previously, the causal direction of these differences cannot be assumed with these data.  

· Overall ratings of Army and unit leader’ supportiveness among FRG participants and non-participants are similar (see Tables 6 & 7).
· The belief that Army support for families is satisfactory is the most distinguishing difference between active FRG participants and those not participating in their FRG. 

One way to summarize these findings is to assess the relationship between levels of perceived Army and unit leadership supportiveness and active participation in a FRG.  The data on Figure 2 include all of the unit and Army support assets listed on Tables 6 and 7 and indicate that the relationship between perceived leadership support and FRG participation is quite linear and positive.  Among spouses who do not see unit and Army leaders as supportive, 27% are active FRG participants.  Among spouses who believe most indicators of Army and unit support are true, 69% are active in their FRG.  Clearly, improvements in leadership supportiveness of spouses and families will yield higher participation rates in unit FRGs.  

FRG Participation and Social Support
	Table 8.  FRG Involvement* and Personal Connections (% active, not participating and Difference between Active and Not)

	
	Active Participants
	Not Partici-pating
	Difference (Active-Not)

	         Personal Support Assets
	
	
	

	Willing to turn to a friend for help
	89
	80
	9

	Have a friend to talk to 
	66
	56
	9

	Post community members depend on each other 
	58
	33
	25

	Families responsible for post as better place
	56
	39
	17

	Easy to make connections
	54
	35
	19

	Know how to get emergency support
	52
	35
	17

	    * among spouses with a FRG in their unit 
	
	
	


One of the potential benefits of FRG involvement is developing relationships with other spouses who are also experiencing similar challenges.  This provides opportunities to build friendships and supportive connections that can buffer the stresses that sometimes accompany Army life and deployment stresses.  This benefit is illustrated in the data on Table 8.  On each of the indicators of personal support, spouses who were active in their FRG had more positive connections than the spouses who did not participate in their FRG.  The greatest difference in perceived supportiveness occurred in response to the question of whether community members at the installation can depend on each other.  Among active FRG members, 58% agreed with this compared to 33% of spouses not participating in their FRG (a 25% difference).  Other findings include:
· Social isolation among spouses is a challenge for Army families.  While a high percentage of spouses is willing to seek help from others, the percentage of those having ongoing, talking-together friendships is lower.  FRG participants are more likely to turn to others for help and have friends that they can talk to on a regular basis.

· One of the most significant differences associated with FRG participation is in the area of community connections and support.  Active FRG participants are more likely to believe that families are helping to make the installation a better place and that it is easy to make connections in the community. 

· Spouse awareness of how they can get emergency support is also greater among those with active FRG involvement.
	Table 9.  FRG Involvement and Spouse Relocation During Deployment (%)

	
	No FRG in unit
	FRG in unit

	
	
	Active
	Limited
	No Part.

	Moved away during deployment
	31
	14
	21
	23

	Wanted to move away but did not
	13
	12
	18
	13

	Did not move away
	56
	74
	61
	64


Another indicator of community connections measured in the survey was the relocation pattern of the spouses during the time that their Soldier spouse was deployed.  Since FRG participation can provide valuable interpersonal support, we might expect that active FRG involvement would reduce the desire to move away during the time of separation.  In fact most spouses do stay in their military community but moving away during these extended periods of absence is not that uncommon.  During OIF/OEF, it is apparent from the data on Table 9 that spouses were much more likely to move away if there was no FRG in their unit.  Among these spouses, 31% moved away during the deployment compared to 14% who were active in their FRG and 21% of those with limited involvement.  The presence of an FRG, or perhaps the leadership support associated with having an FRG, seems to have a positive effect on even on those spouses with limited or no participation, given their lower rates of moving away from the installation during the deployment.
	Table 8.  FRG Involvement* and Communication with Deployed Member             (% using communication method weekly or more often)

	
	Active 
	Limited
	None

	        Communication Method
	
	
	

	Email
	76
	75
	77

	Instant messaging 
	69
	67
	71

	Telephone
	64
	64
	68

	Letters
	47
	48
	43

	Rear detachment
	19
	13
	17

	Video teleconference
	5
	7
	10

	    * among spouses with a FRG in their unit 
	
	
	


The potential role of the FRG in stimulating communication between the spouse and the deployed Soldier was not confirmed in these survey data.  Overall, the patterns of communication are quite similar. It was anticipated that spouses with active FRG involvement may communicate more frequently with their deployed member but there is no consistent confirmation of this. It is not surprising that active FRG participants use their rear detachment slightly more often (19%) than less active spouses, but it is surprising that non-FRG participants are more likely to use video teleconferencing (10%) than those active in their FRG (5%).  
FRG Participation and Spouse Adjustments
	Table 9: FRG Involvement* and Spouse Adjustment: (% with high adjustment)

	
	Active
	Limited
	None
	Difference (Active-None)

	Deployment Adjustments
	
	
	
	

	  No serious financial problems because of deployment
	86
	79
	81
	5

	  Coped well during current/most recent deployment
	65
	51
	48
	17

	  Little problem if possibility spouse will be peacekeeping
	54
	47
	45
	9

	  Little problem if possibility spouse will be in combat
	32
	28
	27
	5

	  Little problem coping if spouse redeployed 
	23
	18
	20
	3

	Army Adjustments
	
	
	
	

	  Family adjusts to Army demands well
	76
	65
	63
	13

	  Satisfied with Army as a way of life
	62
	47
	46
	16

	Family Adjustments
	
	
	
	

	  No marital problems in last 6 mos.
	85
	77
	77
	8

	  No financial problems in last 6 mos.
	84
	75
	78
	6

	  Managed financial matters well
	84
	75
	74
	10

	  Managed household tasks well
	69
	65
	64
	5

	  Satisfied with marriage
	85
	78
	78
	7

	Personal Adjustment
	
	
	
	

	  No drug/alcohol problems in last 6 mos.
	95
	92
	92
	3

	  Personally satisfied
	90
	83
	83
	7

	  Little problem with day to day stresses
	81
	72
	71
	10

	  Little problem getting along when spouse away
	74
	65
	61
	13

	  No emotional problems in last 6 mos.
	72
	63
	64
	8

	  Managed own health well
	62
	55
	58
	4

	  Handled loneliness well
	41
	32
	33
	8

	Retention Support
	
	
	
	

	  Spouse supports staying in the Army
	80
	72
	72
	8

	   *Among spouses with a FRG in their unit
	
	
	
	


The adjustment of spouses to the demands of Army life is a key objective of FRG involvement.  It is expected that spouses who participate in FRGs will be better able to manage their lives and sustain high levels of adjustment, especially during periods of separation and deployment.  It should be noted that surveys such as this do not allow longitudinal tracking so it is not possible to assess if better adjusted spouses are more likely to participate in their FRGs or if FRG involvement results in better adjustments.  Nevertheless, the data on Table 9 indicate a consistent pattern of slightly higher adjustment among spouses who are active in their FRGs.  
On every measure included in this analysis, active FRG spouses report higher levels of adjustment than spouses with limited or no FRG involvement.  This certainly suggests that FRG participation is associated with positive attributes that can strengthen Army families and promote resilience during deployments.  Key findings include:
· Coping well during the deployment was significantly greater for the active FRG participants (65%) compared to those less active (51%) or not involved (48%).

· The majority of spouses anticipate problems with future deployments, especially in combat, but active FRG participants are slightly more likely to believe that they will cope well (23%) that those with no (20%) or limited (18%) FRG experience. 
· Active FRG involvement is associated with higher levels of satisfaction with Army life and demands.
· Family adjustments tend to be marginally better among active FRG participants, especially in the area of managing financial problems.

· Active FRG participants tend to have fewer emotional problems and report that they handle stresses better than those less involved in a FRG.  

· Loneliness is a common problem for Army spouses but FRG participants are more likely to report handling this well.

· FRG participation is linked to higher support for reenlistment or continued obligation of the Soldier member.  Among FRG active spouses, 80% support staying in the Army beyond the current obligation compared to 72% of those with less FRG involvement.
A regression analysis was conducted to assess the impact of FRG participation on spouse deployment adjustment, when compared with other factors that also may contribute to this adjustment.  The reason for the regression analysis is that many of the factors that affect adjustment are also related to participation in a FRG.  The regression analysis takes into account the relative impacts of these various factors.  
This type of regression analysis produces an “odds ratio” which can be interpreted as the chance that that an outcome will occur when a particular condition is present (See Figure 3).  Some conditions improve the odds that a positive outcome will occur and these are considered “protective factors.”  Other conditions reduce the chance of such an outcome and are considered “risk factors.”
The findings from this analysis are noteworthy.  By itself FRG participation greatly increases (by 88%, not shown on Figure 3) the odds of good deployment adjustment, a very positive result.  When FRG participation is included in a model with other factors that also contribute to deployment adjustment, the role that the FRG plays in adjustment is reduced to a still high 44%.  But some of these other factors are closely related to FRG involvement and success.  The findings on Figure 3 indicate:

· Having a friend to talk to increases odds of deployment adjustment by 80%.  

· A strong marriage improves deployment adjustment odds by 72%.

· Belief that community members can depend on each other improves odds by 40%
· Belief that unit officers support their families increases adjustment odds by 27%.

· Belief unit leaders show concern for families increases odds by 17%. 
To the extent that the FRG provides more opportunities for spouses to experience these conditions (such as friendships, unit leader support, and community connections), the overall effects on spouse deployment adjustment are multiplied many times over.  Thus, the FRG is indeed a potential force multiplier for spouses, especially in terms of helping spouses adjust to the demands of Army life and potentially contribute to spouse support for the readiness and retention of the Soldier.

Conclusions
The data in this report indicate that Army Family Readiness Groups (FRGs) are a vital part of the support system for Army families.  The findings are clear that active participation in FRGs is linked to stronger interpersonal support, community connections, and beliefs that unit and Army leaders are supportive and concerned about families.  But awareness of FRGs and simply attending a meeting a few times does not make a substantial difference.  Spouses with limited FRG involvement have similar characteristics to spouses with no participation at all.  And one-third of spouses in the deploying units referenced in this study reported not having an active FRG at all.  These latter spouses and families have significant handicaps in their abilities to get connected to one another and to community resources.  This is evidenced by their much higher rates of leaving the base community during their current or recent deployment compared to spouses with a FRG; the lowest rates of leaving occur among spouses who are actively participating in their FRG.
The high value of FRG spouse involvement calls for greater commitment on the part of Army leaders to promote and ensure implementation of FRGs in all deploying units.  If family readiness is to contribute to Soldier and unit readiness, higher rates of FRG participation can significantly contribute to this result.  The findings from this study, however, suggest that more effort will be needed to reach out to spouses who currently have much lower rates of participation, especially junior enlisted, those who are employed, and those who are living at a distance from the post.  This means that more flexible FRG models may be needed to encourage greater participation among spouses citing time, distance, and enlisted status as barriers.  These issues can be resolved through training and flexible FRG implementation strategies.  But given the increasing demands on Army Soldiers and families, efforts to strengthen the important FRG support system deserve significant Army leadership attention.



Key Findings


FRG involvement is highest among on-post, not employed, officer spouses.


Two-thirds of Army spouses (68%) indicate that their unit has an active FRG.


Among spouses with active FRGs, about half participate.


Among spouses with active FRGs, 40% say their family has received FRG help. 


Among spouses with active FRGs, half of them consider their FRG to have been very helpful in their recent deployment experience.


Beliefs that unit and Army leaders support families are highly linked to FRG participation.


FRG involvement is linked to beliefs that Army community is supportive.


Spouse personal and family adjustments are significantly higher among spouses involved in FRGs.


Support for retention is higher among FRG participants.





Key Actions


Provide incentives to unit leaders to implement FRGs.


Improve unit leader knowledge and use of Army support programs.


Extend FRG leader training, as well as follow up, to encourage high standards.


Provide FRG support and meetings to families off-post.


Examine reasons for low ratings of helpfulness among FRGs in deploying units.


Implement FRG standards for family support in units that leaders can use to develop and implement effective strategies.








