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ABSTRACT 

 

 

The purpose of this research was to look for ways to improve the communication in 

Family Readiness Groups (FRGs) as a way to help of the overall effectiveness of the 

FRG. This research focused on assessing a range of communication styles that the FRG 

membership identified as desirable communicative attributes of an FRG leader. Further 

the research also identifies a range of communication media currently being used by the 

FRG membership and which types of media are appropriate in varied contexts. The FRG 

leader can then create a communication strategy based on this information to integrate 

into their leadership role. Using De Vries et al. (2011) Communication Style Inventory 

and a modes of communication questionnaire, preferences in communication style and 

use of media were identified. Results and implications are further discussed in this 

research. 
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PREFACE 

 

 

When my husband decided that he wanted to join the Army, I essentially was 

joining too. I was promptly whisked away from Hawaii, now stationed at Fort 

Richardson, AK, just outside Anchorage. I became the support system to him and his 

demanding new career, and I took over most of the household duties and parenting roles 

for our children, without any family in Alaska to turn to for support. He is often gone for 

days, weeks and even months at a time on trainings and overseas deployments. His first 

responsibility is to the Army, as he is a soldier first. This new lifestyle took quite an 

adjustment emotionally and physically for me; especially when taking into consideration 

the differences in the weather conditions between Hawai’i and Alaska. To adapt to this 

new lifestyle and environment, I had to utilize the many forms of support that the Army 

offers to dependents of active duty soldiers. One form of support comes from small 

groups called Family Readiness Groups (FRGs), which are embedded at the battalion 

level. Now after four years of service and with two overseas deployments, I have slowly 

assimilated to our new lifestyle with the support of Army programs and the FRG.  

Since my husband’s enlistment, I have been involved with FRGs as a 

dependent/spouse member. Because my husband has been reassigned to different units a 

few times, I have also changed FRGs. Consequently, I have experienced three different 

group climates and five different leaders. Although these different groups were a part of 

the same battalion, they all were very different from each other. Effectively, what made 

these experiences so different were the leaders.  

ix



Last summer when there was an opening for a FRG Co-Leader for our company, I 

thought it would be an opportunity for me to get a well-rounded understanding of the 

FRG. Hence, I volunteered as the 425th BSTB Alpha Company FRG Co-Leader. In 

January 2011, the FRG Leader’s spouse made a lateral move to another company, 

subsequently, I was promoted to FRG Leader. I have since worked with command and 

headquarters at the battalion level, attended training courses and have experienced first-

hand the work that is involved in being a resource for approximately 100 individuals. 

Some months require me to dedicate more time to the FRG than others, and this is time 

that I am volunteering. Volunteering for this group is an investment for me, and 

therefore, it is important to make this time worthwhile by trying to create a successful 

FRG. Consequently, I often look for ways to improve my leadership skill sets to help me 

achieve this goal. 

 This thesis was a way to help me better understand this community and how I can 

make it work better. As an FRG Leader, I have access to commanders within the 

battalion, resources to help guide my leadership, and have first-hand experience of the 

different membership roles in the FRG (member, co-leader, and leader). Thus, my past 

and current involvement with the FRG is beneficial to this project. 
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Chapter 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

In a speech that Michelle Obama gave at Eglin Air Force Base in Galveston, 

Texas, she was quoted, as saying: “I know that service doesn't end with the person 

wearing the uniform -- and you all know that -- and war doesn't end when servicemen 

and women come home. I know that our troops' sacrifices are their families' sacrifices 

too” (Obama, 2009). These words ring true to the families of the thousands of soldiers 

who have served in Iraq and Afghanistan. The stress of having a family member miles 

away from home and potentially in harm’s way is a burden that many families carry and 

have to cope with every day. In recognizing this reality that military families face, the 

Department of the Army created what was called a Family Support Group which was a 

direct result of the lessons learned during the 1990-1991 Gulf War (Operation Ready, 

n.d.). The name was later changed to Family Readiness Groups (FRGs) which was meant 

to promote readiness and self-sufficiency among families in today's Army.  

Individual FRGs exist at the company level and are the responsibility of the 

company’s commanding officer and sustained by family members who wish to lend 

support to other FRG members (Othner & Rose, 2007; Mancini, 2006; Operation Ready, 

n.d.). Although membership in the FRG is automatic upon arrival to the company, 

participation is voluntary. It consists of assigned married and single soldiers, their 

spouses and children, DA civilians, and volunteers and their families (Mancini, 2006). 

The FRG creates a network of communication between its members and the chain of 
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command. It acts as an extension of the company as it provides its members with accurate 

and official command information. In addition to being an advocate to community 

resources, the FRG provides activities and support that are meant to improve members' 

well-being (Mancini, 2006). Family Readiness Groups help to facilitate opportunities to 

meet with other affected families, to create and strengthen connections between these 

families, and to help them cope in times of stress. 

Given the significance of such a program, and other programs that the Army 

offers, it is important to be in tune with the problems and successes of Army programs. 

One way to assess the effectiveness of the Army’s support programs, a Survey of Army 

Families (SAF) is implemented by the U.S. Army Community and Family Support 

Center (CFSC) in conjunction with the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral 

and Social Sciences (ARI). In the 2004/2005 survey, results showed that although FRG 

participation of spouses of officers is reported to be at 67%, spouses of junior enlisted 

soldiers participate at a much lower rate of 40%, and 21% of all spouses reporting not 

having participated at all (Orthner & Rose, 2007). The top reasons for not participating 

were, a) spouses either had no time or the hours of meeting were not convenient; b) a 

desire to keep military and personal life separate; and c) spouses were uncomfortable 

with the current FRG leader. However, when asked about the helpfulness of their FRG 

during their current or recent deployment, 82% of officer spouses and 79% of enlisted 

spouses indicated that they had received support from their FRG. Furthermore, 59% of 

officer spouses and 44% of enlisted spouses rated their FRG to be very helpful (Orthner 

& Rose, 2007). 
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Given such statistics, one can see that although FRGs are a valuable resource, 

they are not being fully taken advantage of by the intended population. This lack of 

participation becomes a problem because research has found that participation in social 

support is beneficial to an individual’s overall well-being during times of deployment 

(Padden, Connors, & Agazio, 2011). Those individuals and families who need the 

support and resources that the FRG provides are going without and can have a trickle-

down effect to their family members and even community. As a result, it is the intent of 

this research to examine ways to help FRGs become more successful and increase 

participation.  

One essential component in creating a successful FRG is the leader. “Leadership 

is the most important of the essential ingredients for effective FRGs” (Operation Ready, 

n.d., p. 21). Wilson (2008) adds that, “FRGs reflect the core Army belief that effective 

leadership is paramount to quality family support efforts” (p. 20). Therefore, for the 

purpose of this research, the focus will be on the leadership component of the FRG and 

how leaders can improve and expand their skill sets. 

One way leaders can add to their leadership abilities is through communication 

styles. Communication style is one area that has not been explored in the literature on 

FRGs. A leader frequently communicates with FRG members, e.g., answering questions, 

leading FRG meetings, and organizing and participating in social events. Furthermore, 

FRGs are composed of an array of individuals with different personalities, cultures, and 

preferences. Just as it is important for a teacher to understand the learning styles of 

his/her students, it is equally important for an FRG leader to understand the 

communication styles of its FRG members. If an FRG leader can identify a range of 
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communicator styles that its FRG members best respond to, then the FRG leader will be 

able to better understand the group members, and could perhaps integrate those styles 

into their leadership. Therefore, this study acknowledges that not everyone will have the 

same communication style, and will investigate the communication styles FRG members 

prefer their FRG leader to utilize. Information resulting from such research would help 

FRG leaders better understand their members’ preferences and communicative needs in 

the context of the FRG. Addressing these preferences and needs help members to be 

more responsive to FRGs and feel more comfortable interacting with the group and 

asking questions.  

To go even further, this study will investigate the modes of communication that 

FRG members currently use and which modes they would like to see the FRG utilize. 

Given the amount of communication that is required between the FRG leader and the 

members, modes of communication become an important aspect to the communicative 

effectiveness of FRGs. Therefore, in order to be thorough in understanding the best way 

to reach FRG members, modes of communication will also be explored. 
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Chapter 2: 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

Social Support 

 The FRG serves as a form of social support to the families of deployed soldiers. 

They are not only sources of information (information from command and community 

information) and reference (to available military and community resources), they also 

bring together families who are bonded by deployment. Although FRG members are 

diverse in cultures, personalities, and ways of life, they share the same difficulties that 

come with deployment. Such difficulties include, but are not limited to: marital issues, 

financial issues, de-stabilization of family relationships, emotional de-stabilization of 

family members, and spouses becoming the sole care takers of the children and the 

household (Johnson, Sherman, Hoffman, James, Johnson, Lochman, Magee, & Riggs, 

2007).  

There have been several studies done on the benefits of social support in different 

contexts. Research has shown social support to have a positive influence on mental 

health. Those who have social support report fewer occurrences of daily hassles (Cutrona 

& Rose, 1986) and generally experience less stress (Fontaine, 1986). Additionally, those 

who engage in social support experience a sense of community, validation and 

reinforcement of their feelings, satisfaction in their life and job, and have the ability to 

share experiences (Fontaine, 1986; Albrecht, 2003; Cutrona & Suhr, 1992; Coulson, 

2005). Military spouses who function most effectively during deployment are those who 
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take advantage of community resources and social support (Johnson, Sherman, Hoffman, 

James, Johnson, Lochman, Magee, & Riggs, 2007; Padden, Connors, & Agazio, 2011).  

Additionally, social support can have a positive physiological influence on health 

outcomes such as, “post-myocardial infarction prognosis,” or post-heart attack (Seeman, 

1996, p. 449). The basis for this positive effect is demonstrated in previous research that 

demonstrated that social isolation and/or non-supportive social interaction can cause a 

“lower immune function, neuroendocrine function, and cardiovascular activity,” while 

those who engage in social support have the opposite effect (p. 449).  

 

Groups  

Being that FRGs are essentially small groups, it is important to explore the nature 

of groups. Burgoon, Heston, and McCroskey (1974) define small groups as “the face-to-

face interaction of two or more persons in such a way that members are able to recall the 

characteristics of the other members accurately” (p. 2). They describe the communication 

environment to be unique in that there is a frequency of interaction between group 

members, developing a group personality, and taking on an identity that stands on its 

own. Another characteristic is group norms that develop over time and include a value 

system and normative behavior. In some instances, group norms can turn into individual 

norms. Groups also serve the generic purpose of either completing a project or to meet 

the needs of its members (McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000). 

Tuckman (1965) frames the developmental sequence of groups with the changes 

in behavior and identifies four stages, forming, storming, norming, and performing. In the 

forming stage, members seek orientation through experimenting to determine acceptable 
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group behavior seeking, the reactions of the leader and/or other group members, and 

trying to figure out who is relatable and dependable. The forming stage is then said to be 

comprised of seeking orientation, testing boundaries and dependence. The second stage is 

storming and it is described as behavior that is hostile toward the leader and other 

members in order to assert their individuality and to resist the group influence. In the 

third norming stage, resistance is overcome as the group structure and other group 

members’ idiosyncrasies are accepted and group harmony is of utmost importance. The 

final stage is called performing where the interpersonal structure is an instrument in 

solving problems and task activities as the group’s role structure is developed and 

problems have been resolved.  

While the make-up and development of groups are important, it is also important 

to understand their function. Bertcher (1994) describes a group as a social entity that 

interacts interdependently to accomplish group and/or individual goals. A common goal 

is a state “that the majority of the members wish to see occur for their group” (p. 6). 

Furthermore, researchers propose that group participation and relational development can 

accomplish these common goals by which group members are interdependent and 

influence each other to some extent and over time roles, norms and values develop and 

are accepted by the members (Bertcher, 1994; Myers, Shimotsu, Byrnes, Frisby, Durbin, 

& Loy, 2010). Therefore, the results that groups produce can be seen as their function. 

There are five major functions of small group communication. These functions are: 

persuasion, therapy, conflict resolution, decision making, and problem solving. A group 

should compare its actual outcomes with the group’s goals to assess its productivity 

(Burgoon, Heston, & McCroskey, 1974). “The ability of the group to satisfactorily fulfill 
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its function is dependent on its adaptability to the constraints of its individual, group, and 

external characteristics, and the balance of feedback and control in the communication 

that occurs during group interaction” (p. 10).  

In the context of FRGs, a successful FRG would then be to meet the goals of its 

mission statement which are to: “(a) act as an extension of the unit in providing official, 

accurate command information, (b) provide mutual support between the command and 

the FRG membership, (c) advocate more efficient use of community resources, and (d) 

help families solve problems at the lowest level” (Mancini, 2006, p. 11). 

 

Leadership 

Leadership is an important component in the success of the group process and can 

improve performance by influencing this process in a positive way (Yukl, 2006). 

According to Hogan and Kaiser (2005), “leadership should be defined in terms of the 

ability to build and maintain a group that performs well relative to its competition…and 

be evaluated in terms of the performance of the group over time” (p. 172). Furthermore, 

good leaders are credible, make sound and timely decisions, competent, and most of all 

make clear to the group the overall vision. Taking a step further and defining an effective 

leader, Stogdill (1950) refers to the leader’s influence and ability to guide the group 

towards achieving its goal. Other work suggests that the effectiveness of the group should 

be used to measure leadership effectiveness (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan 1994; Yukl, 

2006). While there are many measures of leadership, Yukl’s (2006) indicators of 

leadership effectiveness will be used for the purposes of this study, which are: follower 

8



attitudes and satisfaction with the leader, the growth of the group, its preparedness to 

cope with crisis, and retention of the group’s status. 

Jung and Sosik (2002) examined leadership style in terms of the way 

transformational leadership influences the perception of empowerment and cohesiveness 

by group members. Transformational leaders have the ability to encourage group 

members to perform above and beyond expectations and to realign group members’ 

personal values with that of the transformational leader’s vision which creates strong 

group values and cooperation (Jung & Avolio, 2000). This study found significant 

positive relationships among transformational leadership and measured group process 

variables such as empowerment, group cohesiveness, and perceived group effectiveness. 

A consequence of members who were working with transformational leaders and were 

highly motivated and satisfied were that they displayed a higher intention of staying with 

their group. The study also suggests that transformational leaders also had the ability to 

make group members feel empowered and created cohesion among members. 

Additionally, feelings of empowerment were positively linked to group effectiveness.  

Another leadership study by Cohen, Chang, and Ledford (1997) examined leaders 

of self-managing teams, which according to the researchers, are groups that are 

interdependent and have a good amount of authority to make decisions concerning the 

group, although a direct manager of the group may exist. This type of group also works 

on tasks which have high levels of autonomy and identity. Results from their study 

showed that leaders with self-managing behaviors were positively associated with team 

member quality of work life and perceived work group effectiveness in both self-

managing and traditional work groups. This finding indicates that team members are 
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more satisfied and perform better when leaders encourage self-management. Further, 

management may benefit by identifying, encouraging and grooming self-managing 

leadership behaviors. 

There are several behaviors that a leader should display and can serve as 

important functions of the group. Some of these functions are: Initiation where a leader 

produces and facilitate new ideas in group; Membership makes sure that the leader is also 

a member of the group; Organization where a leader maintains the structure of group; 

Integration helps to maintain a positive group environment; Internal Information 

Management concerns the flow of information and feedback among group members as it 

relates to issues and the group itself; Gatekeeping function where the leader serves as a 

filter of the information that enters and leaves the group; and Reward Function expresses 

approval or disapproval of group performance (Burgoon, Heston, & McCroskey, 1974, 

pp. 147-148). Furthermore, leaders must be adaptive and choose the most appropriate 

behaviors in different situations, especially in the context of group discussions (Wood, 

1977). In the context of the FRG, the leader definitely takes on all these functions, 

perhaps most importantly the functions of Internal Information Management and 

Gatekeeping. As a part of the FRG mission, the leader is tasked with maintaining and 

facilitating the flow of information within the group, as well as externally. 

De Vries, Bakker-Peiper, and Oostenveld (2009) conducted a study examining the 

relationship between measures of leadership and communication styles and leadership 

outcomes. Using a comprehensive communication styles instrument (De Vries, Bakker-

Peiper, Sigerb, Van Gameren, & Vlug, 2009) which includes seven dimensions of 

communication (six with the highest loadings were used), they uncovered the importance 
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of a leader’s supportiveness, assuredness, and preciseness when communicating with 

followers. This study then speaks to the importance to a group leader’s communicative 

behavior, which essentially becomes one’s communication style.  

 

The Role of the FRG Leader 

FRG leaders can be appointed or volunteer for the position, either way, they work 

closely with the company commander or the rear detachment commander during times of 

deployment, maintaining communication and team work. The leader’s role in relation to 

the commander is to support his/her overall vision for the FRG. Additionally, other 

components of the leadership duties are: planning, managing, and supervising FRG 

activities, establish and maintain an effective system of communication with families 

locally and those who are away, distributing timely and accurate information to those 

families from command, assist families with referrals to appropriate resources, and 

identify (possibly resolve) issues and bring to command’s attention (Mancini, 2006; 

Operation Ready, n.d.). Leaders are responsible for taking the appropriate training that is 

offered through the Army which prepares individuals to become an FRG leader, e.g. the 

FRG Leader Certification Course, finances and fundraising courses, and courses that help 

leaders to prepare for crisis and trauma situations. Leaders should also be familiar with 

Army and unit policies which include the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for their 

FRG (Mancini, 2006; Operation Ready, n.d.).  
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Communication Style Measures 

A leader’s communicative behavior serves in generating group norms and 

creating a personality of the group (Burgoon, Heston, & McCroskey, 1974). 

Communication behaviors are also seen as variables for group outcomes and are 

indicators of leadership emergence (Limon & La France, 2005). Many studies have 

looked into communication traits and behaviors. Communication style was first 

introduced by Norton (1978) and was defined as “the way one verbally or paraverbally 

interacts to signal how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, filtered, or 

understood” (p. 11). The Communicator Style Measure (CSM) was also developed in this 

work and was further developed in Norton (1983) where nine communicator styles and a 

sub-construct named communicator image were named. These styles are named: 

dominant, dramatic, contentious, animated, impression leaving, relaxed, attentive, open, 

and friendly. Communicator image is the one dependent variable and is described as how 

an individual evaluates their own communicator skills. In this work, communicator style 

is marked by specific characteristics that are “observable, multifaceted, multicollinear, 

and variable, but sufficiently patterned” (p. 47). 

Many researchers have since built upon that work, modifying the CSM to create 

their own communication style measure. Hansford and Hattie (1987) explored the 

dimensions of communicator style and its association with sex, age, and self-concept. 

The researchers sampled 1,661 high school students from 18 different high schools. A 

communicator style measure was created for this study by reflecting on previous research 

(Hansford & Hattie, 1982; Hansford & Roberts, 1983) and modifying Norton’s (1978) 

Communicator Style Measure. These were factor analyzed and the results provided 
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strong support for these aforementioned dimensions. Further examination provided 

results suggesting an underlying structure reflecting two dimensions of communication 

style: supportive-attentive and animated-dominant. Related to the dimensions in Norton 

(1983), the attentive communicator, one who encourages, acknowledges, and 

accommodates others anchors one end of the dimension while dominant anchors the 

opposite end.  

In another study, it was hypothesized that a person’s cultural individualism-

collectivism, self-construals, and values each affect one’s communication style, namely 

the utilization of low- and high context communication. Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-

Toomey, Nishida, Linda, and Heyman, (1996) sampled 753 college students from the 

U.S., Japan, and Korea. The researchers developed a questionnaire which assessed low- 

and high-context communication, self-construals, and values across the three cultures. 

Communication style was measured by constructing a 158 communication style item 

questionnaire which they called the Communication Style Scale (CSS). It was partially 

based on Norton’s (1978) openness, dramatic, animated, attentive, and contentious scales. 

The researchers arrived at eight factors: Inferring Meaning, Indirect Communication, 

Interpersonal Sensitivity, Dramatic Communication, Use of Feelings, Openness, 

Preciseness, and Positive Perception of Silence. The findings supported the hypotheses 

that individual level factors (self-construals and values) better predict low- and high-

context communication styles across cultures than individualism and collectivism do.  

While many instruments, such as the CSM and CSS, measure general 

communication styles, they are rooted in communication style concepts that already 

existed. As a result, De Vries, Bakker-Peiper, Sigerb, Ban Gameren, and Vlug (2009) 
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conducted a study on communicator style and incorporated aspects of different 

instruments such as Gudykunst et al.’s (1996) CSS. To avoid bias, which could possibly 

affect the items that would be a part of the questionnaire and as a result affect which 

factors and scales would emerge; the researchers chose a lexical approach. The lexical 

approach is a dimensional structure of words that individuals use to describe their 

communication style and is in line with what other researchers studied on personality 

dimensions (Cattell, 1943; Goldberg, 1990). The main idea in this study is that in 

language, all that can be said to describe the manner in which we communicate is 

encoded in words and these words are documented in a dictionary. This study sought to 

uncover what extent lexical communication dimensions would be revealed.  

First, communication style was redefined to center on interpersonal 

communication behaviors and to counter Norton’s (1983) definition which the 

researchers thought narrowly focuses on the interpretation of a message. Communication 

style was then said to be “the characteristic way a person sends verbal, paraverbal, and 

nonverbal signals in social interactions denoting (a) who he or she is or wants to (appear 

to) be, (b) how he or she tends to relate to people with whom he or she interacts, and (c) 

in what way his or her messages should usually be interpreted” (p. 179). 

 Then a series of studies were conducted, first extracting adjectives and verbs and 

filtering out the words which represented communication style. In the second study, those 

verbs and adjectives were rated by participants on whether the words clearly represented 

communication styles. In the final study, participants used both the aforementioned verbs 

and adjectives and Gudykunst et al.’s (1996) CSS to rate their personal communication 

style. 
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 Six main dimensions of communication styles were found in this article which 

are: expressiveness, preciseness, niceness, supportiveness, threateningness, and 

emotionality. In relation to the CSS scale, Openness and Dramatic communication were 

most significantly related to lexical Expressiveness, and CSS Preciseness and lexical 

Preciseness were strongly related. The three nonverbal scales in the CSS, Inferring 

Meaning, Use of Feeling, and Positive Perception of Silence had the weakest link in the 

lexical marker scale. Further, threateningness and relfectiveness respectively resemble 

constructs’ from other studies, verbal aggression and argumentativeness. 

  

Communication Styles Inventory (CSI) 

Most recently, De Vries, Bakker-Pieper, Konings, and Schouten (2011) extended 

on De Vries et al.’s (2009) study in which seven communication style dimensions were 

offered, using it to create a new communication styles questionnaire, the Communication 

Styles Inventory (CSI). In the current study, the seven dimensions were modified, 

omitting Threateningness, Niceness, and Supportiveness, and instead creating one single 

overarching factor which was named Verbal Aggressiveness. In addition, a scale was 

constructed to measure a deceptive communication style and was named Impression 

Manipulativeness. Therefore, the CSI represents six dimensions which were 

Expressiveness, Preciseness, Questioningness, Emotionality, Verbal Agressiveness, and 

Impression Manipulativeness, each consisting of four facet scales, which provide an 

integrative framework.  
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Dimensions 

 Words that describe the factor Expressiveness are a mix of talkativeness, the 

opposite would be uncommunicativeness, energy, eloquence, and certainty (De Vries et 

al., 2009). The four facets of the Expressiveness domain are: Talkativeness, 

Conversational Dominance, Humor, and Informality. Similar to Expressiveness are 

Norton’s (1978, 1983) Animated and Open communicator style constructs and 

Gudykunst et al.’s (1996) Openness. Animated communicators sustain eye contact and 

use different facial expressions and gestures. Norton’s (1978, 1983) Open communicators 

are conversational, extroverted, and outspoken and Gudykunst et al.’s (1996) Openness 

dimension focuses on openness in conversations. Open and Animated/Expressive are 

dimensions on Norton’s (1983) Communicator Style Measure (CSM) while Openness is 

a dimension of Gudykunst et al.’s Communicator Style Scale (CSS).  

The Preciseness domain of the CSI are composed of a mix of adjectives which 

include clarity, composure (businesslike), concise, and efficient (De Vries et al., 2009). 

The facets belonging to this domain are: Structuredness, Thoughtfulness, 

Substantiveness, and Conciseness. Again, it is aligned with Gudykunst’s et al.’s (1996) 

CSS dimension, Precise which emphasizes accuracy and clarity when interacting. 

Questioningness is representative of lexical Reflectiveness and is composed of 

engagement, analytical reflectiveness, and poetic communication behaviors. It has facets 

that are: Unconventionality, Philosophicalness, Inquisitiveness, and Argumentativeness. 

These descriptors have some similarities to Burgoon and Hale’s (1987) Relational 

Communication Scale (RCS) Intimacy (Depth, Affection, Trust) factor which is partly 
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characterized by depth in messages and Similarity/Receptivity by its willingness to listen 

component. 

Sadness, irritability, anger, and tension are descriptors for the factor, Emotionality 

(De Vries et al., 2009). The facets for the Emotionality domain are: Sentimentality, 

Worrisomeness, Tension, and Defensiveness. This factor is similar to Neuroticism in the 

Five-Factor Model of personality. Neuroticism serves as a domain in Costa and McCrae’s 

(1992) NEO Personality Inventory and has to do with emotional instability (vs. emotional 

stability). It is characterized by the tendency to feel fear, sadness, anger and 

embarrassment. Those who exhibit neuroticism are also prone to experience irrational 

ideas and have less control over their impulses. 

De Vries et al. (2011) explain that Verbal Aggressiveness is composed of the 

lexical factors Threateningness (abuse, deception), reversed Niceness (friendliness, 

uncritical, cheerful), and reversed Supportiveness (admiration, supportiveness, 

accommodation; De Vries et al., 2009). The facets for Verbal Aggressiveness are: 

Angriness, Authoritarianism, Derogatoriness, and Nonsupportiveness. Verbal 

Aggressivenss is described by Infante and Wigley (1986) as a verbal act which aims to 

psychologically hurt the conversational partner during interpersonal interaction. The 

researchers distinguish verbal aggression from other types of aggression, proposing that it 

should be studied in its own right. Consequently, the Verbal Aggressiveness Scale was 

constructed to facilitate the examination of the nature of aggression and how to control it.  

Finally, Impression Manipulativeness was added to the scale to measure 

communication behaviors that are deceptive and behaviors that are manipulative citing it 

to be important “in settings in which communicative behaviors such as ingratiation, use 
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of charm, and concealing information are likely to be used in order to obtain status or 

other rewards” (De Vries et al., 2011, p. 6). The facets for this domain are: Ingratiation, 

Charm, Inscrutableness, and Concealingness. 

Reliability and Validity 

The CSI was tested in two groups, student and community. In the community 

sample, the researchers test CSI for convergent and discriminant correlations with: lexical 

communication marker scales (De Vries et al., 2009), Gudykunst et al.’s (1996) 

Communication Style Scale (CSS), Infante and Wigley’s (1986) Verbal Aggressiveness, 

Infante and Rancer’s (1982) Argumentativeness scales, and its association to personality 

using the HEXACO (Ashton & Lee, 2008) and NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The 

student sample was used to cross-validate the personality findings, to see if they also 

were consistent in this sample. 

 The results showed support for the CSI “both psychometrically and in terms of its 

alignment with the lexical communication dimensions, other communication style 

instruments, and its association with personality” (De Vries et al., 2011, p. 14). All 

communication style facets loaded to their corresponding factors and the complete 

domain-level scales showed high reliabilities. “Five of the six CSI scales seem to map on 

the communication styles domain…all CSI scales showed medium to high convergent 

correlations with the lexical marker scales,” (p. 14) with the exception of lexical 

Supportiveness and CSI Impression Manipulativeness. CSI Expressiveness showed a 

very strong correlation with lexical Expressiveness (r = .72, p < .01) as did CSI 

Preciseness and lexical Preciseness (r = .61, p < .01). There were also strong correlations 

between CSI Verbal Aggressiveness and lexical Threateningness (r = .51, p <.01) and 
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CSI Questioningness and lexical Reflectiveness (r = .50, p < .01). There was a 

moderately strong correlation between CSI Emotionality and lexical Emotionality (r = 

.40, p < .01).  

With the exception of intrapersonal cognition scales, Positive Perception of 

Silence, Use of Feelings, and Inferring meaning, the CSI aligned well with Gudykunst et 

al.’s (1996) CSS. CSI Expressiveness and both CSS Openness (r = .67, p < .01) and 

Dramatic Communication (r = .60, p < .01) showed a very strong correlation. There were 

also strong correlations between: CSI Preciseness and CSS Preciseness (r = .49, p < .01); 

CSI Verbal Aggressiveness and CSS Interpersonal Sensitivity (r = .53, p < .01); and CSI 

Questioningness and both CSS Preciseness (r = .46, p < .01) and CSS Dramatic 

Communication (r = .50, p < .01). 

Additionally, Infante and Wigley’s (1986) Verbal Agressiveness and CSI Verbal 

Aggressiveness (r = .62, p < .01) showed strong convergent correlations and Infante and 

Rancer’s (1982) Argumentativeness were in line with expected relations to CSI 

Questioningness (r = .48, p < .01). 

Finally, in both community and student samples, there were relatively strong 

correlations between CSI and both NEO Personality and HEXACO scales, with the 

exception of CSI Preciseness.  

 

Modes of Communication  

 Communication style can also influence other communicative behaviors such as 

the use of computer mediated communication (CMC). Rice, Chang, and Torobin (1992) 

examined the adoption and use of CMCs using Norton’s (1983) CSM and participants’ 
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self-rating their media use. Findings were that only lower-energy relaxed style of 

communication had a positive influence on adoption and friendly and relaxed styles 

showed an influence on usage.  

Communication style can explain why an individual chooses certain media over 

others. Sending and receiving messages via CMCs require assessing commands rather 

than reacting spontaneously as one would in face-to-face conversations. Those 

individuals who need to take time to think about and respond to others or those who need 

to organize and present their thoughts in a certain way may find CMC systems more 

supportive because there is no pressure to immediately respond or lose their turn in the 

conversation (Rice, Chang, & Torobin, 1992).  

 With the repertoire of technology consumers have to choose from, CMCs become 

a part of everyday interactions and with the presence indicators of Instant Messaging 

(IM) to the mobility of SMS texting, the line between online and offline communication 

has been blurred (Herring, 2004). Media that enable communication become especially 

important in FRGs with part of the mission being to provide “official and accurate 

command information.” The mode of communication one chooses becomes a 

determining factor in the success of the group and is an area that should be explored. 

   When examining media, Daft and Lengel (1986) consider its capacity for 

‘information richness,’ which is “the ability of information to change understanding 

within a time interval” (p. 560). In attempt to classify media, the researchers suggest the 

following in order of decreasing richness: (1) face-to-face, (2) telephone, (3) personal 

documents (letter/memos), (4) impersonal written documents, and (5) numeric 

documents. Media richness depends on its capacity for feedback, therefore face-to-face is 
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considered to be the richest because it provides immediate feedback and allows the 

communicator to check interpretation. 

 Studies on media use by different populations of people have been mixed. 

Watson-Manheim and Belanger (2007) propose that it is more beneficial to consider 

situational conditions as an influence of media preference over contextual factors. 

Situational conditions include task characteristics, message characteristics and urgency. 

Research on media choice by employees in a work environment found that face-to-face 

(FTF) and telephone were best for discussions involving complex tasks and that 

institutional conditions influence media behaviors (Wijayanayake & Higa, 1999; Watson-

Manheim & Belanger, 2007). 

 In studies that sampled students, findings supported IM as being the most utilized 

form of online interaction (Quan-Haase, 2007; Squires, 2003; Lancaster, Yen, Huang, & 

Hung, 2007), explaining that the advantage of IM is its synchronous mode of 

communication and provides an enhanced sense of presence. IM is also preferred because 

its ability to converse with multiple partners at once. Furthermore, IM occurs at the site 

of the student’s computer, where most of their work is done, and allows the user is to be 

engaged while completing tasks. Other research supports email as the dominant medium 

through which social interaction takes place (Baym, Zhang, & Lin, 2004). Conversely, 

FTF was the overall preferred mode of communication in other studies (Squires, 2003; 

Baym, Zhang, & Lin, 2004). Additionally findings were that those who use FTF 

communication in the context of groups tend to be more productive than those who use 

CMCs and can better create group cohesiveness (Straus & McGrath, 1994; Straus, 1997). 
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 Being that FRG members range in age from 18 years old to older adults, it is 

important to also understand media usage by these different groups. In Lenhart, Arafeh, 

Smith, and Macgill (2008, April 24), teens’ daily use of popular communication 

technology (FTF, text messaging, cell phone, landline phone, IM, social networking, and 

email) was examined and findings were that the most common mode of communication 

was FTF with 39%, text messaging with 36%, 35% use landlines, followed by IM at 

29%, and email the least popular with 16%. Furthermore, while social networking is a 

major part of communication among teens, 43% of social network users report spending 

time with friends in person over 31% of non-social networking teens. Therefore, although 

teens participate in the many technologies available to them, it is only a supplement and 

does not replace existing modes of communication. 

 Social networking is another technology that has emerged as a serious mode of 

communication in different age groups. In another study, social networking was reported 

being used by 83% of adults 33 and younger, and 62% of adults who are 34-45 (Zickuhr, 

2010, December 16). These social networking sites include Facebook, MySpace, and 

LinkedIn. 
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Chapter 3: 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

 

With the literature suggesting the benefits of social support, the FRG becomes an 

important asset to families of deployed soldiers. However, less than half of FRG 

members actively participate (Orthner & Rose, 2007). It is the intent of this research to 

examine how to make the communication process of the FRG better. This will be 

accomplished through the scope of FRG leadership because it is an important component 

in the success of the group process (Yukl, 2006). Additionally, a leader’s communicative 

behavior influences group norms and creating a personality of the group (Burgoon, 

Heston, & McCroskey, 1974). Therefore, this research will examine the communicator 

styles that are most preferred among FRG members. While one communication style will 

resonate with some members, other members may gravitate towards other styles. This 

research acknowledges that not everyone will prefer the same communication style in this 

context, therefore this research is looking for a range of preference as this is a very 

diverse group. This will help the FRG leader improve the overall communication in the 

group and create an environment that is more open and comfortable for interaction. As a 

result, this study will identify which styles of communication group members prefer their 

leader to exhibit while interacting with them. Communication styles will be based on De 

Vries et al.’s (2011) six dimensions of communication styles: Expressiveness, 

Preciseness, Verbal Aggressiveness, Questioningness, Emotionality, and Impression 

Manipulativeness.  
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RQ 1: Which communication styles do FRG members prefer FRG leaders to 

exhibit when interacting with them in the context of the FRG? 

 

Because the primary functions that an FRG leader performs, Internal Information 

Management and Gatekeeping (Burgoon, Heston, & McCroskey, 1974, pp. 147-148), are 

highly communicative, it is sensible to also examine the preferred modes of 

communication to carry out these functions. Additionally, group members’ preference of 

modes of communication used by leaders when performing information dissemination 

duties will be investigated. Modes will be based on the modes of communication Lenhart, 

Arafeh, Smith, and Macgill (2008, April 24) used to examine usage patterns among 

teenagers which are: FTF, text messaging, cell phone, landline phone, IM, social 

networking, and email because these are modes that are most relevant in today’s 

technological environment. Again, this research expects results to reveal a range of 

modes and not necessarily one mode in which everyone agrees.  

 

RQ 2: Which modes of communication do FRG members prefer FRG  

leaders to utilize when performing communicative functions of the FRG? 

 

In both research questions, “preference” will be examined and deemed most 

appropriate to eliminate the possibility of participants feeling uncomfortable by having to 

judge “right” or “wrong” behaviors. Still, this choice of word will help to determine 

which styles and modes of communication they are most responsive to.  
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Chapter 4: 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 To investigate these research questions, the survey method was used. Because 

descriptive surveys can be used to gather information and assess the attitudes about 

smaller groups that are representative of the larger group (Berger, 2000), a questionnaire 

which assesses communication style and media preference was administered.  

 

Population and Sampling 

The population that was used was the FRG members from the 425th Brigade 

Special Troop Battalion (BSTB) at Fort Richardson, Alaska. This battalion is composed 

of 5 companies: Alpha Company consists of 79 soldiers and 47 spouses, Bravo Company 

consists of 88 soldiers and 55 spouses, Charlie Company consists of 53 soldiers and 32 

spouses, HHC BSTB consists of 163 soldiers and 105 spouses, and HHC BDE consists of 

226 soldiers and 152 spouses, therefore, there are 1,000 total individuals that are a part of 

this battalion. Participation in the FRG is voluntary, however membership is automatic 

upon arrival to each person’s respective company. To study this group, convenience 

sampling was used by the researcher attending an FRG meeting of each company where 

all FRG members from every company equally has the opportunity to attend but because 

the FRG is completely voluntary, attendance at meetings do not amount to the number of 

the actual membership. Each person in this sample was then given a survey.  
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With the permission from the battalion commander and each company captain, 

the researcher was allowed to attend an FRG meeting from each company between 

October and November 2011 to hand out surveys which assessed communication style 

preference and type of media preference.  

 

Instrument 

Communication Style Inventory 

To measure communication style, De Vries et al.’s (2011) Communication Style 

Instrument Other Report was administered (see Appendix A for survey data). This 

instrument measures six dimensions of communication styles: Expressiveness, 

Preciseness, Verbal Aggressiveness, Questioningness, Emotionality, and Impression 

Manipulativeness (See Appendix B). The CSI is a 96-item scale with answers being on a 

5-point Likert type scale ranging from “completely disagree” to “completely agree.” This 

instrument provides an integrative framework and represents the main communication 

styles. It is a recent study and is rooted in prominent communication style research 

(Infante & Rancer, 1982; Norton, 1983; Infante & Wigley, 1986; Gudykunst et al., 1996; 

De Vries et al., 2009). Furthermore, De Vries et al. (2011) provides evidence of its 

reliability and validity. In regards to the FRG, the six dimensions used in the CSI 

encompass important characteristics of FRG leaders. With members coming from a wide 

array of cultures and ways of life, the CSI is comprehensive enough as to capture the 

behaviors of a diverse population. 
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Modes of Communication 

To see which modes of communication are most preferred among the participants, 

a survey was constructed for the purpose of this study. It is based on the modes of 

communication Lenhart, Arafeh, Smith, and Macgill (2008, April 24) used to examine 

usage patterns among teenagers which are: FTF, text messaging, cell phone, landline 

phone, IM, social networking, and email. It has fourteen items which include items on 

age, FRG experience, and asks the participant to match specific types of messages to their 

mode preference. 

 

Pretest 

Because the modes of communication survey was constructed for this study, and 

hasn’t been used before, a pretest was conducted. A sample of this survey was given to a 

handful of FRG members from another battalion which was not a part of the sample for 

this study but has very valuable opinions. They determined that the questions were 

appropriate and represented the content of actual correspondence. 

 

Procedures 

The participants were first given a “consent to participate” handout (Appendix C) 

which was read aloud by the researcher and was free for each participant to take home 

with them. The handout informed them about the research, the risks, benefits and that 

their participation was completely voluntary.  

Before completing the surveys, oral and written instructions were given to the 

participants. After the meeting “business” was completed, the company captains gave the 
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rest of the meeting time to the researcher and the survey. For the CSI section, participants 

were told to use the survey to discern communicative characteristics that their ideal 

“imaginary” FRG leader would exhibit. An imaginary FRG leader was used to avoid 

them possibly judging their current or past leaders and creating internal conflicts. With 

this imaginary leader in mind, they were to answer the questions in the CSI. For each 

item, participants rated whether they, completely agreed, agreed, were neutral, disagreed, 

or completely disagreed with each statement. For the media preferences section, 

participants were told to choose the type of media they preferred in each respective 

context. The participants were told to take their time and had the remainder of the 

meeting time to complete the surveys. Participants averaged 15-25 minutes in completing 

their surveys. 

 
Data Analysis 

 A descriptive analysis of the surveys was conducted to find communication styles 

and modes of communication that were preferred among respondents. To further analyze 

the CSI data, t-tests and ANOVA tests were run to examine differences between 

dependents and soldiers, and age groups. To assess the range of preferences for type of 

media used for communication, a descriptive analysis again was conducted along with 

chi-square tests to examine associations between dependents and soldiers, and age 

groups.  
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Chapter 5: 

RESULTS 

 

 

Characteristics of Respondents 

At the Alpha Company meeting, 56 surveys were handed out and 33 surveys were 

returned. At the Bravo Company meeting, 54 surveys were handed out and 20 surveys 

were returned. Thirty-two surveys were distributed at the Charlie Company meeting and 

15 surveys were returned. There were 52 surveys distributed at the HHC BSTB meeting 

and 24 surveys were returned. Finally, at the HHC BDE, 40 surveys were passed out and 

20 surveys were returned. There were a total of 237 surveys that were distributed and 112 

surveys were returned. Therefore, the response rate was 47% and represents 12% of the 

population of 1,000 soldiers and spouses who are in the battalion. Of the 112, 12 were 

unusable and had to be thrown out leaving 100 usable to be analyzed for this research.  

The survey asked two demographic questions which were, membership status and 

age range. Data concerning gender was not collected. Of the 100 usable surveys, 48 

participants were dependents and 49 were soldiers (three participants did not indicate 

their membership status). Originally there were seven age groups that a participant could 

choose from. However, for data analysis purposes, the researcher combined the age 

groups which represented only a few participants. Therefore, as shown in Table 1, 32 

participants were 23 and younger, 31 participants were 24 to 29, 18 participants were 30 

to 35, and 16 participants were 36 and older.  
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 Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid 23 and Under 32 33.0 

24-29 31 32.0 

30-35 18 18.6 

36 and Over 16 16.5 

Total 97 100.0 

Missing System 15  
Total 112  

 
 Communication Style Inventory Data 

 To assess the normality of the six communication style domains analyzed in this 

study, the standardized skewness coefficients and the standardized kurtosis coefficients 

were calculated and all fell within the range of -3 to 3. Therefore, responses on the six 

measures were determined to be normally distributed.  

The data from the Communication Style Inventory (CSI) portion of the surveys 

were analyzed for descriptive statistics. With respondents deciding whether they (1) 

“completely disagreed”, (2) if they “disagreed”, (3) if they were “neutral”, (4) if they 

agreed, and (5) if they “completely agreed” with the statements, facet scores were 

tabulated and averaged out to come to a domain average. For the questions that were 

negatively stated, answer values were recoded into a different “reversed” variable. The 

domains were ranked according to their mean value, as Table 2 demonstrates. Preciseness 

was ranked first, followed by Expressiveness, Questioningness and Impression 

Manipulativeness. Verbal Aggressiveness and Emotionality were scored the lowest of all 

the domains. 

 

Table 1. Age Groups 
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Table 2. Communication Style Inventory Descriptive Statistics – Ranked Overall 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Preciseness Domain  100 2.50 4.63 3.6094 .44959 

Expressiveness Domain  100 2.44 4.00 3.2919 .32929 

Questioningness Domain  100 1.69 4.19 2.8106 .43876 

Impression Manipulativeness 

Domain  

100 1.56 3.88 2.6219 .41012 

Emotionality Domain  100 1.25 3.75 2.5131 .47667 

Verbal Aggressiveness Domain  100 1.13 3.69 2.0806 .55819 

Valid N (listwise) 100     
 

To explore the differences between dependent respondents and soldier 

respondents, a t-test (α = .05), as shown in Table 3, was conducted and significant 

differences were found in five of the domains. First, in the Emotionality domain, soldiers’ 

mean scores (M = 2.67, SD = .45, N = 42), were significantly higher (t(85) = -3.88, p = 

.00) than dependents’ mean scores (M = 2.31, SD = .42, N = 45). In the Impression 

Manipulativeness domain, soldiers’ mean scores (M = 2.71, SD = .41, N = 42), were also 

significantly higher (t(85) = -2.08, p = .04) than dependents’ mean scores (M = 2.53, SD 

= .39, N = 45). Again, soldiers’ mean scores in Questioningness (M = 2.92, SD = .41, N 

= 42), were significantly higher (t(85) = -3.24, p = .002) than dependents’ 

Questioningness mean scores (M = 2.65, SD = .38, N = 45). Finally, in Verbal 

Aggressiveness, soldiers’ mean scores (M = 2.36, SD = .55, N = 42) were again 

significantly higher (t(85) = -4.84, p = .00) than dependents’ mean scores (M = 1.84, SD 

= .46, N = 45).  
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 Dependent or 

Soldier N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Emotionality Domain  Dependent 45 2.3097 .42305 .06306 

Soldier 42 2.6741 .45271 .06985 

Expressiveness Domain  Dependent 45 3.3319 .35750 .05329 

Soldier 42 3.2440 .32397 .04999 

Impression 

Manipulativeness Domain  

Dependent 45 2.5333 .39497 .05888 

Soldier 42 2.7128 .40857 .06304 

Preciseness Domain  Dependent 45 3.7056 .40802 .06082 

Soldier 42 3.5015 .48657 .07508 

Questioningness Domain  Dependent 45 2.6458 .37971 .05660 

Soldier 42 2.9211 .41252 .06365 

Verbal Aggressiveness 

Domain  

Dependent 45 1.8389 .45821 .06831 

Soldier 42 2.3616 .54740 .08447 

 

To further explore the differences in attitudes towards these domains, a one-way 

ANOVA was performed. The LSD comparison at the .05 significance level found that 

there were significant differences between groups only in the Emotionality and Verbal 

Aggressiveness domains. The mean response from the 23 and under age group (M = 2.64, 

SD = .50, N = 29) was significantly higher than the 30-35 group (M = 2.27, SD = .43, N 

= 18) age group in the Emotionality domain. In the Verbal Aggressiveness domain, mean 

scores in the 23 and under group (M = 2.26, SD = .59, N = 29) were also significantly 

higher than the 36 and over group (M = 1.81, SD = .40, N = 14). 

 

Modes of Communication 

 A descriptive analysis of respondents’ preference of media type used for 

communication was performed.  

 

Table 3. Communication Style Inventory Group Statistics – Dependent v. Soldier 
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General Media Use 

 All types of media listed (FTF, texting, cell phone, landline phone, IM, social 

networking, and email) were reported to have some use by respondents’ FRGs. The types 

of media reported to be used by more than half of respondents are email and FTF. 

When asked what types of media respondents use on a daily basis to communicate 

in general, 79% use texting, 71% use cell phone, 65% use FTF, 53% use email, 48% use  

 

 

 

social networking, 17% use IM, and 9% use landline telephone daily. In response to 

which types of media are used for general communication on a weekly basis, 76% 

reported using texting and cell phones, 66% use FTF, 61% use email, 57% use social 

networking, 27% IM, and 20% use landline telephone on a weekly basis. Figure 1 

demonstrates the daily and weekly media use. 

To further analyze these results, data was organized by membership status, i.e., 

dependent or soldier. As shown in Figure 2, texting was reported as being used most on a 

daily basis with 77% of dependents and 82% of soldiers. Next, 72% of dependents and 

Figure 1. Media Use – Daily v. Weekly 
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69% of soldiers report using cell phones, followed by 63% of dependents and 67% of 

soldiers report using FTF daily. In forth place, 63% of dependents and 43% of soldiers 

report using email daily, and in fifth place is social networking with 54% of dependents 

and 37% of soldiers. Nineteen percent of dependents and 14% of soldiers report daily use 

of IM, and in last place, 10% of dependents and 8% of soldiers use landline telephones on 

a daily basis. 

 

 

 

When examining frequencies by age group, there were trends in some media use 

which can be seen in Figure 3. First, 81 % of the 23 and under and 90% of 24-29, shared 

usage of texting compared to the 30-35 group with 67% and the 36 and over group with 

75%. The opposite was true for some of the other categories. The 30-35 group and the 36 

and over group reported higher usage of cell phones with 77% of the 30-35 group and 

81% of the 36 and over group. Thirty-eight percent of the 36 and over group reported 

daily use of landline phone which was higher than all the other groups. A chi-square test 

Figure 2. Media Use – Dependent v. Soldier 
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was performed and an association was found between this age group and telephone usage 

as shown in Table 4, χ² (3, N = 97) =18.96, p < .000.  
 

 
Age Range 

Total 

23 and 

Under 24-29 30-35 

36 and 

Over 

Use Landline Phone on 

daily basis 

True Count 2 0 1 6 9 

% within Age Range 6.3% .0% 5.6% 37.5% 9.3% 

False Count 30 31 17 10 88 

% within Age Range 93.8% 100.0% 94.4% 62.5% 90.7% 

Total Count 32 31 18 16 97 

% within Age  Range 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Finally, 72% of the 30-35 group and 75% of the 36 and over group specified 

using email daily, as shown in Table 5. A chi-square test was performed and an 

association was found between the 36 and older age group and email usage, χ² (3, N = 97) 

=9.25, p < .03.  

Figure 3. Daily Media Use – Age Groups 
 

Table 4. Daily Landline Phone Use – Age Groups 
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Age Range 

Total 

23 and 

Under 24-29 30-35 

36 and 

Over 

Use Email on daily 

basis 

True Count 13 13 13 12 51 

% within Age Range 40.6% 41.9% 72.2% 75.0% 52.6% 

False Count 19 18 5 4 46 

% within Age Range 59.4% 58.1% 27.8% 25.0% 47.4% 

Total Count 32 31 18 16 97 

% within Age Range 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Media Preference by Category 

 In the Community Updates category, 70% of overall respondents had a preference 

for communication through email followed by the use of cell phone with 33% showing 

preference for cell phone. A chi-square test was performed and there was an association 

between membership status and their preference of email, χ² (1, N = 95) = 7.39, p < .01. 

Specifically, 81% of dependents reported preferring email for community updates over 

soldiers’ 55% as shown in Table 6.  

 

 

 Dependent or Soldier 

Total Dependent Soldier 

Prefers Email for 

Community Updates 

True Count 39 26 65 

% within Dependent or Soldier 81.3% 55.3% 68.4% 

False Count 9 21 30 

% within Dependent or Soldier 18.8% 44.7% 31.6% 

Total Count 48 47 95 

% within Dependent or Soldier 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 6. Email Preference for Community Updates – Dependent v. Soldier  
 

Table 5. Daily Email Use – Age Groups 
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In the Important FRG Information category, there was an overall preference for 

email with 52% specifying this type of communication and cell phones coming in second 

at 44%. No other associations were found in this category. 

 Preferences for media type in the Important Information About Soldier category 

were for cell phone with 57% and FTF with 53% of respondents. No other associations 

were found in this category. 

 In the next category, FRG Updates, 67% of overall respondents had a preference 

for communication through FTF. The other media type that was specified was texting 

with a smaller 22% of respondents. A chi-square test found that there was an association 

between soldiers and FTF for FRG updates, χ² (1, N = 94) = 5.4, p < .02. Specifically, 

20% of soldiers reported preferring FTF for FRG updates over dependents’ 5% as shown 

in Table 7. 

 

 Dependent or Soldier 

Total Dependent Soldier 

Prefers FTF for FRG 

Updates 

True Count 2 9 11 

% within Dependent or Soldier 4.2% 19.6% 11.7% 

False Count 46 37 83 

% within Dependent or Soldier 95.8% 80.4% 88.3% 

Total Count 48 46 94 

% within Dependent or Soldier 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Overall, 54% of respondents specified having a preference for email in the Social 

Events category followed by cell phone with a lesser 24%. A chi-square test was 

performed and it showed an association between soldiers and their preference for FTF for 

communicating about social events, χ² (1, N = 93) = 6.55, p < .01. Only 2% of 

Table 7. FTF Preference for FRG Updates – Dependent v. Soldier  
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dependents specified FTF as a form of communication in this category compared to 18% 

of soldiers as shown in Table 8. 
 

 Dependent or Soldier 

Total Dependent Soldier 

Prefers FTF for Social 

Events 

True Count 1 8 9 

% within Dependent or Soldier 2.1% 17.8% 9.7% 

False Count 47 37 84 

% within Dependent or Soldier 97.9% 82.2% 90.3% 

Total Count 48 45 93 

% within Dependent or Soldier 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

In the final category, Military Information, 75% of overall respondents showed 

preference for email as a form of communication. A chi-square test was performed and 

associations were found between soldiers and their preference of texting, χ² (1, N = 93) = 

9.03, p < .003, and cell phone, χ² (1, N = 93) = 4.46, p < .04. Twenty-two percent of 

soldiers showed preference for texting about information regarding the military over 2% 

of dependents. Twenty-four percent of soldiers also specified having preference for cell 

phone over 8% of dependents. These results are shown in Tables 9 and 10.  
 

 Dependent or Soldier 

Total Dependent Soldier 

Prefers Texting for Military 

Info 

True Count 1 10 11 

% within Dependent or Soldier 2.1% 22.2% 11.8% 

False Count 47 35 82 

% within Dependent or Soldier 97.9% 77.8% 88.2% 

Total Count 48 45 93 

% within Dependent or Soldier 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

Table 8. FTF Preference for Social Events – Dependent v. Soldier  
 

Table 9. Texting Preference for Military Info – Dependent v. Soldier  
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 Dependent or Soldier 

Total Dependent Soldier 

Prefers Cell phone for 

Military Info 

True Count 4 11 15 

% within Dependent or Soldier 8.3% 24.4% 16.1% 

False Count 44 34 78 

% within Dependent or Soldier 91.7% 75.6% 83.9% 

Total Count 48 45 93 

% within Dependent or Soldier 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 10. Cell Phone Preference for Military Info – Dependent v. Soldier  



Chapter 6: 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 This research sought to identify which styles of communication group members 

prefer while interacting with FRG leaders and which types of communication they prefer 

to use when receiving messages regarding FRG and military related issues. This section 

will discuss the results and some of the implications of the research. 

 

Communication Style 

 The first research question sought to determine which communication styles FRG 

members preferred FRG leaders to utilize in the context of the FRG. The overall 

membership specified preference for Preciseness, with a mean score of 3.60, which was 

highest among all the domains. A Precise communicator is one who communicates in a 

substantive and thoughtful manner. They are to-the-point, needing little words to explain 

their thoughts and stick to talking points which they consider to be important (DeVries, 

personal communication, September 12, 2011). They are able express their thoughts and 

the message in a way that is understandable to the audience. Similar to charismatic 

leaders being described as precise among others in DeVries (2009), preciseness in the 

context of the FRG is understandably an important attribute to have. A function of an 

FRG leader is as Burgoon, Heston, and McCroskey (1974) suggested in their work, 

which is the Internal Information Management function. It is concerned with the flow of 

information and feedback among group members as it relates to issues of the group and 
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the group itself. FRG leaders’ main responsibility is to disseminate accurate information 

from command or otherwise to the FRG members. The members know this and expect 

the FRG leader to be concise when conveying these messages. The priority of these FRG 

members is made clear in this result, which is that they value a person that is precise in 

presenting them with the information that they need. With a mean score of 3.29, 

the second highest ranked domain was Expressiveness. One with an Expressive 

communication style is somebody who can easily address people and talk informally. 

Expressive communicators tend to dominate a conversation by talking a lot (De Vries, 

personal communication, September 12, 2011). When FRG members have questions and 

concerns about the group, their soldier, or the military in general, the FRG leader 

becomes a resource to answering those questions or a referral to find the help that they 

need. Therefore, the FRG leader must be approachable so that members feel comfortable 

asking for the help and be able to engage in informal conversation so that the leader 

understands what exactly is needed. Similar to Bertcher (1994), it is explained that 

“attending” is important in the group dynamic because it lets the other member know that 

others are paying attention to what they are saying or doing (p. 19).  

Although Verbal Aggressiveness was ranked last, it still says something about the 

type of leader that members gravitate towards, which is someone who is low in Verbal 

Aggressiveness. Infante and Wigley (1986) characterized a person who is verbally 

aggressive as one that attacks the other’s self-concept in order to psychologically hurt 

them. A person that scores low in Verbal Aggressiveness is considerate of the group’s 

feelings, does not push their point-of-view on others, and does not show their anger (De 

Vries, personal communication, September 12, 2011).  
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 Being that Emotionality was ranked second to last, this finding suggests that 

members prefer leaders that are also low in Emotionality. Those low in Emotionality are 

not affected by the perceptions of others and react to situations calmly and in a deliberate 

manner (De Vries, personal communication, September 12, 2011). 

Dependents v. Soldiers 

 Soldiers’ mean scores were significantly higher than dependents’ in preference for 

Emotionality, Impression Manipulativeness, Questioningness, and Verbal 

Aggressiveness. This suggests that soldiers are particularly more tolerant of those who 

lack consideration and who speak in a generally demanding tone. This tolerance can be 

explained by the stressful work environments that they are typically in and their exposure 

to negative and sometimes abusive supervisors (Pflanz & Ogle, 2006). Exposure to this 

type of work environment can cause a desensitization to such behaviors, thus less 

bothersome and creating a higher tolerance. In this study, it was noticed by the researcher 

that the soldiers who participated in this study were predominantly male and dependents 

who participated were predominantly female. Hansford and Hattie (1987) conducted a 

study and found an association between males and dominant and impression leaving 

dimensions of communication style. This suggests that men are more likely to be 

dominant style communicators or attempt to take control in social interactions. Men also 

tend to externalize hostility which creates increased aggression in general (Verona, Reed, 

Curtin, & Pole, 2007). This may also explain the tolerance towards verbally aggressive 

others if it is to be assumed that majority of the soldier respondents in this study were 

male.  
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 Another finding was that dependents scored higher than soldiers only in one 

domain which was Preciseness. This suggests that Preciseness is the one most important 

attribute that dependents find to be important in a FRG leader. Dependents are left behind 

for long periods of time during the many field trainings, temporary duty station, remote 

assignments and deployments overseas that are required for soldiers (Pavlicin, 2003). 

This creates a variety of stressors for the dependents which have to deal with long 

separations from their military spouse, family and friends, becoming a single parent while 

the military spouse is away, and perhaps a strained financial situation (Operation Ready, 

2008). The FRG leader maintains communication with command during these times and 

is primarily responsible for disseminating accurate information from command to the 

families, maintaining communication with families, and serving as a resource to help 

families deal with such stressors (Mancini, 2006). Families are always eager to hear 

information about their soldier and look to the FRG leader as a valuable source of 

information as they will most likely get information regarding their soldier and the unit 

before the rest of the FRG members. Therefore, it would then be critical that the FRG 

leader encompass the attributes of a Precise communicator, which is to communicate 

important information in a well-structured, concise manner as to keep to the important 

topic at hand and not to speak on other superfluous topics (De Vries, personal 

communication, September 12, 2011).  

Age Groups 

 The data showed that the 23 and under group preferred Emotionality more than 

the 30-35 age group. The 23 and under group also preferred Verbal Aggressiveness more 

than the 36 and over group. These results reveal a divide in preference between younger 
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and older members. This younger group perhaps hasn’t had as much experience in the 

Army and with FRG leaders so they are more tolerant of emotional and verbally 

aggressive FRG leaders than older members who have experienced multiple leaderships. 

Further, perhaps the 23 and younger group are not bothered by others who are 

emotionally and verbally aggressive communicators because they are still young and not 

very particular about the way others talk to them. However, those who are older and feel 

that they have lived life may expect more respect when being spoken to. 

 Although the results for communication style indicated specific preferences 

among the overall group as well as sub-groups such as soldiers, dependents, and age 

groups, communication styles to be used in FRGs aren’t necessarily prescriptive to these 

preferences. These results denote the communicative attributes that this group would like 

to see in their ideal FRG leader. While this study did not seek to find a “blue print” to the 

perfect leader, it did intend to look for a range of preferences which it accomplished and 

detailed in the previous section. Further, the results indicate the need for flexibility on the 

part of an FRG leader as the make-up and needs of their membership will vary.  

 

Media Use 

General Media Use 

 Respondents reported using each type of media, however some forms were more 

popular than others. The use of texting was ranked first with 79% of respondents 

indicating use on a daily basis and cell phones were ranked second with 71%. Cell 

phones were followed by FTF with 65% indicating use and email was ranked 4th with 

53%. Landline phones were ranked last with only 9%. These results were consistent with 
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statistics published by International Telecommunication Union (2011) which reported 

that in 2011 there were an estimated 5.9 billion mobile phone subscriptions worldwide. 

Of that 5.9 billion, approximately 969 million subscriptions were in the U.S. It is reported 

that by 2018, there will almost be as many subscriptions as there are global citizens 

(OECD/International Telecommunication Union, 2011). Furthermore, Radwanick (2011, 

February 14) reports that texting was the top mobile phone activity by U.S. users in 2010. 

Between 2007 and 2010, the amount of texts sent worldwide nearly tripled, from an 

estimated 1.8 trillion to 6.1 trillion in 2010 (International Telecommunication Union, 

2010, October 20). That would mean that an approximate 200,000 texts were sent every 

second. The draw of text messaging could be due to the fact that a text message is 

cheaper, and because it is asynchronous, it is less intrusive than a phone call (Herring, 

2004). Conversely, landline phones are decreasing in use. The number of households 

without a landline phone increased from 18% in 2008 to 32% in 2011 (Blumberg & 

Luke, 2011, December 21). Therefore the amount of “wireless-only” households has 

steadily been increasing with a 3.1-percent-point increase in 2010 and a 1.9-percent-

poing increase in 2011 (p.2). Because of all the functions the cell phone serves with 

today’s smartphones, cell phone use is becoming an all-in-one device and edging out 

other communication media such as the landline phone. 

 Although only 65% respondents reported using FTF on a daily basis which may 

seem unusual, going without FTF interaction in the context of the FRG community is not 

uncommon. Dependents are often stationed far from home and from their friends and 

family. If they are not active in their FRG, they may find it difficult to go out of their box 

to meet new people and as a result, purposeful FTF communication could be limited. In 
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addition, the location of this FRG is Anchorage, Alaska, where cold and dark winters are 

six months out of the year. Many people stay indoors during most of this time. Another 

possible explanation for this finding is that people are using other current communication 

media more to communicate. The results which report the amount of use of other 

communication media is an answer in itself. It is more convenient to send a text or email 

than it is to go up to that individual to personally ask a question. 

Texting, cell phones, and FTF were most significantly utilized by soldiers over all 

the other forms of communication media. Soldiers are always on the go and are 

frequently gone for various trainings and other assignments (Pavlicin, 2003), therefore 

the mobility of a cell phone becomes very advantageous for personal use and have been a 

part of work related tasks (Tilghman, 2011, December 1). Consistent with Rainsford 

(2010) soldiers are in fact heavy texters and texting is one of top preferred forms of 

communication to receive messages during and after duty hours. The Army has 

recognized the value of having such devices in the field so much so that in 2012, the 

Army will begin an effort to harness mobile technology and issue secure and battle ready 

smartphones to deploying units (Gould, 2011, December 29).  

This data suggests a range of communication media, specifically texting, cell 

phone and FTF, for FRG leaders to keep in their repertoire when it comes to 

communicating with soldiers, and identifies the increasing use of texting as an acceptable 

form of communication. 

 Dependents also reported high usage of texting and cell phone in numbers a little 

less than the soldiers. However, what was most interesting was the difference in email 

and social networking use among dependents compared to soldiers where over half of the 
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dependents reported using email and social networking daily. Although a significance 

level was not reached in the tests that were run, it is still worth pointing out this 

difference. In Rainsford (2010), email was found to be one of the least preferred 

communication media among soldiers. Additionally, soldiers may use social networking 

less often because they don’t have the time spend on those kinds of sites. A soldier has a 

full day which starts before the sun rises and ends at sunset and they do not have much 

free time in between. Although gender was not a variable in this study, as mentioned in 

the previous section, it was noticed that the majority of the dependent respondents were 

female. Assuming that dependents were predominantly female, this divide could be a 

gender issue. In a study conducted by Purcell (2011), females were more likely to use 

email to send and receive messages on a daily basis than men. Another study found that 

women spend more of their time, 17%, on social networking sites than men who spend 

12% (Radwanick, 2011, February 7). This suggests that dependents use a variety of 

communication media to accomplish different tasks and do not limit themselves to one 

form of media. This would mean that dependents are flexible to receive messages from 

the FRG through a range of communication media and are not exclusive to just one. 

 If gender was a variable in this study, it would give a better understanding about 

the effects of gender on respondents’ communication media preferences. Although in this 

study the soldier respondents were typically male and the dependent respondents were 

typically female, the results cannot officially be linked to gender because gender was not 

a variable. However, the question of gender becomes important because it may be a better 

indicator for preferences over membership status, as literature suggests that gender 

differences do in fact exist (Purcell, 2011; Radwanick, 2011, February 7). Because the 
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dependent group was not entirely composed of females and soldiers are not always male, 

gender may be a more accurate predictor of communication media preference than 

membership status.  

 In regards to age, there were associations found between those who were 36 and 

older and the use of landline phones and email. Furthermore, there was a difference in 

those who are under 30 and those who are over 30 with regard to the use of texting, cell 

phones, and email. More of those who are under 30 years old reported using texting and 

cell phones more than those who are over 30 years old, while the use of email is higher 

among those over 30 years old than those under 30. This is consistent with studies that 

were conducted by the Comscore website which assessed the demographics of media use 

in the U.S. In 2010, the smartphone market was driven by those in the younger age 

bracket with 17% of 18-24 year olds and 27% of 25-34 year olds (Radwanick, 2011, 

February 14). Further, “18-24 year olds were 55% more likely to access mobile media 

than the average mobile user” in 2010 (p. 20). In Rainsford (2010), texting was most 

prevalent among those who are 18-24 years old. This is reflected in the current study with 

those under 30 reporting higher texting and cell phone use. A study on email suggested 

that web-based email waned by 9% in 2010 with a marginal decline in younger age 

groups in the 18-24 year olds and a more noticeable decline among those who are 25-34 

years old, down 18% (Radwanick, 2011, February 7). These findings indicate that 

communication media use among the younger generation may be shifting from email to 

other devices, however it remains strong in older demographics. FRGs that have a mix of 

younger and older generation members may want to recognize these trends in age groups 

and engage in communication media that suit the group’s demographic.  
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Media Use Preference by Category 

 Results showed that overall, FRG members preferred to be notified about 

community events, activities and resources through email. An association was found 

between dependents and email, suggesting that out of dependent and soldier FRG 

members, dependents had a stronger preference to be informed community updates via 

email.  

 In regards to members being updated on things such as FRG and battalion 

meetings, unit information, newsletters, and fundraising events which fall under the 

umbrella of the Important FRG Information, overall members preferred to be contacted 

through email. Conversely, for FRG updates which includes information on new FRG 

members and the birth of a child, members specified that FTF was the preferred method 

of communication. An association between soldiers and FTF communication for the 

aforementioned types of updates shows that soldiers have a stronger preference for FTF 

communication than dependents in this category. Additionally, although overall FRG 

members specified email as a means to be updated on information regarding FRG social 

events, there was another association between soldiers and FTF indicating that soldiers 

have a stronger preference for FTF communication for social events than dependents. 

The overall preference for FTF communication is consistent with Baym, Zhang, & Lin 

(2004) who suggest that FTF communication is still a dominant mode of communication, 

especially in a world where so many different forms communication media are available 

for use. It is also consistent with data in the current study which indicated that FTF was 

ranked third in daily use by FRG members out of seven communication technologies.  
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 The majority of FRG members specified that they wanted to be contacted through 

cell phone for information regarding their soldier. This finding is explained best by 

Watson-Manheim and Belanger (2007) who propose the term “communication media 

repertoire” which is used to “investigate pattern of use of multiple communication media 

for specific communication purposes” (p. 268). It is defined as “the collection of 

communication channels and identifiable routines of use for specific communication 

purposes within a defined community” (p. 268). They propose that institutional factors, 

such as organizational structure, proximity of members in the group, and trust in 

communication, and situational factors, which are factors such as urgency, task and 

message characteristics, influence which communication media an individual will 

choose. In the current study where the cell phone is the preferred mode of communication 

for receiving information regarding the soldiers, because the proximity of the FRG 

members are physically far apart and information about the soldiers make FRG members 

feel a sense of urgency, the cell phone was the preferred mode of communication. 

Perhaps if they were proximally closer, like in the same building, FTF would be the 

preferred method. This concept can also be applied to other categories in helping to 

understand the preferences of these FRG members and to assess the possible preferences 

of other FRGs. 

 Finally, overall, FRG members preferred email to communicate general military 

information, such as pay increases, changes in military policies, and duty station 

information. An association was found between soldiers and texting which suggests that 

soldiers had a stronger preference than dependents for information about the military to 

be texted to them. This finding is consistent with the data from this study which showed 
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that overall, soldiers used texting more than any other type of communication media and 

daily usage rates were higher than the texting rates among dependents. This finding is 

also consistent with data that reports the roll that texting and mobile technology currently 

play in the Army and the implication of its use in the future (Rainsford, 2010; Gould, 

2011, December 29; Tilghman, 2011, December 1). 

The results showed that preferences for communication media varied among the 

overall group, between dependents and soldiers, and between age groups. The data 

reviews the use traditional modes of communication and highlights other modes that are 

increasing in use and popularity. Consistent with communication style, use of 

communication media depends on the FRG member and the context in which the media 

is to be used for and the FRG leader should be flexible to accommodate the needs and 

preferences of the group.  

 

Implications and Recommendations 

In the research that was conducted, although there was some variance among 

communication style preference, overall these FRG members preferred their ideal FRG 

leader’s communication to be high in Preciseness and Expressiveness and low in 

Emotionality and Verbal Aggressiveness. In other words, in this setting, an optimal 

leader would be considerate, thoughtful and calm when communicating and be to-the-

point when relaying important information during FRG meetings so that information is 

given in a structured way. In social settings, the FRG leader can also be approachable and 

communicate in a way that makes the conversational partner comfortable and well 

attended to.  
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While it is understandable that these traits would be desirable in the context of the 

FRG and are perceived as optimal in this group, it is not necessarily the optimal format in 

other FRGs. One thing that every FRG leader should possess is the flexibility to cater to 

the needs of the group. It is recommended that FRG leaders initially survey their group to 

assess their communication style preference and periodically review their initial 

assessments being that the FRG membership often changes. When the communication 

style domains are identified, the FRG leader can then work on developing or grooming 

the specified communication styles and implement them when communicating with 

group members. 

This study also gives FRG leaders an idea of what communication media are 

being utilized overall and by different demographics. Overall, the FRG members that 

were surveyed most frequently used text messaging, cell phones, FTF, and email to 

communicate on a daily basis. Both dependents and soldiers are avid texters and cell 

phone users but dependents differ in that they were more frequently use social 

networking and email for communication than soldiers. Furthermore, those under 30 

years old are more likely to text and use the cell phone for communication whereas those 

older than 30 are more likely to use email. Additionally, with the exception of two 

categories (FRG Updates and Information About the Soldier), members specified that 

their overall preference was to be contacted via email.  

While these preferences are specific to this group, it does give insight to FRG 

leaders as to which modes of communication media members actually use as opposed to 

what people really aren’t using. Similar to communication style, it is recommended to 

conduct an initial survey to assess the members’ actual and preferred use of 
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communication media and periodically revisit those assessments for accuracy. This 

would provide a range which the FRG leader can use as a guideline to which media is 

most appropriate for their group and allows them to customize their plan for 

communication to suit the make-up of the membership. Again, flexibility is an important 

overarching attribute of the FRG leader. 

The information brought forth in this study can be used by current and future FRG 

leaders who may not necessarily have the communication skills to effectively interact 

with their group. Being that FRGs don’t always have the luxury of screening volunteers, 

sometimes volunteers are few and far in between and FRGs are just happy to have 

someone willing to take on that responsibility. Therefore this information can help the 

candidate identify a range of skills that may be pertinent to their group so they can work 

on developing specific communication skills sets, such as Preciseness and Expressiveness 

which may have been skills that they already possessed or need to work on. Current 

leaders can also use the range of communication media preferences as a framework when 

deciding which media to employ. Although this information would be helpful in 

engaging with members, it is not to say that the leader must fit one particular description, 

rather candidates should at least be aware of different communication strategies and how 

they vary among different groups. Which strategies employed would depend on the 

context and the population. It is also important to understand the appropriate media to use 

to communicate certain messages as different groups within the FRG appreciate different 

media forms. This can be accomplished by employing some sort of instrument to survey 

the needs and preferences of the members that they will be servicing and revisit those 

results periodically to check for accuracy. 
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All FRG leaders are required to take the FRG Leader Certification Course 

Training that is offered by the Army Community Service. The information in this 

research can also be used to compliment and/or add to the content already used in the 

course. It can help these leaders-to-be become aware of the different communication 

styles and communication media and that the communication strategy that they employ 

will depend on the group’s preferences.  
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Chapter 7: 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

This research set out to look for ways to improve the communication in the FRG, 

which would hopefully contribute to the overall effectiveness of the FRG. This work 

focused on communication styles and modes of communication to assess a range of 

preferences that group members had. In both communication styles and communication 

media, this research identified a range of preferences that an FRG leader can use to create 

a communication strategy based on the content of the message and the group make-up. It 

also will help the FRG leader to recognize that different strategies fit different groups of 

people.  

Results from this study determined that FRG members preferred the FRG leader 

to exhibit communication behaviors that are high in Preciseness and Expressiveness and 

low in Emotionality and Verbal Aggressiveness. Overall, texting, cell phone, face-to-

face, and email were the most frequently used communication media. Texting and cell 

phone were also most frequently used by dependents and soldiers and those under 30 

years old. Additionally, dependents specified the use of social networking and email 

more than soldiers and those over 30 years old most frequently use email and landline 

phones. Finally, with the exception of FRG updates and Information About the Soldier, 

members overall preferred to be communicated through email about community updates, 

important FRG information, social gatherings, and military information. 
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Limitations  

There were a few factors which limited this research. First, only some of the FRG 

population attended the FRG meetings and not all of those who did attend the meetings 

completed a survey. Thus not being able to reach more of the FRG population and get 

more views represented was a limitation. Due to the sampling technique and the fact that 

verifying the age and gender of the entire battalion was not possible, it is possible that 

these findings may not represent the entire population. In addition, because of the ratio of 

dependents to soldiers in the sample, there was some over-sampling of dependents 

through this method. Another limitation was the timing of the data collection which was 

scheduled during a time when families were preparing for deployment. At these 

meetings, briefings detailing deployment timelines and important information preceded 

the time set aside for the survey. It is possible that given the quantity of information that 

preceded the survey, respondents were tired and as a result declined to take part in the 

survey. Further, because at every meeting, the survey was last on the agenda, many 

respondents opted to go home as soon as the critical information was given. Finally, 

gender would have been valuable information and would have added to the richness of 

this study. However, because gender was not represented as a variable, the effects of 

gender are unknown.  

 

Future Research 

Because gender was not a variable in the current study, future studies could look 

at the role that gender plays in the FRG members’ preference for communication style 

and communication media. It would be interesting to see if there are any interaction 
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effects between gender and other independent variables such as age and membership 

status. 

Because the FRG memberships are so mixed with members who are new and 

those who have experienced more than one FRG, research could look the length of 

membership and the effect it has on preference of communication style. Those who have 

experienced multiple FRGs may have a better sense of what communicative attributes an 

effective FRG leader should possess. 

 Future research could also look at communication styles and communication 

media preferences with a bigger FRG sample and to see how those results would compare 

to this study. It would also be interesting to see the same study repeated after the end of 

the war to see if any of the needs and preferences change in a time of peace.  

 Finally, because the company commander provides the overall vision for the 

group, the FRG leader works closely with this person. Research could look at the 

communication of the company commander to see what impact that has on the efficacy of 

the group and on the group leader. 
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Communication Styles Section

This survey should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.

Coding: CD=Completely Disagree   D=Disagree   N=Neutral   A=Agree   CA=Completely Agree

# Questions CD D N A CA

1 He/she always has a lot to say.
1 2 3 4 5

2 When he/she tells a story, the different 
parts are always clearly related to each 
other. 1 2 3 4 5

3 If something displeases him/her, he/she 
sometimes explodes with anger. 1 2 3 4 5

4 He/she sometimes tosses bizarre ideas into 
a group discussion. 1 2 3 4 5

5 When he/she sees others cry, he/she has 
difficulty holding back his/her tears. 1 2 3 4 5

6 He/she sometimes praises somebody at 
great length, without being really genuine, 
in order to make them like him/her. 1 2 3 4 5

7 He/she often takes the lead in a 
conversation. 1 2 3 4 5

8 He/she thinks carefully before he/she says 
something. 1 2 3 4 5

9 He/she is not very likely to tell someone 
what they should do. 1 2 3 4 5

10 He/she never enters into discussions about 
the future of the human race. 1 2 3 4 5

Instructions: Read each question and circle (1) if you Completely Disagree, (2) if you Disagree, (3) if 
you are Neutral, (4) if you Agree, or (5) if you Completely Agree. Only choose ONE. To answer each 
question, you must think of an “imaginary” FRG leader. This person should represent your ideal FRG 
leader. How would that person communicate? What would be some of the things this person says or 
does? 

For example, question #1 states:
   He/she always has a lot to say. 1 2 3 4 5

If your ideal FRG leader always has a lot to say, then you would circle (5) Completely Agree.

APPENDIX A

Survey Data
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11 When he/she is worried about something, 
he/she finds it hard to talk about anything 
else. 1 2 3 4 5

12 He/she sometimes uses his/her charm to 
get something done. 1 2 3 4 5

13 Because of his/her humor, he/she is often 
the centre of attention among a group of 
people. 1 2 3 4 5

14 Conversations with him/her always 
involve some important topic. 1 2 3 4 5

15 He/she never makes fun of anyone in a 
way that might hurt their feelings. 1 2 3 4 5

16 During a conversation, he/she always tries 
to find out about the background of 1 2 3 4 5

17 Because of stress, he/she is sometimes 
unable to express him-/herself properly. 1 2 3 4 5

18 He/she makes sure that people cannot read 
it from his/her face when he/she doesn't 1 2 3 4 5

19 He/she communicates with others in a 
distant manner. 1 2 3 4 5

20 He/she doesn't need a lot of words to get 
his/her message across. 1 2 3 4 5

21 He/she can listen well. 1 2 3 4 5
22 To stimulate discussion, he/she sometimes 

expresses a view different from that of 
his/her conversation partner. 1 2 3 4 5

23 The comments of others have a noticeable 
effect on him/her. 1 2 3 4 5

24 He/she sometimes conceals information to 
make him/her look better. 1 2 3 4 5

25 He/she has a hard time keeping him-
/herself silent when around other people. 1 2 3 4 5

26 He/she sometimes finds it hard to tell a 
story in an organized way. 1 2 3 4 5

27 Even when he/she is angry, he/she won't 
take it out on someone else. 1 2 3 4 5

28 He/she often says unexpected things. 1 2 3 4 5
29 During a conversation, he/she is not easily 

overcome by emotions. 1 2 3 4 5
30 In discussions he/she sometimes expresses 

an opinion he/she does not support in 
order to make a good impression. 1 2 3 4 5

31 Most of the time, other people determine 
what the discussion is about, not him/her. 1 2 3 4 5

32 He/she weighs his/her answers carefully. 1 2 3 4 5
33 He/she sometimes insists that others do 

what he/she says. 1 2 3 4 5
34 He/she likes to talk with others about the 

deeper aspects of our existence. 1 2 3 4 5
35 He/she tends to talk about his/her concerns 

a lot. 1 2 3 4 5
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36 He/she sometimes flirts a little bit to win 
somebody over. 1 2 3 4 5

37 He/she has a hard time being humorous in 
a group. 1 2 3 4 5

38 You won't hear him/her jabbering about 
superficial or shallow matters. 1 2 3 4 5

39 He/she has at times made people look like 
fools. 1 2 3 4 5

40 He/she doesn't bother asking a lot of 
questions just to find out why people feel 
the way they do about something. 1 2 3 4 5

41 He/she can be visibly tense during a 
conversation  

1 2 3 4 5
42 Even when people ask for his/her thoughts 

on something, he/she seldom speaks 
his/her mind if those thoughts are 
unacceptable for others. 1 2 3 4 5

43 He/she behaves somewhat formally when 
he/she meets someone. 1 2 3 4 5

44 Most of the time, he/she only needs a few 
words to explain something. 1 2 3 4 5

45 He/she always shows a lot of 
understanding for other people's problems. 1 2 3 4 5

46 He/she likes to provoke others by making 
bold statements. 1 2 3 4 5

47 Nasty remarks from other people do not 
bother him/her too much. 1 2 3 4 5

48 He/she sometimes 'forgets' to tell 
something when this is more convenient 1 2 3 4 5

49 He/she is never the one who breaks a 
silence by starting to talk. 1 2 3 4 5

50 He/she always expresses a clear chain of 
thoughts when he/she argues a point. 1 2 3 4 5

51 He/she tends to snap at people when 
he/she gets annoyed. 1 2 3 4 5

52 In discussions, he/she often puts forward 
unusual points of view. 1 2 3 4 5

53 When describing his/her memories, he/she 
sometimes gets visibly emotional. 1 2 3 4 5

54 Sometimes he/she uses flattery to get 
someone in a favorable mood. 1 2 3 4 5

55 He/she often determines which topics are 
talked about during a conversation. 1 2 3 4 5

56 The statements he/she makes are not 
always well thought out. 1 2 3 4 5

57 He/she expects people to obey when 
he/she asks them to do something. 1 2 3 4 5

58 He/she never engages in so-called 
philosophical conversations. 1 2 3 4 5

59 People can tell when he/she feels anxious. 1 2 3 4 5
60 He/she would not use his/her appearance 

to make people do things for him/her. 1 2 3 4 5
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61 His/her jokes always draw a lot of 1 2 3 4 5
62 He/she is someone who can often talk 

about trivial things. 1 2 3 4 5
63 He/she has been known to be able to laugh 

at people in their face. 1 2 3 4 5
64 He/she asks a lot of questions to uncover 

someone's motives. 1 2 3 4 5
65 He/she is able to address a large group of 

people very calmly. 1 2 3 4 5
66 He/she is able to hide negative feelings 

about other people well. 1 2 3 4 5
67 He/she addresses others in a very casual 

way. 1 2 3 4 5
68 He/she is somewhat long-winded when 

he/she needs to explain something. 1 2 3 4 5
69 He/she always takes time for someone if 

they want to talk to him/her. 1 2 3 4 5
70 He/she tries to find out what people think 

about a topic by getting them to debate 
with him/her about it.  1 2 3 4 5

71 When people criticize him/her, he/she is 
visibly hurt.  1 2 3 4 5

72 He/she tells people the whole story, even 
when this is probably not good for 1 2 3 4 5

73 He/she likes to talk a lot. 1 2 3 4 5
74 His/her stories always contain a logical 

structure. 1 2 3 4 5
75 He/she can sometimes react somewhat 

irritably to people. 1 2 3 4 5
76 In conversations, he/she often toys with 

some very wild ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
77 People can tell that he/she is emotionally 

touched by some topics of conversation. 1 2 3 4 5
78 To be considered likeable, he/she 

sometimes says things his/her conversation 
partner likes to hear. 1 2 3 4 5

79 He/she often determines the direction of a 
conversation. 1 2 3 4 5

80 He/she chooses his/her words with care. 1 2 3 4 5
81 When he/she feels others should do 

something for him/her, he/she asks for it in 
a demanding tone of voice. 1 2 3 4 5

82 He/she regularly has discussions with 
people about the meaning of life. 1 2 3 4 5

83 When he/she worries, everybody notices. 1 2 3 4 5
84 He/she sometimes puts on a very seductive 

voice when he/she wants something. 1 2 3 4 5
85 He/she often manages to make others burst 

out laughing. 1 2 3 4 5
86 He/she rarely if ever just chatters away 

about something. 1 2 3 4 5
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87 He/she has humiliated someone in front of 
a crowd. 1 2 3 4 5

88 He/she always asks how people arrive at 
their conclusions. 1 2 3 4 5

89 He/she finds it hard to talk in a relaxed 
manner when what he/she has to say is 
valued highly. 1 2 3 4 5

90 Other people can easily tell when he/she 
thinks badly about them. 1 2 3 4 5

91 He/she comes across as somewhat stiff 
when dealing with people. 1 2 3 4 5

92 With a few words he/she can usually 
clarify his/her point to everybody. 1 2 3 4 5

93 He/she always treats people with a lot of 1 2 3 4 5
94 By making controversial statements, 

he/she often forces people to express a 
clear opinion. 1 2 3 4 5

95 He/she is not always able to cope easily 
with critical remarks. 1 2 3 4 5

96 Even if he/she would benefit from 
withholding information from someone, 
he/she would find it hard to do so. 1 2 3 4 5

Modes of Communication Section

Instructions: Read each question and circle the answer that best fits each question.
 Use the coding key below. This section should take approximately 5 minutes.

Coding: FTF=Face-to-Face             TXT=Text Messaging      CEL=Cell Phone
               LP=Landline Phone           IM=Instant Messaging            SN=Social Networking
               EM=Email

1 Which of type of communication do you 
use on a daily basis? (Choose all that 
apply)

FTF    TXT    CEL    LP    IM    SN    EM

2 Which of these type of communication do 
you use on a weekly basis? (Choose all 
that apply)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

3 Regarding your answers for Questions #2 
& #3, please breifly explain the reason(s) 
you prefer using those modes.

4 Which of these types of communication 
does your current FRG use? (Choose all 
that apply)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM
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5 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for community updates? 
(Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

6 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for important 
information regarding your FRG? 
(Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

7 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for important 
information about your soldier 
(spouse)? (Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

8 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for updates on your 
FRG (e.g. meetings, events, birth of a 
child)? (Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

9 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for information on 
informal social gathering? (Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

10 Which type of communication would you 
prefer to be used for information 
regarding the military in general (policy 
changes, educational programs)? 
(Choose One)

FTF     TXT     CEL     LP     IM     SN     EM

11
Is there another type of communication 
that wasn't mentioned above that you think 
you would like the FRG to use? Explain:

12 How old are you? (Choose one group) 18    19-23    24-29    30-35    36-41    42-47    48 & olde

13 Are you a dependat or soldier? Spouse/Dependent Soldier
(Choose One)

14 How many different FRGs have you been 
a part of? A "different" FRG is one that 
you have never been a part of before. 
(Choose one)

1       2       3       4       5       6 or more
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APPENDIX B 
 

Definitions of the CSI Domains 
R. E. De Vries (personal communication, September 12, 2011) 

 
 
Expressiveness (X): Pertains to the extent to which somebody dominates conversations 
through talkativeness, informality, and use of humor. People who score low on 
Expressiveness are restrained when talking to strangers, are often silent in company, and 
can appear formal and stiff in a conversation. People who score high on Expressiveness 
address people easily and informally, talk a lot, and are able to tell a joke in company.  
 
Preciseness (P): Pertains to the extent to which somebody communicates in a 
substantive, thoughtful, to-the-point, and structured way. People who score low on 
Preciseness like to talk about trivial things and have difficulties expressing themselves in 
a concise manner. The content of their conversation tends to ‘wander’ and they are less 
careful with the way they react to others. People who score high on Preciseness only talk 
about what they consider to be important topics and tend to react in a measured way. 
Their conversations are often well-structured and they do not need many words to clarify 
something.  
 
Verbal Aggressiveness (VA): Pertains to the extent to which somebody uses demanding 
communication, sometimes showing irritation and using criticism to put pressure on 
others. People who score low on Verbal Aggressiveness tend to show consideration for 
the feelings of others and are not likely to insist that others do what they want. They tend 
not to show anger and are not very likely to mock other people. People who score high on 
Verbal Aggressiveness are used to put on a commanding tone of voice, they vent their 
frustration easily, and they tend not to take account of other people’s feelings during 
conversations.  
 
Questioningness (Q): Pertains to the extent to which somebody provokes original and 
analytical discussions. People who score low on Questioningness tend to avoid 
philosophical conversations and are used to go along with conventional opinions. They 
are less likely to analyze opinions of conversational partners or to try to provoke 
discussions by saying something controversial. People who score high on 
Questioningness tend to more often enter into discussions about the meaning of life and 
frequently communicate unconventional ideas. They are more likely to ask a lot of 
questions to uncover somebody else’s motives and don’t mind stirring up discussions 
with a provocative statement.  
 
Emotionality (E): Pertains to the extent to which somebody shows emotions or tension 
when communicating. People who score low on Emotionality tend to react in a calm and 
deliberate manner and are less affected by what other people think. They are less likely to 
show anxiety and are able to remain relaxed when giving a presentation in front of a 
group. People who score high on Emotionality are more likely to show their feelings 
during a conversation and have visibly more difficulties when people criticize them. They 
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more often show that they are worried and are more likely to get tense when other people 
put pressure on them.  
 
Impression Manipulativeness (IM): Pertains to the extent to which somebody is used to 
present a favorable image of him-/herself to others. People who score low on Impression 
Manipulativeness are used to sharing all information with others, even when they may get 
in trouble because of it. They are less likely to flirt with others or to try to make a good 
impression in order to obtain a desirable goal. People who score high on Impression 
Manipulativeness are more likely to withhold information if it may damage their 
reputation. They tend to make an effort to be liked by others and will not hesitate to use 
their charm to get something done. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Consent to Participate in Research 
 
 

Communication of Family Readiness Group Leaders 
 

My name is Anela Apostadiro, and I am a graduate student at the University of Hawaii 
(UH). A requirement of my Master’s degree program is to conduct a research project. I 
have chosen to examine the communication styles of modes of Family Readiness Group 
(FRG) leaders by surveying FRG members. Participation in this study will involve the 
completion of an anonymous survey. I am asking you to participate in this project 
because you are at least 18 years old and a FRG member. I am asking each FRG member 
to participate. 
 
Project Description – Activities and Time Commitment: Participants will fill out a 
survey which measures communication styles and modes of communication. I will pass 
out these questionnaires at this FRG meeting. The first section consists of 96 statements, 
choose whether you (1) Completely Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neutral, (4) Agree, or (5) 
Strongly Agree with each question. Only fill in ONE response for each question. The 
second section consists of 14 items in which you must choose the answer that you feel is 
most appropriate. Completion of this survey will take approximately 20 minutes.  
 
Benefits and Risks: There will be no direct benefit to you for participating in this survey. 
However results of this project will be beneficial for existing leaders to improve their 
leadership abilities by engaging in behaviors associated with respective communication 
styles and employing specified communication modes.  
 
Confidentiality and Privacy: This survey is anonymous. I will not ask you to provide 
any personal information that could be used to identify you. Likewise, please do not 
include any personal information, such as your name, in your survey responses.  
 
Voluntary Participation: Participation in this project is voluntary. You can freely 
choose to participate or to not participate in this survey, and there will be no penalty or 
loss of benefits for either decision. If you agree to participate, you can stop at any time 
without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
 
Questions: If you have any questions about this study, you can contact me at (808)429-
9117 and my email address is anelaanne@gmail.com. You can also contact my faculty 
advisor, Dr. Jenifer Winter, at (808) 956-8881 and her email address is 
jwinter@hawaii.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a research 
participant, you can contact the UH Committee on Human Studies at (808) 956-5007 or 
uhirb@hawaii.edu. Please keep this page for your reference. 
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