
Military OneSource: 
Its Use, Impact and Effectiveness

June 2006

Douglas H. Sprenkle
Mei-Ju Ko 
Shelley M. MacDermid

Military Family Research Institute at Purdue University 



2

Military OneSource: Its Use, Impact and Effectiveness



Executive Summary



Military OneSource: Its Use, Impact and Effectiveness

4



Military Family Research Institute at Purdue University 

5

Four sources of quantitative and qualitative data were used to assess 1) the extent of overall use of OneSource, 
2) reasons for non-use, 3) use of  specifi c OneSource services, 4) clients’ perceptions of the effectiveness with 
which the service met their concerns, 5) the impact of the service, 6) client satisfaction with the service, 7) the 
time it saved clients, 8) client subjective reactions to OneSource, and 9) professional assessment of the quality 
of OneSource. Major fi ndings included:

1. About one in 20 (5 percent) of military members used the service in the past 12 months.  This is 
comparable to use in civilian population work-life programs. There was considerable variability around 
the overall mean with high and very high users including members of the Navy, warrant offi cers, the 
widowed, overseas members, those with some college, E5-E9 enlisted persons, and members who are 
separated.  Very low or low use groups included members of the Air Force, 01-03 offi cers, those with no 
college, Asians, those who are not currently married, and those who were never married.

2. The predominant reason for non-use (which was impacted very little by member characteristics) was 
not being familiar (81 percent) with the service followed by a belief that it was not relevant (17 percent) 
to members’ current needs. There was little evidence that non-users avoided OneSource because of 
negative beliefs about the service. The service would probably be used much more if members were 
more aware of it.

3. Using the Internet to garner information from OneSource was by far the most used specifi c service 
(96 percent among those who used any service in the past 12 months), and arranging face-to-face 
counseling was the least used (eight percent). Using email to contact OneSource or using the telephone 
for consultation were intermediate activities.  The Internet was also the only specifi c service where the 
modal frequency of use was “two to three times” in the past 12 months. For the other three specifi c 
services, the mode was only “one time.”  Member characteristics tended not to be related to use of 
specifi c services. Interestingly, however, the percentage of minority members who used the more 
personal methods of accessing OneSource (email, the telephone, and arranging face-to-face counseling) 
was greater than that for Whites. OneSource appeared to offer a number of services that were attractive 
to minority members. Divorced subjects also used each of the four specifi c services more often than 
married and especially never married respondents. 

4. Using OneSource appeared to reduce the concerns of members across six areas of their lives including 
deployment- related stress, reunion-related stress, personal relationships, personal stress, fi nancial stress, 
and work related stress.    These changes occurred across almost all member groups. Although these 
changes were not large they were very consistent and suggest that OneSource had a broad impact on the 
lives of participants.

5. Most respondents said that OneSource had a positive impact regarding the most important reason or 
issue for which they had contacted the service. The greatest impact was related to “getting the problem 
solved” where 68.3 percent of respondents reported positive or very positive impact. Impacts on level 
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of stress about their concerns, commitment to the military, and satisfaction with the military were 
somewhat less but still predominantly positive. However, a small but signifi cant percentage (seven 
to 12 percent) of subjects said OneSource had a negative impact—although this is also true of other 
human services like counseling. Impact was little affected by member characteristics. 

6. Client satisfaction ratings of OneSource were very high. 89.2 percent of respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that they would recommend the service, 82.8 percent responded similarly that the 
service made it less stressful to research options; and 82.9 percent agreed or strongly agreed that by 
offering the service the military supported them to address quality of life issues. Satisfaction scores 
appeared to remain high with the passage of time, although there was a signifi cance decrease on 
the extent to which the service reduced stress to “research options” regarding services between an 
administration of this item by Ceridian and a later administration by MFRI using the same subjects. 

7. Users reported that the median number of hours saved through the service was three hours. 64.8 
percent indicated that the service saved them 5 hours or less, but a sizable minority (21.3 percent) 
said it saved them ten hours or more. The results on hours saved were signifi cantly lower in the 
MFRI survey than reported by the same subjects in a previous Ceridian survey.  In the MFRI 
administration, respondents also reported lower levels of satisfaction with timed saved by the 
service.

8. Focus group participants offered both concerns about and praise for OneSource. Concerns included 
its not being well advertised, possible duplication of services, being a questionable use of resources, 
its not being personal, and fears about confi dentiality (not confi rmed in the quantitative data). Praise 
was offered for its value in isolated locales, excellence in offering information, 24/7 availability 
and timeliness of responses, its being free, its value for moving and deployment/reunion issues, 
confi dentiality, offering one-stop shopping, and quality of OneSource personnel. Members were 
much less likely to be aware of OneSource than staff. Within members, the OCONUS subgroup was 
more positive than the CONUS subgroup—70 percent of which had either not heard of OneSource 
or used it. Within staff, both OCONUS and CONUS sub-groups had similar positive reactions, but 
differed in their concerns about OneSource.

9. A site visit by the fi rst author confi rmed the positive professional opinion of those who selected the 
Ceridian corporation to offer the service in the fi rst place. The service offers high quality information 
from the best professional resources. OneSource takes great advantages of economies of scale to 
offer in-depth timely information that only a large professional organization could provide. 

10. Overall, within the methodological limits of the studies reported, we found that for people who use 
it, OneSource addressed members concerns, had a positive impact, saved a modest amount of time, 
and created a very satisfactory user experience. Efforts should be made to make more members 
aware of OneSource and to fi nd better ways to co-ordinate services within the military. 
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Given the government’s major fi nancial commitment to the military OneSource program, an independent 
evaluation seems prudent. This report, completed by the Military Family Research Institute (MFRI) at 
Purdue University, used four sources of data to address the following nine research questions:

1. What percentage of members used military OneSource and how does overall use vary depending on 
members’ characteristics?

2. Among those who have not used military OneSource, what is the primary reason for non-use and 
how is non-use related to member characteristics?

3. Which specifi c OneSource services are used and how does use of these services vary by member 
characteristics?

4. How effectively does OneSource address the concerns of clients?
5. To what extent does OneSource impact the lives of clients?
6. How satisfi ed are OneSource clients?
7. How much time does OneSource save clients?
8. What were the subjective responses of potential clients regarding the perceived strengths and 

limitations of OneSource?
9. Does OneSource offer a high quality service as evaluated by professionals?

The data for the fi rst three research questions were from the large nationally representative December, 
2004 Status of Forces Survey, which included some questions about OneSource submitted by MFRI.  
Data for questions four through seven came from a survey conducted by MFRI in cooperation with the 
Ceridian Corporation, who offers OneSource to the military through a contract. Ceridian gave MFRI 
access to OneSource clients who gave permission to be independently evaluated by MFRI. MFRI took sole 
responsibility for questionnaire construction and data analysis. Data for question eight came from transcripts 
of 27 focus groups conducted by MFRI at military installations around the world. The response to question 
nine was based on a fi eld trip to the Ceridian offi ce in suburban Philadelphia by the fi rst author of this 
report.  

Introduction
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Status of Forces Survey Results

The data for research questions 1-3 were taken from the Status of Forces Survey of December 2004. The 
survey was completed by 10,621 respondents.  Given the large sample size and the scientifi c method of 
data collection, responses are believed to be an excellent approximation of the population parameters for 
members of the military. We analyzed raw data provided to MFRI by the Defense Manpower Data Center 
(DMDC). 

The Military Family Research Institute (MFRI) submitted a series of questions for inclusion in this study. 
The following questions were included to assess overall use of the service, reasons for overall use of the service, reasons for overall not using, and use of not using, and use of not
the four major specifi c services offered by Military OneSource: 

• Have you used the Military OneSource website or 1-800 help-line service in the past 12 months?
 Yes
 No

• What is the primary reason you have not used Military OneSource?
 Not familiar with Military OneSource
 Not relevant, I did not have any issues I needed information or referrals for
 Concerned about confi dentiality
 Thought I could get help elsewhere
 I heard Military OneSource was not useful
 Military OneSource was hard to use

• How many times have you accessed Military OneSource via the Internet in the past 12 months?
 Zero times
 1 time
 2-3 times
 4-5 times
 6-10 times
 11 or more times

• How many times have you emailed Military OneSource in the past 12 months?
 (same choices as above)

• How many times have you talked on the telephone with a Military OneSource consultant in the past 
12 months?
 (same choices as above)

• How many times have you used Military OneSource to arrange face to face counseling sessions in 
the past 12 months?
 (same choices as above)

FindingsFindings
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Unfortunately, space constraints did not permit the inclusion of questions about member satisfaction or 
the impact of OneSource. These questions were included in additional data collected by MFRI, which is 
described later. 

Research Question 1: What percentage of members used military OneSource and how does overall 
use vary depending on members’ characteristics?

Overall use (Yes vs. No) of Military OneSource by member characteristics is depicted in Figures 1-5. 
Because (as noted above) the sample probably refl ects the population parameters, all of the differences in 
these fi gures are statistically signifi cant. 

Figure 1

Figure 2
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Figure 3

Figure 4
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Figure 5

Figure 1 shows overall use by all military members, branch, rank and location. Five percent (or one in 20—
this mean is represented by the horizontal line in the fi gures) of all military members had used OneSource at 
least once in the past year. This rate is comparable to the utilization rate reported in non-military work life 
settings.  

Figures 1-5 demonstrate that there was considerable variability around the overall mean of fi ve percent. 
As Figure 1 makes dramatically clear, the overall rate of use was more than three times higher in the Navy 
(9.33) than in the Air Force (2.64). Nonetheless, there is considerable variability in the extent of Military 
OneSource penetration (use among the Navy is at least twice that of any other branch); and may refl ect 
differences in the extent to which the program is being publicized.

Overall use was greater among enlisted members (5.21) than among offi cers (2.97). However, when warrant 
offi cers (9.82) were included, these differences diminished somewhat (to about 5 to 4). As Figure 4 on pay 
grade makes clear, use increased as pay grade increased through the enlisted pay categories and into warrant 
offi cers (E1-E4, 3.59; E5-E9, 6.62; W1-W5, 9.82). We saw a similar climb (but dropping down fi rst to a 
much lower rate) among O1-O3 offi cers (2.22) and 04-06 offi cers (3.91). 

Returning to Figure 1, there was a higher rate of utilization among members stationed OCONUS (6.22) 
versus CONUS members (4.66), which may refl ect favorably on OneSource’s importance in areas where 
there are presumably fewer available services. 

Figure 2 depicts overall use by selected demographic characteristics. The relationship of use and education 
was curvilinear in that those with some college (6.00) were more than twice as likely to use as those with 
no college (2.68). However, college graduates (4.53) used the service less than those with some college 
(perhaps refl ecting the lower use noted above among 01-06 offi cers.  Females (5.68) were somewhat more 
likely to use the service than males (4.80), perhaps refl ecting the societal tendency for females to be more 
willing to ask for help. 

Whites (5.14) used the service somewhat more than minorities (4.64) as a group. However, as Figure 3 on 
race makes clear, there is considerable variability in use among the different racial groups. Hispanics (5.98) 
and American Indians (5.86) actually used the service more than non-Hispanic whites, although Asians 
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(2.28) had by far the lowest rate of utilization followed by non-Hispanic Blacks (4.11).  

Returning to Figure 2, married respondents (5.83) were much more likely to use OneSource than non-
married (3.58) subjects. Similarly, those with dependents (5.95) were much more likely to use OneSource 
than those without dependents (3.96). However, as Table 5 on marital status makes clear, widowed (12.82) 
and separated (6.61) groups were greater users than those who are currently married ( 5.83). Those who 
were never married (3.45) also use the service very little. Taken together, one is much more likely to use 
OneSource if he/she has been married at some time, has dependents, (and has special urgent needs like 
being separated or widowed). 

In summary, very high use groups (7% or greater) included members of the Navy, warrant offi cers, and the 
widowed. High use groups (6% or greater) included overseas members, those with some college, E5-E9 
enlisted persons, and members who were separated.

Very low use groups (3% or lower) included members of the Air Force, 01-03 offi cers, those with no 
college, and Asians. Low use groups (4% or less) included members of the Army and the Marines, E1-E4 
enlisted members, those who are not married currently, and those who were never married.

Research Question 2: Among those who have not used military OneSource, what is the primary 
reason for non-use and how is non-use related to member characteristics?

Figure 6

As Figure 6 makes clear, non-users predominantly ( in over 4 out of 5 cases,  81 percent of the time) 
reported they were  “not familiar” with the service. The second reason (17 percent) was that the service was 
considered” not relevant” (“I did not have any issues I needed information or referrals for”). Overall only 
about one percent of respondents said they had concerns about confi dentiality, or thought they could get 
service elsewhere. Less than one percent of members indicated they had heard Military OneSource was not 
useful, or believed that Military OneSource was hard to use. Thus, negative opinions were very infrequent in 
this representative sample. 
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Figure 7

Controlling for member characteristics (using any of the breakdowns noted under research question #1 did 
not change the rank order of responses to this question.  Figure 7, for example, illustrates branch of service 
by reason for non-use. There was some variability in that, for example, members in the Marine Corps (84.5) 
and Air Force (84.2) were more likely than members of the Army (78.7) or Navy (80.6) to say that they 
were not familiar with OneSource—which may explain the lower use of OneSource among the Marines and 
Air Force. However, regardless of branch of service, the primary reason for non-use (hovering around the 
mean of 81 percent) was always “not familiar” followed by “not relevant.” Options three (“concerned about 
confi dentiality”) and four (“thought I could get help elsewhere”) got only a smattering of endorsements 
and options fi ve (“OneSource was not useful) and six (“OneSource was hard to use) engendered negligible 
endorsements. This pattern was the same regardless of rank, pay grade, location, education, gender, race, 
family or marital status. 

One not surprising theme that does appear in the data is that the groups who were most likely to use the 
service (research question #1) were least likely to say they were “not familiar” with it. 

In only a few subgroups did the percentage of respondents indicating “concerned about confi dentiality” 
reach even two percent. These included warrant offi cers, Army enlisted E5-E-9 members, and Non-Hispanic 
Blacks. Since these numbers are within the margin of error, they are probably not interpretable. Similarly 
only a few groups reached a level of two percent on option 4 (“thought I could get help elsewhere”): 
Hispanics, Army enlisted E1-E4 and E5-E9. Again, these results are within the margin of error. 

It is striking that not a single subgroup reached a level of two percent on option fi ve (“was not useful”) 
and only one subgroup even reached a level of one percent. Similarly, no subgroup reached a level of two 
percent on option #6 (“hard to use) and only two subgroups reached a level of even one percent. 

In summary, although member characteristics had a profound impact on overall use (research question #1), 
these characteristics had no impact on research question #2.  All subgroups of those who had not used the 
service overwhelmingly endorsed “not familiar” followed by “not relevant.” There was no evidence that 
Military OneSource had “bad press” among respondents to this survey. The 81 percent “not familiar with 
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Military OneSource, ” in conjunction with the dearth of negative evaluations and the fi ve percent overall use 
rate reported in the previous research question, engenders hope that greater awareness could lead to greater 
participation.

Research Question #3: Which specifi c OneSource services are used and how does use of these services 
vary by member characteristics?

Figure 8

Internet
As Figure 8 makes very clear, of the four primary services offered, members who used at least one of the 
services in the past 12 months were most likely to have used the Internet (96.0 percent) to access Military 
OneSource. The web site offers a large menu of information on a variety of topics of use to members on 
themes like marriage, parenting, money management, dealing with stress, and deployment.

Figure 9
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Figure 9 indicates that among those who accessed the service on the Internet, the largest group (45 percent) 
logged on 2-3 times during the past 12 months. The second largest group (24 percent) used the Internet 
once during the same time. High frequency users, defi ned as those who used this service four or more times, 
comprised 28 percent of the sample; and very high frequency users (11 or more times) seven percent of 
subjects.  

Regarding characteristics of members, there were some signifi cant differences by member characteristics. 
However, the reader should note that a high percentage of all categories of members used the Internet to 
access OneSource.  Therefore these differences are only relative differences among groups of people all of 
whom predominantly had used the Internet. Some analyses by member sub-groups could not be completed 
due to low cell sizes. 

With these caveats in mind, there was a fairly large disparity between the percentages that accessed the 
service through the Internet in the Navy (99 percent) versus the Army (91 percent), whose relatively low 
rates were largely explained by the relatively low use among Army enlisted personnel (90 percent). Among 
all services there was also a signifi cant difference among the lower paid enlisted ((92 percent) versus the 
higher paid enlisted (98 percent).  Not surprisingly, there was also considerable disparity between those 
who had no college (93 percent) versus those with four year degrees (99 percent) or graduate degrees (97 
percent). Taken together, we can say with some confi dence that Internet use was somewhat positively related 
to socioeconomic status. This fi nding may also explain the somewhat higher rate among non-Hispanic 
Whites (98 percent) than total minority use (94 percent). 

We analyzed Internet use, not only by the percentage of member subgroups who used it at least once (the 
analysis in the previous paragraph) but also by the frequency with which the subgroups used it. Overall, 
the various member sub-groups tended to use the Internet about the same number of times.  However, there 
were signifi cant differences based on marital status (p=<.001). Post hoc analysis showed that there were 
signifi cant differences between mean use by divorced (mean=3.75 times per year) versus never married 
(2.73) subjects and separated (2.52 ) respondents; between married (3.27) versus never married (2.73) ; and 
married  (3.27) versus separated (2.52) subjects. 

The only other signifi cant differences by frequency of use were within pay grade (p=.033). Post hoc 
analysis showed differences among E5-E9 subjects (3.35) versus (E1-4 subjects (2.79), demonstrating the 
relationship between frequency and economic status. Finally, those with dependents (3.30) used the Internet 
more frequently (p= .049) than those without dependents (2.92). As was the case with the never married, 
those without dependents were also relatively low frequency Internet users. 

Email
As Figure 8 shows, members were second most likely to have accessed OneSource through sending an 
email, but this method (21 percent) lagged the Internet (96 percent) by a large margin. Email is a more 
personal form of communication since it carries an expectation that the member would receive some form 
of personal response from someone at OneSource. As Figure 10 shows, of those who contacted OneSource 
in the past 12 months, about nine percent emailed OneSource once and another nine percent emailed two to 
three times. Only four percent sent an email four or more times and only two percent were very heavy users 
(more than ten times). 
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Figure 10

It is not possible to draw many confi dent conclusions about differences in subgroups because cell sizes 
were often too small. Furthermore, we did not note too many differences in the percentage of subgroups 
who accessed OneSource though email even when cell sizes were suffi cient.  A notable exception, however, 
was that the total minority subgroup (33 percent) was much more likely to have used email than the non-
Hispanic White sub-group (15 percent). So, while Whites were somewhat more likely to have used the 
Internet to gather information on various topics through OneSource, minority members were much more 
likely to report using email to make a contact with someone at One Source at least once. The fact that 
minorities were twice as likely to have used emails as Whites is an interesting fi nding. As will be noted 
below, a higher percentage of minority members used the more personal forms (email, telephone, arranging 
face to face counseling) of accessing OneSource than did White members. 

The greater use by minorities also held up when frequency data was analyzed, although the differences were 
small even though signifi cant. However, the reader should remember that there was not much variance in 
the extent of email use and therefore small differences would be expected.  The mean use for total minorities 
was 1.68 emails during 12 months versus 1.20 for whites (p=.032). Email frequency was also related to 
education (p=.008) but not totally as expected. The mean for no college (1.96) was actually higher than for 
some college (1.23); however those with a college degree used email more frequently (1.69) than those with 
only some college (1.23). There were also some differences by marital status (p=.008). Specifi cally, those 
who were divorced had higher mean scores (2.12) than those who were never married (1.21) and those who 
were married (1.42). 
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Figure 11

Telephone
As Figure 8 indicates, members were only somewhat less likely to use the telephone (19 percent) to access 
OneSource than to have used email. Figure 11 demonstrates that nine percent of total users of OneSource 
had contacted the service by telephone once, and seven percent two-three times. Only two percent had used 
the telephone to access OneSource four or more times and only one percent were heavy telephone users 
(more than 10 times). 

Many subgroups could, once again, not be compared with confi dence due to small cell sizes. However, 
for reasons that are not clear, the percentage who had contacted OneSource by telephone was signifi cantly 
higher in the Army (29 percent) than in the other branches of the service (Navy, 14; Marines, 16; Air Force, 
17). The percentage of telephone users who were off base (23 percent) was also much higher than those on 
base (12 percent). Perhaps this refl ects a convenience factor since off base personnel might be somewhat 
less likely to have alternate resources.  Females (31 percent) were also much more likely to have talked 
to a OneSource consultant on the telephone than male (16 percent) members, again perhaps refl ecting the 
willingness of females to ask for help. Finally, as was true with email contacts, total minority respondents 
(30 percent) were signifi cantly more likely to have had a telephone contact than Whites (13 percent). 

Frequency of use analysis also showed that total minority respondents used the telephone more times (1.62) 
in the past 12 months than did Whites (m=1.20, p=.014). The reader will note that again there was very 
little variance in frequency among telephone users. Finally, there was, once again, difference in telephone 
frequency by marital status (p=<.001). Specifi cally, divorced subjects were more frequent users (2.32) than 
separated (1.49), married (1.34) or never married (1.16) respondents. 

Face- to- Face Counseling Sessions
Figure 8 shows that overall respondents were least likely (eight percent) to have used OneSource to arrange 
face-to-face counseling sessions. This was expected since this form of service is the most personal, the least 
convenient, and the most time consuming service offered by OneSource. 
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Figure 12

As Figure 12 makes clear, of the eight percent who accessed One Source for counseling, four percent did 
so one time, and two percent used OneSource two to three times for this purpose. Only two percent of all 
subjects used this service four or more times in the past year and only one percent were heavy users (more 
than ten times).

Although, again, many comparisons could not be drawn due to small cell sizes, we can say that eight 
percent of enlisted persons used this service at least once versus only four percent of offi cers. We can 
speculate that perhaps offi cers had more concerns about confi dentiality, although as noted previously, very 
few respondents who had not used the service said that they had this concern about OneSource. Perhaps 
offi cers also have more options regarding face to face counseling. Perhaps disturbingly, only one percent of 
overseas personnel had used OneSource for this purpose versus 10 percent of members in the US (including 
territories). This may suggest that there are very limited referral sources for face to face counseling for 
overseas members. Since research question #1 had shown that overall OneSource use by overseas members 
was relatively high, the use of this specifi c service is a glaring exception. This may offer an important 
rationale for programs like the First Armored Division Pilot Counseling Program (Sprenkle, MacDermid, 
and Ko, 2005) where therapists were brought into overseas bases to enhance counseling options.  Here the 
gender pattern was the reverse of the telephone in that eight percent of males versus fur percent of females 
arranged face to face sessions. This was a surprising fi nding in that overall use of OneSource was greater for 
females. It may indicate that when the issues are serous enough to request face- to- face counseling military 
men are willing to break the gender stereotype.   Finally, as was also true for email, and the telephone, a 
higher percentage of total minority members (11) had arranged face to face sessions at least once in the past 
12 months than Whites (6 percent).

Analysis of frequency data supported the difference (p= .011) between use by US members (1.20) versus 
overseas personnel (1.01). Again, the reader should remember there was little variance in frequency. Marital 
status also produced signifi cant results (p=.006). Specifi cally, once again divorced subjects had higher 
means (2.00) than those who were separated (1.20), married (1.10) or never married (1.10). Finally, once 
again means were higher (p=.005) for total minority subjects (1.27) than for Whites (1.07). 
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Summary by Specifi c Service Used
The Internet was by far the most used specifi c service and arranging face- to- face counseling was the least 
used. The Internet was also the only specifi c service where “two to three times” in the past 12 months was 
the modal frequency. For the other three specifi c services, the mode was only “one time.” Furthermore, 
whereas 28 percent of subjects had used the Internet four or more times, the most any other method was 
used four or more times was four percent (email). 

There were generally not many large differences among subgroups of member characteristics regarding 
the four specifi c services, although a number of comparisons could not be made due to small cell sizes. 
Regarding branch of service, it is interesting that the Navy used the Internet the most and the Army used this 
method the least. The reverse was true for the telephone. 

Figure 13

An interesting pattern developed regarding race for those subjects who used OneSource services at least 
one time in the previous 12 months (See Figure 13). Whereas Whites used the Internet somewhat more than 
total minority subjects, minority subjects used the other three more personal methods (email, the telephone, 
and face to face) quite a bit more.  In all but face to face, the percentage of totally minority subjects using 
the method was twice as high among total minority respondents. Higher use among minorities for these 
three specifi c methods was also supported when the frequency data for email, telephone, and face to face 
were compared. OneSource appears to offer a number of services that are apparently attractive to minority 
members. 

It is also interesting that divorced subjects used each of the four specifi c services more often than married 
and especially never married respondents. Given that the overall use of OneSource by divorced subjects was 
lower than average (research question #1 and Figure 5 had shown that only 4.1 percent of divorced subjects 
had said they had used OneSource during the past year)  the frequency data for specifi c services suggests 
a different picture for divorced subjects. Those divorced subjects that used the various services used 
them more often than other marital status groups. This suggests that for some clients with special needs, 
frequency may be a better barometer of the value of OneSource than whether they simply used the service 
or not. 
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Overall Summary of Status of Forces Data
This large and representative sample showed that about fi ve percent (one in 20) of all military members 
had used Military OneSource in some form at least once during the previous year. There was considerable 
variability around this mean depending on branch of service, rank and pay grade, education, marital status, 
and some aspects of race. For those members who did not use OneSource, the reason was predominantly 
(81 percent) that they were “not familiar” with it followed by their belief that it was “not relevant” (17 
percent). Only a very small percentage of non-users were motivated by negative thoughts or feelings about 
OneSource. Furthermore, reasons for non-use were little impacted by member characteristics. The specifi c 
service used the most was, by far, the Internet (96 percent) both in terms of the percent of members who had 
ever used it and frequency of use; and the service used least (not surprisingly) was face-to- face counseling 
(eight percent). The use of specifi c services was generally not impacted much by member characteristics, 
but an interesting pattern emerged with regard to greater use of email, telephone, and face to face counseling 
by minority members.  

MFRI/Ceridian Data
Data for research questions 4-7 on the effectiveness, impact, satisfaction, and time saved by OneSource are 
taken from a survey conducted the by Military Family Research Institute (MFRI) in cooperation with the 
Ceridian Corporation, which offers OneSource to the military though a contract. 

The survey was developed by MRFI researchers, and approved (along with survey methodology) by the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Purdue University. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix A. 

In order to maintain client confi dentiality, the survey was shipped to Ceridian who, in turn, contacted the 
respondents either by US mail or by email if an email address was available. The sample was composed 
of all OneSource clients who had received a service and who had already completed a follow up (mostly 
automated telephone) survey within the previous 12 months from Ceridian regarding their satisfaction 
with the service--most typically about a month after completion of the service.  The sample only included 
clients who had made a personal contact with Ceridian that was suffi cient for them to have established a 
“case” relationship with the client (also called an “assessment and consultation”).  This required that the 
subjects specify a specifi c issue or concern for which they needed help and willingly give identifying (albeit 
confi dential) personal information. If a client made a brief contact (less than a minute) asking for general 
information, he/she was not considered a case. Furthermore, clients who exclusively used the Internet to 
gather information anonymously were not included in this research. Ceridian personnel estimated that more 
than 85 percent of these clients had telephoned OneSource to initiate their becoming a “case” and the rest 
made the contact through email. When referral for face to face counseling was requested or appropriate, 
referral was made by a OneSource caseworker. 

Subjects who chose to respond to the MFRI questionnaire either sent the completed surveys electronically 
to a secure website created at MFRI or sent hard copy questionnaires directly to MFRI. In keeping with 
IRB requirements, data were only analyzed if the research subjects also returned an informed consent. 
Data analysis and interpretation was the sole responsibility of MFRI and was carried out with complete 
independence from Ceridian

Ceridian contacted 2,815 potential subjects. They had completed a follow-up survey during the previous 12 
months. Of these contacts, 724 completed our questionnaire and included the appropriate informed consent, 
for an overall response rate of 25.7 percent. We received 432 email surveys and 292 hard copy surveys 
through the US mail. Unfortunately, we were not able to get informed consent from 64 subjects and their 
data was therefore not used. 
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Description of the MFRI Sample

Figure 14

Figure 15
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Figure 15A 

Figure 16
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Figure 17

Figure 18



Military Family Research Institute at Purdue University 

29

Figure 19

Figure 20

Figures 14-20 illustrate the characteristics of the MFRI sample. Figure 14 depicts that the sample was 
composed of about 40 percent who were military members and 60 percent of who had a relationship with 
a military member. The Status of Forces survey only included members.  Furthermore, unlike the Status of 
Forces survey, the current sample does not purport to be representative of the armed forces. For this reason, 
we used the Status of Forces data exclusively to describe the extent to which military members were using 
OneSource and its specifi c services. 

The MFRI survey is at best representative of those persons who had established a “case” and had completed 
a Ceridian satisfaction survey. Not surprisingly, given how a “case” was typically established, the most 
widely used service in this sample was the telephone (95 percent of MFRI survey clients had used it versus 
only 19 percent Status of Forces respondents who had used at least one service. Other comparisons include:  
Internet:  MRFI, 60 percent, SOF, 96 percent; email:  MFRI, 34 percent, SOF 21 percent; face-to-face 
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counseling: MFRI, 38 percent; SOF, 7 percent. It is clear that the typical person in this sample was far more 
likely than the typical military person in the SOF survey to have used the more personal means (email, 
telephone, face-to-face counseling) of interacting with OneSource. In contrast, only a small percentage 
of the SOF sample were individuals who had established a “case” relationship with OneSource. The 
differences are particularly dramatic with regard to face to face counseling utilization. For these reasons, the 
reader should remember that the two samples are not comparable. Other limitations of this survey include 
the fact that it is not longitudinal, does not purport to be a controlled, scientifi c outcome study, and only 
utilizes the perspective of the users of the service. 

Figure 14 depicts that about 60 percent of respondents were related to the Army and the rest were 
about equally divided among the other three major services. (The reader should remember that all of 
the descriptions that follow pertain to those who were in a relationship with a military member or were 
members themselves). Figure 15 shows that a little less than 65 percent were active duty and the rest were 
about equally divided between the guard and the reserve. About 72 percent were enlisted and about 28 
percent were offi cers.

Figure 15A depicts duty status within member and relationship-with-member subgroups. There were 177 
active duty members and 260 subjects who were in a relationship with an active duty member in the sample. 
The 177 subjects constituted 62.1% of the member sample and the 260 subjects comprised 66.5% of the 
“relationship with member” sample. Therefore about 2/3 of both member and “relationship with member” 
groups were active duty.  The percentages of the member sample in the guard and reserve were 17.9 and 
20.1 respectively. The percentages of the “relationship with member” sample in the guard and reserve were 
18.7 and 14.8. Therefore, a somewhat smaller percentage of the “relationship with member” group was in 
the reserve. 

Figure 16 shows there were more respondents with no college (56 percent) than some college (44 percent). 
Whites comprised about 80 percent of the sample and minorities totaled 20 percent. There were many more 
females (74 percent) than males (26 percent). 79 percent were parents and 21 percent were not parents. 
Figure 17 depicts that over 90 percent of respondents were within the United States and about 60 percent 
lived off base. Figure 18 makes clear that by far the largest pay grade group (almost 48 percent) was E4-E6. 
Figure 19 shows that the largest age group was 30-39 and that about two thirds of the subjects were 39 or 
fewer years old. Only 10 percent were 50 or greater. 

Figure 20 shows that that over 80 percent were married and that over 90 percent were non-dual military 
couples. 

In summary the sample disproportionately represented the army, non-members, active duty personnel, those 
who are enlisted, Whites (although a little over 20 percent were minorities), females, parents, those in the 
US and off base, E4-E6 pay grade, subjects who were 39 years or younger, and those who were married and 
not in a dual military couple relationship.  

As noted previously, our data is not representative of the armed forces in general (in which only about fi ve 
percent used OneSource in the past year).  Our sample was comprised, by defi nition, of OneSource users 
and users who had established a “case” relationship with OneSource. 95.6% had telephone relationship 
(versus only 19 percent in the representative SOFS sample). Therefore the reader should refer to the Status 
of Forces data for representative information on the use of various OneSource services across the military.

Within the limits of the MFRI sample we attempted to see if there was any relationship between the use of 
the various OneSource services and the age of the respondents. 
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Figure 21

In our sample there was little relationship between use of specifi c service and age. Figure 21 shows that the 
percentage of subjects who used one of the “personal” means of contacting OneSource (email, telephone, 
counseling) was uniformly quite high. Figure 22, depicts the use of the Internet (the impersonal method) 
by age. In all age groups, except less than 30 years, the percentage who used the Internet was quite similar 
(about 63-64 percent). Somewhat surprisingly, the percentage under 30 years of age who used the internet 
was lower than for older subjects.  

Figure 22

It would not surprise us if the results in the SOFS were quite different. (Unfortunately, the age of 
respondents was not available at the time that we completed the SOFS analysis).
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Research Question #4: How effectively does OneSource address the concerns of clients?

To answer this question, respondents were asked to rate their levels of concern in six areas both before and 
after using OneSource (see Exhibit 1).

These questions were patterned after those developed by Masi and Jacobson (2002) in a study of 536 
Ceridian clients in a corporate work/life program. All of the questions we used, except those related to 
deployment and reunion stress, were included in the earlier study. These authors noted that the questions 
were based on prior research, a review of the literature, and recommendations from senior level staff and 
researchers (Masi and Jacobson, 2002). Part of our rationale in using these questions was to assess the extent 
to which OneSource impacted a broad or narrow part of the participants’ lives. 

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for each of the six areas of concern before and after 
services, along with the paired sample t test results.

All of the mean changes were statistically signifi cant, indicating that based on self report, respondents’ 
levels of concern were reduced through participation in the program. The t values were highest around 
changes in personal stress, personal relationships, and deployment related stress. 

These changes also proved to be quite robust across most member characteristics. That is, when the 
sample was broken down into subgroups by gender, age, etc. and t tests run within the subgroups, all but 
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a few before and after differences remained highly statistically signifi cant (typically <.001) in spite of 
reduced sample size.  T tests were run, for example, within four different age groups. This same pattern of 
signifi cance  remained constant across gender, age, whether subjects were active duty, guard, or reserve; 
whether White or minority; on base or off base, and regardless of education, parental, and marital status. 
With some small exceptions, results also held across branch of service and pay grade. 

The few exceptions related to changes regarding reunion stress where the before/after signifi cance for 
Navy, Marine, and 01-03 offi cer subcategories was .453, .077 and .057 respectively. Two of these changes 
approached signifi cance. The reader will also note that in the overall sample, the changes had been smallest 
in the dimension of reunion related stress (see Table 1). 

In summary, although these changes in levels of concern were not large, they were remarkable consistent 
throughout the sample. These fi ndings also suggest that OneSource may have had a broad impact of the 
lives of participants since participants generally reported reduced concern in all six areas of their lives.  

Research Question #5: To what extent does OneSource impact the lives of clients?

To answer this question, respondents were asked to rate the extent to which OneSource had impacted their 
lives in four areas (see Exhibit 2).
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Figures 23 to 26 depict the impact of OneSource on the level of stress, ability to get the problem solved, 
commitment to the military, and satisfaction with the military. 

Figure 23

Figure 24
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Figure 25

Figure 26

Table 2 shows the mean scores in each of these same categories. The mean (3.78) for “getting the problem 
solved” was statistically signifi cantly higher (<.001) than the other means, which did not differ signifi cantly 
from each other. It is not surprising that clients felt the service had the greatest impact in this area since the 
reason they contacted OneSource was to address a specifi c concern. 
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Overall, the data suggest that OneSource had a positive impact on the lives of participants. The percentage 
of clients who said that the service had a positive or very positive impact was 63.4 percent for level of stress, positive impact was 63.4 percent for level of stress, positive impact
68.3 percent for getting the problem solved, 51.4 percent for commitment to the military (lowest of the 
four areas), and 55.8 percent for satisfaction with the military.  So, in each of the categories, the majority of 
respondents gave one of the two highest impact ratings. Furthermore, in all four areas the modal rating was 
“positive” except for “commitment to the military” where the modal response was “no impact.” 

It should be noted that a small but not insignifi cant number of subjects offered negative impact ratings (very 
negative and negative combined) ranging from 7.6 percent (commitment to the military) to 12.5 percent 
(level of stress). This suggests that not all clients were helped and some even perceived that OneSource had 
a negative impact on their level of stress, ability to solve their problems, and commitment to and satisfaction 
with the military.

These results should be interpreted in light of the fact that counseling services do not typically receive 
uniformly positive impact ratings because of the simple truth that many problems are not improved through 
short term interventions. For example, a person may hope that counseling will save her marriage even 
though her partner has no interest in saving the marriage. She may report the problem got worse during 
counseling, even though she may have been satisfi ed with the counseling in other ways. 

It is not unusual, as in the current survey, for subjects to report both that they are satisfi ed with a service 
but also note some negative impact. Counseling services simply do not always impact users in the way 
providers hope they might. In comparable surveys of counseling services, about fi ve to ten percent of users 
report some negative impact.  The results of the current survey should be viewed in light of these general 
trends.

We completed additional analyses of the “negative” impact of OneSource reported by some respondents 
to questions #17-#20 of the current survey. Table 3 shows the number of respondents who reported either 
a “negative” or “very negative” (together scored as “negative”)  impact on any of these four questions 
regarding “level of stress” (89 negative or very negative responses),   “getting the problem solved”(62), 
“commitment to the military”(54) or “satisfaction with the military” (86) 

The table shows that 78.4 percent of respondents (N=555 of 708) did not have any negative responses to any 
of these four questions. 9.7 percent had a negative response to one question, 7.1 percent a negative response 
to two questions, and 4.8 percent a negative response to either three or all four of the questions. Therefore 
only a small part of the sample had a negative response to more than two items. It does not appear that there 
was  “across the board” negativity for many subjects. 
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We also examined the relationship between those who gave negative ratings and the specifi c services they 
reported receiving. Generally speaking, the negative ratings were fairly equally distributed among those who 
used the internet, email, the telephone, or counseling. One exception is shown in Figure 27.

Figure 27

This fi gure shows that regarding “commitment to the military,” of those respondents (N=54) who reported 
a negative impact (“negative” or “very negative”) 50 percent had received counseling. Of those whose 
reaction was “not negative” (“neutral,” “positive,” or “very positive” [N=654]) only 37.6 percent had 
received counseling.

Although the small sample size in the “negative” group necessitates cautious interpretation, the data may 
suggest that participation in counseling may have slightly contributed to a negative impact on “commitment 
to the military.” On the other hand, since the data does not enable us to make conclusions about causality, 
it may be that subjects who, for some other reason reported a negative impact of commitment to the 
military, chose to express these views in counseling.  We stress, again, that the negative group was small.  
Furthermore, regarding the other three items, participating in counseling was no more likely to lead to 
“negative” ratings than not participating in counseling. Furthermore, it is also interesting that the overall 
satisfaction ratings of clients regarding OneSource (see below, Figures 28-30) were considerably higher than 
these impact ratings. This may suggest that a certain percentage of clients who are not helped nonetheless 
view the service favorably. 
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Table 4 shows that the characteristics of respondents had little bearing on mean ratings of impact related to 
level of stress. The only difference that approached (but failed to reach signifi cance) was the lower scores of 
active duty participants.
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Table 5 indicates that the characteristics of respondents also had no relationship with impact ratings 
regarding “getting the problems solved.” Although these impact ratings were the highest (see Figure 22 and 
Table 2), the same pattern of responses held up regardless of member characteristics. Again, 68.3 percent of 
respondents gave positive impact ratings on this item.
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Table 6 indicates that being a parent was associated with giving a signifi cantly more positive (<.001) 
impact rating regarding “commitment to the military.” This is interesting in light of the previously fi nding 
that parents were much more likely to use OneSource than non-parents. However, the most compelling 
conclusion from this table is that characteristics had little bearing on how clients responded to this question. 
Again, (see Figure 25) a slight majority of subjects responded positively to this question and almost 41 
percent said OneSource had no impact on “commitment to the military.”
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Table 7 demonstrates that parents (versus non-parents) and married (versus non married) respondents gave 
higher impact ratings regarding “satisfaction with the military.” As with the previous question, only family 
variables had any impact. As noted previously also, married persons were also higher OneSource users than 
unmarried persons. 
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Research Question #6: How satisfi ed are OneSource clients?

This question was addressed by asking clients the same three clients satisfaction questions used in 
Ceridian’s own follow-up survey (see Exhibit 3).
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Figure 28

Figure 29
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Figure 30

Figures 28-30 depict responses to these items. It is clear that levels of satisfaction specifi cally with 
OneSource were very high. The percentage of respondents reporting agree or strongly agree to these three 
items was 89.2 (“would recommend”), 82.8 (“less stressful to research options”), and 82.9 (“address quality 
of life issue”). It is also the case that the modal response for each of these three items was clearly “strongly 
agree.”   Although not shown in a table, the characteristics of respondents had no bearing on these high 
ratings, which were high “across the board” 

However, as Table 8 indicates, since the same questions were asked of the same clients by Ceridian and 
MFRI, we did a comparison of MFRI and Ceridian satisfaction scores for the same clients. That is, the 
same clients’ scores were compared at the Ceridian and MRFI administration of the same question.  A 
comparison of the means of these three satisfaction questions is found on the fi rst three lines of this table. 
The fi rst two Ceridian means were higher and the “research options” mean was signifi cantly higher. Since 
all the scores were high, this fi nding should not be over-interpreted. Nonetheless it suggests that either 
because of the passage of time, or because an independent group was conducting the MFRI survey, scores 
were slightly, but signifi cantly lower (<.001) on “research options” in the later MRFI survey. And, as will 
be noted below the same subjects in the MFRI survey also said OneSource had saved them a little less time 
than they had reported in the Ceridian survey. We hope to complete additional analysis in which will look 
at the exact dates of the two administrations and see if lower scores are related specifi cally to the passage of 
time between administrations. It is also possible that the differences were due to the Ceridian survey being 
conducted in an automated telephone format for many subjects. At this point, however, the most robust 
conclusion is that satisfaction scores remain high even with the passage of time. 
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Research Question #7: How much time does OneSource save clients?

As Exhibit 4 shows, MFRI asked an open-ended question. This was intentionally different from the method 
used by Ceridian who used response categories. We especially thought it might be the case that using the 
category of 1-5 hours might mask a lot of information if many subjects reported a small number of hours 
saved. 

                  

Figure 31

As Figure 31 shows, over a quarter of respondents (27.6 percent) said that OneSource saved them no time 
and 64.8 percent indicated the service saved fi ve hours or less. More specifi cally, when we arrayed our data, 
we discovered that the median number of hours saved was three and the mode was two. However, it should 
be noted that a sizable minority (21.3 percent) indicated the service had saved them more than 10 hours; and 
when we looked at the scores of individuals some believed the service had saved them hundreds of hours. 
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However, we believe that the median of 3.0 hours is the most representative fi gure since it represents the 50th

percentile when the numbers were arrayed from lowest to highest. So, we believe that the Ceridian category 
of 1-5 hours may unintentionally have masked some important information and distorted upward the hours 
saved by the service.

Figure 32

Figure 32 depicts the distributions of time saved by the same subjects in the Ceridian and Purdue/MFRI 
administrations of the questionnaire. Perhaps the most important difference is that over twice as many 
subjects reported in the open ended Purdue survey that OneSource had not saved them any time. The 
percentages were fairly similar in the 1-5 and 6-10 hour categories. The Purdue questionnaire showed 
higher percentages in the 11-20 and 21-40 hour categories, but a lower percentage in the 40+ category. 
Also, about seven times as many subjects reported “not sure or not applicable” in the Ceridian versus the 
Purdue administration of the questionnaire (This category was not used in computing means).  Therefore, 
the Ceridian results appear to be higher on hours saved due to the smaller percentage of people who reported 
“no time saved” and the larger number who checked the 40+ hour category. 

As Table 8 (above) also indicates, there was a fairly signifi cance difference between the Ceridian (3.38) 
and the MFRI mean (2.51) on the question (<.001) regarding satisfaction with time saved. Therefore, it 
does appear that when respondents were asked the question in an open ended way (as was done by MRFI) 
not only was the time saved  less than that reported using Ceridian’s categories, but also the respondents 
indicated less satisfaction with time saved. Therefore, how the question regarding time saved was worded 
did have a signifi cant impact, and the open ended questions produced less favorable results. 
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As Table 9 indicates, there were signifi cant differences between mean hours saved for members (higher) 
than non-members and between minorities (higher) than for whites. This was another indicator that 
minorities benefi t from OneSource. 

Research Question #8: What were the subjective responses of potential clients to OneSource?

The fi rst author read all of the transcripts of the focus groups relevant to OneSource-11 groups comprised 
of members and 16 groups comprised of staff. Any comment that was positive or negative about OneSource 
was coded. Later a neutral code was added to account for the signifi cant percentage of negative codes that 
refl ecting simply not knowing about or not using OneSource. The statements were categorized, fi rst, by the 
speaker’s status as either a service member or a staff person; and second by the speaker’s location as either 
OCONUS or CONUS.  Then each statement was coded by the theme of the statement.

There was considerably less data on service members than on staff members. There were 36 pages of single 
spaced text of comments by staff versus only six pages for members. Therefore the data about staff members 
was probably more representative and more reliable than the data on service members. 

Data was coded from nine focus groups for OCONUS staff that represented the Army (one group), the Navy 
(two) and the Marines (six). Therefore the Marines were heavily represented and the Air Force was not 
represented. Data was coded from seven focus groups for CONUS staff that represented the Navy (two), 
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The Air Force (two) and the Marines (three). The army was not represented. 

Data was coded from six focus groups for OCONUS members that represented the Army (two), the Navy 
(two), the Air Force (one), and the Marines (one). Data was coded from fi ve focus groups for CONUS 
members that included the Army (one), Navy (one), the Air Force (two), and the Marines (one). Therefore 
four branches of the service were represented among the focus groups of members, which may help to 
compensate for the smaller number of pages of transcripts from members. 
  

Table 10 shows the number of members who made positive and negative comments about OneSource in the 
transcripts. A member was counted only once for making a positive comment (e.g. “OneSource is available 
24/7”) and once for making a negative comment (“The web site had little to offer”).  This method of coding 
the data prevented a talkative individual from having a disproportionate infl uence. As the data show there 
were far more individual members making negative comments about OneSource than positive comments, 
and the number of members making negative comments among the CONUS group overwhelmed the single 
individual making a positive comment (15 to one). However, negative codes included  remarks like “never 
heard of it,” “never used it,” or “don’t know what it does.” If these were coded as “neutral” rather than 
negative, a different picture emerges in which the total  number of positive and negative comments is equal 
across the two groups (see below). 

Table 11 shows the number of staff who made positive and negative comments about OneSource in the 
transcripts. Again, a member was only counted one time for making either a positive or negative comment. 
While there were still more negative than positive codes, the proportion that was negative was only 55 
percent in the OCONUS group. The ration of negative to positive codes (64 percent) in the CONUS group 
was higher but there was not nearly the imbalance there was among the members. Further analysis showed 
that staff members were far less likely than members to say they had not heard of OneSource, had never 
used it, or did not know what it did. 

In summary, counting the numbers of respondents who made negative or positive remarks about OneSource 
shows a higher rate of negativity among members than among staff and a higher rate of negativity among 
CONUS than among OCONUS groups. These results are ameliorated when certain codes were classifi ed as 
“neutral.”
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Table 12 depicts statements by any member about OneSource that was codable as positive or negative or 
neutral--so that a given member could be counted more than once if he/she made more than one positive, 
negative, or neutral comment. The coding unit was a single theme. (These themes are reported below).  The 
total number of codes was not markedly different than when members could be counted only once. For this 
coding, however, statements like “never heard of OneSource,” “never used it” or “don’t know what it does” 
was coded as neutral. While there were still more negative than positive codes among CONUS members, 
about 70 percent of the codes were neutral. Among OCONUS members, when neutral codes (32 percent) 
were removed, then there were more positive than negative codes. Across both groups, when neutral codes 
were subtracted, the number of positive and negative codes was equal (ten each). In both groups there were 
more neutral than negative codes.

Neutral Codes among Members: 
 never heard of OneSource (OCONUS 6; CONUS,10)
 never used it (O, 1; C, 1) 
 don’t know what it does (C,1) 

Positive Codes among Members: 
o Availability

 counselors brought over to Germany went everywhere (O,1)
 24/7 availability (C,1)

o Characteristics of OneSource Staff  
 well trained (O, 2)

o Anonymity/Confi dentiality of Service (seen as positive)
 (O, 2)

o Miscellaneous Specifi c Benefi ts
 counselors brought over to Germany were effective (O,1)
 services are free (O,1)
 saved my marriage (O,1)
 offers everything you need (O,1)

Negative Codes among Members:
o Not Good for Overseas Members:

 you are from ____ (overseas location). We cannot help you. (O,1)
 800 number does not work in this (overseas) location. (O,1)

o Specifi c Concerns:
 didn’t like the counselor rotation in Germany (O,1)
 website offers little or same information available elsewhere (O,1; C,1)
 OneSource workers not in military—had to explain too much to them (O,1)
 OneSource is information overload (C,1)
 don’t need it. Services we already have are fi ne (C,1)



In summary, the members who were OCONUS clearly had more positive codes than CONUS members. 
Positive codes focused on availability, characteristics of OneSource staff, client confi dentiality, and a variety 
of specifi c benefi ts. CONUS members were less likely to be familiar with OneSource and had more neutral 
codes refl ecting lack of awareness of the service.  Both groups had a roughly equal number of negative 
codes on a percentage basis. Several OCONUS members commented that OneSource was not good for 
overseas members. Otherwise, the members reported single miscellaneous concerns. The only other concern 
mentioned by more than one member was that the OneSource web site had little to offer beyond what was 
available elsewhere. Again, the relatively small number of members who made comments about OneSource 
raises questions about the representativeness of this data. 

Table 13 shows the number of positive, negative, and neutral codes among staff members. On a percentage 
basis, there were far fewer neutral codes than among the member data, indicating that staff were much more 
likely than members to be familiar with OneSource. In contrast with the members, the CONUS staff had, on 
a percentage basis, only half as many neutral codes than the OCONUS staff –the reader will remember that 
70 percent of CONUS member codes were neutral—not familiar with OneSource. In general, the positive 
and negative codes were about equal both  across groups (50 percent positive to 47 percent negative) and 
within groups (44 percent positive to 40 percent negative within OCONUS and 47 percent positive to 45 
percent negative within CONUS).

Neutral Codes among Staff:
o I never heard of OneSource (O,2)
o the average person does not know about it (O,4; C,1)
o not discussed much (O,3)
o I only know general information, not specifi cs (C,1)
o not a lot use it (C,1)

As previously noted, there were far fewer neutral codes among staff members than members. Furthermore, 
although the numbers are probably too small to make reliable generalizations, there were more OCONUS 
than CONUS staff members who 
who had not heard of OneSource, or thought the average person did not know about it, or heard little 
discussed about it. 

Positive Codes among Staff:
o Availability:

o 24/7, 365 days a year (O, 2; C, 2)
o Meets Special Needs

o great for unique presenting problems (O,1;C,1)
o good for relocation (O,1;C,1)
o deployment (general)  (O,1)
o good for spouse left behind (O,1)
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o fi nancial management (C,1)
o health information (C,1)
o good for minor problems (O,1)
o good for big picture problems (O,1)

o Types of People who Benefi t from OneSource
o great for people off base or in remote areas (O,3;C,3)
o young people who are computer savy (O,1)
o reservists (O,1)
o family members who have few resources ((C,1)

o Anonymity/Confi dentiality (seen as positive):
o (O, 4, C, 4)

o Characteristics of OneSource Staff:
o well qualifi ed (C,1)

o Good for Information:
o provides wealth of information (O, 3; C 1)
o does research we could never do (C,1)
o one stop shopping (C,1)
o family gets resources quickly (C,1)

o Miscellaneous Specifi c Benefi ts:
o adjunctive to the Family Support Centers (C,2)
o liked the mobile counselors in Germany (O,1)
o prepaid (O,1)
o ombudsman love it (C,1)

o General Positive Comments:
o helpful, valuable, effective (O,2; C, 1)
o well briefed on OneSource (C,1)
o media and publicity on OneSource good (C,1)

There did not seem to be substantial differences between OCONUS and CONUS staff members on the 
reporting of positives. Regarding differences between staff members and members regarding positives, staff 
members shared a number of positive codes with members. Both groups praised OneSource for availability, 
well-trained staff, confi dentiality, offering one-stop shopping, being free to users, and for the mobile 
counseling service in Germany. Staff members, however, gave more attention to the special needs being met 
by OneSource and the special populations it serves. They also talked more about the information it provides. 
This added information is probably due both the staff knowing more about OneSource and the fact that there 
were more transcript pages coded of staff focus groups.  

Negative Codes among Staff:
o Not Needed or Redundant/Competes with Other Services: 

o (C,5)
o Problems Related to Education/Orientation about OneSource:

o not well publicized, marketed (O,1; C,2)
o not educated in how to use it (C,1)
o OneSource does not explain itself (C,1)
o I thought it was just about counseling (C,1)

o Concerns about Assumed Impersonal Nature of OneSource:
o prefer one to one/face to face contact (O,5)
o computers isolate people (O,3)

o Concerns about Confi dentiality:
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o (O,2;C,3)
o Not Good for Overseas Members:

o a state side effort (O,2)
o better for people in the states (O,2)

o Referral Concerns:
 o I am reluctant to refer to OneSource for therapy ((C,1)
 o hard to get feedback after referral (C,1)
 o I would rather refer to Tricare (C,1)
 o concerned about quality assurance (C,1)
 o a lot more referrals than people who actually contact OneSource (C,1)

o OneSource Content Concerns:
o need more information/skills  on children’s issues (O,1)
o don’t know enough about military issues (O,1)
o could not answer my question (O,1)
o tries to do everything.  Needs to be more specifi c (C,1)
o web articles do not have suffi cient depth or defi ne things well enough (C,1)

o Technical Problems:
o not enough computers for sailors (O,1)
o web site not user friendly (O,1; C,1)

o Questionable Use of Resources:
o this is a way of providing services “on the cheap.” (C,2)
o questionable use of resources since OneSource expensive (C,1)

o Miscellaneous Concerns:
o better for young people (from an older staff member) (O,1)
o usage has leveled off (O,1)

  
Unlike the positive codes, which were fairly similar between OCONUS and CONUS staff, the negative 
codes were dissimilar. The OCONUS staff exclusively mentioned the impersonal nature of OneSource and 
that it was better for stateside personnel. The CONUS respondents were exclusively the ones that stressed 
that OneSource was not needed or was redundant and that it was a questionable use of resources.  They also 
solely stressed education/orientation concerns about the service, and voiced problems regarding referral to 
OneSource.   

Comparing staff and members on negative codes (remembering that the negative codes for members were 
relatively fewer in number), both members and staff (but only within the OCONUS sub-groups) mentioned 
that OneSource was not good for overseas members. Both members and staff also referred to OneSource as 
not knowing enough about the military. Both members and staff had spokespersons who felt OneSource was 
redundant. However, most of the detailed concerns about OneSource were voiced by staff.  
  
Overall Summary
Data from individuals in 27 focus groups who made comments about OneSource was analyzed.  The fi rst 
author categorized the speaker’s status as either a service member or a staff person; and the speaker’s 
location as either OCONUS or CONUS. 

Regarding member/staff comparisons, members were much less likely to be aware of OneSource than staff 
and therefore were more likely to report that they had not heard of the service or used it. When these kinds 
of statements were counted as negative, then members were signifi cantly more negative about OneSource 
than staff. However, when these statements were coded as neutral, then the percentage of positive and 
negative statements about OneSource was about equal in both groups--about half positive. (The reader may 
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remember that in the more representative Status of Forces data, there was little evidence that non-users 
avoid OneSource because of negative beliefs about the service). 

However, within members, the OCONUS sub-group had far more positive comments about OneSource 
than the CONUS group, while the latter had many more neutral codes—70 percent of this subgroup had not 
heard of OneSource or had not used it. The percentage of negative codes within these subgroups was about 
equal.  

Within staff members, it was the negative codes that distinguished the OCONUS and CONUS sub-groups 
(the positive codes were fairly similar between these sub-groups). The difference was not the number and 
percentage of negative codes (about the same), but rather the nature of the concerns raised.  OCONUS 
staff critics were more likely to say that OneSource was not good for overseas members and focused on 
the impersonal nature of OneSource. CONUS staff critics said OneSource was redundant, voiced concerns 
about education and orientation regard OneSource, and noted problems regarding referrals.                 

In conclusion, the focus group data added some “fl esh” to the quantitative fi ndings. As with the Status of 
Forces respondents, most focus group participants had not used OneSource and had minimal awareness of 
it. Of those that did respond, concerns and praise for the service were about equally expressed (although 
those who praised the service were more committed to their positions). While most of the concerns appeared 
to be related to an insuffi cient understanding of what OneSource does, concerns regarding how OneSource 
interfaces with other military services merits more attention.  

Research Question #9: Does OneSource offer a high quality service as evaluated by professionals?

The response to this question is the most subjective since it was largely based on a fi eld trip to the Ceridian 
offi ce in suburban Philadelphia by the fi rst author of this report. However, the results of the visit were 
largely confi rmatory of the positive evaluation of the professionals who selected Ceridian to provide the 
service. The fi rst author is well qualifi ed to make an evaluation since he is Director of the highly regarded 
Doctoral Program in Marriage and Family Therapy at Purdue University.  Furthermore, he is the fi rst person 
in the history of his profession to win all three major career achievement awards in teaching, service and 
research (including the Award, in 2001, for Cumulative Career Contribution to Family Therapy Research 
from the American Association for Marriage and Family Therapy).  

Dr. Sprenkle was especially impressed with the economies of scale of the operation, which allowed Ceridian 
to respond in a very timely manner to inquiries regarding information and services.  Within 24 -- 72 hours 
of a request for specifi c and detailed information (e.g.  Rehabilitation services for a wounded soldier from 
Houston who lost his leg beneath the knee), Ceridian responds with personal letters, detailed referral 
information, and up-to-date reading material. No small organization or private practice could offer such 
a service.  Ceridian also has a staff of full-time researchers to assist telephone consultants with specifi c 
information and referral requests. The printing and resource rooms employ the latest technology to ensure 
maximum effi ciency and the timely receipt of materials.

Dr. Sprenkle reviewed the specifi c resource material in the areas he knows best (marriage and the family), 
and he thought the materials were outstanding.  Works by the best researchers were employed. This material 
is sent out at no additional cost. Dr. Sprenkle also reviewed the material on the OneSource web site and also 
found it to be very high quality. 
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The operation seemed to maintain excellent databases for tracking cases, and the service also monitored 
service related statistics like the time it took for calls to be answered. Personnel seemed to be well trained 
and supervised and there were appropriate and impressive quality assurance mechanisms.

In short, Dr. Sprenkle was very favorably impressed with the operation and especially its ability to utilize 
the economies of scale to offer specifi c information and referrals for specifi c services.  This type of service 
could rarely be duplicated by any local service provider.  



Conclusions and 
Recommendations
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This section will utilize the questions raised by MacDermid, Weiss, and Sprenkle (2004) in an earlier report.

Does OneSource offer a high quality service? All indications are that it does; especially when it comes to 
providing specifi c, timely information only a large organization could provide. Services are high-quality.

Does OneSource satisfy its clients?  Clearly it does. These results were very impressive.

Do military members know about OneSource?  Just as clearly, many do not. Of the approximately 95 per 
cent of military members who did not use OneSource in the past 12 months, over 80 percent said they were 
“not familiar” with the service. Where the service was somewhat better known, as in the Navy, it was used 
more. Evidently, more work needs to be done to publicize it.

How is OneSource regarded among the military members? In the representative Status of Forces survey, 
there was little evidence that non-users have  a bad impression of OneSource nor were they discouraged 
by “negative press” or bad feelings about it. Given the high satisfaction ratings of users, and the lack of 
negative feelings/beliefs, we believe that the reputation of OneSource should grow as the program becomes 
more widely publicized and used. 

Does OneSource make a positive difference for its clients? The answer is probably “yes” but conclusions 
must be more tentative given the nature of the data analyzed for this report. While the descriptive “use” 
results from the Status of Forces survey were probably very reliable, the effectiveness results in this report 
were not based on a randomized controlled design-- but rather on an uncontrolled self-report methodology. 
We recommend that a randomized, controlled, pre-post follow-up design be utilized in the future. However, 
there was at least suggestive evidence that OneSource reduced clients levels of concern across six broad 
areas, had a generally positive impact on (especially) getting client’s problems solved;  and on reducing 
stress, commitment to military, and satisfaction with the military.  The numbers of hours saved were not as 
great as might have been hoped; but even three hours (the median) multiplied by thousands of users would 
result in considerable time savings.

Work should also be done to coordinate OneSource better with other services. What it does best is provide 
information/referral where its economies of scale allow it to provide information that a local provider could 
not duplicate. It is also terrifi c for providing services when a local consultant or counselor is not available, 
or when an individual does not want (or fi nds it inconvenient) to talk to a local service provider. It is also 
advantageous for people “on the move,” which constitutes a large percentage of the military.  Since it is 
available 24 hours a day 7 days a week, it is also great as a backup or crisis service.  Where it duplicates 
services there is the potential for bad feelings or possibly a waste of resources. We recommend that the 
program be publicized especially in locales where other recourses are not available. 

Taking everything into consideration, we believe that the program has many more strengths than limitations. 
Given the highly mobile nature of the military, if something like OneSource did not exist, it would probably 
have to be invented. 

Conclusions and Recommendations
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MILITARY ONESOURCE QUESTIONAIRE
Douglas Sprenkle, Ph.D. and Shelley MacDermid, Ph.D., Purdue University

The following are questions about your experiences with the Military OneSource website, 1-800 
information, and referral service. There are no right or wrong answers. Your opinions will be held in strict 
confi dence and will not be shared with anyone in the military. The questionnaire only takes about 4 minutes 
to complete.

The Services I Used in the Past Twelve Months and Estimate of How Often I Used 
Them
1. I accessed Military OneSource via the Internet
 Number of times in past 12 months:
             ___ a. 0
  ___ b. 1 time
             ___ c. 2-3 times
             ___ d. 4-5 times
             ___ e. 6-10 times
     ___ f. 11 or more times

2. I e-mailed Military OneSource
           Number of times in past 12 months:
 ___ a. 0
 ___ b. 1 time
   ___ c. 2-3 times
 ___ d. 4-5 times
 ___ e. 6-10 times
 ___ f. 11 or more times

3. I talked on the telephone with a Military OneSource consultant
 Number of times in past 12 months:
 ___ a. 0
 ___ b. 1 time
 ___ c. 2-3 times
 ___ d. 4-5 times
 ___ e. 6-10 times
 ___ f. 11 or more

4. I used Military OneSource to arrange face-to-face counseling sessions
 Number of times in past 12 months:
 ___ a. 0
 ___ b. 1 time
 ___ c. 2-3 times
 ___ d. 4-5 times
 ___ e. 6-10 times
 ___ f. 11 or more times
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Issues for Which I Sought Help

Please rate your level of concern regarding the following issues both before and after using Military after using Military after
OneSource.

BEFORE using Military OneSource I would rate my level of concern:

                                                            Not a          Slight       Moderate   Strong  Very strong
           Level of concern BEFORE:    concern       concern       concern    concern     concern
5. Deployment-related stress 1               2 3 4 5 
6. Reunion-related stress 1   2              3               4             5
7. Personal relationships                     1              2              3               4            5
8. Personal stress                                 1               2                3               4             5
9. Financial stress                                1               2                3               4             5
10. Work-related stress                         1               2               3               4             5

AFTER using Military OneSource I would rate my level of concern:AFTER using Military OneSource I would rate my level of concern:AFTER

                                                            Not a          Slight       Moderate   Strong  Very strong
            Level of concern AFTER:      concern       concern       concern    concern     concern
11. Deployment-related stress  1               2 3 4 5 
12. Reunion-related stress                     1                 2                3               4                 5
13. Personal relationships                      1                 2                3                4                 5
14. Personal stress                                 1                 2                3                4                  5
15. Financial stress                                1                 2                3                4                  5 
16. Work-related stress                          1                 2                3                4                 5

Considering your own most important reason (issue) for contacting Military OneSource, please rate the 
impact the service had on:

                                                            Very          Negative        No        Positive          Very 
                   Impact of the service:     negative       impact        impact      impact          positive                         
                 
17. My level of stress about this issue  1               2 3 4 5 
18. Getting the problem solved            1             2           3              4              5
19. My commitment to the military 1             2           3              4              5
20. My satisfaction with the military   1             2           3              4              5
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Your satisfaction with Military OneSource 

21. I would recommend the service to other military members and their families.
       ____ 5= Strongly agree
       ____ 4= Agree
       ____ 3= Neutral
       ____ 2= Disagree
       ____ 1= Strongly disagree
       ____ 6= Don't know/Not applicable

22. The service made it less stressful to research options.
      ____ 5= Strongly agree
      ____ 4= Agree
      ____ 3= Neutral
      ____ 2= Disagree
      ____ 1= Strongly disagree
      ____ 6= Don't know/Not applicable

23. I feel the military is supporting me to address quality of life issues by offering this service.
        ____ 5= Strongly agree
     ____ 4= Agree
     ____ 3= Neutral
     ____ 2= Disagree
     ____ 1= Strongly disagree
     ____ 6= Don't know/Not applicable

24. How much time did the service save you from having to gather information and learn about alternatives?
     ____ 1= no time
     ____ 2= _____ (please write in the number of hours you believe the service saved you)

Questions about Your Current Well-being and Facts about Yourself

25. During the past 4 weeksthe past 4 weeks, how much have you been bothered by emotional problems, such as feeling 
anxious, depressed or irritable?

Not at all           Slightly         Moderately      Quite a lot       Extremely
            1                         2                       3                       4                      5

26. During the past 4 weeks, the past 4 weeks,  how much did personal or emotional problems keep you from doing your 
usual work, school, or other daily activities?

               Could not do
                  Not at all         Very little        Somewhat      Quite a lot    daily activities

1                         2                      3                      4                  5

27. What is your gender?
       ____ a. Male
       ____ b. Female
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28. Age at last birthday____ (write in number of years)

29. What is your marital status?
     ____ a. Married
     ____ b. Separated     ____ b. Separated     ____
     ____ c. Divorced
     ____ d. Widowed
     ____ e. Never Married

30. Are you a part of a dual military couple?    
      ____ a. Yes 
      ____ b. No

31. What is your parental status?
      ____ a. Parent
      ____ b. Not a parent

32. Check one option below.
       ____ a. Military member
       ____ b. Person who has a relationship with a military member

33. Mark the branch of service of you (if military member) or the military member with whom you have a 
relationship is a member. 

      ____ a. Army                 
      ____ b. Navy                  
      ____ c. Air Force          
      ____ d. Marines             
      ____ e. Coast Guard      
     

Mark whether you are a member of the active, guard, or reserve component. 
     ____ a. Active  
     ____ b. Guard 
     ____ c. Reserve

34. What is your race?  Mark one or more races to indicate what you consider yourself to be.
             a. White

  b. Black or African American 
  c. American Indian or Alaska Native 
  d. Asian (e.g., Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese) 
  e. Native Hawaiian or other Pacifi c Islander (e.g., Samoan, Guamanian or Chamorro) 
  f. Spanish/ Latino/ Hispanic

35. Location - Check one location and whether on or off base.
     ____ a. US (Incl. Territories)   living on base___ or off base___
     ____ b. Europe                              living on base___ or off base___
     ____ c. Asia                                  living on base___ or off base___
     ____ d. Other
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36. Education level of self: (check one)
     ____  a. Less than high school graduate    
     ____  b. High school graduate                  
     ____  c. Some college                        
     ____  d. 4-year degree      
     ____  e. Graduate/professional degree

37. Paygrade of self (if military member) or military member with whom you have a relationship:  (please 
check one)

  a. E-1  f. E-6    k. W-2        p. O-2      
  b. E-2  g. E-7        l.  W-3        q. O-3    
  c. E-3  h. E-8        m. W-4        r. O-4                    
  d. E-4  i. E-9         n. W-5        s. O-5             
  e. E-5  j. W-1        o. O-1         t. O-6 or above    

Thanks very much for completing this questionnaire!
Please mail in the stamped- addressed envelope
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