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Executive Summary

In the fall of 1984, a two year research project was
funded through the Office of Naval Research to study the
effects of deployment on the functioning and adjustment of
Navy personnel and their families. Surveys were collected,
in pilot and main survey administrations, from approximately
4000 Navy personnel and spouses, across all type commands
and selected shore-based installations.

Major findings are siumarized as follows:

1) The deployment assessment survey instrument developed
for this project functions well in terms of internal
reliability and construct validity. It provides a
standardized measure for assessing deployment-related
attitudes and beliefs, as well as life stress levels
and overall femily functioning.

2) Individuals' coping mechanisms for dealing with
deployment are grounded in overall aspects of family
functioning, general coping skills in dealing with life
stress, and specific beliefs and perceptions of
deployment. This multi-dimensional concept is
essential to those who are endeavoring to obtain a
complete and accurate picture of deployment.

3) f ilors and their spouses interact strongly together to
!ifluence each other's attitudes and perceptions.
Attempts to measure one without examining the other
will lead to an incomplete data base. The intense
work/family overlap predicted for military families is
validated in this study.

4) Navy families describe themselves in significantly
different ways from their civilian counterparts in
terms of expression of feelings, family cohesion,
coping with conflict, and establishment of order and
structure in the family. Agencies dealing with these
families should be sensitive to these d'.fferences, in
order to maximize the delivery of services.

5) Based on the results of this study, a checklist of
predictors for families and sailors at risk of
developing problems during deployment has been
generated. This checklist, located in Appendix D, is
an easy-to-read, simple assessment tool that can be

i



used to sensitize sailors and/or spouses to factors in
their lives which could disrupt coping mechanisms.

6) Location in the temporal deployment cycle, as well as
educational level for sailors and spouses, can strongly
affect perceptions and attitudes. Individuals within
90 days of leaving or returning from deployment
teported higher degrees of dysfunctionality sn multiple
dimensions. Educational level also affected
perceptions of distress and coping, with more highly
educated individuals reporting less distress and
enhanced coping.

7) The high return rate (66%) indicates the importance of
deployment to sailors and families across rank, rate,
and type command. The impact of deployment attitudes
on retention intentions is a finding of major impact
for the Naval Community.

I
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The purpose of this technical report is to summarize

findings from a two year ONR research contract conducted

between October 1, 1984 and October 1, 1986. This technical

report will describe and summarize the methodology and major

research findings from this investigation and their

implications for understanding phenomena related to

deployment procedures among Navy personnel and their

spouses. A prior technical report (85-1) has been prepared

to summarize findings from the pilot phase of this

investigation.

In the fall of 1984, a two year research project was

funded through the Office of Naval Research to study the

effects of deployment on Navy personnel and their families.

In order to accomplish this task, the research team at

Eastern Virginia Medical School, Department of Psychiatry,F
contracted to develop and administer a survey instrument to

measure the emotional responses, perceptions and attitudes

of Navy personnel and their spouses in response to

deployment. This survey included measures of life stress

history, family functioning and organization, perceptions of

!-
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Job performance, and issues related to morale and intention

to reenlist.

Based on the view that the work and family environments of

military personnel represent significantly initeractive and

overlapping environments, (Glickman, 1986; Curran, 1981;

Stoddard & Cabanillas, 1976), the current investigation was

designed to examine the effects of deployment on both Navy

personnel and their spouses. Much of the prior literature

in this area had focused exclusively on the responses of

only one family member, typically either the upouse or the

sailor, in studies of deployment effects (Decker, 1978;

Pearlman, 1970; Snyder, 1978).

Additionally, the current research viewed deployment

as a form of stress which impacts both the individual and

the overall family unit (Den Dulk, 1980; Nice, 1979:

Rosenfeld, Rosenstein, & Raab, 1983). In responding to such

stress, it was hypothesized that both individuals and

families would employ general adaptational resources which

would interact with individual and family attitudes and

perceptions specific to deployment phenomena in the

determination of deployment adaptation. For these reasons,

our survey involved general measures of family functioning

and life stress as well as measures which were specifically

related to deployment related attitudes, perceptions and

responses.
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In the creation of the deployment specific item pool

for this survey, the research team conducted semi-structured

in6.erviews with 105 Navy personnel, ranging in rank from E-2

to Admiral. The content of these interviews specifically

dealt with attitudes and problems related to predeployment,

deployment, and post-deployment experiences from the

perspectives of both individual and family functioning.

Based upon the results of these interviews, combined with

the reports from the published literature, the pilot survey

was developed for field testing. In addition to the items

specifically developed for this purpose, which were

rationally or intuitively clustered into 24 scales, the

research team also selected the Sarason Life Events Scale

and the Moos Family Environment Scale for inclusion as

general measures embedded within the research survey

instrument. Based upon a comprehensive review of the

literature, as wel1 as personal communications with

researchers in the stress assessment area, it was felt that

the Sarason Life Events Scale represented the most

productive measure of life stress events currently available

(Sarason, Johnson, an. Siegal, 1978). This instrument,

develop td through ONR funding, offered a comprehensive

measure which is capable of quantifying individual

I j variations in positive and negative responses to life events
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stres~ors. The Life Events Scale was included in two

separate parts of the survey used in the study, i.e., the

section to be completed by all service personnel as well as

the section to be completed by spouses of married service

personnel. In addition to the Sarason measure, the Moos

Family Environment Scale was selected for inclusion in this

survey (Moos, Insel, A Humphrey, 1974). The Family

Environment Scale is a standardized measure which was

designed to assess the social climates of a large variety of

family types. The ten scales within this instrument focus

on the measurement and description of interpersonal

relationships among family members which are emphasized

within their family, and on the basic organizational

structure of the family. Similar to the Sarason, the Moos

Family Environment Scale is presented twice within this ONR

survey, once for all service personnel and again in the

subs :tion for spouses. In the interest of reducing the

overall length and complexity of this survey, five of the

I ten standard scales used in the Tamily Environment

instrument were selected for study. Specifically, these

included measures of Cohesion, Organization, Expressiveness,

"I • Conflict, and Control in the family.

The research survey in this investigation, therefore,

varied in length depending upon the marital status and

dependent status of the respondent. In the simplest case,

i.e., a single sailor without dependents, the total item

pool consisted of 110 items involving deployment specific
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content and the Sarason Life Events Scale. In the most

complex case, i.e., a married sailor with dependents&, the

sailor and spouse would collectively respond to 395 items

invc¢lving separate administrations of the deployment

specific item pool, the Moos at al. Family Environment

Scale, and the Sarason et al. Life Events Scale.

SI J RESEARCH FINDINGS: PILOT STUDY

A detailed summary of the findings from the pilot

administration of this survey axe reported in Technical

Reportf 85-1 undez contract 4 N00014-84-C-0666 (Archer and

Cauthorne, 1985). These findings were based upon the

responses of 399 sailors and 215 spouses, representing a

"return rate of 50% of those individuals contacted during the

pilot. Based upon findings from the pilot, particularly

related to internal reliability for deployment specific

scales, minor revision% were made in the item pool of this

survey prior to the main administration.

In February of 1986, the survey was distributed

throughout the type and shore commands within the Norfolk

Naval Base and selected SUBLANT' commands in Charleston,/I South Carolina and Groton, Connecticut. The type commands



had designated the following individuals as liaison

[ personnel for purposes of this study:

SCaptain Daniel Branch, Operations Officer, SUBI•NT

Captain Robert Deane, Force Medical Officer, AIRLANT

Lieutenant Mary Gee, Morale Officer, SURFLANT

Dr. Alice Snyder, Deputy Director, Navy Family

Services, Norfolk, Virginia.

With the exception of Lieutenant Gee, who replaced

Lieutenant Commander Mary Lukaszewicz, these liaison'

officers were the same liaison personnel umployed in the

pilot phase of this investigation. These personnel were

responsible for coordination of the logistic requirements

necessary to accomplish the survey administration and servei

as central return points for completed surveys. For all

type commands, the liaison officers Indicated that the most

effective means of survey administration would be through

Naval distribution and collection of survey instruments.

These Navy type command liaison officers were also

responsible for the selection of "target" units for survey

administration. Units were selected for participation in

the study based upon a crmbination of criteria involving

their point in the deployment cycle and availability for

research procedures.

PAMPLE ClARACTERISTICS

As a result of the above -procedures, research surveys

were distributed beginning February 1, 1986 to 1000 Navy
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personnel in Naval kirwingn, 1000 personnel in the SUBLAWT

co=mands in Virginia, South Carolina and Connecticut; 1000

personnel 4n the SURFLANT command; and 425 personnel in the

Norfolk Naval Base Shore commands. In order to protect

subject confidentiality, all personnel were requested to

seal completed surveys in individual manila envelopes and

return them directly to their command liaison officer. All

surveys were returned to the research contractor's office by

March 30, 1986. Table I illustrates the return rates

accomplished by type command and shore command status. it

may be noted that a total of 2245 Navy personnel returned

their surveys, as well as an additional 1155 spouses of Navy

personnel. Therefore, the overall return rate for the

survey among Navy personnel was 65.6%. Among Naval

personnel returning the survey, 94.6% were male and 4.9%

were female. In addition, 88.9% were enlisted respondents

and 11.1% were officers.

As shown in Table 2, the mean age of Navy respondents

to this survey was 27.5 years with a range in age from 18 to

57 years. The mean educational jrade level of these Navy

personnel was 12.93 years with a mean educational or grade

level for spouses of 12.94 years. The mean number of prior

deployments for this sample of Naval personnel was 7.31. Of

the Navy personnel £esponding to this vurvey, 1165 (51.9%)

were married for the first time, 203 (9.0%) were remarried,

107 (4.8%) were divorced, and 752 (33.5%) were single. Upon

"return of ill survey data to the contract oftice, data were

_I'
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I coded and entered into the mainframe computers at Eastern

* " Virginia Medical School and Old Dominion University for

statistical analyses. The primary statistical package

employed for data analysis was SPq-X0

DATA ANALYSIS

As an initial point of data analysis, the 24 scales

developed from the deployment specific item pool in this

survey, as well as the 5 Moos Family Environment Scales,

I were examined in terms of their internal reliability

* coefficients using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient Statistic.

The results of these analyses appear in Table 3. In

"general, the results of these analyses are highly consistent

with the pilot phase of this investigation. The internal

"reliability coefficients offer an oerall evaluation of the

degree to which individual items within a paLticular measure

correlat' with overall scores generated by that scale. To

the degree to which measures are effective in attempting to

quantify a unitary dimension of a particular construct,

*overall iter-total reliability coefficients should be high.

As shown in Table 3, the reliability coefficients for the

scales specifically created for this survey were generally

iithin acceptable ranges, with alpha coefficient values of

.60 or higher for 18 of the 24 scales. The internal

I
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reliability findings for the deployment specific subscales

were generally consistent with reliability levels found for

the FES scales.

FACTOR ANALYSES:

While a total of 36 scales were used in the current

pilot survey instrument, there are many theoretical and

conceptual reasons to assuve that a relatively smaller

nimber of underlying or basic dimensions probably accounted

for the majority of variance among these scale scores.

Further, the results of factor analysis of pilot data

substantiated a view that three factors primarily accounted

for the majority of survey scale variance. To examine this

hypothesis from the data in the main survey, a series of

factor analyses were performed on scale scores using varimax

rotation procedures with eigenvalues of 2.0 or greater. The

results of these factor analyses are presented in Tables 4,

5 and 6. Table 4 presents the results of a factor analysis

for all scales employed in this survey as answered by all

respondents. This factor analysis yields a 3 factor

solution with the following dimensions: sailors' positive

attitudes toward deployment and family (25.4% of total scale

variance); spouses' negative attitudes toward deployment and

family (8.5% of total scale variances)i and sailors'

perceptions of marital distance and family conflict (6.3% of

total scale variance). Table 5 preseagts findings from the

factor analysis of scales applicable to spouses, i.e.,

J|
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scales completed by the spouses of Naval personnel. The two

factors generated from this analysis were labeled as

follows: 1) spouses' negative emotional responses to

deployment and concerns regarding family functioning (30.5%

of total subscale variance); 2) spouses' Post-deployment

emotional distress and perception of family conflict (10.1%

of total subscale variance). Table 6 presents the factor

analysis of scales directly applicable to sailors. The two

factors generated from this analysis were labeled as

follows: 1) sailor's positive views of deployment, the job

and the family (32.0% of total subscale variance) and; 2)

sailors' need for marital distance (11.2% of total subscale

variance). In general, the results of factor analysis

generated by the main survey administration tend to be

similar to pilot factor analytic findings in terms of nature

and number of factor components. The relative variance

accounted for by factors, however, tends to be substantially

less in the main body of the survey. This change in

variance accounted for is likely to be a product of

differing factor analytic techniques between pilot and main

body analyses. In the pilot sunrey, factor analysesI employed a PA2 factor analysis and rotation procedure which

tended to maximize the amount of variance accounted in

relation to the SPSS-X procedzres (principal components

analysis) iutilized for the main survey data.

/
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In general, the results of factor analytic analyses of

survey scales support the following conclusions:

1) The largest portions of survey variance are accounted

for by respondents' perceptions of deployment-specific

and family phenomena;

2) Roughly 40% of spouses' survey ratings were accounted

for by their emotional responses to deployment and

reunion periods and perceptions of family coping and

conflict.

* 3) Roughly 43% of sailors' survey responses were accounted

for by their perceptions of deployment, job, marriage

and family.

LVjTIPLE REGRXSSIONS:

A series of stepwise multiple regressions were

performed to examine the ability of survey subscale scores

to predict to twelve outcome indicators or criteria. The

results of these multiple regressions are summarized in

Tables 7 through 10. The linear multiple regression

analyses standardly utilized an F to enter or remove of 1.0,

and a tolerance of .1. In terms of prediction of sailors'
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ratings of their overall job performanne, separate multiple

regressions were performed on data from single service

personnel, married service personnel without children, and

"married personnel with children. For single personnel, the

variables of individual commitment to the Navy, deployment

related emotional distress, positive deployment attitudes,

and sailors' reports of Life Stress Events, were regressed

on to single sailors' self-reports of job performance

derived from a ten item scale. The results of this ,-ultiple

regression identified one significant predictor, i.e.,

individual commitment to the Navy scale scores, with a

correlation of .89 to this outcome criterion. (R2 w .80).

Scores from 32 scales were employed in the regression to

married personnel without children. The results of this

multiple regression identified four significant predictors

to overall job performance, i.e., sailors' right stuff

attitudes, sailors' deployment related emotional related

distress, sailors' positive deployment attitudes, and

spouses' views of family organization, which collectively

produced a multiple correlation value of .63 with the

outcome criterion (R2 ,.39). 36 scales were employed in the

regression to job performance ratings for married personnel

"with children. The results of the analyses indicated fiv

significant predictors, including sailors' deployment

related emotional distress, right stuff attitude, positive

deployment attitude, individual comnitment to the Navy, and

spouses' ratings of family organization which collectively

LiJ
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* resulted in a multiple R value of .58 with the outcovie

criterion, acuounting for 34% of all variance.

In the second series of regression analyses sailors'

ratings of individual commitment to the Navy were examined

separately for single personnel, married personnel without

children, and married personnel with children. The most

important predictor of individual commitment to the Navy for

single personnel was their self perceptions of job overall

performance (R2-.80). Among married personnel without

children, the most powerful predictors of individual

commitment to the Navy consisted of spouses' view. of family

conflict, sailcra' positive deployment attitudes, sailors'

views of family conflict, spouses' deployment related

emotional distress, sailors, deployment related emotional

distress, spouses' post-deployment emotional distresL, and

sailors' ratings of family control. Collectively, these

predictors bore a multiple R of .73 with the outcome

"criterion (R2 -. 53). The most powerful predictors of

individual comnitment among married personnel with children

involved the following eight variables which bore a multiple

R relationt;hip with the outcome criterion of .65 ITm2 -43).

"These latter predictors were: spouses' ratings of family

communication problems, sailors' positive deploymenit

attitude, sailors' ratings of family conflict and
communication problems, spouses' ratings of family coping,

sailors' deployment related emotional distress, sailors'

ratings of family control, sailors' ratings of job
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performance, and sailors' ratings of degree of emotional

expressiveness within their families.

iI The next series of multiple regressions attempted to

predict to married sailors' ratings of their families'

overall coping abilities analyzed separately for married

*l sailors with and without children. Married sailors'

(without children) ratings of family coping ability were

predicted to 65% of total variance with the following

* Ifactors: sailors' perception of family conflict and

problems in communication, sailors' predeployment emotional

* distress, spouses' ratings of family coping, sailors' right

stuff attitudes, sailors' deployment related emotional

distress, sailors' histories of life stress events, and

sailors' individual commitment to the Navy. Among married

personnel with children, the following six predictors

produced an R2 value of .67 with the outcome criterion:
sailors' perceptions of communication conflicts within the

family, spouses' ratings of family coping ability, sailors'

predeployment and deployment emotional distress, sailors'

right stuff attitudes, and sailors' predeployment attitudes.

In the prediction of spousesO perceptions of family

coping ability for families without dependent children, the

following seven variables held a multiple correlation value

of .82 with the criterion (R2 - .68): Spouses' ratings of

deployment emotional distress, sailors' perceptions of

family coping ability, spouses' postdeployment emotional

distress, spouses' ratings of right stuff attitude, spouses'

iiV~ig..m_--
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predeployment attitudes, sailors' positive deployment

attitudes, and spouses' histories of life stress events.

Among spouses with dependent children a series of eight

predictors resulted in a predicted variance of 76% Vith

spouses' ratings of family coping: spouses' deployment

emotional distress, sailors' ratings of family coping

ability, spouses' postdeployment emotional distress,

spouses' ratings of family cohesiveness, spouses' right

stuff attitude, sailors' rating of predeployment emotional

distress, sailors' right stuff attitude, and sailors'

ratings of individual commitment to the Na>y.

* In a separate serie, of multiple regression analyses,

sailors' ratings of deployment related emotional distress

were predicted for married sailors with and without

children. For warried tailors without children, roughly 58%

of sailors' ratings of their degree of deployment related

* emotional distress was accounted for by predictors in a six

step regression, with sailors' predeployment emotional

distress ser-ing as the primary contributor and accounting

for approximately 41% of the total variance. Among married

9 sailors with children, rough!y 59% of sailors' ratings of

deployment related emotional distress was accounted for by

predictors in a 8 step multiple regression, with

predeplotyment emotional distress again serving as a primaryp. contributor and accounting for approximately 36% of total

outcome variance. Among spouses' self reports of deployment

related emotional distress in families without children,

L L .. ........ ..
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roughly 76* of the variance was accounted for in a 9 step

regression equation, in which spouses' ratings of their

families' overall ability to cope accounted for 62% of the

total outcome variance. Among spouses with children, a

total of 78% of deployment related emotional distress

ratings were accounted for by a ten step multiple regression

equation in which spouses' ratings of their families'

overall ability to cope accounted for 67% of the total

outcome variance.

In general, it zight be noted that the sultiple

regression results regarding sailor and spouse emotional

distress during deployment periods were highly similar to

finlings from the pilot, particularly in relationship to

spouses' self-report. Finally, a series of rultiple

regressions were performed to predict to both sailor and

spouses' ratings of their childrens ability to cope.

Sailors' assessment of their children's coping abilities

were predicted by a four-step equation, which accounted for

58% of total variance with the following predictor

variables; sailors' ratings of overall family coping,

sailors' perceptions of interpersonal distarce from

children, sailors' prodeployment emotional distress, and

sailors' needs for marital distance. Spouses' assessments

of c'i.ldrenlz coping abilities accounted for 65% of total

variance with three predictor variables: spouses'

perceptions of interpersonal distance from children,

spouses' ratings of overall family coping, and spouses'
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predeployment emctional distress,

In sunmary, the results of multiple regressions support

the following conclusions:

1) Overall, the regression equations indicated a

interactive relationship between work and family

variables as predictors of family functioning and

affective responses to deployment. Work issues,

such as job performance and commitment to the Navy,

were strongly influenced by family variables and

affective responses, while family coping levels

were influenced by work-related scales. The

presumed interrelationships between the work and

family environments postulated by Glickman (1985)

is clearly demonstrated in these results.

2) Spouses and sailors strongly influence each other's

perception6 on family issues, such as perceptions
* I
*/ of family coping, in addition to work issues, such

as commitment to the Navy. The importance of

studying both partners in the family relationship

is underscored by thr interrelatedness of their

perceptions,

3) The phenomenon of deployment is enmeshed in a web

of family and emotional issues, and individuals'

behaviors must be viewed in the light of these

factors. For example, individual commitment to the

Navy was profoundly affected by family variables,

II
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such as family conflict and control styles, and by

affective responses to deployment, such as levels

of emotional distress surrounding all phases of the

deployment experience. Reaponses to deployment

involve individual and family emotional responses

and perceptions of both the work and family

environments.

4) When higher levels of emotional distress surround

the phases of the deployment phenomenon, they

contribute to diminished perceptions of family

functioning for both sailors and spouses. Families

report less ability to cope in effective ways as

reported levels of emotional distress increased.

This is also demonstrated in the ratings of

children's coping performance, which were reported

as lover by both sailors and spouses when emotional

distress was higher and overall family coping is

seen as decreased.

i I ~MAOVA
YMANOVA analyses were performed to examine the potential

• •effects of temporal location in the deployment cycle on

respondents self-reports across subscales. Specifically, a

MANOVA was performed examining the effects of sailors'

location in the deployment cycle grouped into categories of:

1) on ship, not deployed; 2) scheduled for deployment within

90 days; 3) returned from deployment within g0 days or; 4)

'I
ru 1

(M
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assignment to shore duty. The results of this MANOVA

analysis indicated a significant overall effect for

placement in the deployment cycle across survey subicales

for service personnel, F(3,413)-l.79 P<.001. These findings

indicate that placement or point in the deployment cycle had

significant and pervasive overall effects on sailors'

responses to research survey scales. Specifically, the

following scales showed univariate ANOVA effects for

placement in the deployment cycle: sailors' need for

marital distance, sailors' right stuff attitude, sailors'

ratings of individual commitment to the Navy, sailors' and

spouses' positive deployment attitudes, sailors'

predeployment attitudes, sailors' and spouses' level of

predeployment emotional distress, sailors' and spouses'

levels of deployment related emotional distress, sailors'

and spouses' perceptions of family coping, sailors' ratings

of job performance, sailors' and spouses' ratings of

communication problems and conflict within the family,

sailors' ratings of childrens' lack of coping ability,

sailors' ratings of family control style, and sailors' and

spouses' ratings on the Sarason Life Stress Events Scale.

To illustrate the pattern of significance found in

these analysis, the specific subscale findings are provided

for illustration purposes.

In Figure 1, sailors' positive deployment attitudes

and sailors' ratings of individual commitment to the Navy

are profiled based upon their point in the deployment cycle
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at the time they completed their survey instrument. As

shown in this figure, sailors reported the highest level of

individual commitment to the Navy and the most positive

attitudes concerning deployment when assigned to shore duty.

In general, the least positive deployment attitudes and the

lowest levels of commitment to the Navy were reported for

sailors within 90 days of deployments during either the pre-

or postdeployment periods.

Figure 2 shows the relationship of sailors'

predeployment and deployment emotional distress levels to

point in the deployment cycle. As sLown in this Figure,

sailors reported the greatest sensitivity to emotional

distress when such ratings were made in the predeployment or

postdeployment intervals, particularly in the latter time

period. These findings would suggest that the stress

related to close proximity to deployment served to sensitize

respondents to issues of emotional distress.

Figures 3 and 4 present data related to spouses'

ratings of deployment emotional distress and sailors'

ratings of perceptions of family coping ability, degree of

family conflict and children's lack of coping as a function

of location in the deployment cycle. As shown in these

figures, spounes' deployment related emotional distress

levels were highest when reported during the reunion period

following deployment, and sailors reported the greatest

degree of concern regarding family and children functioning

.F
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within 90 days of deployment, particularly during reunion

period&.

Figure 5 presents both sailors' and spouses* report

of Life Stress Events as a function of their deployment

cycle. Results of these analysis demonstrate that both

sailors and spouses report *ore negatively stressful events

for ratings made by families immediately prior to or

following deployments. Among sailors, the most stressful

life histories are reported during the pre- and

postdeployment intervals. Ar ng spouses, the placement in

the reunion or the postdeployment interval is significantly

related to an increased report of negative Life Stress

Events. Item analyses of the Sarason measure indicated that

these trends are accounted for by both an increased number

of stress items on Life Stress Events endorsed by spouses

and sailors during the 90 day periods preceding and

following deployment, as well a tendency to endorse those

event as more negatively stressful.

Finally, Figure 6 presents sailors' self reports of

their level of job performance as a function of their

location in the dei loyment cycle. As show.n in this figure,

sailors report the highest level of self-reported job

performanc when on shore duty placements and reported the

lowest levels of job performance during intervals

immediately prior to or immediately following deployments.

Overall, the results of these figures serve to confirm

that deployment is a major stressor for the majority of 4avy
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families and that this stress has a direct and significant

impact on jot performance, family functioning and

perceptions of the stressfulness of other life events.

Further, these findings serve to indicate that interventions

designed to aid service personnel and families in

effectively coping with deployment would be most likely to

be effective during periods immediately prior to or

immediately following actual deployments. This observation

is based upon the fact that Navy families appear to be most

sensitive to deployment related issues during these periods,

with an increased degree of denial employed during shore

duty placements. In particular, the data presented in these

figures appear to indicate that the reunion period is

markedly stressful and produces acute adjustment demands on

families in terms of stress tolerance and adaptive coping.

" EI•DIrlGS fmOm MOo$FAMILY ENVINON14ENT SCALES

The five subscales of the Moos Family Environment
measure were analyzed across a number of combinations of

sailors' and spouses' responses. The results of profiling

for selected comparisons are presented in Figures 7 and 8.

As shown in Figure 7, a general pattern emerges from the

current data which indicates Navy families appear to have

unique family characteribtics in relation to th-ir civilian

counterparts. First, Navy families appear to place greater

emphasis on the direct and open expression of feelings and

'I.
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emotions as reflected on values for the Expressiveness

Scale. Secondly, both sailors and spouses within the Navy
community appear to place greater emphasis on family

cohesiveness and value activities designed to increase the

sense of family Wtogetherness". There is also a marked _

degree of de-emphasis within Navy families on the direct

expression of anger and conflict, to a degree which differs

significantly from the emphasis placed on this diýaension

amIng civilian families. Specifically, Navy families appear

to avoid open expression of conflict areas in relation to

their civilian counterparts. Finally, Navy families place

substantial value and emphasis on order and organization

within the family structure accompanied by explicitness and

clarity in family rules and responsibilities. This emphasis

on organization, however, does not appear to be related to

use of authoritarian or rigid family controls. Navy

families, in fact, score lower than the mean for civilian

families on the control dimension as defined by the Moos

measure.

overall, in comparing sailors' and spouses' responses

on the Moos Family Environment Scales, it can be noted that

iI sailors view family functioning differently from spouses on

at least two dimensions: family cohesion, t(1054)--2.88

P<.01, and family expressiveness, t(I054)--4.47, P<.01. As

may be seen in Figure 7, spouses place substantially grater

* emphasis on tamily cohesiveness and on the open expression

of feelings than do their sailor counterparts.

L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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The right side of Fig-ire 7 presents the Moos values for

all sailors classified into the type comnand* of aIRFLk•NT,

SUBLANT and SURFLANT. Figure 8 presents the Moos Family

Environment Scale data for spouses and &ailors by category

of type command membership. Figures 9 and 10 present Woos

data for spouses and sailors, collectively and separately,

by officer and enlisted status. In general, results of T-

tests indicated that both officer and officer spouses place

greater emphasis on family cohesiveness and the avoidance of

conflictual issues, and less emphasis on rigid family

controls than their enlisted coL..terparts.

IRETENTION ATITUDES

A number of analyses were undertaken to examine the

degree to which survey responses night be utilized in the

prediction sailors' reenlistment intentions and attitudes.

Table 11 shows the frequency distribution on the survey

single item "I intend to make the Navy my career" for

sailors broken into the categories of single sailors,

married sailors without children, and married sailors with

children. As can be seen in this table, the 5 point Likert

format for frequency of responses to this item was

essentially trimodal in nature. Specifically,"strongly

disagree","not sure", und "strongly agree" received the

predominant number of endorsements while the categories of

"disagree" and "agree" received significantly fewer

endorsements. Thus, the pattern revealed in this data

liUtI t HH•[i
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suggests that service personnel across all categories of

marital and dependent classification tend to hold either

strong opinions or are undecided regarding the issue of

reenlistment intention. There are, however, very clear and

significant effects for marital and dependent status on the

frequencies of these distributions. Specifically, roughly

20% of single sailors agree or strongly agree that they

intend to make the Navy their career, 38% of married sailors

indicate positive career intentions, and fully 60% of

married sailors with dependent children intend to make the

Navy their career. It should be noted, however, that these

variables also are confounded by the increased age and

length of prior Naval service associated with sailors in

these latter categories. Further, consistent with findings

from Beach, Weinstein, and Beach (1984), the current

distribution of endorsement patterns would suggest that the

most profitable targets for interventions efforts designed

to increase rates of reenlistment and retention would focus

upon the 40% of sailors in each marital and dependent

i* I category who have not strongly made up their minds regarding

the reenlistment issue.

In Tables 12 through 14, discriminant analyses were

employed using subscale variables to predict to intentions

* to reenlist classified into the three categories of low

intention, unsuze, and high intention to reenlist. Table 12

indicates that for single sailors a linear combination of

four variables achieved an overall correct classification

-- __ _
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rate of nearly 70% to these three outcome classes.

Specifically, single sailors who reported higher levels of

individual commitment to the Navy, longer periods of prior

. service, higher self evaluations of job performance, and

more positive deployment attitudes were most likely to

indicate positive intentions regarding reenlistment. Table

13 indicates that among married sailors without dependent

children, a linear combination of seven variables resulted

in correct classification of roughly 76% of respondents into

3 outcome classes. Specifically, married sailors without

dependent children who reported higher levels of commitment

to the Navy, longer periods of time in the service, higher

perceptions of family cohesiveness, more positive

predeployment and deployment attitudes, and whose spouses

reported lower levels of overall stress and lower

perceptions of family conflict, were most likely to report

positive reenlistment intentions. Finally, Table 14

indicates that a linear combination of eleven variables were

able to correctly classify reenlistment intentions of

married sailors with chiildren with roughly 73% accuracy into

the three outcome groups. Specifically, married sailors

with children who reported higher levels of commitment to

the Navy, longer prior service, less emotional distance from

their spouse, less predeployment and postdeployment

emotional distress, higher perceptions of family emotional

"expressiveness, greater degrees of the right stuff attitude,

and more positive deployment attitudes, and whose spouses

I I-- II____ I I 1 T ii
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reported leoa perception of family conflict, less post-

deployment emotional distress, and a greater degree of

family expressiveness, reported the most positive intentions

regarding reenlistment.I"UCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF SERVICE PERSONNEL AND SPOUSES

In order to examine the potential effects of

educational background on respondent's self-reports on the

research survey, a series of analysis were undertaken. in

all cases, educational backgrounds were grouped into one of

two discrete categories, i.e., high school diploma or less

and post high school education or training. Two MANOVAs

were conducted to investigate the overall impact of

educational background across survey scales. The results of

these analyses indicated a significant educational main
effect on survey scale responses for service personnel

(F- 2.69, p<.01).

To examine the effects of sailors' eaut,,ational

background on individual survey scale Nalues, a series of

univariate ANOVAs were performed. An shown in Table 15, 8

out of the 18 scales showed significant main effects for

educrzional level of service personnel on the survey

responses of 1236 sailors. Specifically, the 513 sailors

reporting post high school education also reported, in

contrast to the 723 sailors who indicated a twelth grade or

less educational background, the following features:

1) H1igher individual commitment to the Navy.
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2) Higher positive deployment attitudes.

3) More postive predeployment attitudes.

4) Less deployment emotional distress.

5) Higher perceptions of job performance.

6) Better communication and less conflict in their

families.

7) Less interpersonal distance from their children.

8) Greater family cohesiveness.

Significant educational effects were not found for scores

related to history of life stress, fumily organization, or

family coping levels.

As shown in Table 16, spouses' educational background

showed a significant main effect on nine of the sixteen

scales examined. Specifically, the 467 spouses reporting

post high school education, in contrast to the 588 spouses

with high school degrees or less, also reported:

1) Less emotional distress during the predeployment
period

2) Less emotional distress during the deployment
period.

3) Less emotional distress during reunion periods.

4) Higher levels of family coping ability.

5) Less interpersonal distance from their children.

6) Greater family cohesiveness.

7) Greater family emotional expressiveness.

B) Less family conflict.

9) Less rigid family control systems.
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Significant educational effects were not found for

ji spouses' ratings of history of life stress, marital

distance, right stuff attitudes, predeployment or deployment

attitudes, or perceptions of children's coping abilities.

Overall, these findings strongly underscore the

importance of service personnels' and spouses' educational

backgrounds in coping with deployment stress. This coping

resource appears to exist independently of families'

histories of life stress, and exerts a large impact on

perceptions of deployment related phenomena as well as

general family characteristics.

SSuxurv annd Conclusions

We would like to suggest the following conclusions

which we feel are supported by both the pilot study data and

"data generated from the main survey administration of this

project. Many of these point. were noted in a preliminary

fashion based upon pilot survey findings, and we will take

this opportunity to underscore these points based upon the

much larger set of data subsequently acquired. These

statements or conclusions may be summarized as follows:

1) The deployment specific item pool and subscales

created from this collection of items appear to

* function well in terms of both internal

reliability and construct validity. The levels

of internal reliability found for the majorityIi.
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of these sub-scales are quite consistent vith

internal reliability figures for the Moos et al.

scales and are substantially higher than

internal reliability for such established

instruments as the ?4MPI. Findings from both the

pilot and main surveys conducted in this

research, therefore, indicate that efforts were

successful for creating a reliable instrument

for the assessment of service personnel and

spouses' responses to deployment related

phenomena. Further, results of statistical

analyses of our data indicate that the

specifically constructed scales were of central

impcrtance in predicting to outcome

criteria involving such classes of variables as

job performance, indices of family ftnctioning,

and reenlistment intentions. It is strongly

recommended that these deployment-specific

subscalss created in the current investigation

be utilized in future research efforts in order

to allow for the literature in this area to

systematically build and expand in a coherent

fashion. One of the major problems in the area

of deployment research has been the lack of a

standardized measure, thereby creating a

situation in which different studies used

different predictive and outcome measures,

II
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making generalizations across studies extremely

difficult.

2) Findings from both the pilot and main survey

administration components of this investigation

underscore the utility of attempting to understand

Navy deployment phenomena based upon multi-

dimensional conceptual models. Specifically,

current findings suggest that the ways in which

both individuals and families attempt to cope with

deployment represents an interaction of their
specific perceptions of deployment phenomena, their

general coping ability as related to history of

life stress, and the general characteristics of

their family functioning. Subscales or measures of

each of these broad domains consistently entered

into the prediction of outcome variance across

criteria.

3) Research findings strongly indicate that the

understanding of Navy deployment responses for

married personnel requires the inclusion of

S* information derived not only from those personnel

but also from their spouses. For example, spouses'
perceptions of family organization and functioning

served as a significant predictor of married

sailors' ratingo of their job performances. Stated
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sure simply, how married personnel viewed their

ability to perform in the job situation was at

least partly determined by how their spouseS

perceived their families' functioning. Kany

additional examples of this interaction between

service personnel and spouses' perceptions may be

taken from current findings. For example, married

sailors' ratings of individual commitment to the

Navy were in part determined by the spouses'

perceptions of family coping ability, and sailors'

ratings of individual commitment to the Navy served

as a significant predictor of spouses' ratings of

family coping. Overall, these consistent patterns

of husband-wife overlap in the prediction to

specific outcome criteria underscore the conclusion/ of Glickman (1985) that the work and family

environments for Navy families are very overlapping

and interactive in contrast to civilian

populations. While much of the prior research in

the area of Navy deployment has exclusively focused

on responses of either sailor or spouse, future

research in this area would benefit substantially

from the development of research methodologies to

include both components of the family units.

!£
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4) The overall family functioning patterns of Navy

families show relatively consistent patterns Of

' 4, differences from those reported from civilian

families by Moos and his associates (Moos, Znsel,

and Humphrey, 1974). Specifically, Navy families/'I appear to place greater emphasis on the direct and

open expressions of feelings and emotions

(Expressiveness) in contrast to civilian families.1I Further, Navy families are likely to place qreater

• emphasis on family cohesiveness than civilian

families, and it appears that part of this sense of

cohesiveness may be achieved at the cost of

avoidance of direct expression of conflictual

issues or issues which are likely to generate the

open expression of hostility and anger. Finally,

Navy families place substantial value and emphasis

on order and organization within the family

structure as accomplished through the use of

explicit and clear family rules and

respons•b•l.t.... This emphasis does not, however,

come at the cost of utilization of authoritarian or

rigid family control mechanisms. In this latter

regard, Navy families score lower than the mean for

civilian families on the Moos measure of

authoritarian or rigid control. The differences

demonstrated on the Moos Scales between Navy and

civilian families have a number of implications,

i +> 5.
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particularly for agencies who work with these

families. Planners who design programs and

intervent.,ns to enhance family coping and

functioning should be sensitive to the special

characteristics exhibited by Navy families. For

<I example, interventions designed to enhance

cohesiveness and closeness in the family will

probably be met with more favorable attitudes than

interventions designed to uncover and elicit open

expressions of conflict.

S5) Based on the results of this study, a number of

characteristics can be identified, in checklist

form, that may predispose Navy families to

substantial difficulty in coping with deployment.

(See Appendix D). This checklist, generated from

multiple regressions findings, serves as a means of

identifying families which M be at higher risk of

having significant problems during deployment. It

must be emphasized that the characteristics on the

checklist should be cross-validated by future

research in order to maximize the predictabil&ty

and utility of the checklist.

Areas included in the checklist are as follows:

a) Sailor's and/or spouses' perceptions of

significant communication problems and conflict

within the family.



35

b) A significant history of life stress events as

perceived by sailors within a 12-morth period prior

to deployment.

c) Poor sailor morale or mission attitude during

the predeployment period.

d) Substantial emotional distress during the

predeployment or dojployment intervals, as reported

by sailors or spouses.

e) a sense of frustration and sailors' alienation

from the Navy as manifested by decreased or

marginal levls of commitment to the Navy.

Predeployment and postdeployment, defined as intervals

of time encompassing 90 days immediately prior to or

following return from deployments, appears to be of central

importarce in terms of intervention timing. The

predeployment period appears to be particularly important in

that events occurring within this window of time serve as

the single best predictors of the degree of emotional

distress that will be experienced during the actual

deployment intervals. Specifically, the degree of

predeployment emotional distress and the degree of poor

predeployment attitudes which are manifested by both service

personnel and their spouses are among the strongest
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predictors of problems in the actual deployment interval.
SFurther, the reunion period, or postdoployment interval, was

consistently shown to be a uniquely stressful period in

terms of individuals' commitment to their jobs, perceptions

of life stress, and perceptions of family functioning.

Intervals more distant frov actual deployment experiences

appear to be related to the development of denial syndromes

within Navy personnel and their families, resulting in a

lowared sensitivity to issues related to deployment. This

lowered sensitivity may be related to less iccessibility for

'Iinterventions designed to assist families in coping with

deployment phenomena.

6) The surprisingly high completion rate for the main

body survey administration (i.e., roughly 66%) may

warrant specific comments. In the subjective

impression of the investigation team, this level of

survey responsiveness apy be accounted for by a

combination of the relevance of this topic to the

thousands of the individuals whu took the time

necessary to complete the lengthy survey, as well

as the ability of thp research team to actively

involve the Navy command structure in the

"1 ~facilitation of the research design. Many hours of

effort were placed into developing meaningful

liaisons with the Navy community, end in the

careful selection of liaison officers, who in turn
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manifested sufficient personal support. for this

"project to insure the high completion rate. Thus,

we might conclude that the issue of deployment and

its impact on Navy personnel and their families

appears to be a very salient one to the Navy -

community in a manner that cuts across rank,

command structures, and the Navy sub-communities.

Further, we might recommend to future research

"* 4teams in this area that substantial time and effort.

be placed on establishing the necessary individubl

I levels of communication within the Navy command

structure that will ultimately be rewarded with the

fullest level of cooperation with research

procedures. linally, we might note that the use of

a pilot survey administration greatly facilitated

Q tor ability to increase and improve our return rate

during the mAn body of our survey. Based upon our

pilot experiences, we were able to target problems

in our survey administration piocedure (e.g.

confusing instructions) in a manner which allowed

us to correct these issues before main survey

"administration.

In summary, it is clear that deployment is a stressful

experience for sailors, both single and married, and for

their families. The coping abilities of these individuals

iare largely determined by a complex ixture between
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situational aspects, overall life stress, and the underlying

foundations of family functioning. The identification and

targeting of specific elements within each of these

dimensions may provide a basis for a more intense and

finely-tuned effort to assist those with problems to sustain

themselves and grow through these stressful experiences.

tI
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GENEREAL INSTDrcTIONS

DON'T PANICM N0 one person will take more than half of this
survey, and most will take less than bait.

The purpose of this survey is to examine psychologioal and
performance effects of deployments on Naval personnel and their
families. Important characteristics of individuals and families
at risk of devclcpIng problems will be Identifled, and
suggestions will be made to the Department of the Navy towards
reducing deployment-related stress.

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey. It is
divided into sections, and Is designed to be answered by single
Naval personnel, married Naval personnel, their spouses, and
Naval personnel with children. E91 ILiry~.at NXa AnMwor j.U
itJr__, so please read all Instructions carefully.

You should have been given a large manila envelope with your
survey. When you have completed the survey, please put It Into
the envelope and seal the envelope. 3ince you will be returning

* the survey to a person in your command, this will sake sure that
Mg •o•t in the Navy will read your answers. A11 Information will
be kept totally con'idbntial, and all data will be reported back

* in group format. It will be £ 2.aLblU± to pick out Individual
responses. Therefore, please answer as honestly and completely
as possible.

In order to begin the survey, please follcv these
instructions:

1) Read the instructions for each section yor.y GarcTully.
Not everyone will complete each section, so read carefully to see

,, whether you should answer the questions in that section.

"2) Vhere it Is Indicated, write your answer in the space
provided to the left of each question. Where there are circles
to the left of the question, please darken in the appropriate
circle completely.

%) Some questions give you a choice of five options.
Please select the one that sont closely fits yur feeins or
beliefs about that question. lor example, look at the following:

I really enjoy watching sports events.

Your an3Wer choices are as follows:
Strongly Not Strongly
Disagree DIsagree Sure Agree Agree

S1 2 3 5

If you don't really like to watcb sports, you might choose nsever
2, indicating that you disagree. You would find the circle under
"2, so indicated, and color it in:

123 2 5
0 2 0 0 0

L2



A) If you have any questions or comments about thia survey
while 7ou are takIng it, please feel free to call the offioe o•
Naval Deployment Studies at 446-5881. Any of our staff will be
happy to help 7ou.

Please understand that all of the responses on your survey
are COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL, and will be seen only by the
research tea=. No one In the US Navy will set any individual
responses. In addition, some of the questions contain
Information of a personal nature. If you prefer not to answer
all or any part of this survey, you are under to obligation to do
go. All identifying data will be removed from each survey, and
all surveys will be destroyed when no longer required by the
research team. No Individual will be identified In any way when
reporting survey results.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERAITONI
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SECTION ONE

PART I (All Naval Personnel)

.lease answer the following questions by filling In the appropriate
choice or correct answer in the space provided.

-1. Wbat is your sex?
1) Male
2) Female

-...2. What is your current age?

.3. What is your current paygrade?
(for uxample, E-4, 0-1, etc.)

A. Now long have you been on active duty?

_________Years

.5. What type of naval force are you currently a part of?
1) Naval Air Force (ashore or afloat) (AIJLANT)
2) Submarine Force (SUBLANT)
3) Afloat Force (not Including naval air personnel)

(SURFLANT)
4) Ashore Force (not including naval air personnel)

-6. Wbicb of the following choices beat describes your current
situation?
1) 1 am currently deployed and on ship.
2) 1 am currently deployed and NOT on ship.
3) 1 am currently on ship,or with a squadron but NOT deployed.
A) 1 am going to be deployed In less than 3 Months.
5) It has been less than 3 months since returning from

deployment.
6) I a and will continue to be on shore duty.
7) Other

.7. In the 9revious 12 months, approximately bow many days were
you on emergency leave?

6. What Is your ethnic background end, if married, your
spouse a ethnic background?
1) White, not of Hispanic origin.
2) Black, not of Hispanic origin.
3) Mispanic or Latin: specify type (e.g., Puerto Rican, etc.)
A) American Indian or Alaskan Native
5) Pacific Islander (e.g., Filipino)
6) Asian
7) Other

8) Husband -. 9) Wife



10. Usually, bow often do YOU attend church, and If married,
does your spouse attend church?
1) Not at all
2) Rarely
3) Often, but not on a regular basis
4) At least once a week

10) Husband 11) Wife

12. Vrite in the last year ot formal education YOU have completed

and, If married, the last year YOUR SPOUSE has completed?
Example: 12

Grammar School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B
Blagb School 9 10 11 12
College 13 14 15 16
Graduate School 17+

12) Husband 13) Wife -

... 14. Who is currently the main financial provider for your family?
1) lam
2) Ny spouse is
"3) My spouse and I are about squally
4) Other

-__15. Is your family currently 2lving on or oft base?
* 1) On base

2) Oft base
3) lot applicable

- .16. Since beginning your Navy career, bow many times have you
boon deployed for 30 days or more?

17. Since entering the Navy, what is the total number of years
and months you have spent on deployment.
years -- onth*

-18. Who do you primarily rely on when you have a major personal

1) syself
2) my supervisor (at work)
3) relatives (including spouse)
4) other Navy families or friends
5) friends outside of the Navy
6) Navy support and service programs
7) civilian professional service agencies
8) religious institutions
9) otber

.19. Are you currently:
1) married 1.2t lb_ firat t i) divorced and not
2) remarried remarried
3) widowed and not remarried 5) single,NEVES

MARRIED



-20. Bave you ever been divorced since coming on active dtty?
1) no 3) 2 times
2) 1 time 4) 3 times or more

-21. To what extent do you feel that serving in the military
contributed to your divorce7
1) not applicable, never divorced
2) not applicable, divorted before entering the service
3) to a great extent
4) to a small extent
5) not at ell

Please answer tbe questions from the folloving answer selection.

Fill In the zppropriate circle to the left of each question.

Definitely Mostly Neither MOstly Definitely
Disalree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagreei 2 3 .

---------- a-5 -- -- --------------------- -- - - - -- a - -- -- -

o O 0 0 0 22. A sailor's emotions and feelings should never get In the
way of his/her job performance.

o 0 0 0 0 23. When this hitch is up, I'm getting out of the Navy.J

0 0 0 0 0 24. My experiences on deployment cause me to want to leave
the Navy.

o 0 0 0 0 25. 1 plan to make the Navy my career.

0 0 0 0 0 26. Going on deployments helps a Navy career.

0 0 0 0 0 27. 1 care very much about my current job.

0 0 0 0 0 28. Deployments are the worst part of Navy life.

o 0 0 0 0 29. 1 make a special effort to get financial and legal iatters
straight before I deploy.

0 0 0 0 0 30. I am often irritable Just before deployments.

o 0 0 0 0 31. 1 become easily upset as deployment draws nearer.

0 0 0 0 0 32. The thought of deployment depresses me.

S0 0 0 0 33. 1 find myself tense, anxious, and nervous as deployment
perioi~a come closer.

0 0 0 0 0 34. The lack of privacy is stressful for me an deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 35. I find that I an sick more often than usual when I'm
deployed.

I' 6



Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
1 2 3

3 6. My Job performance Is better on deployments than when I am

not deployed.

0 0 00 0 37. 3 get Into %,rouble with the Navy during periods
of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 36. My job evaluations are typically good.

0 0 0 0 0 39. My job evaluations are generally loes favorable when I am on

deployment..

0 0 0 0 0 40. Individuals or families who have serious problems during
deployment are usually inadequate.

0 0 0 0 0 A1. I rarely feel nervous and and high strung wben I am
deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 42. During deployment, I rarely have trouble keeping my
"mind on what I'm doing.

0 0 0 0 0 A3. During deployment, I frequently feel dapressed.

0 0 0 0 0 44. I have difficulty with jealousy during my periods of
deployments.

0 0 0 C 0 45. In general, my health hba suffered during deployments.

0 0 0 0 0 46. Overall, I feel that I experience substantial emotional
distress during periods of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 47. Things at bome are generally very different when I
return from deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 AB. I reel distant and uneasy upon my return rrom deployment.

For the following question, write the number of your response in
the spae¢ to the left of the question number.

j 4•9. Overall, my performance evaluations during periods of
deployment have been:
1) e*cellant 4) below average
2) above average 5) unsatisfactory
3) average

_...50. Have you received any formal reprimands or indliatloue of
inadequate performance during your deployments?
1) yet
2) no
3) not applicable--never deployed

7



* !Listed below are a number of events which sometimes bring
about changes In a person's life. IF YOU HAVE EIPEPIENCED ONE OF
THESE EVENTS IN THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS, put a check mark In the
first column for that event. Then fill In the circle to the
right of the check that beat Indicates the impact the event bad
on you. A rating rf -3 shows a stressful, negative Impact, while
a rating of .3 mhows a very positive impact. A rating of 0
Indicates no impact at all for an event which happened to you.

"- 3 a extremely negative .1 a slightly positive

-2 z moderately negative 42 a moderately positive
-1 a somewhat negative *3 z extremely positive
0 X no Impact

Did it occur? If it occurred:
yet no -3 -2 -1 0 .1 .2 +3

51. Marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0

52. Detention in jail or

comparable Institution 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

53. Death of spouse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

54. Major change In sleeping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

55. Death of close fazily member: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

56. Major cbange In eating habits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

57. Foreclosure on mortgage or loan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

58. Death of a cloae friend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

59. Outstanding personal achievement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

60. Minor law violations (traffic
tickets, disturbin.& the peace,
etc.) U 0 0 0 0 0 0

61. k1&j:wvie/girlfriend'a

Spregnancy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

62..Feip. e: pregnancy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

63. Changed work situation (differ-
ent work responsibility, major
change in working conditions,
wo•king hours, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0

64. New job 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

L.B



&ea No -3 -2 -1 0 .1 42 *3

65. Serious illness or injury of

close tamily member 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

66. Sexual difficulties 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

67. Trouble with employer
(in danger of losing job) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

68. Trouble with in-laws 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

69. Major obhnge In financial status
(a lot better oft or a lot worse
off) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

70. Major change in closemess of
family members (increased or
decreased closeness) 0 0 00 0 0 0

71. Gaining a new family member
(through birth, adoption, family
member moting in, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

72. Change of residence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

73. harital separstion from mate
"(due to conflict) 0 0 00 0 0 0

74. Major cbanse In church sctlv-
ities (increased or decreased
attendance) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

75. Marital reconcllation witb mate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

76. Major change In number of argu-
meLts with spouse (a lot more
or a lot less arguments) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7, PLMII.A- tbange int wife's
work outside the home (starting
work, ceasing work, obanging to
R new job, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

78. &a-r-t- female: change in
busband's work. (loss of job,
beginning new job, retirement,
etc.) 0 0

79. Major change In usual tipe and/
or amount of recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

80. Borrylwine more than $10,000
(buying home, business, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9



Tos No -3 -2 -1 0 *1 42 .3

81. borroving less than $10,000
(buying car, TV, getting
school loan, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

82. Beiag fired from job 0 0 0 0 O 0 0

83. Ujje: Wife/girlfriend
2 baying abortion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$4. [eagle: haying abortion 0 0 O0 0 0 0

85. Major personal Illness or
injury 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

66. Major chaige in social
activities, e.g., parties,
movies, visiting, (increased
or decreased participation) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

87. Divorce 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

88. Serlous Injury or illness of
"c"oue friend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

R89. etirement from work 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

90. Son or daughter leaving home
(due to marriage, college,etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

91. Ending of formal schooling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

92. Separation from spouse (due to
work, travel, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

93. Engagement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J 94. Breaking up wltb boyfriend/
"XirlfrrIed 0 0 0 0 0 0

95. Leaving home for the first 0 00 0 0 0
time

96. Reconciliation with boyfriend
girlfriend 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

97. Deploymert (longer than 30 days) D 0 0 0 0 0 0

10



"**STOP-STOP-STOP**

You have finished the FIRST PART of the survey. READ THE FOLLOWING
INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY!!

1: If you are currently married, go to the next page and continue to answerquestions.

2: If you are NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED, but have children living with you in
your household, go to page 18 and continue to answer questions.

3: If you are single, with no children, you have finished. Put your survey into the
envelope provided and turn It In. Thank you for your help.

Li '1



S •~~ART 11=-

(Harried Naval Personnel)

If you are currently married, please complete the following
questions. You MUST be currnTgjyl married to complete this
section.

98. Please Indicate the total length of your current marriage.

Years

99. In the past year, bow many mootbs have you and your
spouse been completely separated because of deployment.

_ _ Months

100. Did you marry your current spouse prior to your entering
military service?
1) Y6.

2) No

- --- - --- --- - ---- ------ eeeeeeeeeee - - - a

"Please answer the following questions from this answer selection:
Fill in the appropriate circle to the left of the questions.

Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly DefinitelyI Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree
Disagree

1 2 3 5

1 2 3 A5
0 0 0 0 0 101. It Is Important to me to have an incependent

and selfaufficient Vife.

0 0 0 0 0 102. 1 am generally very satisfied witb my marriage.

* 0 0 0 0 0 103. The husband should maintain control over Important
family decisions, even during periods of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 104. 1 handle family finances when I'm home and my spouse
handles our finances when I'm dtplojed.

0 0 0 0 0 105. My spouse and I equally ethre decision-making In our
fami2y.

0 0 0 0 0 106. My family has a clear set of personal values that are
Important to us.

0 0 0 0 0 107. There is m conflict between my family life and my naval
career.

0 0 0 0 0 108. My family is oommited to sy Navy career.

0 0 0 o 0 109. In many ways, It Is a relief for my spouse when I deploy.

12



Definitely Mostly Reltbir mostly i$tinitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
12 3

- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 2 3 4 5

o 0 0 0 0 110. Planning ahead makes deployments easier for familien.

0 0 0 0 0 111. There are really no useful ways to prepare a family for
their first deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 112. There are too many demands and pressures placed on me by
my family immediately prior to deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 113. I a unable to spend adequate time with my family prior

to deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 11. My spouse and I often fight just before I deploy.

0 0 0 0 0 115. As deployment comes closer, the eonflict between family
meeds and the job Is very frustrating.

0 0 0 0 0 116. I feel distant from my family before I deploy.

0 0 0 0 0 117. When X'n deployed, things I would normally do around the
house just don't get done.

o 0 0 0 0 118. Deployment Is orten a welcome escape from the demands of
the family.

o 0 0 0 0 119. When I'm deployed, my family sulers.

0 0 0 0 0 120. Deployment in a difficult experience for my famlly..

0 0 0 0 0 121. My family often does better when I'l deployed than when
I'm home.

0 0 0 0 0 122. I believe that deployments have caused my family to have
serious problems.

o 0 0 0 0 123. 1 do my job when deployed a"nd expect my family to
do their jobs.

S0 0 0 0 0 124. I believe my deployments have hurt my marriage
and family life.

0 0 0 0 0 125. I feel like my family does not adequately understand what
deployment Is really like,

o 0 0 0 0 126. My concentration on my job Is decreased by family
problems.

0 0 0 0 0 127. My job performance is not affected by concerns for my
family while I'm deployed.

13



"Definitely Mostly Neither Hostýy Definitely
Disaaree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
1 2 3 5

- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - l S - -123&5

0 0 0 0 0 128. Hy spouse handles crises well while I'm gone on
deployments.

0 0 0 0 0 129. When things are bad at hone, it seems like I get. into
more trouble at work.

S 0 0 0 0 1 30. I have feelings of guilt about my family because I have

to be gone so much.

0 0 0 0 0 131. Deployments cause my family to have more problems.

0 0 0 0 0 132. Overall, I feel that my family undergoes substantial
Semotional distress during my periods of deployment.

O 0 0 0 0 133. It Is Important for me to regain my authority at bone

as soon as possible when I get back from deployment.

4) 0 0 0 0 134. My spouse and I often baye fights when I first get
back from deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 135. It Is bard to settle back into fazily routines when I
return from deployment.

o 0 0 0 0 136. My family finds it difficult to adjust to me when I
return from deployment.

Please answer this question by filling In the answer in the space
r provided.

r_37.1 Overall, I believe that my family's performance during my
periods 4f deployments could be evaluated %s follows:
1) Outstanding

T 2) Above average
S3) Average
.•) below average
.5) Very poor

Please anever each of the following either tr.e or fgjs is you
feel it generally applies to your family. Fill in the

.* appropriate circle to the left of the question.

TF

o 0 138. Family members really help and support each other.

0 0 139. Family members often keep their reelings to themselves.

o 0 140. We flat a lot In our family.

o 0 41. Activities In our iasily are pretty carefully planrned.

L 1



o 0 1&2. Family members are rarely ordered around-

0 0 143. We often seem to be killing time at hone.

0 0 1ý4. We say anything we want to around home.

0 0 145. Family members rarely become openly angry.

0 0 146. We are generally neat and orderly.

o 0 147. There are very few rules to follow in our family.

0 0 148. We put a lot of energy Into what we do at home.

O 0 149. It's bard to blow off steam at bome without

upsetting someone,

O 0 150. Family members sometimes get so angry they throw

things.

0 0 151. It's often bard to find things when you need them in

our household.

0 0 152. There is one family member who makes most of the

decisions.

0 0 153. There is a feeling or togetherness In our family.

0 0 15h. We tell each other about our personal problems.

0 0 155. Family members rarely ever lose their tempers.

o 0 156. Being on time is very important in our family.

0 0 157. There are set ways of doing things at home.

0 0 58. We rarely voluntoer when something has to be done at

home.

o 0 159. If we feel like doing something an the spur of the

moment, we often just pick up and go.

0 0 160. Family members often criticize each other.

0 0 161. People change their minds often in our family.

0 0 162. There is a strong emphasis on following rules in our

family.

0 0 163. FamilY members really back each other up.

O 0 164. Someone usually gate upset ir you complain In our

family.

15



STF

0 0 165. Family members sometimes hit each other.

o 0 166. Family members make sure their roots are seat.

O 0 167. Everyone bae an equal say in family decisions.

o 0 168. There Is very litle group spirit in our famlly.

0 0 169. Money and paying bills is openly talked about In our
family.

O 0 170. If there's a disagreement In our family, we try bard
to smooth things over and keep the peace.

0 0 171. Each person's duties are clearly defined In our
family.

.• 0 0 172. We can do whatever we vant to in our family.

0 0 173, We really get along well with sash other.

0 0 174. Ye are usually careful about what we say to each
other.

0 0 175. Family members often try to one-up or out-do each
0 0 176. Nober.In not handled very carefully in our family.

0 0 177. Rules are pretty inflexible in our household.

0 0 178. There is plenty of time end attention for everyone
in our family.

0 0 179. There are a 2ot of spontaneous disoussions in our
family.

0 0 180. In our family, we believe you don't ever get anywhere
by raising your voice.

i 0 •81. Dishes are usually done Immediately after eating.

0 0 182. You can't get away with such in our family.

16



"* STOPISTOP..STOP*

Please read the fc~lowing directions VERY CAREFULLYU1

1: If You have children living with you In Your household, go to the next page and
j continue to answer questions.

2: It you have No children living with you, please turn to page 20. ASK YOUR
SPOUSE TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION.

, 17
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PART III
(flaval Personnel with Dependent Children)

If you have dependent ohildren livi:n with you in your household,
• please answer the following questions.

-.183. Bow many children do you have living in bour household?

- 184. Are any of the children in your household from previous
uaTriages?
1) yes
2) No

Please fill In the appropriate circle to the left of each
question.

Definitely Mostly Neither mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
13 25

0 0 0 0 0 185. Our child/re: find It harder to talk with me as
deployment draws near.

0 o 0 0 0 186. I have seen a ohbang in my ebIld/ren's behavior as I
prepare for deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 187. My child/ren get angry and upset when I have to deploy.

O 0 0 0 0 188. My child/ran feel I neglect thea just before I leave on
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 189. My child/ren have more behavior problems when I'm
"deployefd.

0 0 0 0 0 190. In general, I don't think my child/ren cope well when I'm
gone on deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 191. I have had a lot of conoerns regarding my child/ren as
a result of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 192. One or more of my child/ren are currently
exhibiting problems which are of serious concern to me.

0 0 0 0 0 193. I have worried about the effects of deployment ou thb
development of my child/ren.

0 0 0 0 0 194. My child/ren have a tough time getting used to me when
come back from deployment.

18I



"**STOP-STOP-STOP**

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY:

1. If you are currently married, go to the next section and ask YOUR SPOUSE to
complete the following section.

2. If you are NOT CURRENTLY married, you have finished the survey. Please
put your survey into the envelope provided and return it. Thank you for your
cooperation.
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I SECTION TWO

*1 THIS PART OF THE SURVEY IS TO BE COMPLETED BY SPOUSES ONLY.
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SECTION 11

P'art I
(Spouses o Naval Versunnel)

This part of the survey 15 to bt completed by spouses. Please
answer the following questions by filling In the appropriate
choice or Information in the spaces providod.

.195. What In your current age?

_ 196. Are you currently employed?
1) Tes, Fulltime (40 brs./wk.)
2) Yes, Part time (less than 40 hr.ivk)
3) No

/ .. 197. Who do you pr.r•jjpjly. rely on for help when

you have a HAJOB personal or family problem?
1) Myself
2) my supervisor (at work)
3) relative& (Including spouse)
4) other Navy families or friends
S5) friends outside of the Navy
6) Navy support and service programs
7) civilian profesbional service agencies
•8) religious Institutions

ease answer b in t approprste circl to the left of

each question.
Definitely Hostly Veitber Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree

1 2 312 3 4 5
123k5

0 0 0 0 0 198. 1 find It very hard to talk to anyone about my family
problems.

o 0 0 0 0 199. I am generally very satisfied with my marriage.

0 0 0 0 0 200. My family has a clear set of personal values that are
important to us.

0 0 0 0 0 201. 1 have never seen myself as a Navy spouse,but a spouse Of
an individual who is in the Navy.

0 0 0 0 0 202. I believe that what my spouse is doing in the Navy isimportant.

0 0 0 0 0 203. My spouse's Naval career is damaging our family.

0 0 0 0 0 204. Deployments are the worst part of Navy life.

0 0 0 0 0 205. When thin hitch is up, I want my spouse to get out of the
Navy.

21
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Defitituly mostly Neither Mostly Definitely
Disarree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
1 2 3514 ---- - - -b - - -

0 0 0 0 0 206. Deployments have caused me to want mY &pOuse to leavethe Navy.

0 0 0 0 0 2C7. I feel actively Involved with the Navy Community.

C 0 0 0 0 208. Overall, I tm satisfied with the military
an a way of life.

0 0 0 0 0 209. Predeployment briefings by the Navy are a help to
families during deployment

r 0 0 0 0 0 210. Extensive preparation by my family prior to deployment

reduces problems during the deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 211. I get very upset and tense as deployment comes closer.

0 0 0 0 0 212. Thoughts of deployment depress me.

0 0 0 0 0 213. When my spouse leaves It doesn't bother ma.

0 0 0 0 0 214. 1 am more Irritable around my spouse just before
deployment.

o O 0 0 0 215. I find myself becoming more emotionally distant with my
spouse just before deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 216. I have trouble sleeping before my spouse leaves ondeployment.

o 0 0 0 0 217. Money bea been our major family problem during
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 218. Deployment places unfair burdens on the families
of service personnel.

0 0 0 0 0 219. I expect deployments to have little impact on the overall
quality of our family life.

0 0 0 0 0 220. A Navy spouse should be able to handle thinga competentl-
durinE deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 221, Help and support from others Is easily obtained during
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 222. 1 am relieved vhen my spouse is deployeu.

0 0 0 0 0 223. I resent the Navy when my spouse is deployed.

22
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Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
1 2 3 5

-~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - --

13'.
0 0 0 0 224. 1 don't feel good about myself during porlods of

deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 225. I have experienced a sense of guilt duriag deployments
which be& bothered me.

0 0 0 0 0 226. 1 dislike having to do jobs my spouse normally does,
while be/&be is deployed.

O 0 0 0 0 227. 1 feel tens* aind nervous when joy spouse Is gone on
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 228. 1 generally feel too depressed to go out on social events
while my spouse is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 229. 1 have felt a need for emotional counseling during
deployments.

0 0 0 0 0 230. 1 an uvcomfortable attending social affairs without my

spouse.

0 0 0 0 0 231. In general, my health has sýffered during deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 232. 1 have often leaned excessively on others to keep going
from day to day during deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 233. I lose my temper more often when my spouse In deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 234. I don't get along, as well with other people when my
spouse Is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 235. Overall, I function better whe my spouse is. deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 236. 1 write at least once a week to my spouse when he/she
Is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 237. 1L bolle-ve that deployments have caused my family to have
serious problems.

0 0 C 0 0 238. T'•ring deployment I have bad serious legal or psychiatric
I obleis which have neceasitated an emergency leave for

my spouse.

0 0 0 0 0 239. Overall, I feel that I ex;erience substantial emotional
distress during periode of deployment.

"0 0 0 0 0 240. my spouse bha usually changed a lot when he/she veturna

from deployment
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Definitely mostly Neithber Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagr-ee

1 2 3 5

0 0 0 0 0 241. My spouse and I sometimes have trouble talking about
Important personal thbigs when he/she gets back from
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 242. When my spouse returns from deployment, It takes some
time before we are comfortable with each other sexually.

0 o 0 0 0 243. My spouse and I tend to argue a lot when she/he gets back
from deployment.

o 0 0 0 0 24. I don't like having to be accountable to my spouse for my
time and activities whem be/she gots back from
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 245. Family routines are disrupted when my spouse returns
from deployment.

o 0 0 0 0 246. It In Important that my spouse gives ae some time to
adjust when be/sbe returns from deployment.

o 0 0 0 0 247. I get angry with my spouse whom be/she leaves me to go on
deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 248. I find myself becoming easily frustrated during
periods of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 249. When my spouse is deployed X suffer from boredom and
emptinsis.

0 0 0 0 0 250. During periods of deployment I become overwhelmed when
minor things go wrong.

0 0 0 0 0 251. In general, I feel like I am unable to cope with
household responsibilitics during deployment.

For the next three questions, please writs in the number of the
anever that best appllsa two you in the apace provided.

...252. Overall, I would Indicate that the following best describes
our family's experience with deployments.
1. During periods of deployments we have experienced

serious problems and have had difficulty coping

with them.
2. During periods of deployments we have experienced

serious problems, but have suocessfully coped with
them.

3. During periods of deployments we have experienced
no serious problems and we have coped very well.
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-253. Overall, I would Indicate that the following beat describes
our family's experience with deployments.
1. Our family tends to do p,orly during deployment.
2. Our family tends to do as well durAng periods of

*i deployment as It does during periods when my spouse
ir home.

3. Our family tends to function better during periods of
deployment when my spouse is separated from the femily.

254. Overall, I believe that my family's performance during
periods of deployments could be evaluated as follows:
1. Outstanding
2. Above average

3. Average
4. Below average
"5. Very poor

LIFE EVENTS SCALE
Listed below are a number of events which sometimes bring

about changes in a person's life. IF YOU HAVE EXPERIENCED ONE OF
THESE EVENTS IN THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS, put a check mark in the
first column for that event. Then fill in the circle to the
rigbt of tbe check that best indicates the Impact the event bad
on you. A rating of -3 shows a stressful, negative impict, wbile
a rating of *3 sbovs a very positive impact. A rating of 0
Indicates no impact at all for an event that happened to you.

GIFtEiEMBFl .Q= V=I An PAMt =I EVENTS AUAI IU JCiA

-3 a extremely negative +1 U alightly positive
-2 a moderately negative +2 a moderately positive
-1 a somewhat negative *3 a extremely positive

0 a no impact

Did it ocour? If 1t occurred:
yes no -3 -2 -1 0 .1 +2 +3

* 255. Marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

256. Detention in jail or

comparable institution 0 0 0 0 0 0

257. Death of spouse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

258. Major cbange in sleeping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

259. Death of close family member: 0 0 D 0 0 0 0

260. Major change in eating habits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

261. Foreclosure on mortgage or loan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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yes no -3 -2 -1 0 .1 *2 43

262. Dvstb of a close friend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

263. Outstanding pertonal achievement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

264. Minor law violations (traffic
ticketn, disturbing the peace,
etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

265. X.LJ1:Vwfe/gIrlfriend's
pregnancy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

266. Fost: pregnancy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

267. Changed work situation (differ-
ont work responsibility, major
change in workinl coDditlons,
working hours, etc.) 0 0 00 0 0 0

268. Mew job 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

269. Serious illness or injury of
close family member 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

270. Sexual difficulties 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

271. Trouble with employer
(in danger of losing job) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

272. Trouble with in-laws 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

273. Major change in financial status
(a lot better off or a lot worse
"off) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

274. Major cbsnge in closeness of
family members (increased or
decreased closeness) 0 0 00 0 0 0

275. Gaining a new family member
(through birth, adoption, family
member moving in, et.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

276. Change of reside ce 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

277. Marital separati ,n from mate
(due to conflict) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

278. MPjor change In church activ-
itles (increased or decreased
atteodance) 0 0 a 0 0 0 0

279. Marital reconcilation with mate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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yes no -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

280. Major change In Dumber of argu-
ments with spouse (a lot more
or a lot less arguments) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

281. Parrieg sale: obange in wife's
work outside the home (begining
work, ceasing work, changing to 0 0 0 0 0 0
a new job, etc.)

282. klarried f•_kLJAj: change In
husbsand's work. (loss of job,
beginning new job, retirement,
etc .)0 0 00 0 0 0

283. Major change il usual type and/
or amount of recreation 0 0 00 0 0 0

284. borrowing more than $10,000
(buying hose, business, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0

255. borrowing less than $10,000
(buying car, TV, getting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
school loan, etc.)

286. Being fired from job 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* 287. bsJi.: Wife/girlfriend
having abortion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

288. FemjaL: having abortion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

289. Hajor personal Illness or
injury 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

290. Major change In social
activities, e.g., parties,
movies, visiting, (increased
cor decreased participation) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

i 291. Divorce 0 0 00 0 0 0

292. Serious injury or illness of
close friend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

293. Retirement from work 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

294. Son or daughter let Ing home
(due to marriage, knllege,etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

295. Ending of formal schooling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

296. Separation from spouse (due to
work, travel, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Yes no -3 -2 -1 0 +1 .2 +3

In 297. Engagement 0 0 0 0 0 0 ')

298. breaking up with boyfriend/
girlfrIend o 0 00 0 0 o

299. Leaving home for the first
time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

300. Reconcillation with boyfriend
girlfriend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

301. Deployment (longer that 30 days 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Please answer each of the following either &rut or fall as you

feel It generally applies to your family. fill in the
appropriate circle to the left of the question.

0 0 302. Family members really help and support each other.

* 0 0 303. Family members often keep their feellngs to tbemaelves.

S0 0 304. We fight a lot In our family.

0 0 305. Activities In our family are pretty carefully planned.

S0 0 306. Family members are rarely ordered around.

0 0 307. We often seem to be killing time at bome.

0 0 308. We say anything we want to around bone.

0 0 309. Family members rarely become openly angry.

0 0 310. We are generally neat and orderly.

0 0 311. There are very few rules to follow in our family.

S0 0 312 . We put a lot of energy Into what we do at hone .

0 0 313. It's hard to blow off steam at hone without
upsetLing SO Unema.

0 0 314. Famlly members sometimes get so angry they throw

things.

0 0 315. Itis often hard to find things when you need them it
our household.

0 0 316. There is one faoily member who makes most of the
decisions.

0 0 317. There Is a feeling of togetherness in our family.
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o 0o 31. We tell each other about our personal problems.

0 0 319. Family sembers rarely ever lose their temp'ers

0 0 320. Beirg on time Is very Important In our family.

0 0 321. There are set ways of doing things at home.

0 0 322. We rarely volunteer when something has to be dome at
home.

0 0 323. If we feel like doing something on the spur of the
moment, we often just pick up and go.

0 0 324. Family metbers often criticize each other.

0 0 325. People change their minds often in our family.

S 0O 326. There Is a strong emphasis on following rules in our
family.

o 0 327. Family members really back each other up.

0 0 328. Someone usually gets upset if you complain in our
family.

0 0 329. Family members sometimes bit each other.

0 0 0 330. Family members sake sure their rooms are neat.

0 0 331. Everyone has an equal say in family decisions.

0 0 332. There Is very little group spirit In our family.

0 0 333. Honey and paying bills is openly talked about in our
family.

0 0 334. If there's a disagreement In our family, we try hard
to smootb things over and keep the peace.

0 0 335. Each person's duties are clearly defined in our
family.

0 0 336. We can do whatever we want to In our family.

0 0 337. We really get along well with each other.

0 0 338. We are usually careful about what we say to each
other.

0 0 339. Family members often try to one-up or out-do eacb
other.

0 0 340. Money is not handled very carefully in our family.

29

S. ... .I



TF
0 0 341. Rules are pretty inflexible in our household.

0 0 342. There Is plenty of time and attention for everyone
in our family.

0 0 343. There are a lot Of spontaneous discussions In our
family.

0 0 344. In our family, we believe you don't ever got anywhere
by raising your voice.

0 0 345. Dishes are usually done immediately after eating.

0 0 346. You can't get away with much in our family.

For each of the following set-vice agencies or groups, place a
cbeck mark in the first column if you or your family RIVE

* VUTILIZED the service. Please Indicate your level of satisfaction
twitb the service (-3 for very unsatisfactory to + 3 for very
'atisrectory). REMEMBER, ONLY CHECI THE SERVICES YOU HAVE USED.
ONLY RATE SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES YOU RAVE USED.

-3%very unsatisfactory +olslightly satisfactory
-2amoderately unsatisfactory 42umoderately satisfactory
-laollghtly unsatisfactory i3svery satisfactory

Onto feelings

good? If used:
yes no -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 .3

347. family Support Centers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* 348. Individual Counseling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

349. Marriage and Family
Counseling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

. 350. Chaplain Services/
Religious Services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

351. Parebt Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* 352. Youtb/Adolescent Prog. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

353. Child Care Services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

354. Financial Counseling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

355. Single Parent Programs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

356. Premarital Programs 0 0 DO0 0 0 C0
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toe no -3 -2 -1 0 #1 .2 .3

357. Programs for Families
vltb Handdicapped M4embers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

358. Services for Families
"" during Separation o 0 00 0 o

359. Crisis Referral Services 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0

360. Spouse Employment Services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* 361. Recreational Programs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

362. Spouse/Child Abuse Service; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

363. Alcobol/Drug Treatment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

364. Rape Counseling Services 0' 0 0 0 0 0 0

365. Legal Assistance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

366. Navy i.ves Club 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

367. Navy Ombudsmen Irogram 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

368. Navy Relief 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

"**STOP-STOP-STOP**

Please read the following directions VERY CAREFULLY!!

1: if you have children living with you in your household, go to the next page and
continue to answer questions.

2: If you have NO children living with you, you have completed the survey.
Please put this survey in the envelope provided and have your spouse return
It. Thank you for your cooperation.
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1P11T 1I (Spouse with Dependent Children)

If you are the spouse of a navy personnel and have dependent
children living with you In your household, please answer the
"following questions from this answer selection. 11I1 In the
appropriate circle to the left of each question.

Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
1 2 3 5

0 0 0 0 0 369. My family has made sacrifices for my spouse's Naval

' career.

* 0 0 0 0 0 370. Our child/ren got into more trouble in school just
before deployment.

• 0 0 0 0 0 371. Our child/ren get into more trouble at home just before

deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 372. My ehild/ran get distant from us just before deployment.

o 0 0 0 0 373. During deployment I find it difficult to assume the
total responsibility for my children's behavior.

* C0 0 0 0 0 374. I cope with my family's problems and needs very
well while my spouse In deployed,

0 0 0 0 0 375. 1 can R• adequately supervise our children during
. Iperiods of deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 376. When my spouse is deployed, it tends to be harder for
our ohild/ren.

0 0 0 0 0 377. Our child/ren have more problems when my spouse is gone
on deployment.

O 0 0 0 0 378. Our family does better when my spouse Is deployed than
when be/abe is home.

0 0 0 0 0 379. We have bad a lot of concerns regarding our cbild/ren
as a result or deployment.

S0 0 0 0 0 360. Our family problems generally go away when my spouse

comes home from deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 381. When my spouse returns from deployment, there Is usually
* a period of confusion regarding responsibilities for

directing the children.
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Definitely Mostly Neither Hostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree

Disagree
12 3 5

...................................... - a - -W---------

0 0 0 0 0 382. It Is very bard to explain to our abild/reD wby
deployments ore necessary.

o 0 0 0 0 383. Our child/ran's performance in school suffers when my
spouse is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 384. Our obild/ren get upset and nervous more frequently when
my spouse Is gone on deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 385. Our child/ren complain or feeling bad more often when my
spouse is gone.

0 0 0 0 0 386. Our ebild/ren seem more withdrawn and alone when my
spouse is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 387. Our child/ran seem more Irritable and atgry when my
spouse is deployed.

O 0 0 0 0 388. Our child/ron have a lot of physical complaints during
deployments.

0 0 0 0 0 389. Our cbild/ren's academic grades tend to drop when my
spouse is deployed.

0 0 0 0 0 390. One or more of my ebild/ren are currently
exhibiting problems which are of serious concern to me.

0 0 0 0 0 391. One or more of our ehild/ron has bad legal difficulties
which are of concern to us.

0 0 0 0 0 392. 1 have been very concerned about my children's behavior
during deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 393. 1 have been concerned regarding my child/ren's health
during deployment.

0 0 0 0 0 39-. We have worried about the effects or d*ployme-t on the
development of my cbild/ren.

0 0 0 0 0 395. My cbild/ren look to my spouse to set the rules In our
house.

STOPI You have finished the survey. Thank youl
Please put the survey in the envelope provided and return it to
your spouse.
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* TABLE ONE

Return Rates for Survey by

Type Command

CCommand Surveys Sent Surveys %Returned
Returned

Sailor Spouse

AIRLANT 1000 637 (302) 63.7%

SUBLANT 1000 760 (436) 76.0%

SUPI'LANT 1000 597 1263) 59.7%

j Shore-based 425 219 (138) 51.5%

Unlabeled 32 (it.)

Total 3245 2245 (1155) 65.6%

iI
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TABLE THREE

Reliability Coefficients and

Scale Factor Loadings

Scale: Alpha Factor*

Coefficients Loadings

INeed for Marital Distance

Sailor .67 .61 (73)
spouse .60

Attitude of "Right Stuff"

Sailor .36 .59 (1)

Spouse -. 06

Individual Commitment to Navy

Sailor .171 
.64 (1)

Positive Deployment Attitudes

Sailor .60 .66 (1)
Spouse .50 -. 65 (2)

Predeployment Attitudes

Sailor .44 .56 (1)
Spouse .57

Predeployment Emotional Distress

Sailor .87 -. 67 (1)
Spouse .73 .63 (2)

Deployment Emotional Distress

Sailor .79 -. 77 (1)
Spouse .90 .85 (2)

Family Coping Levels

Sailor .86 .69 (1)
Spouse .86 -. 62 (2)

Job Performance Perceptions

Sailor .54 .64 (1)

I . . .. . . . ' . . . . .___:- .. ... . ......



Scale: Alpha Factor*Coefficients Loadings

Postdeployment Emotional Distress

Sailor .83 -. 52 (1)
Spouse .81 .54 (2)

Family Curnunication/Conflict

Sailor .65 -. 71 (1)
Spouse .71 .58 (2)

Interpersonal Distance from
Children

Sailor .72 -. 58 (1)
Spouse .73 .77 (2)

Children's Lack of Coping

Sailor .e4 -. 57 (1)
Spouse .90 .76 (2)

Family Cohesion
Sailor .6B

Spouse .7ý

Family Expressiveness

Sailor .54
Spouse .57

Family Conflict

Sailor .73 .55 (3)
Spouse .73

Family Organization

Sailor .67
Spouse .68

Family Control

Sailor .57
Spouse .59

* *Denotes scales loading on the factor with a weight > 0.50.
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TABLE FOUR

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
for All Survey Scales

Factor 1 Label: Sailor's Positive Attitudes towards

Deployment and Family

Percentage of Total Variance: 25.4%

Scales Loading >.50 or <-.50 Actual LoadingValues

Sailor's "Right Stuff" Attitudes 0.591

Sailor's individual Commitment 0.640
to the Navy

Sailor's Positive Deployment 0.663
Attitudes

Sailor's Predeployment 0.559
Attitudes

Sailor's Predeployment -. 0674
Emotional Distress

Sailor's Deployment -0.766
Emotional Distress

Sailor's Perceptioas of 0.692
Family Coping

Sailor's Ratings of 0.641
Job Performance

Sailor's Postdeploymenit -0.519
"Emotional DiStress

Sailor's Perceptions of Family -0.706
Communication and Conflict

Sailor's Perceptions of Inter- -0.575
pursonal Distance from Childrenh .Sailor's Perceptions of Children's -0.567

1Lack of Coping



Factor 2 Label: Spouse's Negative A4titudes Towards

Deployment and Famrr y

Percentage of Total Variant 8.5%

Scales Loading >.50 or <-.50 Actual Loading
Values

Spouse's Positive Deployment -0.658
Attitude

Spouse's Predeployment 0.629
Emotional Distress

Spouse's Deployment 0.852
Emotional Distress

Spnuse's Perceptions of -0.829
Family Coping

Spouse's Postdeployment 0.542
Emotional Distress

Spouse's Perceptions of 0.578
Family Communication and Conflict

Spouse's Perceptions of Inter- 0.770
personal Distance from Children

Spouse's Perceptions of Children's 0.762
Lack of Coping

Factor 3 Label: Sailor's Perceptions of Marital
Distance and Family Conflict

Percentage of Total Variance: 6.3%

Scales Loading >.50 or <-.50 Actual Loading
Values

Sailor's Need for Marital Distance 0.61.4

Sailor's Perceptions of Overall 0.545
Family Conflict

---I- ---- --



TABLE FIVE

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
for Spouse Survey Scales

Factor I Label: Spouse's Negative Emotional Responses
to Deployment and Concerns about Family
Coping

Percentage of total variance: 30.5%

Scales Loading >.50 or (-.50 Actual Loading
Values

Spouse's Positive Deployment -0.768
Attitudes

Spouse's Predeployment 0.643
Emotional Distress

Spouse's Deployment 0.889
Emotional Distress

Spouse's Perceptions -0.841
Of Family Coping

Spouse's Perceptions of 0.721
Family Communication and Conflict

"" Spouse's Perceptions of Inter- 0.762
personal Distance from Children

Spouse's Perceptions of Children's 0.759
Lack of Coping

Factor 2 Label: Spouse's Postdeployment Emotional Distress
and Perceptions of Overall F&mily Conflict

Percentage of Total Variance: 10.1%

Scales Loading >.50 or <.50 Actual Loading
Values

Spouse's Postdeployment 0.531
Emotional Distress

Spouse's Perception of 0.533
Ove•all Conflict

L . ..



' iTABLE SIX

Var imax Rotated Factor Matrix
for Sailor Survey Scales

Factor 1 Label: Sailor's Positive Views of Deployment,

the Job, and the Family

Percentage of Total Variance: 32.0%

Scales Loading >.50 or <-.50 Actual Loading
Values

Sailor's "Right Stuff" Attitude 0.591

Sailor's Individual Comnitment 0.534
to the Navy

Sailor's Positive Deployment 0.597
Attitude

Sailor's Predeployment 0.573
Attitude

Sailor's Predeployment Emotional -0.733
Distress

Sailor's Deployment Emotional -0.774
Distress

Sailor's Perceptions of 0.827
Family Coping

Sailor's Rating of Job 0.559
Performance

Sailor's Postdeplo ym.ent -0.698
"F Emotional Distress

Sailor's Perceptions of -0.797
Family Communication and Conflict

Sailor's Perceptions of Inter- -0.692
* personal Distance from Children

SSailor's Perceptions of Children's -0.737
Lack of Coping

I- _______



Factor 2 Label: Sailor's Need for Marital Distance

Percentage of Total Variance: 11.2%

Scales Loading >.50 or <.-50 Actual Loading
Values

Sailor's Need for Marital
Distance 0.641

* I
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TABLE FIFTEEN
Sailors' Attitudes, Perceptions, and Beliefs

by Education Level: Univariate ANOVAs

Scales F Values Significance

Individual Commitment to 16.1966 p<.0001
the Navy

Positive Deployment 17.3098 p<.0001
Attitudes

Predepluyment Attitudes 9.6936 p<.002

Deployment Emotional 28ý5262 p<.0001
Distress

Ratings of Job 21.7490 p<.0001
Performance

Interpersonal Distance 4.3325 p(.05
from Children

Family Cohesiveness 9.5967 p<.01

Family Communication 7.1033 p<.01
and Conflict

fig',



TABLE SIXTEEN

Spouses' Attitudes, Perceptions, and
Beliefs by Education Level

Univariate ANOVAs

Scales: F Values Significance

Predeployment Emotional 8.2452 p<. 0 0 5

Distress

Deployment Emotional 12.B137 p<. 0 0 5

Distress

Perceptions of Family 7.5688 p<.01

Coping

Postdeployment Emotional 10.3206 p<.0O01

Distress

Interpersonal Distance 8.1198 p<.005

from Children

Family Cohesion 21.9131 p<.001

Family Expressiveness 10.4520 p<.001

Family Conflict 5.7261 p<.05

F,,ily Control 19.5969 p<.0 0 5

'- -- -- ---ly C n t o



TABLE SEVENTEEN

Scales: Item Membership:

Sailor's Need for Marital 102, 109, 118, 121
Distance

Spouse's Need for Marital 199, 213, 222, 235, 236,
Distance

Sailor's "Right Stuff" Attitude 22, 40, 123, 126, 129,

Spouse's "Right Stuff Attitude 198, 200, 220

Sailor's Individual Commitment 23, 25, 27
to the Navy

. Sailor's Positive Deployment 24, 26, 28
Attitude

Spouse's Positive Deployment 204, 206, 224
Attitude

Sailor's Predeployment Attitude 29, 110, 111, 113

Spouse's Predeployment Attitude 209, 210

Sailor's Predeployment Emotional 30, 31, 32, 33, 114, 115,
Distress 116

Spouse's Predeployment Emotional 211, 214, 215, 216
* Distress

Sailor's Deployment Emotional 34, 35, 41, 43, 44, 45,
"Distress 46

"Spouse's Deployment Emotional 212, 223, 224, 225, 227,
. Distress 228, 232, 231, 233, 234,

239, 247, 248, 249

Sailor's Perceptions of Family 117, 119, 120, 122, 124,
Coping 128, 131, 132, 137

Spouse's Perceptions of Family 217, 219, 226, 230, 229,
Coping 238, 237, 250, 251, 252,

253, 254, 373, 374, 375

Sailor's Perceptions of Job 36, 37, 38, 39, 42, 49,
Performance 50, 127

Sailor's Postdeployment Emotional 47, 48, 133, 134, 135,
Distress 136

iN



Scales: Item Membership:

Spouse's PotelyetEoinl240, 241, 242, 243,4Distress 244, 245, 246

Sailor's Perception of 101, 103, 104, 105, 106,
Communication & Conflict in Family 107, 108, 125, 112, 130

Spouse's Perception of 201, 202, 203, 205, 207,
Communication & Conflict in Family 208, 218, 369

Sailor's Perception of Inter- 185, 188, 194
personal Distance From Children

Spouse's Perception of Inter- 372, 381, 382, 386, 395
personal Distance from Children

Sailor's Perception of Children's 186, 187, 189, 190, 191,
Lack of Coping 192, 193

Spouse's Perception of Children's 370, 371, 376, 377, 378,
Lack of Coping 379, 380, 383, 384, 385

387, 388, 389, 390, 391
392, 393, 394

Sailor's Perception of Family 138, 143, 148, 153, 156,
Cohesion 163, 168, 173, 178

Spouse's Perception of Family 302, 203, 312, 317, 322,
Cohesion 332, 337, 342

Sailor's Perception of Family 139, 144, 149, 154, 159,
Expression 164, 169, 174, 17

Spouse's Perception of Family 303, 308, 313, 318, 323,P
Expression 328, 333, 338, 343

Sailor's Perception of Fihilly 140i 14Sr 150, 155, 160,r
Conflict 165, 170, 175, 180

Spouse's Perception of Family 304, 309, 314, 319, 324,I
Conflict 329, 334, 339, 344

Sailor's Perception of Family 141, 146, 151, 156, 161,
organization 166, 171, 176, 181

Spouse's Perception of Family 305, 310, 315, 320, 325,
Organization 330, 335, 340, 345

Sailor's Perception of Familiy 142, 147, 152, 157,162,
Control 167, 172, 177, 182



Spouse's Perception of Family 306, 311, 316, 321, 326,
Control 331, 336, 341, 346

Sailoris Ratings of Life Stress 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 61, 62., 63,
64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,
70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75,
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81,
82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87,
88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93,
94, 95, 96, 97

Spouse's Ratings of Life Stress 255, 256, 257, 258, 259,
260, 261, 262, 263, 264,
265, 266, 267, 268, 269,
270, 271, 272, 273, 274,
275, 276, 277, 278, 279,
280, 281, 282, 283, 284,
285, 286, 287, 288, 289,
290, 291, 292, 293, 294,
295, 296, 297, 298, 299,
300, 301

~~1



APPENDIX C

Figures
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APPENDIX D

Checklists
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.1

The Eastern Virginia Medical School

Deployment Problems Checklist

This checklist is designed to identify the risk levels for
you or your family to develop serious coping problems while
you are on deployment. Check each statement as it describes
your current situation.

yes no

1. Do you or your spouse often hide problems
from each other?

2. Do you or your spouse often refuse to discuss
"Hot" family issues with each other?

3. Do you or your spouse often feel that you
cannot talk freely and honestly with each
other?

4. Do you o: youv spouso often fight or argue a
lot, and nothing seems to get settled?

5. Over the past year, have you or your spouse
been exposed to a major stressful situation?

6. Do you feel that the past year has been more
than usually stressful for you and/or your
family?

77. in the pact 90 days, have you noticed a
ny feeling of not caring about your job verymuch?

"8. Have you and/or your spouse felt unusually
depressed or unhappy within the past 90 days?

9. Have you and/or your spouce felt unusually
emotionally upset within the past 9r days?

10. Have your noticed your children to be
unusually withdrawn, quiet, or distant from
you within the past 90 days?

11. Have you noticed your children to be unusually
aggressive or angry within the past 90 days?

12. Does the thought of going on deployment make
you or your spouse unusually upset or
disturbed?

ii



13. Within the past 90 days, have you been feeling13 more and more like you would like to leave the

Navy?

Scoring Instructions:

Count the number of items for which you checked "Yes,"
and read the following score results.

0-3 You and/or your family will probably do well on
this deployment. While deployments are stressful
by themselves, your family will probably cope well
while you are gone, and will deal with small crises
appropriately.

4-6 You and/or your family is at moderate risk for
developing some significant coping problems during
the deployment period. Planning ahead for the
deployment and building a strong circle of friends
and helpers to call on will help your family cope
more effectively. Your command and your local Navy
Family Services Center can help you.

6-8 You and/or your family are at marked risk for
developing problems in coping during the deployment
period. We reconmend that you consider contacting
your local Navy Family Services Center, your
command chaplain, or your local mental health
services center in order to arrange for you and
your family to receive help in learning to deal
with the stresses of a deployment.

More than 8: You and/or your family are at high risk for
developing major problems in coping during
the deployment period. It is important that
you contact agencies or individuals which can
help both you and your family. A helpful
first step would be to talk with your command
chaplain or physician about your feelings.
Another approach would be to contact a local
agency that specializes in helping people in
your situation. A list of these agencies and
their telephone numbers is attached.

Navy Family Services Center 444-NAVY
Champus Clinical Affairs Office 640-2720
Portsmouth Naval Hospital 398-5064



Deployment Problems Checklist
for Single Sailors

This checklist is designed to identify your risk levels
for development problems in coping while you are on .
deployment. Check each statement as it describes your
current situation.

es no
1. Do you often find it hard to talk about your

problems with others?

2. Do you find it hard to make and keep close
friends?

3. Do you fight a lot with your friends and
acquaintances?

4. Over the past year, have you experienced a
stressfull major life event (e.g. divorce,
death of a family member, serious financial
loss)?

5. Do you feel that the past year has been more
than usually stressful for you?

6. In the past 90 days, have you noticed a
"feeling of not caring very much about your
job?

7. Have you felt unusually depressed or unhappy
in the past 90 days?

8. Have you felt unusually emotionally upset
within the past 90 days?

9. Does the thought of going on deployment make
you unusually upset or disturbed?

10. Within the past 90 days, have you been feeling*1 [jj more like you would like to leave the Navy?

Scoring Instructions:

Count the number of items for which you checked "yes"
and read the following score results:

0-2 You will probably do well on this deployment. While
deployments are stressful by themselves, your coping
mechanisms will generally help you to deal with daily
life appropriately.



3-5 You are at moderate risk for developing significant
problems in coping during the deployment period.
Planning ahead for the deployment and building a strong
circle of friends will help you function better. Your
command chaplain and your local Navy Family Services
Center can help you.

6-7 You are at marked risk of developing problems during
the deployment period. We strongly recommend that you
contact your local Navy Family Services Center, your
command chaplain, or your local mental health services
center in order to get help in learning how to deal
"with the stresses of deployment.

More than 7 You are at high risk of developing major
problems in coping during the deployment
period. It is important that you
contact agencies or individuals which can help
you. A helpful first step would be to talk
with your command chaplain or physician about
your feelings. Another approach would be to
contact a local agency that specializes in
helping people in your situation. A list of
these agencies and their telephone numbers
follows:

"Navy Family Services 444-NAVY
Champus Clinical Affairs Office 640-2720
Portsmouth Naval Hospital 398-5064
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