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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 summarized 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 family functioning.

2) 1Individuals' 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~-dimmensional concept is
essential to those who are endeavoring to obtain a
complete and accurate picture of deployment.

f1ilors and their spouses intersct strongly together to
1.fluence 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.

3)

4) Navy families describe themselves in significantly
different ways from their ecivilian 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 differences, in
order to maximize the delivery of services.

Based on the results of this study, a checklist of
predictors for families and sailors at rigk 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

5)
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used to sensitize sallors and/or spouses to factors in
their lives which could disrupt coping mechanisms.

v 6) Location in the temporal deployment cycle, as well as

o educational level for sallors and spouses, can strongly

affect perceptions and attitudes. Individuals within

90 days of leaving or returning from deployment S
reported higher degrees of dysfunctionality »n multiple '
dimensions. Educational level also affected o
perceptions of distress and coping, with more highly .
educated individuals reporting less distress and o
enhanced coping. :

~ 7) The high return rate (66%) indicates the importance of
i 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.
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{ PURPOSE::

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, 1%86. 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

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

to summarize findings from the pilot phase of this

investigation,

OVERVIEW:

In the fall of 1984, a twc 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,

contracted to develop and administer a gurvey instrument to

measure the emotional responses, perceptions and attitudes

of Navy personnel and their spouses in responss to

deployment. This survey included wmeasures of life stress

history, family functioning and organization, perceptions of




job performance, and issues related to morale and intention

to reenlist.
Based on the view that the work anl family environments cf

nilitary personnel represent significantly interactive and
overlapping environments, (Glickman, 198¢&; Curran, 1981;
Stoddard & Cabanillas, 1976), the current investigation was
designed to examine the effects of deployment on both Navy
personnel and their spouses. HMuch of the prior literature
in this area had focused sxclusively on the responses of
only one family member, typically either the spouse or the
sailor, in studies of deployment effects (Decker, 1978;

. Pearlman, 1970; Snyder, 1978).

Additionally, the current research vieved 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 attitudesz and
perceptions specific to deployment phenomena in the

deternmination of deployment adaptaticn. For these reasons,

our survey involved general measures of family functicning
and life stress as well as measures which were specifically

related to deployaent related attitudes, perceptions and

responses.




METHODROLOGY

In the creation of the deployment specific item pool
for this survey, the research team conducted semi-structured
irterviews with 105 Navy personnel, ranging in rank from E-2
to Admiral. The content of these interviews specifically
dealt with attitudes and problems relatied to predeployment,
deploynpent, and post-deployment experiences from the
perspectives of both individual and family functioning.
Based upon the results of thase interviews, combined with
the reports from the publizshed literature, the pilot survey
wvas developed for field testing. In addition to the items
specifically develeped for this purpose, which vere
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 well as personal communications with

researchers in the stress assessment area, it was felt that
the Sarason Life Events Scala represented the most
productive measure of life stress events currently available
(8arason, Johnson, and Siegal, 1978), This instrument,
develop:d through ONR funding, offered a comprehensive

measure which is capable of guantifying individual

variations in positive and negative responses to life events




stressors. 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 wall 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, & Humphrey, 1974). The Family
Environment Scale is a standardized measure which was
designed tc assess the social climates cf a large variety of
fanily types. The ten scales within this instrument focus
on the measurement and description of interperscnal
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
Fanily Environment Scale is presented twice within this ONR
survey, once for all service personnel and again in the
subse¢ :tion for spouses. In the intereat of reducing the
overall length and complexity cof this survey, five of the
ten standard scales used in the family Environment
instrument were selected for study. Specifically, these
included measures vf Cohesion, Organization, Expressiveness,
Conflict, and Control in the family.

The research survey in this investigation, therefore,
varied in length depending upon the marital status and
dependent gtatus of the respondent. In the Iiﬂpicst case,

i.e., a 3ingle sailor without dependents, the total item

pool consisted of 110 items involving deployment specific




content and the Sarason Life Events Scale. In thae most

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

sailor and spouse would collectively respond to 395 items
invelving separate administrations of the deployment
specific item pool, the Moos et al. Family Environment

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

AR
A detailed summary of the findings from the pilot

administration of this survay are reported in Technical
Reportt 85-1 undexr contract 4§ N0O0OOl4-84-~C-0666 (Archer and

Cauthorne, 1985). These findings were basad upon the

responses of 399 sallors 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 revisions were made in the item pool cf this

survey prior to the main administration.

MAIN SURVEY ADMINISTRATION METHODOLOGY

In February of 1986, the survey was distributed
throughout the type and shore commands within the Worfolk

Naval Base and selected SUBLANY coumands in Charleston,
The typea commands

South Carolina and Groton, Connecticut.




'i had designuted the following individuals as liaison

personnel for purposes of this study:
.5’ Captain Daniel Branch, Operations Officer, SUBLANT

Captain Robert Deane, Force Medical Officer, AIRLANT

Dr. Alice Snyder, Deputy Director, Navy Family

¥
|
’U! Lieutenant Mary Gee, Morale Officer, SURFLANT
Services, Norfolk, Virginia.
_ With the exception of Lieutenant Gee, who replaced
]
] Lieutenant Commander Mary Lukaszewicz, these liaieon

officers were the same liaison personnsl s«amployed in the

{ pilot phase of this investigation. Thaese personnel were
.ii responsible for coordinativn of the logistic regquirements

necessary to sccomplish the survey administration and served

B
_ as central return points for completed surveys. For eall

typre conmands, the liaison officers indicated that the most

|
“’f effectiva means of survey administration would be through

; Naval distribution and collection of survey instruments.

l These Navy type comnmand limizmon officers were also
responsible for the selection of "target" units for survey

Units were selected for participation in

adninistration.

the study based upon a cr mbination of criterls invelving

their point in the deployment cycle and availability for

research procedures.

SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

As a result of the above »rocedures, research surveys

? were distributed beginning February 1, 1986 to 1000 Navy




personnel in Naval 2irwings, 1000 personnel in the SUBLANT
comnands in Virginia, South Carclina and Connecticut: 1000
personnel in the SURFLANT command; and 425 personnel in the
Nerfeolk Naval Base Shore commands. In order to protect
subject confidentiality, all personnel were recuested to
seal completed surveys in individual manila envelopes angd
return them directly to their command liaison officer. All
surveys were returned to the research contractor's office by
March 30, 1986. Table 1 illustrates the return rates
acconpiished by type command and shore command status. It
may be noted that a total of 2245 Navy personnel returred
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% wvere male and 4.5%
were female. In addition, 88.9% were enlisted respondents
and 11.1§% were officers.

As shown in Table 2, the mean age cof Navy respondents
to this survey was 27.5 years with a range in age from 18 to
£7 years. The mean educational jrade level of these Navy
personnel wag 12.93 years with a mean educztional or grade
level for spouses cf 12.94 yeara. The mean number of prior
deployments for this sample of Naval personnel was 7.31. Cf
the Navy personnel cesponding to this survey, 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 1ll survey data to the contract oftice, data were




coded and entered into the mainframe computers at Eastern
Virginia Medical School and 014 Dominion University for
statistical analyses. The primary stetistical package

employed for data analysis was 8PS53-X.

As an initial point of data analysis, the 24 scales

developed from the deployment specific item pocl in this

_ survey, &s well az the 5 Moos Family Environment Scales,

wvere 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 &re highly consistent
with the pilot phase of this investigation. The internal
reliability coefficients offer an overall evaluation of the
degree to which individual items within a pzrticular measure
correlate with averall 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
r1ithin acceptable ranges, with alpha coefficient values of

«60 or higher for 18 of the 24 scales. Tne internal
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reliability findings for the deployment spacific subscales

vers generally consistent with reliadbility lasvels found for

the FES gcales.

EACTOR ANALYSES:

While a total of 36 scales were used in the current
pilot survey instrument, there are many theoretical and
conceptual reasons to assuwe that a relatively smaller
number of underlying or basic dimensions probably accounted
for the majority of variance among these scale scores.
Further, the results of factor analysis of plilot 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 employsd in this survey as enswered by all
respondents. This factor analysis yields a 3 factor

solution with the following dimensions: sailors® p

ceitive
attitudes toward deplbyment and family (25.4% of total scale
variance); spouses' negative attitudes toward deployment and
family (8.5% of total scale variances); and zailors'
perceptions of marital distance and family conflict (6.3% of
total scale variance). Table 5 praese:nts findings from the

factor analysis of scales applicable to spouses, i.e.,
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scales completed by the spouses of Naval perscnnel. The two
factors generated from this analysis were labeled an
follows: 1) spouses' negative emotional responses to
deployment and concerns regarding family functioning (30.5%
of total subscale variance); 2) spouses' Post-deployment
enotional 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) sallor's positive views of deployment, the job
and the family (32.0% of total subscale variance) and; 2)
sailors' need for marital distance (l11.2% 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 survey, factor analyses
employed a PA2 factor analysis and rotation procedure which
tended to maximize the amount of variance accountec in

relation to the SPSS~X procedures (principal components

analysis) nicilized for the main survey data.
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In general, the results of factor analytic analyses of

survey scules support the following conclusions:

The largest portions of survey variance are esccounted

1)
for by recpondents' perceptions of deployment-specific
and family phenomena;

2) Roughly 40% of spouses' survey ratings were accounted
for by thelr emoticnal responses to deployment and
rsunion periods and perceptions of family coping and
conflict.

3) Roughly 43% of sallors' survey responses were accounted

for by their perceptions of deployment, job, marriage

and family.

MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS:

A series of etepwise 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

anaiyses standardly utiliized an F to enter or remove of 1.0,

and a tolerance of .1. In terms of prediction of sgailors’




ratings of their overall job performance, separate multiple
regressions were performed on data from single service
perscnnel, married service personnel without children, and
married personnel with children. For single personnel, the
variables of individual commitment to the Navy, deployment
related amotional distress, positive deployment attitudes,
and sallors' reports of Life Stress Events, were regressed
on to single sailors' self-reports of jodb performance
derived from 2 ten item scale. The results of this =multiple
ragression identified one significant predictor, i.e.,

individual commitment to the Navy scale scores, with a

correlation of .89 to this cutcome criterion. (32 - .80).
Scores from 32 scales were amployed in the regression to
married personnel without chiidren. The results of this
multiple regression identified four significant predictors
to overall job performance, i.e., sailors' right stuff
attitudes, sajilors' deployment related emotional related
distress, sailors' positive deployment attitudes, and
spouses' views of family organization, which collaectively
produced a multiple correlation value of .53 with the
outcome criterion (32 =,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' deplecyment
related emotional distress, right stuff attitude, positive
deployment attitude, individual commitment to the Navy, and

spouses' ratings of family organization which collectively



resulted in a multiple R value of .58 with the outcome
criterion, accounting for 34% of all variance.

In the second series of regression analysas sailors'
ratings of individual commitment to the Navy were exanmined
separately for single personnel, married personnel withcut
children, and married personnel with children. The xost
important predictor of individual commitment to the Navy for
single personnel was their self perceptionas of job overall
performance (Rz-.so). Anong married personnel without
children, the moet powerful predictors of individual
commitment to the Navy consisted of spouses' views of family
contlict, sallcrs' positive deployment attitudes, sailors!
views of family conflict, spouses' deployment related
enotional distress, sailors' deployment related emctional
distress, spouses' post-deployment amotional distress, and
sajlors' ratings of family control. Collectively, these
predictors bore a multiple R of .73 with the cutcone
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 relationrhip with the outcome criterion of .$5 {RZ-,AJ),
These latter predictors were: spouses' ratings of family
commuriication problems, sailors' positive deployment
attitude, sailors' ratings of femily conflict and
communjcation problems, spouses' ratings of family coping,
sailoxrs’ deployment related emotional distress, sallors'

ratings of family control, sailors' ratings of job

13
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performance, and sailors' ratings of degree of emotional
expresriveness within their families.

The next series of multiple regressions attempteéd to
predict to married sailors' ratings of their families'
overall coping abilities analyzed separately for married
sailors with and without children. Married sailors'
(without children) ratings of family coping ability were
predicted to 65% of total variance with the following
factors: sailors' perception of family conflict and
prcblens in conmnunication, sailors' predeployment emotional
distress, spouses' ratings of family coping, sailors' right
stuff attitudes, sailors' deployment related emotional
distress, saillors' histories of iife stress events, and
sailors' individual commitment toc the Navy. Among married
personnel with children, the following six predictors
produced an R? value of .67 with the outcome criterion:
sallors' perceptions of communication conflicts with.n the
fanily, spouses' ratings of family coping ability, sailors'
predeploynment and deployment emotional distress, sailors'
right stuff attitudes, and sajilors' predeployment attitudes.

In the prediction of spouses' 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

Aistress, spouses' ratings of right stuff attitude., spouses’

14
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predeployment attitudes, sailors' positive deployment
attitudes, and spouses' histories of life stress events.
Anong spouses with dependent children a series of aight
predictors resulted in a predictod variance of 76% with
spouses’' ratings of family coping: spouses' deployment
emotional distress, seilora' ratings of family coping
ability, spouses' postdeployment smotional distress,
spouses' ratings of family cohesiveness, spouses' right
stuff attitude, sailors' rating of predeployment enoti;nal
distress, sailors' right stuff attitude, and sailors'
ratings of individual commitment to the Navy.

In a separate series cf multiple regression analyses,
sailors' ratings of deployment related emotional distress
were predicted for married sallors with and without
children. ¥For married zallors without children, roughly 58%
of sailors’ ratings of their degree of deployment related
enotional distress was accounted for by predictors in & six
step regression, witk sallors' predeployment emotional
distress serving as the primary contributor and accounting
for approximately 41% of the total variance. Among married
sallors with children, rToughly %9% of sailors' ratings of
deployment related emotional distress was accounted for by
predictors in a 8 step multiple regression, with
predepluyment emoticnal distress again serving as a primary

contributor and accounting for approximately 36% of total

outcome variance. Among spouses' self reports of deployment

related emotional distress in families without children,
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roughly 76% of the variance wag accounted for in a 9 step
regression eguation, in which spouses' ratings of their
families' overall ability to cope accounted for 62t of the
total outcome variance. Anmong spouses with children, a
total of 78% of deployment related emotional distress
ratings were accounted for dy 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 might be noted that the multiple
regression results regarding sailor and spouse emotional
distress during deployment periods wers highly similar to
findingas from the pilot, particularly in relationship to
spouses' self-report. Finally, a series of rultiple
regressions were performed to predict to both sailor and
spousas' ratings of their childrens sbility to cope.
sailors' sssessment of their children's coping sbilities
vere predicted by a four-step egquation, which accounted for
5Bt of total variance with the follnwing predictor
variables: szileors! ratings of overall family coping,
sailors' perceptions of interpersonal distarce from
children, sajilors' predeployment emotional distress, and
sallors' needs for marital distance. Spouses' assessments
of ¢ ildren's coping abilities accounted for 65% of total
variance with three predictor variables: spounei'

perceptions of interpersonal distance from children,

spouses' ratings of overall family coping, and spouses'




predeployment emctional distress.

In summary, the results of multiple regressions support

the following conclusions:

1)

2)

Overall, the regression equations indicated a
interactive relationship hetween work and family
variables zs predictors of family functioning and
affective responses to deployment. Work issues,
such as job performance and commitment to the Navy,
vere strongly influenced by fawily variables and
affective responses, while family coping levels
vere influenced by work-related scales. The
presuxed interreclaticnships between the work and
fanily environmants postulated by Glickman (1985)
is clearly demonstrated in these results.

Bpouses and sailors strongly influence each other's
perception: on family issues, such as perceptions
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 the interrelatedness of their
perceptions,

The phencrmenon of deployment is enmeshed in a wedb
of fanily 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,

17
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such as family conflict and control styles, and by

of emotional distress surrcundirig all phases of the

/ affective responses to depioyment, such as levels

deployment experience. Responses to deployment

e
'f involve individual and family emotional responses
and perceptions of both the work and family

'r | environments.
o 4) When higher levels of emoticnal distress surround
the phases of the deploynent phenomenon, they
contribute to diminished perceptions cof family

.j functioning for both sailors and spouses. Families
. report less ability to cope in effactive ways as
i ] reported levels of emotional distress increased.

n“j This is also demonstratad in the ratings of

. | children's coping performance, which were reported
%l as lover by both sailors and spouses when smotional

C
] distress was higher and overall family coping is

seen as decreased.

)
l
( MANOVA:
; MANOVA analyses were performed tc axamine the potential
i

effects of temporal location in the deployment cycle on

respondents self-reports across subscales. Specifically, a

MANOVA was performed examining the affects of sailors'

locatinn 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 90 days or; 4)
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assignment to shore duty. Ths results of this MANOVA
analysis indicated a significent overall affsct for
placement in the deployment cycles across survey subscales
for service personnel, F(3,41))=1.79 P<,001. These findings
indicate that placement or point in the deployment cycle had
significant and pervasive overall effscts on sailors'
responses to research survey scales. Specifically, the
following scales showed univariate ANOVA effects for
placement in the deployment cycle: sailors' nesd for
warital distance, sallors' right stuff attitude, sailors'
ratings of individual comnitment 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 relatsd emcotional distress, sailors’
and spouses' perceptions of family coping, sailors' ratings
of job performance, sailors' and spouses' ratings of
comnpunicetion problemrs and conflict within the family,
sailors' ratings of childrens' lack of coping ability,

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

T e

To illustrate the pattern of significance found in
these analysis, the specitic subscale findings are provided

for illustration purposes.

In Figqure 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 emoctional distress levels to
point in the deployment cycle. As si.own in this Figure,

~ sallors reported the greatest sensitivity to emotional

distress when such ratings were made in the predeployment or
postdeployment intervals, particularly in the latter time
pericd. These findings would suggest that the stress
related to close proximity to deployment served to sensitize
respondents to issues of emotional distress.

Figqures 3 and § prezent datt related to spouses'
ratings of deployment emoticnal distress and sailors'
ratings of perceptions of family coping mbility, degree of
family confiict and children's lack of coping a: & function
of location in the deployment cycle. As shown in these
figures, spoures' deployment related emctional distress
levels were highest when reported during the reunion period

following deployment, and sallors reported the greatest

degree of concern regarding family and children functioning




within 90 days of deployment, particularly during reunion
pericds.

Figqure 5 presents both sailors' and spouses' raport
of Life Stress Events as a function of their deployment
cycle. Results of these analysis demonstrate that both
sallors and spouses report wore 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. A~ 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 ¢f the Sarason measure indicated that
these trends are accounted for by both an increased number
of stress iterms on lLife Stress Events sndorsed by spouses
and sailors during the 90 day periods preceding and
following deployment, as well & tendency to endorse those
event as more negatively stressful.

Finally, Figure & prasents sallors' self regports of
their level of job performance as a function of their
location in the dej loyment cyclie. as shown in this figure,
stilors report the highest level of gelf-reported job
performance wvhen on shore duty placemuents and reported the
lowest levels of job performance during intervals
immediately prior to or immediutely following deployments.

Overall, the results of these figures serve to confirm

that deployment ies a major stressor for the majority of Navy

21
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families and that this strsss has a direct and significant
impact on jot performance, family functioning and
perceptions of the stressfulness of other life svents.
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 ralated issues during these periods,
with an increased degree of denial enxployed during shore
duty placements. In particular, the data presented in these
figures appear to indicate thet: the reunion period is
markedly stressful and produces acute adjustment demands on

families in terms of stress tolerance and adaptive coping.

FINDINGS FROM MOOS FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALES

The five subscales of the Mocs Family Environment

measure were analyzed across & number of combinations of

salilors' and spouses' responses. The results o¢f profiling

for selected comparisons are presented in Figqures 7 and 8.

As shown in Figqure 7, a general pattern emerges from the
current data which indicates Navy families appear to have
unique family characteristics in relation to th:ir civilian

counterparts. First, Navy families appear to place greater

emphasis on the direct and open expression of feelings and
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enotions 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 desrigned to increase the
sense of family "togetherness". There is also a marked
deqgree of de-emphasis within Navy families on the direct
expression of anger and conflict, to a degree which differs
significantly fronm the emphasis placed on this diuension
an>ng civilian ¢armilies. Specifically, Navy families appear
to avoid open axpression of conflict areas in relation to

their civilian counterparts. rinally, Navy families place

" substantial valus and anphasis on order and crganization

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 lover than the mean for civilian
families on the control dimension as defined by the Moos
Beasure.

Overall, in comparing sailors' and spouses' responses
on the Moos Pamily Environment Scales, it can be noted that
sailors view family functioning differently from spouses on
at least twe dimensions: family cohesion, t(1054)=-2,88
P<.01, and family expressiveness, t(1054)~-4.47, P<.01l. &As
may be seen in Figure 7, spouses place substantially greater

emphasis on tamily cohesiveness and on the open expression

of feelinge than do their sallor counterparts.
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The right side of Figure 7 presents the Moos values for
all sallors classified into the type commands of AIRFLANT,
SUBLANT and SURFLANT. Figure 8 presents the Moos Pamily
Envircnment Scale data for spouses and sailora by catagory
of type command membership. Figures 9 and 10 present Moos
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 zvoidance of
conflictual issues, and less emphasis on rigid family

controls than their enlisted cou.tecparts.

RETENTION ATTITUDES

A number of analyses were undertaken to examine the
degree to which survey responses might be utilized in the
rrediction 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 sallors 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
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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 zingle sailers agree or strongly agrse that they
intend to make the Navy their cereer, 38% cof married sailors
indicate positive career intentions, and fully 0% 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 sndorsement patterns would suggest that the
most profitable targets for interveantions efforts designed
to increase rates of reenlistment and retention would focus
upon the 40% of sailors in each marital and dependent
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 categoriss of low
intention, unsure, and high intention to reenlist. Table 12

indicates that for single sailors a linear combination of

four varisblen achieved an overall correct classification
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rate of nearly 70% to these three ocutcome classes.
Specifically, single sailors who raported higher levels of
individual commitment to the Navy, longer periods of prior
service, higher self evaluations of job performance, and
mocre positive drployment attitudes were most likely to
indicate positive intentions regarding reenlistment. Table
13 indicates that among married sailors without dependent
children, & linear combination of seven variables resulted
in correct classification of rcughly 76% of respondents into
3 outcome classes. Epecificelly, marriad sailors without
dependent children who reported higher levels of comnitment
to the Navy, longer pericds of time in the service, higher
perceptions of family cchesiveness, more positive
predeployment and deployment attitudes, and whose spouses
reported lower levels ©f overall gtress and lower
perceptions of family conflict, were most likely to report
positive rasnlistment intentions. ¥Finally, Table 14
indicates that a linear combination of eleven variables were
able to correctly classify rsenlistment intentions of
married sailors with ciildren 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 wore positive deployment attitudes, and whose spouses




reported less perception of family conflict, less post-
deployment emotional distress, and a greater degres of
fanily expressiveness, reported the most positive intentions

regarding reenlistment.

EDVUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF SERVICE PERSONNEL AND SPOUSES

In order to examine tha potential affects of
educational background on respondent's self-reports on the
research survey, a series of analysis were undertaken. In
all cases, sducational 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
vere conducted to investigate the overall impact of
sducational 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<.0l).

To examine the effects of gailors' eduzational
background on individual survey scale values, a series of
univariate ANOVAs were performed. As shown in Table 15, 8
out of the 18 scales &howsd smignificant main effects for
educr cional level of service personnel on the survey
responses of 1236 sallors. Specifically, the 513 sailors
reporting post high school education also reported, in
contrast to the 723 sailors who indicated a twelth grade orx

iess educational background, the following features:

1) Higher {individual commitment to the Navy.
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2) Higher positive deployment attitudss.
3) More postive predeployment attitudes.
4) Lless deployment amotional distress.
5) Higher perceptions of job performance.
f 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, fuuily 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

l 2) Less emotional distress during the deployment
period.

|

E 3) Less emotional distress during reunion periods.
| 4) Higher levels of family coping ability.

} $) less interpersonal distance from their children.
6) Creater family cohesiveness.

} 7) Greater family emotional expressiveness.

8) Less family conflict.

|

B!

f 9) Less rigid family control systems.
f
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Significant educational «ffects were not found for
spouses' ratings of history of life stress, marital
distance, right stuff attitudes, predeployment or dsployment
attitudes, or perceptions of children's coping ablilities.

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 strass, and exerts & large impact on
perceptions of deployment related phenomena as well as

. general family characteristics.

Sunmmary and gopclusions

We would like to suggest the following conclusions
wvhich we feel are supported by both the pilot study data and
data generated from the main survey adminigtration of this

project. Many of these pointe were noted in a preliminary

fashion based upon pilot survey findings, and we will take
this opportunity to underscore these pcoints based upon the
much larger set of data subsequently acquired. These a

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 fer the majority
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of these sub-scales are quite consistent with
internal reliability figures for the Moos et al.
scales and are substantially higher than
internal reliability for such established
instruments as the MMPI. Findings from both the
pilot and meain surveys conducted in this
research, therefore, indicate that efforts were
successful for creating a reliabie instrument
for the assessnent 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 clusses of variables as
job performance, indices of family functioning,
and resnlistment intentions. It is strongly
rscommended that these deployment-specific
subscales created in the current investigation
be utilized in future research efforts in order
to mallow 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,
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making generalizations across studies extremely

difticult,

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 modals. 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
genexal coping ability as related to history of
life stress, and the general characteristics of
their family functioning. Subscales 6r measures of
each of these broad dorains consistently entered

into the prediction of outcome variance across

criteris.

Research findings strongly indicate that the
understanding of Navy deployment responses for
warried personnel regquires the inclusion eof
information derived not only from those personnel
but alse 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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pure simply, how married perscnnel viewad their
sbility to perform in the job situation was at
least partly determined by how thelr spouses
perceived their families' functioning. Many
additional examples of this interaction between
service personnel and spouses' perceptions may be
taken from currant findings. For axample, married
salilors' ratings of individual comnitment to the
Navy were in part determined by the spouses’
perceptions of family coping ability, and sailors'
ratings of individual commitment to ths Navy served
as & significant predictor of spouses®' ratings of
family coping. Overall, these consistent patterns
of husband-wife overlap in the prediction to
specific cutcome 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 piiocr research in
the arez of Wavy deployment has axclusively focused
on responses of esither sailor or spouse, future
research in this area would benefit substantially
from the development of research wethodclogies to

include both components of the family units.
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The overall family functioning patterns of Navy
families show relatively consistent patterns of
differsnces from those reported from civilian
families by Moos and his essociates (Moos, Insel,
and Humphrey, 1974). Specifically, Navy families
appear to place ¢grsater emphasis on the direct and
open sxprsssions of feelinge and emotions
(Expressiveness) in contrast to civilian families.
Further, Navy families are likely to place greater
aemphasis on fanily cohesiveness than civiiian
families, and it appears that part of this sense of
cohesivensss xmay be achisved 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 exphasis
on order and organization within the family
structure as accomplished through the use of
explicit and clear family rules and
responsibilitiee. This emphasis does not, however,
come at the cost of utilizatiocn of authoritarian or
rigid family control mechanisms. In this latter
regard, Navy families score lower than the mean for
civilian families on the Moos wmeasurs of
authoritarian or rigid control. The differences

demcnstrated on the Moos Scales between Navy and

civilian families have a number of implicativns,
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particularly for agencies who work with these
fanilies. Planners who design programs and
interventl..ns tc anhance family coping and
functioning should be sensitive to the spacial
characteristice exhibited by Navy fanilies. For
exanple, interventions designed tco 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.
Based on the results of this study, a number of
characteristics can be identifisd, in checklist
foru, that way predispose Navy families to
substantial difficulty in coping with deployment.
(See Appendix D). This checklist, generated from
multiple regressions findings, serves as & means of
identitying families which pmay be at higher risk of
having significant problems during deployment. It
pust be emphasized that the characteristics on the
checklist should be cross-validated by future
research in order to maximize the predictability
and utility of the checklist.
Areas included in the checklist are as fellows:
&) Sailor's and/or spouses' perceptions of

significant communication prcblems and éonflict

within the family.




b) A significant history of life stress events as
perceived by sallors within a 12-morth period prior
to deployment.

c) Poor sailor morale or migsion attitude AQuring

the predeploymant period.

d) Substantial emotional distress during the
predeployment or dsployment intervals, as reported

by sailors oxr spouses.

e} a sense of frustration and sajlors' alienation
from the Navy as manifested by decreassd or

marginal levls of commitment to the Navy.

Predeployment and postdeploynsent, defined as intervals
of time encompassing $0 days immediately prior to or
foillowing 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 merve as
the single best predictors of the degree of emoticnal
distress that will be experienced during the actual
deployment intervals. Specifically, the degrae of
predeployment emctional 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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j predictors of problems in the actuazl deployment interval.

Further, the reunion period, or postdsployment interval, was

,f consistently shown to be a uniquely stresgful period in
terms of individuals' commitment to their 9jobs, purcebtions

of life stress, and perceptions of family functioning.

Intervals more distant from actual deployment experiences
appear to be related to the development of denisl syndromes
within Navy personnel and their families, resulting in e
lowzred sensitivity to issues related to deployment. This

i

lowered sengitivity may bes ralated to less accessibility for

fi‘ interventions designed to assist families in coping with
; deployment phenomena.

, 6) The surprisingly high completion rate for the main
L," body survey administration (i.e., roughly 66%) may
wvarrant specific comments. In the subjective

impression of the investigation team, this level of

survey responsiveness mry be accounted for by a
combination of tha 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 the research teanm to actively

involve the Navy command structure in the

facilitation of the research design. Many hours of

affort were placed into developing meaningful

liaisons with the Navy community, and in the

ff careful selection of liaison officers, who in turn
|
|




manifosted sutficient personal support for this

project to irsure the high completion rate. Thus,

ve might conclude that the issue of deployment and

its impact on Navy personnel and their families
appears to be a very malient one to the Navy

comxmunity in a manner that cuts across rank,

command structurss, and the Navy sub-communities.

Further, we might recommend to future research

teans in this area that substantiul tiue and effort

be placed on estadblishing the necessary individual

levels ¢f communication within the Navy command

structure that will ultizately be rewarded with the

fullest level of cooperation with research

procedures. linally, we might note that the use of

a pilot survey administration greatly facllitated

our ability to increass and improve our return rate

during the m:in body of our survey. Based upon our

pilot experiences, we were abla to target problems

in our survey administration procedurs (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 strassful

experience for sallors, both single and marrisd, and for

their families. The coping abilities of these individuals

are largely determined by a complex r ixture between
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situational aspects, overasll 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.




39

References

Archer, R. P. and Cauthorne, C. V. (1985). An
investigation of the effects of deployment~-related
factors on performance and psychosocial adjustment.
Technical Report ONR 00014-84-C-0666: Arlington,
Virginia: Office of Maval Research.

Beach, L. R., Weinstein, B. L., and Beach, B. H. (1984).

Characteristics of Contributors t¢to the Information Base

for the Automated Aid for Personnel Retentiocn.

Technical Report 84-1. Seattle, Washington:
Department of Psychology, University of washington.

Curran, D. J. {1981). Father Absence Effects on Military

Children. Unpublished Masters Thesis, Naval
Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA.

Decker, K. D. (197B). Coping with sea duty: Problems
encountered and resnurces utilized during periods of
family adaptation. In E. Hunter and D. Nice (Eds.)

Military Families: Adaptation to Change. New York:

FPraeger Publishers.

Den Dulk, D. E. (1980). Severe job-related stress:
Military and forced separations and readjustments.
Paper presented at the Annual Conference on the Family,

Gatlinburg Tennessee,




40

Glickman, A. 5. (1985). Factors leading to Army
retention: Related to the job itself. In G. M. Croan,
G. L. Bowen, G. Farkas, A. S. Glicﬁman, and D. Orther
(Eds.) Career decision-making and the military familx.
Technical Report DAAG29-81-D-0100: Alexandria VA.:

Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social

Sciences.
Mocs, R. H., Insel, P. M., and Humphrey, B. (1974).

Preliminary Manual for Family Environment Scale. Palo

Alto, California: Consulting Psychologist Press, Inc.
Nice, D. S. The military family as o social support:

Implications for bio-social health. Pap'r presented at

the Jeint Inter-University Seminar, Yale Symposium on

Changing Military Manpower Realities. Montgomery,

Alabama, June, 1979.

Pearlman, C. A. {1970). Separation reactions of married

women. American Journal of Psychiatry, 126, 70-74.

Rosenfeld, J. M., Rosenstein, E. and Raab, M. (1973).

Sajilors' families: The nature and effects of one kind

of father absence. Child Welfare, 52, 33-34.

Sarason, 1. G., Johnson. J. H., and Siegel, J. M. (1978).

Assessing the impact of life changes: Development of

the Life Experiences Survey. Journal of Consulting and

Clinical Psycholoqgy, 46, 932-946.




(1978). Sea and shore Rotation: The family

~-DTIC ADA-044~513:

snyder, A. 1.
in separation. Technical Report TR 1
Military Family Resource

Springfield, virginia:

Center.

stoddard, E. R., and Cabanillas, c. E. (1976}, The Army

officer's wite: Social stressors in a contemporary

role. In N. Goldman and D. Segal (Eds.) The Social

Psychology of Military service. peverly Hills,

Ccalifornia: Sage publications.

4}




4
»
-
(@]
2z
Bl
e
<

¢




j EASTERN VIRGINIA MEDICAL AUTHORITY

NAVY DEPLOYMENT SURVEY

A RESEARCH PROJECT FUNDED BY THE OFFICE COF NAVAL RESEARCR AND
CONDUCTED BY THE EASTERN VIRGINIA MEDICAL AUTHORITY

42




GENERAL INSTRUTT1ONS

DON'T PANIC! FO one person will take moras than bhalf of this
survaey, and most will take loas than half,

The purpose of this survey is to examine pasychologicesl and
performance effects of deployments on Naval rersonnel and their
fapiliesn, Inportant characteristics of individuals and families
at risk of developipg problems will be identified, and
suggeations will be made to the Department of the Navy towvards

reducing deploypent-related stresa.

Tbank you for agreseing to participate in this survey. Xt ia
divided 4ipto sections, =and 45 designed to be answered by single
Naval personnel, wmarried Naval perzonnel, thair aspouses, and
Kaval perponpel with children. Not eyeryope will ansver ssll
guestionps, 80 please read all ipnstructions carefully.

You should bave been given a largs sanils envelope with your
survey. When you have completed the survey, pleasse put 1t into
the envelope and seal the anvelope. Since you will be returning
the survey to a person in your commanéd, this will make sure that
Do ope in the Navy will read your answvers, 211 dnformsation will
be kept totully confidential, and all dats will be reported back

in group fermat. It will be ippoppible to pick out 4dpdividual
responaes, Therefore, please ansver as honestly and completely

8s possible,

In order to begin the survey, plesse follcw these

insatructions:
1) Kead the inxtructionas for each section yery carefully.

Not everyone vwill complete eech section, 80 read carefully to see
whether you should anaver the questions in that seciion.

2) ¥here it i» indicated, write your snsver in the space
provided to the left of esch gquention. Vhere there are <circles
to the left of the question, plisase darken in the appropriate
circle completnly.

1) Some questions give you a choice of five options,
Plesase select the onme that most closely fits your feelipgs or
beliefs about that question. For axample, look at the followipg:

1 really enjoy watching sports events,

Your answver choices arc &s follows:

Strongly Not Strongiy
Disagree Dipagree Sure Agree Agree
1 2 3 A 5

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

1 2 3 M 5
6 & 0 0 O




If you bave any questionas or comments sbout this survey
pleape feel frees to call the Office of

h)
Any of our steaff will bde

while you are taking it,
Naval Deployxent Studies at ANL6.5851,

happy to belp you.

understand that all of the responses on your survey
be seen ODly by tke
sany 4ndividugl

Pleane
COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL, snd will

are

research tfeam,. No one ipn tbe US Navy will sae

responses, io addition, sopme of the questions contain
If you prefer mot to answer

informetion of a perszonasl nature,
811l or any part of this survey, you are under no obligation to do
80, 11 ddentifying dats will be removed from each survey, and
811 surveys will bhe destroyed when no longer required by the
research team. No individual will be identified in any way when
reporting survey results,

THANE YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATIONI
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j SECTION ONE
i
} PART I (Al11 Naval Psrsonnel)

Please answer the following questions by filliag in the appropriate
cboice or correct answer in the space provided.

Wbhat is your sex?
1) Male
2) Fenale

’
|
[
l JR—

2. Wbat 43 your current age?

———3. What 18 your current paygrade?
(for example, E-&, 0-1, etc.)

|

|

ﬂ 4. How long have you been on active duty?
[

| Years

! —5. ¥What type of naval forcs are you currently s part of?

| 1) Neval dir Force (usbors or aflomt) (AIRLAKT)

| 2) Submarine Force (SUBLANT)

3) A4float Foree (not 1including mnuval air personnel)

A (SURFLANT)
‘ 8) Ashore Force (not including navel air peraonnel)

|

|

] .6, ¥Wbhich of the following choices best dezcribes your current
; sitvation?

! 1) I ap currently deployed and on ship.
| 2) I am currently deployed and NOT op ahip.

J 3) 1 am currently on ship,or witbh a squadron but NOT deployed.
] 4) I ax goipg to D2 dsployed 4in less than 3 months.

i ) It has been less than 3 menths since returning from

|

]

|

deploynent,
6) 1 a% and will continue to ds on shore duty.

7) Other

. In the Yrevious 12 montha, approximately bow many days were

you on exergency leave?
your

I
'.f

8. UHbat is your etbnic background nmnd, if married,
spouse’a ethniz background?
1) White, Dot of Hispanic origin, ;

2) Black, pot of Bispanic origin,
Bispanic or Latin: epecify type (e.g., Puerto Ricsn, etc.} i

3)
%) American Indiap or Alasken Native
$) Pacific Islander (e.g., Filipino)
] 6) 4isian
i 7) Other
‘ ) Busband 9) ¥Wire




ui 10. Usually, bhow often do YOU attend church, and if married,
~} does your spouse attend church?

[ 1) BNot at all

2) Rarely

3) Often, but bnot on a regular basis

§) &Lt least once a week

10) Husband 11) VWife

12. Write in the last year of formal educstion YOU have completed
apd, if married, the lust year YOUR SPOUSE has complated?

Example: 12

(} Grapmar Scbool 1 2 3 ¥ s5 6 7T 8
o High School 9 10 11 12

College 13 1& 15 16
?E Graduate School 17+

12) Husband 13) Mire

——1%, ¥Who 18 ecurrently the main financial provider for your family?

1) 1 am

2) My spouse is

3) ¥y spouse 2pé I are sbout sequally
)

Other

|
f
|
! 15. I8 your family currently living on or off base?
. 1) On base
“f 2) Off bese
| 3) Kot applicadle
|
J
[
1

——16. Since beginning your Navy career, bov many tizes have you
bsen deployed for 30 days or more?

17. Since entering the Kavy, what 43 the total nuxber of years
and months you bave spent or deployment.

“ Years Montha
i 18, Who du you primarily rely on wheno you have a mejor personsl
5 . axdlw chiam?

1) myself

2) my supervisor (at work)

3) relatives (inciuding spouse)

) other Navy families or friends

) friends outside of the Navy

) Revy support and aervice programs
)

)

3

I

|
{ oFf Tawily preblem?
J

civilian professional service mgebncies
religious inatitutions
other

19, Are you currently:

1) married for the first time &) divorced apd not

2) remarried remurried
3) widowed snd pnot ramarried 5) singls ,NEVER
MARRIED




—20. Have you ever been divoroed since coming ©d active dity?
1) mo 3) 2 times
2) 1 time §) 3 times or more

21. To what extent do you feel that serving in the military
contridbuted to your divorce?
1! not epplicadble, never divorced
2) vot spplicable, divorted before entering the service
3) to a grest extent
&) to a szsll extent
5) not at sll

- we G v G Gee G e G PR G vee Em G D G e e

Please answer the qucntiona frop the follovuing answer selaotion.
Fill 4p the cppropriate circle to the left of each question.

Definitely Mostly Neither Mastly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor dgree Agrea
Disagree
1 2 3 A 7
12345
00000 22. & ssllor'e smotions and feelings should mever get ib the

¥ay of his/ber job performance.
0 00 00 23. When this bhitch ia up, I's getting out of the Kavy.

00000 24, My expsriences on daploypent cause e to want to leave
the Navy.

0 0000 25, I plan to make the lavy my career,

0 0000 26. Going ob deployments kelps 8 Navy career.

0 000D 27. I care very much abovt my gurrent job.

0 000 0 28. Deployments are the worst part of MNavy lifa.

O 0000 29. X make n special effort to get finsncial and legal watters
straight before I deploy.

I am often irritadble just before deployments.

©
[+
©
o
o
w
2

0 31. I become sasily upaset as deployment draws néarsr.

o o
(=]
[=)]
(=]

0 32. Tke thought of deployment depresses me.

(=]
o
[ =]

90 000 33. 31 f4ind pyself tonse, anxious, and nervous a8 deploynent
periods come closer,

©C 000 0 3%. The lack of privacy is streasful for me on deployment.

20000 35, 1 f4ird that I am sick more often than usual when I'm
daployed,




Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely

Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Adgrae
Disagree
1 2 3 ] 5
12 345
00000 36. My job performance is better on deployments than when 1 an

Dot deployed.

00000 37. 1 get into sroudble with the Navy during periods
of deployment.

0 C 00O 38. My job evaluations are typically good.

0 0000 39. My job evaluations sare generally less favorsble when I ap obp
deployxent.

0 00O0OO0 A0, Individuals or families who have serious problems during
deployment are usuaslly insdeguats.

0 00OCO X1, I rarely feel pervous and and bhigh strupg when I am
deployed.

0 0 0C O &2, DPuring deploysent, I rarely have trouble keeping my
mind oo what 1'm doing.

0 00 0 0 43, During deployment, 1 fregquently fee¢l dapressed.

0 0000 &Rk, I bave difficulty with jemliousy Qduring my periods of
deployments,

0 00 C O A5, Ip genersal, my boalth bas suffered during deployxents.

0 000 0 N6, Overall, I feel that I experience sudstantial exotiomal
distress during periocds of deployment.

0 00O 00 &T. Thinga at bome are generglly very different when I
return from deployment.

0 0C O 9D A8, I foel distant and uneasy upon =y return from depleyment.

For tbe following question, write the nupber of your response 4in
the specs to the left of the guenstion number,
- 49, Overall, =y performazce evalustions during periods of
deployment have been:
1) excellant %) below sverage
2) above aversge £) unsatisfactory

3) average

eB50. Have you received any formal reprimands or indioatiovs of
insedeguate performance during your deployments?
1) yes
2) no
3) not applicadble--never deployed




B

Listed below are & nupber of events which sometimes bring
about changes in 8 person's life. IF YOU BAVE EXPERIERCED ONE OF
THESE EVENTS XK THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS, put a check mark im the
first column for that event. Then fil} ${n the eircle ¢to the
right of tbhe check that best indicates the impsct the event bad
on you, 4 rating ¢f -3 shows a stresssful, pegative impact, while
2 rating of «3 shows a very positive impact. A reting of 0
indicates po impact at all for an event which happened to you.

SOREMEMBER, ONLY CHECK AND RATE IHE EVERIS IHAY BAVE ACTUALLY
BAPPENED IO XYOU JK THE PAST JWELYE MONTHS®#

-3 = extremely negative +«1 = slightly positive
~2 = poderately negative «2 x moderately pormitive
~1 = somewhat negative +3 = extremely positive
0 = no impact
Did 1t oceour? If it occurred:
yet 00 =3 =2 ~1 D <1 4«2 +3
51. MKarriage 0O 0 00 0 0 ¢C
£2. Deteption in jail or
copparable inatitution 0 0 00 0 0 O
$3. Death cof aspouse 0 0 00 O O O
54. Major change in slseping 0 0 00 © 0 O
5. Death of close feuoily member: 6 0 00 O O ©
56. Fajor cbange in eating hadbits ¢t 0 00 O 0 O
$7. Foreclosure on mortgage or loan ©O ¢ 00 0 0 O
58. Death of s clone friend 0O ¢ 00 O ©0 O
59. Outstanding personal achievement ¢ 0 00 O 0 O
60. Minor law violations (traffic
tickeis, disturbing the peace,
6 ¢ &0 0 0 O

ete.)

61. Mple:wife/girlfriend'a
pregonency

6z. [Fepple: pregnancy 0O 0 00 O

63. Changed work situation (differ-
ent work responsibility, major
change in working conditions,
working bours, eta.)

64. New job 0 0o 0o 0 0 O




Yus Bo «3 =2 =1 0 +1 02 43

65. Serious illmess or injury of

;; close faxily mepber 0 0 00 O © O
j 66. Sexusl difficulties 0 0 00 0 0 O

J; 67. Trouble with employer |

:! (iu danger of losing job) 0 0 00 0 0 O
f 68. Trouble with in-laws 0 0 00 © O O
|

69. Major chenge in financial ststus
(a lot better off or 8 lot worse
off) 06 0 00 0 0 O

76. HNKajor change in closeness of
fapily mexbers {(incressed or
decreaned closspess) 6 0 00 C O O

T1. Gaining @ nev fapily member
(through bdirth, sdoption, family
sember moviog 4p, etc.) 0 0 00 0 0 O

T72. Change of residence 0 0 600 0 O O

t

|

I

J 73. Karital separstion from mute
(due to confiict) ¢c 0 00 0 © O

748. Major change 4in cburch sctiv-
ities (increased or decreased
attendance) c 0 0On O 0O O

75. HMarital reconcilation with mate 0 0 DO O O O

"ﬁ 76. Hajor change in number of argu-
) ments vitk spouse (8 lot more
or & lot lesz arguments) 0O 0 00 © 0 O

T7. Married pple: ¢change 4in wife's
work outaside tbhe home (starting
work, ceasing work, obanging to
a new job, ete.) 0

78. Married female: change in

bueband*as work. (loss of job,
beginning new jodb, retirsment,

‘; etc.) 0 0 00O 0O O O

{ 95. Major chauge in ususl tspes and/

i or smount of recrestion G 0 09 0 0 O
80. Borr.wipng mwmore than £10,000 o o

(buying home, business, etc.) O 0 00 O




81. Borrovipng less tban $10,000
(buying car, TV, getting
school loan, ete.) :

82. Belpg fired fromw jodb

83. Male: VWife/girlfriend
having adbortion

84. Fepale: baving adbortion

85. Major personal illoess oOr
injury

86. Major chauge {n social
sctivities, ¢.g., parties,

movies, viaiting, (increased
or decreased participation)

87. DPivorce

88. Serious injury or 4llness of
clone friend

89. Ratirement from work

90. Son or daughtar leasving howme
(due to marriage, college,stc.)

$1. Ending of foruwal schooling

92. Separation from spouse (due to
work, travel, @tc.)

93. Engagaement

9h. Breaking up with dboyfriend/
girifriend

95. Leaving bome for the first
tipe

66. Reconcilistion with boyfriend
girlfriend

Y3 Ko =3 =2 =1 0 <1 42 <3

97. Deploymert (longer than 30 daysa)

10




**STOP-STOP-STOP**

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

1: i you are currently married, go to the next page and continue tc answer
questions.

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

3: W you are single, with no children, you have finished. Put your survey into the
envelope provided and tum it in. Thank you for your help.

11




”[ PART 11
J (Married Naval Personnel)
|
!

If you are currently married, please complete the following
questions. You NUST be gurrently married to complete this
ssction.

98. Please indicate the total length of your current marriasge.

Years

|
"! 99. Ip the past year, bowv many months have you and your
! spouse been completely separated because of deployment.

menths

/ 100. Did you marry your current spouse prior to your entering
] pilitary service?

1) Yes
! 2) dNo

Please answer the following questions frox this answer selection:
Fill in the appropriaste circle Lo the left of the questions.

Dafipitely Mostly = MNeither Mostly Definitely
Disagree Disagree Agree dor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 L] 5
1234&5
00000 101. It 48 smportant to me to have an independent

and selfrufficient wife.
0O 0 0 00 102. X1 ax generally very satisfied with my marriasge.

0 00C 00 103. The huabund s2houvld maintain control over spportant
faxily decisiopns, even duripg periovds ol deployment,

0 00 0 0 10k, I hendle farily finances wvhen I'm home and my spouse
herdles our ficances when I'm deployed.

0O 0000 105. My spouse nnd I sguslly share decipiop-making in our

feaxily.
00000 106. My family bas a clear set of personal values that ere
importast to us.

s 0 00D O 107. There is & conflict betwersn my Cfamily 1ife snd my naval
career.

0090900 108. My family 4is ocommited to my Navy career.

000 0O 109, In muany ways, it 48 8 relief for my spouse when I deploy.




=T T

o on

Definitely Moatly Neithar Mostly Vefinitely

Disaugraee Pisagree Jgree Bor Agrae Agree
Dissgree
1 e 3 X 5
34 8
C 00 110. Planning ahead makes deploysents essier for families,
0 0 0 111. There sre really no useful ways to prepere 8 fawily for

their first deployment.

© 0 0 112. There are too many domands and pressures placed on me by
xy faxily iumpediatsly prior to deployment.

0 00 113, I am unadble to spend adequate time with my fewmily prior
to deployment,

0 0 0 114, My apouse end I often fight just before I deploy.

0 0 0 115. &s deployzent comes gloser, tho conflict betueen facily
needs and the Jjob is very frustrating.

0000 196. I fetl distant frow By fasily before I deploy.

0 000 117. ¥hen I'm deployed, things I would normally do around the

bhouse just don't get dose,

D 000 118, Deployment i coften & velcome sprcape froe the demands of

the family.

0 000 119, Vhen I'm deployed, my family suifers.

0 0 0 0 120. Deaploynent 4i» a difficult experience for my family.

0000 121, My family often does better when I'm deployed tban when

1's home,

0 0600 t122. X beijeve thet deployments hove caused my fuxily to bave

sericup problema,

0 00O 123. I do my job when Gepivysd asnd Y expect my family to

do tbeir jobs.

0000 124. I bdeliave my deployxents have hurt my marriage

ard family life.

0000 125. X feel like my family does not adequately underatand what

deployment is really like,

0000 126. My concentration on my job is decreased by family

problena.

0 0O0 O 127. My jJob perforpance is not «ffected by concerns for my
fanily while I'sm deployed.

13




Definitely Mostly Neitber Most.y Definitely

Disagree Disagree Agree dor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 4 S
123 465
0000 O 128. My spoune hendles cripses well while I'm gone on

deployments.

00000 129. VWhen things are bad at bome, it seems like I get into
sore troudle at work.

0 0 00O 130. I have feelings of guilt sbout my family because I have
to be gone 30 much.

00 0D0DO 131, Deployments cavse By fexily to bave more problems.

0 0000 132, Overall, I feel thnt my fanily undergoes sudbstantial
epotional distress during my periods of deployment.

00000 133. It 4is important for me to regain my authority at bome
a8 soon em possidble whon ]I get back from deployment.

090000 134. My spouse and 1 often bave fights when I firast get
back froem deployment.

0 000D 135, It is hard to settle back inteo facily rovtines when I
return from deployment,

l

|

!

f

|

|

’ 0 0O 000 136. My family finds it difficult to sdjust to me when I
4 return frox deployment,

‘ Please answer thie question by filling in the anawer ipn the space
} provided.

|
|
|
|
!
J
|
|
{
!
!
I
|

- 137. Overall, I bolieve that my farmily's porformancs during my
periods »f deployments could be svaluatod =s followa:
1) Outstanding
2) Above average

Average

Below average

Yery poor

WV W
~ o~ S

Pleane aunswer sach of the following either true or falpe a8 you
feel {t generally applies to your family. F1ll 4n the
appropriste circle to the left of the question.

, T F
| 0 0 138. Family members really help and aupport each other.

‘{ 0 0 139. Fanmily members often keep their foelings to themaelves,

]
! 0 0 180, We fight & lot in our familiy.
Tf ‘ 0 0 41, Activities in our rawily are pretty carefully planned.

1%

[
iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiﬁ
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182.
183,
144,
145.
146.
147.
188.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.

159.

160.
161.

162.

163.
164,

Fanlly members are rarely orderasd around.

e often seem to be killing time st bome.

We nay anything we yant to around home.

Fapily sembers raraly becone oponly angry.

He are generally neat and orderly.

There are very few rules to follow in our fapily.
¥e put s lot of energy 4nto what we do &t home.

It's hard to blow off{f stearn at home without
upsetting soxnsonse,

Fanpily members sopetimes get 8C BDETY they throw
things.

It's often hard to find tbings when you need them 1D
our housebold.

Yphere is one family msxber who makss most of the
decisions.

Tbere is & feeling of togeiberness 4n our family.
¥e tell each otber ebout our persopal prodblens.
Facily mepbers rarely ever lose their toempers.
Being on time 1is very important in our facpily.
There are set ways of doing things at bome.

¥e rareiy voluntaeer when something hasp to be done at
home.

I1¢ we feel 1like doing sopetbing on tho apur of the
sowent, we often juat pick up and go.

Fapily mambers often criticize sach other,
Feople change their minds often in our rfanpily.

There is 8 strong spphasis on following rules im our
fampily.

Fanily members really back sach other up.

Someone usually gets upset il you complain in cur
family.




TF
0 0 165. Family monbers sowetimas hit sach other,

0 0 166. Family mexbers meke sure their rooma a&re nsast,

0 0 167. Everyone bas an equal say in family decisioubs.
§ 0 O 168B. There is very liitle group spirit in our family.

i 0 0 169. Money and paying bills is openly taslked adbout in our
family.

0 0 170. If there's s disagresment in cur family, we try bard
to smooth things over and kesp the peace.

fampily.

0 0 172. Ve can d0 vwhatever we want to in our family.

f

|

1'

|
H 0 0 171, Each peracn's duties ere clearly defined in our
g

|

l

I

I 0 0 173, Ve really get along wsll with cach otbher,

w O 0 174, VWe are usuvilly careful sbout what we nay to each
: other.

0 0 175, Famxily members often try to one-up or out-do each
0 0 176, Mobbey.is not bsndled very carefully in cour family.

t
,! 0O 0 177. Rules are pretty inflexible 4in our houachold.
]

0 0 178. There ip plenty of time and sttontion for everyone
in our family.

i
J! 0 0 179. There are @ lot of spontaneous ¢isousasions in our
’ family.

i 0 0 186C. In our family, we kelieve you don't ever gst anywhere
by raising your voioe.

0 0 181, Dishes are usually done ipmediately after esating.

00 182. You can't get away with much in our family.

16




**STOP-STOP-STOP**

Please read the following directions VERY CAREFULLYY
1: if you have children living with you in your househoid, go to the next page and
continue to answer questions.

|
‘f 2. it you have NO children living with you, please tum to page 20. ASK YOUR
i’ SPOUSE TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION.

17
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PART IXII
(lavsl Personnel with Dependent Children)

If you have depondent ohildren living with you 4n your hcusehold,
pleass snswer ths following quostions.

—183. Bowv many children do you have living in your household?

— 1184, Are any of the children ip your household from previous
marrisges? .

1) Yes
2) Mo

- e e W e W W = e @ S T e B G @ S G G B W G W W B e W & > W e

6

|

|

”! Plasase fill i1in the appropriste circle to ths left of sach

i qusstioun,

|
|
|
|
|
!
l
|
|
{

Deficitoly Mostly Neoither Mostly Defipitely
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agroe
Disagree
1 2 3 ] 5
123 M5
C 0 00COC 185, Our child/ren find it barder to talk with ae as

deployment drews near,

0 0DOO 986. 1 have seen a changea 4in my child/ren's bebavior as I
prepars for deploysmant,.

00 000 187. My child/ren get angry and upset vhen I bave to deploy.

0 00CO 1B8. My child/ren feel I neglect thex just before I leave on
deployment.

]

! 00000 189. Hy child/ren kave more behavior problems when I'm

; deploynd.

|

! C 00O O 190, In general, I don't think my child/ren cope well vwhen I'nm
gone on deployment,

-
o 0 00600 191. I bave bad & 1ot of concerns regarding my child/ren as
: a result of deployment.

!

]

00 COO0 192, One or wmore of my child/ren are ourrently
sexhibiting problsms which are of serious concern to me,.

|
; _
‘j 00000 193. I have worried adbout the effects of deploymenti on iis
developpent of my ochild/ren.

00 00O 195, My child/ren have » tough time getting used to me when I
come back from deployment,

18




**STOP-STOP-STOP**

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY:

1. i you are currenily married, goto the next section and ask YOUR SPOUSE to
complete the following section.

2. If you are NOT CURRENTLY married, you have finished the survey. Piease
put your survey into the envelope provided and retum it. Thank you for your
cooperation.

19




, SECTION TWO
| THIS PART OF THE SURVEY IS TO BE COMPLETED BY SPOUSES ONLY.

20




SECTION 11

Part I
(Spouses of Naval Fersonnel)

Tbhis part of “be survey 48 to bs completed by epouses, Fleaac
ansver the following questione by f£4illipg in the appropriate
cheice or 4dnformation in the spaces provided.

195. What 1is your gurrent sge?

156. A4re you curreptly employed?
1) Yes, Fulltime (40 hrs./wk.}
2) Yes, Part time (lese then R0 hr./wk)
3) ¥o

—197. V¥Who 60 you priperily rely on for help when
youv have & MAJOR porsonal or fexily problem?
1) Myself
2} wy supervisor (at work)
3) ralatives (including spouse)
&) other Kavy faxilioes or frienda
5) friends ocutside of the Navy
6) Mavy support and pervice prograns
7) oivilian professional service agenciexr
8) religious fpstitutions
Plescse answer by filling 4n ths sppropriste ceircle to the left of
each qQquestion.

Defipitely Mostly lisither Moatly Definitely
Disagres Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 A 5
123 45
0 0000 196. I find 4t very hard to telk to anyone about my fanily

probless.
00000 139. 1 am generally very satisfied with my marriage.

0 0 DO C 200. Hy family bas a3 clear aet of parsvnal values that are
important to us.

0 000 O 207. I bave never seen myaelf ss a Navy spouse,bui &
ap individusl who 48 4in the Navy.

0 C 0O 00 202. I believe that what my spouse 48 doing in the Navy 1is
important.

00 000 203, My spouse’s Nava)l career is damaging our family.
D00 OO0 204, Deployments are the worst part of Navy life.

00 000 205, ¥When thia hitch is up, I want py spouse to get out of the
Navy.




Defipitaly Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely

. Diserree Disagree Agree Nor Agreoe Agree
S Diasgree
*f;i 1 2 3 A 5
i o= e s W W= " B & " W e - & W & G s T S s @ W W s W D B &= o e -
i 12345
; 0 0C OO0 206. Deployments have caused Be to want By 6pouse to lesve
i the Navy.
{ 0 0000 207. 1 feel mctively involved with the Navy Community.

f CO00O0O0 208, Overail, I ap satisfied with the militsary
88 B way of life.

¢ 0000 0 209. Predeployrent briefings by the Navy are a help to
fapilies during deploynent

O 000 O 210. Extensive preparation dy sy family prior to docployment
reduces problems during the deployment,

00000 211. I get very upset and tense &z deployment ocomes closer,

0 000 O 212. Thoughts of dsployrent depress ms,

0 0000 213. ¥hen 3y spouse leaves it doean't bother me,

21N, I ap more irritadble around my apouss jJjust before
deployxment.

o
[« ]
©
(=]
(=]

0 0D0O0DO 215. I find myself becowing more smotionally distant with my
spouse just before deployment.

00000 216, I have troudble sleeping dafore my spouse leaves on
deployment.

0 0DOCO 217. Money has been our major family prodiem during
deploynent.,

of service personnsl,

00000 219. I expect deployrents to have little impact on the overall

|
W |
?u"/ 0000 0 218, Deploysent places unfair burdens on the fanilies
§ querlity of our fomily 1life,
|

" 0 00O O 220. A Navy spouse should be adble to bandle things compeicntly
o during deployment,

00 00O 221. Help and support from others 1s easily obtained during
depleymant.,

0O 0000 222. J an relieved vhen my Bpouse }n deployeu.

00O0DO0O 223. I resent the Nevy when my spouse ia deployed. |
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Pefinitely Moatly Neitber Mostly Dafinitely

Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 A S

[~ 2 _ 8 |

5
0
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224, ] don‘t feel good adbout myself during periocds of
deployment.

225. I have experispvced s sense of guilt during deployments
which has bothered me,.

226, I dislike baving to ¢o jobs my spouse normally does,
while he/ahe i3 deployed.

227. 1 feel tonse and nervous when my spouse 18 gobe on
deployment.

228. Y gexerally feel too depressed to go out on sccial events
while my spouse i deployed.

229. 1 bave felt an pneed for oemotional ocounseling during
deploymsta.

230. I sx ubcomfortadle sttending socoisl arfairs vithout my
spouse,

231. In general, my bealth han s ffared during deployment,

232. I hauve often lesned exceasively on others to keep going
from day to day during deployment.

233. X lose ny tepper more often when my spouse is deployed.

234. 1 don't get along as well with other pecple vhen wmy
aspouse ia deployasd.

235. Overali, I function better when my spouse 4is deployed.

236. I write at least once 8 week to my spouss when bhe/she
is deplioyed.

e that deploymwents have caused my family to bave
problems,

Sliay
ious

~N)
w
-~
L ]

. -

b
er

238, Puring deployment I have had serious legal or psychistric
} oblems which Lave necessitated an epergency leave for

By spouse,

239, Overall, I feel that I experience substantial emotional
distress during periode of deploymnent,

24%0. My aspouse has ususlly changed a lot when he/she veturns
from deployment




Definitely Mostly Heitber Hostly Definitely

Disagrse Divagree fgrae dor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 ] 5
1234%65
D 00D O 281, My spouse and 1 soretimes have trouble talking adbout

importarnt personal tbings when he/she gets back from
deployment.

0 0 00 O 242. WVhen my spouse returns from deployment, 4t takes mome
tiwe before we are coxfortable with sach other asexually.

0O 00O 00 243, My wpouse and I tend to argue a lot wvhen she/he gets back
frop deployment.

0 00 0O 24, I don't like baving to be accountadble to my spouse for my
time and activities wher bhe/she gets dack fronm

deployment.

0 0000 24%, Paxily routines are disrupted vwhen my spouse returns
from deployment.

0 00 0D 286. It 4s iwportunt that my spouse gives me some tipe to
adjust when be/shs returns from deploymant,

0 000 O0 247, I get angry with sy spouse when he/she lesves me¢ to go on
deployment.

0 000 0 248. I find myself becoming easily frustrated during
periods of deployment,

00000 249, Vhen my spouse is deployed I suffer from boredom &nd

spptincos.

0000 D 250. During perfods of deployxent I become overwhelmed wvhen
minor thinge go wrong.

000D O 251. In general, I feel 1ike I ax unable to cope¢ with
bouselold responsibilitics during deployment.

Por the pext three questiions, please write in the number of the
tc wvyou in the agpace provided,

answer that besi appliss to you
—— 252, COverall, I would indicate that the following best describes
our family's experierce with deployments.

1. During perioda of deploymentis we have experienced
serious problems and have had difficulty coping
with thenm.

2. Duripg periods ¢of deployments we bave experienced
serious problems, but have suoceesfully coped with
them.

3. During periods of deployments we have experienced
to serious problems and we have coped very well.




___ 253, Overall, I would indicate tbat the following best describes

our fanily's experience with deployments.

1. OGur family tends to do prorly during deployment.

2. Our family tends to do as wel) during pericds ef
dsployxment as it doces durinpg periods whan my spouse
i home.

3. Our familiy tends to function better during periods of
deployment when my spouse is separated fros ths femily.

254, Oversll, 1 believe that my family's performance during
periods of deployxents could be evaluated as follows:

. ©Outstending

. Above average

. Adverage

. Below average

W N -

Yery poor

Listed below are g number of svents which sometimes bring
about changes in a person's life., IXF YOU HAVE EXPERIENCED ONE OF
THRESE EVENTS IN THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS, put a check mark in the
first column for thst event, Then £411 4in the circle tov the
right of tbe cbheck that best indicates the impact the savert bhad

A rating of -3 sbows & dtressful, pegative impact, while

on you.
0

a8 rating of <3 sbows a very positive impact. & ratipg of
dndicates po impauct at @il for an event that bhappened to you.

O®REMEMBER, QONLY GCHECE AND RAIE IKE EVENTS JPAT BAYE ACTUALLY
BAPPENED 20 QU JIN IHE PAST TWELYE MONTHO®®
+1 = aligktly positive

+2 = poderptely positive
+3 = extrepely positive

|
|
|
|
|
; LIFE EVENTS SCALE
|
}I
|

=3 = extrepe2ly negative
-2 = poderately negative
-1 = sopewvhat negative

0 = no impact

’ { Did 4t ocour? If it occurred:
ye8 N0 ~3 «2 =1 0 «1 +2 <3

25%. Marriage 0O ¢ 00 0 O©

256. Deteption in Jail or
copparable dinstitution

o
e
o
o
o
o
o

‘:( 257. Death of spouse
{ 258. PFMajor change in sleeping

259. Dextb of close family mamber:

260, HWajor change in eatipng hadbits

o © o < ©C
Q9 O o o
(=]
(]
(=]
o
(]

|
|

f 261. Foreclosure on mortgage or loan
| 2%
|
(




262, Doatbh of a close friend

263. Outstapnding perconal achbievement

264, Mipor law violations (traffic
tickets, disturbing the peace,
stc.)

265. Male:wife/girlfriend*s
pregoancy

266. Fepple: pregnancy

267. Chapged work situstion (differ-
ent work reasponaibility, mejor
cbhange ib workiang conditions,
working hours, etc.)

268. BNew Jobd

269. Sericus illness or injury of
¢close family membsr

270. Sexual difficulties

271. Trouble with employer
(in danger of loping job)

272. Troudble with in-laws

273. Hajor change in finapcial astatus
(a tot better off or s lot worse
off)

2748. Major change in closeness of
fepily menbers (increased or
decressed clossneps)

275. Gaining s bDew fapily mexbeor
(through birth, esdoption, family
member woving in, &tc.)

276. Change of reside ce

27T7. Maritsl separati n from mate
(due to conflict)

278. Eajor chapnge in church activ-
ities (increased or decragsnmed
sttendance)

279. Marital reconcilation with mate

26

yes po =3 «2 =1 0 ¢«1 2 43

0
0

0
0

00
00

00

0
0

0

0

0
v




¥88 DO =3 =2 «1 0 o1 42 +3

280. Major change in pumber of argu-
sente with spouse (a 1ot more
or a lot less arguments) 0 0 00 0 0 O

281, Married pale; change in wife's
work outside the bome (begining

work, cessing work, changing to
K a nc; Job, ete.) ' 6 6 00 0 0 O

i

i 282. Harried female: chasnge 4in

3 husband's work. {loss of $ob,
N beginning new jodb, retirepent,

! etc.) 0o 0 00 O O O
1

g 283. Major change ip usual type snd/

| or amount of recreation 0 0 00 O O ©
|

A 284, Borrowing more than $10,000 o 0 00 0 0 O

(buying boxe, business, etc.)
f! 285. Borrowing less than $10,000
| AU d 0 0 90 0 0
J 286. Being fired from job
.
|
/

287. Kale: ¥Wife/girlfriend
bkavipng sbortion 0O 0 00 O O O

288, Fepplie: having sbortion O 0 00 O 0O O

289. Major persovpal 1llness or
ipjury 6 0 00 0 0 O

1 290. Major cherge in social
| activities, e.g., parties,
N movies, visiting, (increased
} ¢r decroased participation) 0O 0 00 O O O

- | 291. Divorce 0 0 00

|

i 292. Serious 4injury or illness of
i close friend o 0 00 0O O ©
|

i

293. Retirement from work o 0 00 0 O O
i 294, Son or desughter lea ing hope
(due to marriage, (nllege,etc.) o 0 06 0 0 O
295. Ending of formal schooling 0 0 o0 0 O O
296. Separation frop mpouse {(due to
work, travel, eto.) 0O 0 o0 O O O




297.
298.

299.

300.

301.

YOB DO =3 «2 =1 0 47 42 <3

Engagement ¢ 0 00 O 0 9
Breaking up with boyfriend/

girlfriend 0 0 06 0O O &
Laaving home for the first

time O 0 00 O 0 O
Reconciliation with boyfriend

girlfriend 0O 0 0 0 0 O
Deployment (longer than 30 d.ylh 0 6 00O O 0 O

Please ansver each of the following sither ftrue or falpe a8 you

feexl

it geperslly applies to your family. Fill in the

appropriate circle to the left of the questicn.

TF

0 0 302. PFapily mexbers reslly b2lp end support each otbar.

0 © 303. Family moxdbers oftep keep their feelingas to thexselves,

0 0 304, VWe fight a lot 4in our family.

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

0 0 3056, Faxily mexbers are rarely ordered sround.

0 0 307. Ve often seex to be killing time at bhoxe.

0 0 308. Ve say anything we want to sround hone.

0 0 309, Farily mexbers raraly become openly angry.

0 0 310, Ve are geterally neat and orderly.

00
00
00

00

311. Thare are very fevw rules to follow in our faxily.
312. %e put a lot of energy into what we do at home,

313. It's hard to blow off stesn At home without
upsetiing domecas.

314. PFapily members sometimes get mo angry they throw
things.

0 0 315, It's oftan bard to f£ind things when you need them in

our household.

0 0 316. fThere 1s one fanily membder who makes most of the

decigions.

0 0 317. There is & feecling of togetherness 4inm our family.

28
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0 318.
C 319,
0 320,
0 321,
0 322.

0 323.

¢ 324,
b 325.
0 326.

0 327.
0 328.

0 329.
0 330.
0 331.

0 332.
0 333.

0 33%,

0 336.
0 337.
0 338.

0 339.

0 3&0.

Ve tell each other about our perasonmal problexs,
Fexily sepbers rarely ever lose their tempers
Beipng on time i very importart in our faxily.
There are set vways of doing things at dome.

We rarely volunteer when something has to be done st
hope,

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

Family wmenbers often oriticize esch other.
Psople change their minds often ip our family.

There 48 a strong oxphaais on following rules {n our
family.

Yamily mempbers really back each othsr up.

Someone usually gets upsst if you comwplain in cur
fanmily.

Family members osometimes hit sach other.

Fazily members make pure their rooma sre nent.
Everyone has an equal say in femily decisiona.
There i3 very little group apirit in our favily.

Money and paying bills is openly tmlked about in our
family.

If there's a Gisggreexent in our family, we try hard
to axooth things over and koep the peace,

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

We can do whatever we want to in our family.
We really get along well with each other,

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

Family members often try to one-up or out-do each
other.

Money 48 not bhandled very carefully in our family.

29




O 0 381, Rules are pretty inflexible ip our housebold.

0 0 342. There is pleniy of time and attention for averyone
in our family.

0 0 343. Thbere are 8 lot of spontaneous discussions in our
family.

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

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

0 0 34€. You cen't get away with much in our family.

For eacdh of the following service sgencies or groups, place g
checlkk mark 4o the firast colusmn if you or your Sfawmily BEAVE
UTILIZED the service. Pleass indicate your level of satisfaction
with the service (-3 for very unsstisfactory to « 3 for very
satisfactory). REMEMBER, ONLY CHECK THE SERVICEZS YOU HAVE USED.
ONLY RATE SATISFACYTION W1ITRHR SERVICES YOU BAVE USED,

-3sxvery unsstiafactory +1x8lightly satisfactory
~2zpoderately unsatisfactory <2zpoderately satisfactory
-1sglightly uosstisfecicory e3svery satisfactory
Ozpno feelings
Used? If used:
yes 1o =3 =2 «1 0 +1 +2 <3
357. Family Support Centers 0O 06 00 O 0 O
348, Individual Counaeling 0 0 00 0 O O
3489, Marrisge and Family
Counsel ing 06 0 60 0 O O
350. Chaplain Servicesa/
Religiouns Services 0O 0 6006 0 O O
351. Pareni Educatien o 0 00 O O ¢
352. Youth/Adolescsnt Prog. o 0 00 O O O
353. €Child Care Services c 6 00 0 0 O
354, Pinancial Counseling o 0 00 0 O O
355. Single Parent Programs 0O 0o 600 0 0 O
0 0o 0o © 0 O

356. Premarital Prograns




E Yez No 3 =2 «1 0 +1 2 3
Biﬁ 357. Prograus for Femilies
‘ S with Handicapped Membders 0 0 00 O O o
! 358. Services for Families
| during Separstion 0 0 00 0 0 O
; 359. Crisis Referral Services 0O 0 00 0.0 O©
! 360. Spouse Employment Services
| y c 9 00 0 0 O
j 367. Recreational Prograxs 0 0 00 0 0 O
| _
| 362. Spouse/Child Abuse Servioes 0 0 DO O O O
I 363, dlcobol/Drug Treatoent 0O 0 00 O 0 O
. ! 364. Rape Counseling Services 00 00°0 0 O
3 !
? 365. Legul Assistance O 0 00D 0 O O
; 366. Navy Wives Clud 0 0 00 0O O O
|
f 367. Navy Ombudszen Progran 0 0 00 0 0 O
f‘- f 368. Navy Rslief 0O 0 00 0 O O
)
S
o
O
| *+*STOP-STOP-STOP**

Piease read the foliowing directions VERY CAREFULLYY

| -.

{ you have children living with you in your household, go to the next page and

con tmuet 0 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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S3CTION 11
PART II (Spouse with Dependent Children)

I1f you are the spouse of @ pavy perscnnel ané have depandent
childran living with you 4n your household, please answer the
following questions from this answer selection. P411 4p the
sppropriate circle to the left of each question.

Definitely Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely

Disagres Dissgree Agres Nor Agree Agroe
Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
123485
0 0000 369, My fawily bas wsde sacrifices for py spouse’s Navsl

career,

0 0000 370, Our cbild/ren gat into more trouble im school Just
hefore deployrment.

0 00D O 371, Our cbild/ren get into more troudle at home just before
deployment,

0 00 00 372. My child/ren get distant from us just before dsployxent.

00000 373. During depleoyment I find 1t d44ifficult to assume the
total responsibility for xy children's behavior.

0 0000 374, I cope with wy family's problems aand peeds very
well while ®my apousz 4p deployed.

00000 375. I can pot adequately supervise our children during
periods of deployment,

0 00CO0 376. Vhen my spouse is deployed, it tends to be harder for
our obhild,;ren,

© 000 0 377. Our child/rern have more problsws whon my sapouse is gone
cn deployment,

Our fazily doam better vhen my mpouse ie deployed than
when he/she 4s howme.

o

(=]
o

o

(=]

Ll
-3
o
.

0 0 00O 379, W¥We bave bad 2 lot eof concerns regarding our child/ren
as a result of deployment.

000 OO0 350, Our family problems generally go avway when my spouse
oomes hone from deployment,

00000 381, When my spouse returns from deployment, there is usually
a period of confusion regarding responsibilities for

directing the children,




Definitely
Disagree

1

-
N
w

Dxt

5
0 382.
00O00CO 383.
00 0O O 384,
00000 385.
6 0D OC O 386.
0000 O 387,
0000 0 388.
000O0 O 389.
0000 0 390.
0 000D 361,
0 0ODOC O 392,
00000 393.
0000 0 354.

0000 0 395.

Mostly Neither Mostly Definitely

Disesgree Agree Nor Agree Agree
Disagres
e 3 ] 5

> o & @ e e e W e W ow B e @ e & B > @ & B > S e & e

It 13 very hard to expiain to our child/ren why
deployments are pecessery.

Our ¢hild/ren's perforsance in school suffers when gy
spouse is deployed,

Our child/ren get upset and nervous more fraqueptly when
my spouse is gone on deployment.

Our ¢hild/ren complain of fesling bad more coften when my
spouse is gone.

Our child/ren sesx more withdrawn gaud aione when my
spouse is deployed.

Our child/ren see¢x more irritadble and angry when my
spouse is daplcyad.

Our child/ren bave 8 lot of physicel complaints during
deployxents.

Our child/ren's scadenmic grades tend to drop when my
spouse i deployed.

One or more of my c¢hild/ren aeare currently
exhibiting problems which are of serious concern to me.

One or more of our child/ren has bhad legal difficuities
which are of concern to us.

I bave been very concerned about my skildren's bshavior
during deployssut,.

I bave basen concarped regarding my e¢bhild/ren's heoaltd
during deployment.

¥e bave worried about the effecis of deploysect on the
development of my ohilA/ren,

My child/ren loock to my spcuse to set the rules in our
kouse.

STOP! You have fipished the survey. Thank youl
Please put the survey ip the snvelope provided and returm it to

your spouse,.




APPENDIX B

Tables
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|
|
| TABLE ONE
Return Rates for Survey by
. Type Cormand
{
]
' Command Surveys Sent surveys fReturned
Returned
" Sailcr Spouse
_j AIRLANT 1000 637 (302) 63.7%
55 SUBLANT 1000 760 (436) 76.0%
j{ SURFLANT 1000 597 1263) 59,7%
lf Shore-based 425 219 (138) 51.5%
%j Unlabeled 32 (16)
if Total 3245 2245 {1155) 65.6%
i
b
|
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TABLE THREE

Reliability Coefficients and
Scale Factor Loadings

Scale: Alpha
Coefficients

Need for Marital Distance

Sajlor .67
Spouse .60

Attitude of "Right Stuff"

Sallor .36
Spouse -.06

Individual Commitment to Navy

Sailor
.71
Positive Deployment Attitudes
sajilorx .60
Spouse .50
Predeployment Attitudes
Salilor .44
Spouse .57
Predeployment Emotional Distress
Salilor .87
Spouse .73
Deployment Emoticnal Distress
Sailor .79
spouse .90
Family Coping Levels
Sailor .86
Spouse .86
Job Performance Perceptions
.54

sailor

Factor®
Loadings

.61 (3)

.59 (1)

.64 (1)

.66 (1)
-.65 (2)

.56 (1)

-.67 (1)
.63 (2)

=77 (1)

.69 (1)
-.82 (2)

.64 (1)




|
|
»
i
| Scale: Alpha Factor*
df Coefficients Loadings
'1 Postdeployment Emotional Distress
! Sailor .83 -.52 (1)
j Spouse .81 54 (2)
’ Family Communication/Conflict
! sailor .65 -.71 (1)
\w Spouse .71 .58 (2)
Interpersonal Distance fxrom
f Children
| sailor .72 -.58 (1)
Spouse .73 77 (2)
] Children's Lack of Coping
‘g; Sailor .84 ~-.57 (1)
' Spouse .90 .76 (2)
- Family Cohesion
: Sailor .68
. Spouse .73
Family Expressiveness
Sailor .54
Spouse .57
fj Family Conflict
| Sailor .73 .55 (3)
?1 Spouse .73
“J Family Organization
| sailor .67
’ Spouse .68
Family Control
0 Sailor .57
[ Spouse .59
N *Denotes scales leoading on the factor with a weight > 0.50.
J
-
ﬁ ) .
|




TABLE FOUR

for All Survey Scales

Sailor's Positive Attitudes towards

Deployment and Family

|

|

}

!

l

¢ Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
|

f Factor 1 Label:

Percentage of Total Variance: 25.4%

Actual Loading
values

Sailor's “Right Stuff" Attitudes 0.591

Scales Loading >.50 or «-.50

|
Sajilor's Individual Commitment 0.640
to the Navy
71 Sajler's Positive Deployment 0.663
w Attitudes
ﬂw Sailor's Predeployment £.559
, Attitudes
| Sailor's Predeployment -.0674
{ Emotional Distress
| Sailor’s Deployment ~0.766
( Emotional Distress
';‘ Sailor‘s Perceptions of 0.692
#K Family Coping
Sailonr's Ratings of 0.641
Job Performance
Sailor's Postdeployment -0.519
Emotional Distcess
~0.706
Communication and Conflict
~0.575

Sailer's Perceptions of Inter-
prrsonal Distance from Children

Sajlor's Perceptions of Children's ~-0.567
Lack of Coping

/
(
|
j I sailor's Perceptions of Family
|
l
|
1
|
|
|




Factor 2 Label: Spouse's Negative A*titudes Towards
Deployment and Fam! y

Percentage of Total Variant : B.5%
Scales Loading »>.50 or «<~.50 Actual Loadin§
values
Spouse's Positive Deployment -0.658
Attitude
Spouse’'s Predeployment 0.629

Emotional Distress

Spouse’'s Deployment 0.6852
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

J Percentage of Total Variance: §.3%

Scales Loading ».50 or <~.5%0 Actual Loading
/ Values

Sailor's Need for Marital Distance 0.614

Sailor's Perceptions of Overall 0.545
Family Conflict




TABLE FIVE

varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
for Spouse Survey Scales

f Factor 1 Label: Spouse's Negative Emotional Responses
to Deployment and Concerns about Family
Coping

Percentage of total variance: 30.5%

!

|

.4.1

; Scales Loading >.50 or ¢-.50 Actual Loading
|

I

|

|

!

Values
Spouse's Positive Deployment -0.768
Attitudes
Spouse's Predeployment 0.643
Emotional Distress
‘ Spouse's Deployment 0.889
] Emoticaal Distress
Spouse's Perceptions -0.841
Of Femily Coping
Spouse's Perceptions of 0.721
Family Communication and Conflict
0.762

personal Distance from Children

Spocuse's Perceptions of Children's 0.759

Lack of Coping

Spouse’'s Postdeployment Emotional Distress

and Perceptions of Cverall Family Conflict

l
o
|
-J Spouse's Perceptions of Inter-
|
|
|
!
I

Factor 2 Label:

Percentage of Total Variance: 10.1%

|

{ Scales Loading >».50 or «<.50 Actual Loading
|

f

r Values

f Spouse's Postdeployment 0.531
] Emotional Distress

: 0.533

Spouse‘s Perception of
Overall Conflict




act

TABLE 5IX

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
for Sailoxr Survey Scales

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

- the Job, and the Family

Percentage of Total Variance: 32.0%

Scales Loading >.50 or <-.50

Sailor's "Right Stuff" Attitude

Sajilor's Individual Commitment
to the Navy

Sailor's Positive Deployment
Attitude

Sajilor's Predeployment
Actitude

Sailor's Predeployment Emotional
Distress

Sailor's Deployment Emotional
Distress

Sallor's Perceptions of
Family Coping

Sailor's Rating of Job
Performance

P Ry .
t

Sailor‘s Postdeploymen
Emotional Distress

Sajilor's Perceptions of

Family Communicaticon and Conflict

Sajilor's Perceptions of Inter-
personal Distance from Children

Actual Loading
Values

0.591
0.534

0.597

0.5723

-0.733

-0.774

0.827

0.5%59

~0.698

-0.797

-0.692

Sailor's Perceptions of Children's -0.737

Lack of Coping




| Factor 2 Label: Sailor's Need for Marital Distance

Percentage of Total vVariance: 11.2%

Actual Loading

Scales Loading >.50 or «<.-50
Values

s G

W Sailor's Need for Marital
‘ Distance

0.641
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TABLE FIFTEEN

Sailors' Attitudes, Perceptions, and Beliefs
by Education lLevel: Univariate ANCVAs

Szales F Values
Individual Commitment to 16.1966
the Navy
Positive Depleoyment 17.3098
Attitudes
Predeployment Attitudes 9.6936
Deployment Emotional 28.5262
Distress
Ratings of Job 21.7490
Performance

* Interpersonal Distance 4.3325
from Children
Family Cohesiveness 9.5967
Family Communication 7.1033

and Conflict

Significance
p<.0001

p<. 0001

P<.002
P<.0001

p<.0001
p<. 05

p<.01
p<.01

— -




TABLE SIXTEEN

spouses' Attitudes,
Beliefs by Educ

Univariate ANOVAs

Scales:

Predeployment Emotional
Distress

Deployment Emotional
Distress

Perceptions of Family
Coping

pPostdeployment Emcotional
pistress

Interpersonal Distance
from Children

Family Cohesion
Family Expressiveness
Family Conflict

Fenlly Contxol

F Values
8.2452

12.8137

7.5688

10.3206

8.1198

21.9131
10.4520

5.7261
19.5969

Perceptions, and
ation Level

significance
p<.005

p<.005
p<.01

p<.001
p<.005

p<.001
p¢.001
p<. 05

p<.005




TABLE SEVENTEEN

Scales:

Sailor's Need for Marital
Distance

Spouse's Need for Marital
Distance

Sailor's "“"Right Stuff" Attitude
Spouse's "Right Stuff Attitude

Sajlor's Individual Commitment
toc the Navy

Sailor's Positive Deployment
Attitude

Spouse's Positive Deployment
Attitude

Sallor's Predeployment Attitude
Spouse's Predeployment Attitude

Sailor's Predeployment Emotional
Distress

Spouse's Predeployment Emotional
Distress

Sailor's Deployment Emotional
Distress

Spouse's Deployment Emotional
Distress

Sailor's Perceptions of Family
Coping

Spouse's Perceptions of Family
Coping

Sailor's Perceptions of Job
Performance

Sailor's Postdeployment Emotional

Distress

Item Membership:
102, 109, 118, 121

199, 213, 222, 235, 236,

22, 40, 123, 126, 129,
138, 200, 220
23, 25, 27

2" 26‘ 28
204, 206, 224

29, 110, 111, 113
209, 210

30, 31, 32, 33, 114, 115,
116

211, 2i4, 215, 216

34, 35, 41, 43, 44, 45,
46

212, 223, 224, 225, 227,
228, 232, 231, 233, 234,
239, 247, 248, 249

117, 119, 120, 122, 124,
128, 131, 132, 137

217, 219, 226, 230, 229,
238, 237, 250, 251, 252,
253, 254, 373, 374, 375

36, 37, 38, 39, 42, 49,
50, 127

47, 48, 133, 134, 135,
136




Scales:

Spouse's Postdeployment Emotional

Yistress

Sailor's Perception of

Communication & Conflict in Family

Spouse's Perception

Communication & Conflict in Family

of

Sailor's Perception of
personal Distance From

Spouse's Perception

of

personal Distance from

Sailor's Perception
Lack of Coping

Spouse's Perception
Lack of Coping

Sajilor's Perception
Cohesion

Spouse's Perception
Cohesion

Sailor's Perception
Expression

Spouse's Perception
Expression

Sailor's Perception
Conflict

Spouse's Perception
Conflict

Sailor's Perception
Organization

Spouse's Perception
Organization

Sailor's Perception
Control

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Inter-
Children

Intexr-
Children

Children's

Children's

Item
240,
244,

101,
107,

201,
208,

i85,

372,

186,
192,

370,
379,
a7,
392,

138,
163,

302,
332,

139,
164,

303,
328 ’

140,

-=w

165,

304,
329,

141,
166,

330,

142,
167,

241,
245,

103,
108,

202,

218,
ig8s,

asl,

187,
193

371,
380,
388,
393,

143,
ies,

203,
337,

144,
169,

308,
313,

145,
170,

309,
334,

14¢,
171,

335,

147,
172,

242,

246

104,
125,

203,
369

is4
382,
189,

376,
383,
389,
394

148,
173,

312,
342

149,
174,

313,
338,

150,
175,

314,
339,

1%,
17s,

315,
340,

152,
177,

Membership:

243,

105, 106,
112, 130
205, 207,

386, 395
190, 191,

377, 378,
3g4, 385
390, 391

153, 158,
178
317, 32z,
154, 159,
178

318, 323,
343

155, 160,
180

319, 324,
344

i56, 161,
181

320, 325,
345

157,162,
182




Spouse's Perception of Family 306, 311, 316, 321, 326,
control 331, 338, 341, 346

Sailor:s Ratings of Life Stress 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 61, 62, &3,
64, 65, 66, €7, 68, &9,
70, 71, 72, 13, 74, 75,
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81,
82, 63, 84, B85, 86, 87,
88, 8%, 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




APPENDIX C
Figures




Scale Means

FIGURE ONE

Deployment-Related Attitudes As A
Function of Location in the Deployment Cycle
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APPENDIX D

Checklists




B

The Eastern Virginia Medical School
Deployment Problems Checklist

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

your current situation.

|

f 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?

cannot talk freely and honestly with each

.l 3. Do you or your spouse often feel that you
{ other?
|

4. Do you or your spousz often fight or argue a
lot, and nothing seeiis to get settled?

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

than usually stressful for you and/or your
family?

|
.-f 6. Do you feel that the past year has been more

7. 1In the past %0 days, have you noticed a
feeling of not caring about your job very

]
] meehs
/

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

Have you and/ocr your spouse felt unusually

9.
emotionally upset within the past 97 days?

! 10. Have your noticed your children to be

f unuzually withdrawn, quiet, or distant from
I

f

{

)

|

you within the pest 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 depleoyment make
you or your spouse unusually upset or

|
disturhed?




33. Within the past 90 days, have you been feeliing
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

0-3

4-6

the following score results.

You and/oxr 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.

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.

You and/or your family are at marked risk for
developing problems in coping during the deployment
period. We recommend 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 periocd. 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 tc 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
Portsinouth Naval Hospital 3968~5064




Deployment Problems Checklist
for Single Sailcrs

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 tc make and keep close
friends?

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

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

lJoss)?

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?

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

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

u been feeling

10. Within the past 5S¢ a hav o
ve the Navy?

ays ave
more like you would 1iké to le

v
3
a

Scoring Instructions:

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

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

life appropriately.




w 3-5 You are at moderate risk for developing significant

( problems in coping during the deployment period.
i Planning ahead for the deployment and building a strong
cizcle of friends will help you function better. Your
command chaplain and youxr local Navy Family Services
Center can help you.

6-7 You are at markad 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 dbe to
contact & local agency that specializes in
helping people in your situation. A list of
these agencies and their telephons numbers

/
;
(
!
f

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




