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Chapter One 

Introduction 

The United States Army has experienced an extremely high operation tempo in 

the past nine years supporting ongoing combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.  

During the first eight years of war, more than one million soldiers have deployed to 

combat with over 3,900 soldiers being killed and over 25,000 being wounded (McHugh 

& Casey, 2010).   

The ongoing combat operations have placed an enormous toll on equipment, 

soldiers and families. With the Army currently in its ninth year of war in which it is fully 

engaged, the strategy of using counter-insurgency doctrine on the battlefields of Iraq and 

Afghanistan, coupled with the demands a lengthy war places on soldiers, families and 

equipment, has driven the Army to change the way it operates, including how it plans to 

sustain the force.   

According to the 2009 Army Posture Statement, submitted to the United States 

Senate and Congress in May 2009, in order to maintain, actually restore, a critical 

balance between sustaining the Army and upholding its commitment to remain a premier 

fighting force in an era of persistent conflict, “the Department of the Army initiated a 

plan based on four imperatives: Sustain Soldiers and Families; Prepare our forces for 

success in current conflicts; Reset returning units to build readiness; and Transform to 

meet the demands of the 21st Century” (Geren & Casey, 2009).  It is the first of these 

imperatives, sustaining Soldiers and their Families, which this research concerns itself.   
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 It’s no surprise that the first imperative of the Army’s plan focuses on people.  

The Army undoubtedly recognizes that it’s most valuable resource isn’t a specific 

weapon or technology but soldiers and their families. While many soldiers are facing 

their second, third and some fourth and fifth deployment to combat, Army family 

members are enduring these deployments as well.  The Army has become increasingly 

concerned about family well-being and coping strategies.  The Army spouse and family 

wellness play a pivotal role in the readiness and wellness of the married soldier. Many 

studies have been conducted that focus on military children and spouses specifically 

during the redeployment and reunion phase of a deployment, but little has been done to 

understand how spouses cope during the deployment (Mmari et al., 2008). 

The Army has recently adopted the concept of resiliency as being the instrumental 

concept for soldiers and spouses in order to cope with the stress caused by combat 

deployments and Army life.  The Army has begun focusing extensive significance on 

resiliency-building training and development for soldiers and family members under the 

principle that resilience is essential to soldiers and spouses coping with the stressors of 

military life to include combat deployments (Bowles & Bates, 2010). 

To a large extent in research on resilience, social support networks have been 

found to be positively related to resilience and coping (Palmer, 2008; MacDermid-

Wadsworth, 2010).  This study examines the relationship between social support and 

resilience from an online social support perspective.  Online social support networks 

provided by social media sites like Facebook, has emerged as an instrumental source for 

social support in mainstream modern society.  It isn’t impractical to assume that this 

trend applies to the Army spouse population as well. 
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 Focusing on the imperative of sustaining soldiers and families, this study tested 

the relationship of Facebook in providing social support to Army spouse resilience in 

coping with the stress of combat deployments.  Facebook technology provides access to 

an expanded social network that otherwise would not be as readily available through 

traditional means.  Utilizing an online questionnaire, this study measured the effect of the 

use of Facebook’s online social support network with Army spouse resilience in coping 

with the stress created by frequent and lengthy deployments in support of the Army’s 

combat missions.   
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

 Over 1,000,000 service members were deployed overseas supporting Operation 

Iraqi Freedom in Iraq and Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan within the first 

five years of the global war against terrorism, with approximately 350,000 of those 

service members performing two or more deployments (Savych, 2008).  According to the 

2009 Army Posture Statement, the current strength of the Army was 710,000 soldiers 

with 255,000 deployed to approximately 80 different countries (Geren & Casey, 2010).  

With over half of the soldiers in the active and reserve Army being married (Maxfield, 

2009), having over a quarter of a million soldiers deployed, potentially leads to a 

relatively high number of Army spouses and children currently experiencing or expecting 

to experience the deployment of a family member. 

 Assessments conducted by the Army state that, “the next several decades will be 

characterized by persistent conflict – protracted confrontation among state, non-state and 

individual actors that are increasingly willing to use violence to achieve their political 

and ideological ends” (Geren & Casey, 2009).  This is likely to result in continued 

combat deployments of military personnel.  Currently, the demand for soldiers on one 

front (Iraq) is decreasing, while the demand in another (Afghanistan) is increasing 

according to President Obama’s surge strategy of sending an additional 34,000 troops to 

Afghanistan in 2010 (McHugh & Casey, 2010). 

 While the operation deployment tempo takes its toll on soldiers and equipment, it 

does the same with military families (Everson, 2005).  Several studies have been done 
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examining the effect of deployment on military families, especially on children, and how 

those families cope (Cozza et al., 2005; Korb & Duggan, 2007; Palmer, 2008; Huebner et 

al., 2009; Mmari et al., 2008; Warner et al., 2009).  This study is focused solely on the 

Army spouse. 

 The Army as an institution has become increasingly concerned with family well-

being and providing resources to support families dealing with the harshness of 

deployments.  The Army has increased resources and developed such programs as the 

Army Family Covenant, Family Readiness Groups and the Strong Bonds programs to 

assist families with military life with specific emphasis on deployments. There are other 

multiple resources available for spouses through the Army Community Service 

organization, as well as an abundance of resources that includes resiliency-building 

training, available online through the Army One Source website (McHugh & Casey, 

2010; Duckworth, 2009; Huebner et al., 2009; Zoroya, 2010). The Army dedicated over 

1.7 billion dollars of its 2011 fiscal year budget for programs directed towards the Army 

family (McHugh & Casey, 2010). Clearly the Army has recognized the importance of the 

role that the military family plays in the overall readiness of the warfighting force.   

 Family problems have been shown to affect the performance and stress levels of 

soldiers (Pincus et al., 2006; Warner et al., 2009, Duckworth, 2010).  A recent survey of 

deployed soldiers conducted by an Army mental health unit, showed that family issues 

back home was the top concern and source of stress of the soldiers surveyed (Warner et 

al., 2009).  The survey results obviously demonstrate that the wellness of the Army 

spouse and family at home can have a negative effect on the deployed soldier and 
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unmistakably reinforces why support for soldiers and family members remain at the 

forefront of the Army’s effort to help them cope.   

Deployment Stressors 

 Overall, a number of stressors have been found to be associated to military 

deployment.  For example, the Status of Forces survey administered by (Hosek et al., 

2006) found that time away from home increased the likelihood of higher than usual 

personal stress, which is consistent with the strain that deployments place on families.  

Women facing deployment of a spouse reported greater parenting stress (Kelley et 

al.,1994; Palmer, 2008), as well, some feelings of emotional and physical distance are felt 

even prior to deployment which may increase fears and anxiety for both the soldier and 

the spouse about the future of their relationship (Pincus et al., 2006).  As Pincus stated, 

“the soldier’s departure creates a hole which can lead to feelings numbness, sadness, 

being alone and abandonment”. 

 Much of the existing literature explains that periods of deployment are marked 

with levels of high stress (Hiew, 1992; Hardaway 2004; Pincus et al., 2006).   The Cycles 

of Deployment survey administered to military spouses by the National Military Family 

Association revealed that families felt greatest stress at the beginning and in the middle of 

the deployment (2005).  A significant number began feeling affects of stress upon 

notification of impending deployment.  Spouses reported reactions to deployment to 

include feelings of numbness, shock, irritation, tension, disbelief and increased emotional 

distance.  
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 The literature has shown that many hardships such as: communication with 

spouse, time and distance apart, and anxiety of the dangers of war have been identified as 

experiences due to deployments.  Spouses have been shown to report that the effects of 

deployment include: loss of emotional support, loneliness, depression, role overload, role 

shifts and anxiety and fear about the safety and well-being of deployed spouses (Dimiceli 

& Smith, 2009; Faber et al., 2008).  Results of these stressors have been linked to 

suicides, divorce, financial hardship and medical issues in military families.  These topics 

themselves have been subject to extensive study. 

 The effects are significant and potentially harmful to the psychological and 

physical well-being of the Army spouse during deployments.  In his 2008 study on the 

Theory of Risk and Resilience Factors on Military Families, Palmer assessed that spousal 

reaction to deployment may include emotional distress, loneliness, dysphoria, 

anticipatory grief or fear, somatic complaints, and increased medical care and depression 

(Palmer, 2008).  A recent article in USA Today reported that according to one of the 

largest studies conducted on the emotional impact of war on Army wives, wives with 

deployed husbands suffer significantly higher rates of mental health issues than those 

Army wives whose husbands were not deployed (Zoroya, 2010). 

 The Army understands the seriousness of the potential harmful effects and has 

developed educational and developmental programs to reduce the stressors associated 

with Army life and deployments and to enable spouses to cope with those stressors 

through resilience-building (Bowles & Bates, 2010). 
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Resilience 

 The Military Family Research Institute (MFRI) at Purdue University conducted a 

study in 2008 on resiliency in military families and how resilience plays a major role in 

coping with the negative effects of deployment (MacDermid et al., 2008).  The MFRI 

defined resiliency as, “a phenomenon or process reflecting positive adaption despite 

experiences of significant adversity or trauma.  Resilience study focuses on responses to 

adverse events like military deployments and there are overlaps with the study of coping.  

 Several studies indicate that a positive relationship exist between resilience, 

coping and psychological well-being (Campbell-Sills et al., 2006; Clauss-Ehlers, 2008; 

MacDermid et al., 2008; Davydov et al., 2010; Haddadi & Besharat, 2010).  Although 

that relationship has not been defined universally, empirical data from the studies in the 

literature confirm the connection as valid.  Based upon the supporting empirical evidence 

in the literature, it is clearly apparent as to why the Army has grasped the construct of 

resilience as the foundation for its effort to enhance Army spouses coping with the 

potentially detrimental effects of military combat deployments. 

 The MFRI defined family resilience as, “characteristics, dimensions, and 

properties of families which help families to be resilient to disruption in the face of 

change or adaptive in the face of crisis situations” (MacDermid et al., 2008).   One of the 

individual and family characteristics discussed in the studies on resilience was the use of 

external support from networks in building resilience and coping (Faber et al., 2008; 

MacDermid et al., 2008; Palmer, 2008; Wadsworth-MacDermid, 2010).  “Personal 
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characteristics and levels of social support have been found to buffer the effects of 

deployment” (Faber et al., 2008).    

Social Support  

 Social support networks are becoming increasingly important for family members 

dealing with the stressors of frequent and lengthy deployments. The literature has shown 

the social support may help decrease the effects of these stressors.  Social support is 

associated with how a person’s social relationships help them cope with stressful 

situations.  The premise behind the social support theory is that social support can 

enhance psychological well-being (Glanz et al,. 2002). Social support can come in four 

characteristics; emotional support, network support, informational support and tangible 

support.  One of the most important reasons why people seek social support is to obtain 

comfort and reassurance that they will be okay in the light of a stressful situation (Nezlek 

& Allen, 2006).  It wouldn’t be unlikely to expect Army spouses dealing with 

deployment, to seek out social support networks to assist in dealing with the 

psychological stressors associated with their spouse being gone to combat. 

 In a study examining stress, social support and health among college students 

after September 11, 2001 terrorists attacks, the role of social support was seen as being 

beneficial to health in general and in the wake of stressful events (MacGeorge et al., 

2004).  The study found that two types of social support, emotional and tangible, were 

both negatively related to depression and physical health.  Specifically, the behaviors of 

emotional social support that was most beneficial were active listening, validating 

emotional experience, expressing positive regard and hope and assuring confidence. The 
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tangible social support was shown to relieve certain stressors by offering an escape or 

distraction from the stressful environment. 

 People who believe they belong to a social network of communication and mutual 

obligation experience social support (Cobb, 1976; Henderson, 1980).  It is possible that 

perceived social support can help coping with stress and adaption to change (Lin, 2009).  

Having the belief that trusted people are behind them, allows a person to feel secure and 

confident.    With the advancement of Web 2.0 technology, those social networks can be 

found readily available and easily accessible online on websites like Facebook.  Wright 

(2000) found that the level of participation in online support networks decreased 

perceived stress and increased the potential to create strong relationships online. 

Online Social Support 

 According to Eastin and LaRose (2005) in their study of online social support, 

they describe two mechanisms that explain how social support is obtained from social 

networks: main and buffering models.  The premise behind the main model is that larger 

social networks have the attributes of close ties that provide intense and frequent 

interactions on various topics.  The interactions provide a means of self-worth and 

belonging which results in higher levels of perceived support and psychological well-

being.  

 In the buffering model, specific stressful events serve as motivators for people to 

seek out additional support networks online when traditional support is seen as 

inadequate (Cummings et al, 2002).  Recent findings by the Pew Research Foundation in 

2002 indicate over time people use internet applications to obtain support from friends 
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and family (Eastin & LaRose, 2005).  Understanding the motivations for seeking out 

social support helps better understand the role that social support networks serve in 

coping and well-being in individuals.  It’s probable that the Department of Defense 

realized this when they published a guide to online social support networking for military 

families on a quality of life website in 2008 (Department of Defense, 2008). 

 Using the social augmentation hypothesis, Bessiere et al., (2008) in their study of 

the effects of the internet use and social resources on changes in depression, argue that, 

“communication on the internet augments people’s total social resources by providing an 

added avenue for everyday social interaction and by enlarging their social network. The 

implication of this argument is that those who use the internet to communicate with 

others will gain most value from it, psychologically, and some previous studies of 

people’s time online are consistent with the hypothesis”.  Understanding and measuring 

that value from internet communication is complex and requires longitudinal research.   

 One of the most used sources for online social networks today is Facebook.  

According to a report on CNN in September 2009, revealed that the population on the site 

was nearly as large as the U.S. population. In a study on Facebook and social capital, 

(Ellison et al., 2007), “at the individual level, social capitol allows individuals to 

capitalize on their connections with others, accruing benefits such as information and 

support.  They explained that social capitol researchers had found a link between social 

capitol and psychological well-being such as self-esteem and satisfaction in life.  

  There is a gap in literature available discussing the role of online social networks 

and its effects on coping with stress and depression.  This is primarily due to the 
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explosion of Web 2.0 technology is a recent phenomenon and longitudinal studies are 

required in order to examine the precise relationship.  The literature discussed in this 

paper clearly demonstrates that a relationship exists between social support networks and 

psychological well-being of individuals but further research needs to be conducted in 

order to explain it.  Many studies have examined the stress factors impacting the lives of 

military spouses, little has been done exploring the role that online social support 

networks plays in resiliency building and deployment coping. 

 I propose that the use of online social support networks will have an effect on 

Army spouses resilience in coping ability with the stressors resulting from their family 

member’s deployment away from home.  The literature has identified specific 

deployment related stressors and the effects on spouses, the role that support networks, 

specifically online networks, serve in changing the effects of like stressors through 

resiliency. 

Research Questions 

RQ1.  Which deployment stressors are predominantly experienced by Army spouses 

coping with combat deployments. 

RQ2. Is there a positive relationship between level of Facebook use and perceived level 

of social support of Army spouses coping with combat deployment stress? 

RQ3.  Is there a positive relationship between level of Facebook use and level of 

resiliency of Army spouses coping with combat deployment stress? 
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RQ4.  Is there a negative relationship between level of Facebook use and perceived level 

of stress of Army spouses coping with combat deployments? 

RQ5.  Is there a positive relationship between perceived level of social support and level 

of resiliency of Army spouses coping with combat deployment stress? 

RQ6.  Is there a negative relationship between perceived level of social support and level 

of perceived stress? 

RQ7.  Is there a negative relationship between level of resiliency and level of perceived 

stress? 
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Chapter Three 

Method 

Participants 

After approval was obtained from the Institutional Review Board, coordination was 

made through select deployed units’ rear-detachment commanders and Family Readiness 

Support Assistants also known as FRSA’s, located at Fort Hood, Texas and Fort Drum, 

New York.  The commanders and FRSA’s were provided an informational presentation 

using PowerPoint that outlined the purpose of the study, the importance of participation 

and an outline of the online survey.  Once the units agreed to participate in the study, the 

unit FRSA’s were instrumental in soliciting participation by members of their respective 

Family Readiness Groups through email invitations that included a link to a website 

where the participants could complete the survey.  The FRSA’s also sent out periodic 

email reminders to participate for those spouses who had not yet participated. 

Units were selected to participate in the study due to their current deployment to Iraq 

or Afghanistan.  The Family Readiness Groups of the 4th Brigade Combat Team, 1st 

Calvary Division based at Fort Hood, Texas was selected to participate due to the 

brigade’s deployment to Afghanistan beginning in August 2010.  The Family Readiness 

Group members from the 36th Combat Engineer Brigade at Fort Hood, Texas and the 10th 

Mountain Division’s 10th Combat Aviation Brigade and 10th Division Special Troops 

Battalion from Fort Drum, New York were additionally selected to participate in the 

study.  The population sample from the selected units is a convenience sample because an 

email distribution list was readily available for them.   
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The population sample included male and female spouses of all soldier ranks to 

include enlisted, non-commissioned officers, warrant officers and commissioned officers.   

Instrumentation 

     A 129-item online questionnaire was used as a means for participants to access 

and participate in the survey.  The questionnaire intended to identify demographic 

information and sources of stress experienced by the participants during the current 

combat deployment as well as measuring participants’ level of Facebook use, perceived 

social support, level of resilience and perceived level of stress.  

 Instruments used in this study to develop the online questionnaire were instruments 

that were used in previous studies and demonstrated high reliability scores. 

A hard copy of the questionnaire was produced in the event that the survey website 

could not be accessible via the internet.  No participants required use of the hard copy 

questionnaire. 

Demographics.  Respondents were asked to provide basic demographic information 

including, age, sex, ethnicity, highest level of education, current length of marriage, 

number of children, ages of children living at home, and hours spent working outside of 

the home.  The respondents were also asked to provide specific military related 

demographics that included, rank of spouse, current stage of deployment, number of 

combat deployments experienced, whether the family resides in on-post or off-post 

quarters, whether the family remained living in quarters near the military installation the 

spouse’s soldier is assigned, and whether the spouse moved to be closer to family during 

the deployment.  Additional demographic questions included whether the family has 
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internet service in the home and whether the respondent used Facebook or another online 

social network.  

Deployment Stressors. Respondents were asked to rate a series of statements about 

common stressors for a family during a deployment felt during the current combat 

deployment.  The respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement on a five-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.  The list included 

thirteen stressors identified by Warner et al., 2009. 

 Perceived Stress. The respondent’s global level of perceived stress was determined 

via the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS).  The PSS is a 14-item, self-administered test that 

measures the degree to which situations in one’s life are found to be stressful.  

Respondents were asked to rate their experienced stress during the current combat 

deployment on a series of items that focused on the sense that one’s life is unpredictable, 

uncontrollable, and overloaded.  Respondents rated their perceived stress using a five-

point scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“very often”).  All respondents were tied to the 

timeframe of the current deployment they were experiencing.  Example questions 

include: “How often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things in 

your life?” and “How often have you been angered because of things that happened that 

were outside of your control?”   

 Scoring was accomplished by reversing the scores for the six positive items 5-7, 9, 10 

and 13, and then summing across all 14 items (range is 0-56).  In Warner’s validation 

studies of the PSS, the mean score was 19.62 with a standard deviation of 7.49 in general 

U.S. populations with an excellent internal reliability Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.75 
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to 0.86 (Warner et al., 2009).  The reliability of the PSS in this study was consistent with 

Warner’s findings with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86. 

Facebook Use. The respondent’s Facebook use was measured using the Facebook 

Intensity Scale developed by Ellison et al., 2007.  The instrument is a measure of 

Facebook usage rather than just frequency and duration.  The measure includes two self-

reported assessments of Facebook behavior, designed to measure the extent to which a 

participant was actively engaged in Facebook activities by the number of Facebook 

friends and the amount of time spent on Facebook on a typical day during the current 

combat deployment.  The measure also includes a Likert-type scale of six attitudinal 

questions designed to measure the extent which the participant was emotionally 

connected to Facebook and the extent to which Facebook was integrated into their daily 

activities during the current combat deployment.   

Scoring on the Facebook Intensity scale used Ellison’s method of scoring using a 

weighted average of the scores on the following questions: “How many Facebook friends 

do you have?” (scores 1 to 9); “On average, how many minutes per day do you spend on 

Facebook?” (scores 1 to 6); and “Rate the following statements...” (6 questions) (scores 1 

to 5).  Scores on each question were first transformed by subtracting 1 from the original 

score so that the minimum scores on each question was 0. The scores on the six rating 

questions were reversed by subtracting each score from 5 so that the score of strongly 

agree was 4 and the score of strongly disagree was 0 to be consistent with the first two 

questions. Scores on the first two questions were multiplied by weighting factors of .5 

and 0.8, respectively, so that the maximum score on each question was 4. The average 
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score across all 8 questions was calculated as the Facebook Intensity Score.  Internal 

reliability of the Facebook Intensity scale is excellent with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.89. 

               Perceived Social Support. To measure the level of perceived social support of 

the participants, I employed the emotional, instrumental, network and tangible support 

items from Xu and Burleson’s Experienced Support Scale (2001).  The instrument was 

modified to measure online and face-to-face perceived social support rather than solely 

from traditional offline support networks. Participants reported how much various 

support behaviors they perceived they received from members of their online Facebook 

and their face-to-face social networks by responding to several Likert-style items per type 

of support (1 = Don’t receive at all to 5 = Receive a great deal).  Emotional support items 

include, “expressing understanding of a situation that is bothering you, or disclosing a 

similar situation that they have experienced before”, and “Comforting you when you are 

upset by showing some affective support.”  Instrumental support items include, “Giving 

you advice about what to do,” and “Providing detailed information about the situation, or 

about skills needed to deal with the situation.” Network support items include, 

“Connecting you with people whom you may turn for help”, and “Offering to do thing 

with you and have a good time together”. Tangible support items include, “Offering to 

lend you something (including money),” and “Offering to help you do something that 

needs to be done.”  

  In order to modify the instrument and reduce the number of items, I did not use the 

Esteem support items which had demonstrated the lowest reliability (0.72) than the other 

categories according to Xu and Burleson (2001).  Consistent with high internal 

consistencies reported by Xu and Burleson in 2001, Cronbach’s alpha was 0.97 for both 
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online perceived social support and face-to-face perceived social support.  Each 

dimension of the online and face-to-face perceived social support scales had a reliability 

score above 0.90. 

 Resilience. To measure resilience, respondents were asked to rate a series of 

statements using the Connor-Davidson Resilience scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003).  

The scale is a 25-item instrument that utilizes a 5-point Likert-type range of responses as 

follows: not true at all (1), rarely true (2), sometimes true (3), often true (4), and nearly 

true all of the time (5).  The scale is rated on how a participant felt during the current 

combat deployment.  The total score ranges from 1-100, with higher scores reflecting 

greater resilience.  Some of the statements include, “I can deal with what comes”, Things 

happen for a reason”, and “I tend to bounce back after illness or hardship”.  According to 

study results, the scale is consistent with high internal reliability, Cronbach’s alpha was 

0.94. 

Procedures 

  The survey was conducted online for three weeks during the months of March and 

April 2011.  Participation in the survey was voluntary and confidential, and the survey 

website could not link responses to the originating computer or email address.  

Participants were advised that they could skip any questions that did not want to answer 

and could stop participation at any time. Periodic reminders were emailed to all members 

of the selected Family Readiness Groups after the initial invitation, asking for 

participation if they had not already. 
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Chapter Four 

Results 

Demographic Information 

 Of the approximate 4,500 spouses that were invited to participate in the study, 

4.5% (N = 206) voluntarily chose to participate, with 75.2% (N = 155) of those 

participants actually completing the online questionnaire entirely.  The participant 

population was predominantly female (N = 153, 98.7%), white (N = 117, 76.5%), worked 

zero hours outside of the home (N = 79, 51.3%), had some college/college degree (N = 

124, 80.5%), used Facebook (N = 144, 93.5 %), married to an enlisted soldier (N = 92, 

60.7%), were in the 5th to 8th month of current deployment (N = 102, 67.1%) and lived 

off-post (N = 108, 70%), with (N = 42, 27.5%) living off-post away from the vicinity of 

the assigned Army installation to be closer to family. The full demographic data are 

outlined in Table I in Appendix A. 

Deployment Stressors 

 The valid number available listwise for analysis of the 13-item deployment 

stressor scale was N = 178.  Means and standard deviations were calculated for each item 

in the deployment stressor scale.  In accordance with research question number one of 

this study, predominate deployment stressors endorsed by the participating spouses were 

identified by examining the mean scores of the thirteen items that ranged from 4.29 to 

2.16.  Items with the highest mean scores included, the safety of my deployed spouse 

(Mean = 4.29), feeling lonely (Mean = 4.18), raising a young child while my spouse is 

deployed (Mean = 3.50) and caring, raising/disciplining children with my spouse absent 
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(Mean = 3.43).  Items with the lowest mean scores include, being pregnant during the 

deployment (Mean = 2.09), having reliable transportation (Mean = 2.16) and 

experiencing the death of a close friend or relative (Mean = 2.21).  The full descriptive 

statistics for deployment stressors are outlined in Table II in Appendix A. 

 Facebook Use and Perceived Social Support 

 To answer research question number two of this study concerning whether a 

positive relationship exists between level of Facebook use and perceived level of social 

support of Army spouses coping with combat deployment stress, a correlation analysis 

was conducted using SPSS software to examine the relationship between the Facebook 

Intensity scales and Perceived Online Social Support scales.  Results demonstrated a 

significant (p<0.01, 1-tailed) positive relationship between level of Facebook Intensity 

and level of Perceived Online Social support (both scale and subscales) using Pearson 

Correlation 1-tailed test.  Test results are outlined in Table III in Appendix A. 

 Since perceived face-to-face social support levels were measured for the sample 

population, a correlation analysis was conducted using SPSS to test the relationship 

between Facebook Intensity scales and Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support scales.  

Although a relationship was not predicted, I determined that it might be useful to measure 

the relationship.  A Pearson Correlation 1-tailed test demonstrated that there is not 

sufficient evidence to indicate a relationship between level of Facebook Intensity (either 

scales and subscales) and level of Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support (either scales or 

subscales).  Test results are shown in Table IV in Appendix A. 
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Facebook Use, Resilience and Perceived Stress 

 To answer research questions numbers three and four of this study respectively, 

whether there is a positive relationship between level of Facebook use and level of 

resiliency and whether a negative relationship exists between level of Facebook use and 

perceived level of stress of Army spouses coping with combat deployments, a correlation 

analysis was conducted using SPSS software to examine the relationship between the 

level of Facebook Intensity and levels of Resilience and Perceived Stress. A Pearson 

Correlation 2-tailed test demonstrated that there is not sufficient evidence to indicate a 

relationship between level of Facebook Intensity (either scales and subscales) and levels 

of Resilience and Perceived Stress.  Test results are shown in Table V in Appendix A. 

Perceived Social Support, Resilience and Perceived Stress 

 To answer research questions five and six of this study respectively, whether there 

is evidence showing a positive relationship between perceived level of social support and 

level of resiliency and whether a negative relationship exists between perceived level of 

social support and level of perceived stress, a correlation analysis was conducted using 

SPSS to measure the relationship between the level of Perceived Social Support (scale 

and subscales) and levels of Resilience and Perceived Stress.  A Pearson Correlation 1-

tailed test revealed there is not sufficient evidence to indicate a relationship between level 

of Perceived Online Social Support (either scale or subscales) and level of Perceived 

Stress.  However, the test did prove there is a weak positive relationship between level of 

Perceived Online Emotional Support and level of Resiliency (r = 0.141, p = 0.35, 1-

tailed).  There is not sufficient evidence to indicate a positive relationship between other 
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Perceived Online Support subscales and level of Resilience, however, it is important to 

note that the correlations between perceived online social support (scale and subscales) 

and resilience were approaching significance and a higher number of responses might 

have contributed to the correlation reaching significance levels..  Test results are shown 

in Table VI in Appendix A. 

 Since Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support levels were measured for the sample 

population, a correlation analysis was conducted using SPSS to test the relationship 

between Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support scales and levels of Perceived Stress and 

Resilience.  Although a relationship was not predicted, I determined that it might be 

useful to measure the relationships.  A Pearson Correlation 1-tailed test demonstrated that 

there is a weak negative relationship between level of Face-to-Face Emotional Support 

and level of Perceived Stress (r = -0.150, p = .031, 1-tailed).  The test also revealed there 

are significant (p<0.01) positive associations between Face-to-Face Social Support (scale 

and subscales) and level of Resiliency.  Test results are shown in Table VII in Appendix 

A. 

Perceived Stress and Resilience 

  To answer research question seven of this study regarding whether there is a 

negative relationship between level of resiliency and level of perceived stress in Army 

spouses coping with a combat deployment stress, a correlation analysis was conducted 

using SPSS to measure the relationship between the level of Resilience and Perceived 

Stress.  A Pearson Correlation 1-tailed test proved there is a significant negative 
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relationship between level of Resilience and level of Perceived Stress (r = -.637, P<0.01, 

1-tailed).  Test results are shown in Table VIII in Appendix A. 
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Chapter Four 

Discussion 

 The intent of this study was to take one dimension of communication studies, 

Facebook, and examine whether Facebook use plays a role in the well-being of Army 

spouses who are experiencing a combat deployment of their family member.  To 

accomplish the task, this study tested the relationship between Facebook use, perceived 

social support and resilience among Army spouses coping with the stress of a combat 

deployment. Specifically, this investigation sought to determine the amount of perceived 

social support Army spouses received from their Facebook social network, and the 

relationship between this type of social support with resilience and perceived stress. 

  The results demonstrated a significant positive relationship between Facebook 

use and perceived online social support that reinforced the empirical evidence provided in 

the literature (Easton & LaRose, 2005 and Bessiere et al., 2008). Surprisingly, the results 

also revealed a weak positive relationship between perceived online social support and 

resilience but the dimension of perceived online emotional support demonstrated a 

significant relationship with resilience as did perceived face-to-face social support.  The 

evidence regarding emotional support supported the findings by (MacGeorge et al., 2004) 

in the study on stress, social support and health among college students after September 

11, 2001.  As I stated in the results section, it is important to note that the correlations 

between perceived online social support (scale and subscales) and resilience were 

approaching significance and a higher number of responses might have contributed to the 
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correlation reaching significance levels. As expected, there was a significant negative 

relationship proven between resilience and perceived stress.   

Strengths and Limitations 

 I expected there to be a significant positive correlation between Facebook use and 

resilience as well as a stronger correlation between perceived online social support and 

resilience.  From this study it is evident that Facebook is a significant source for 

perceived social support and the dimension of emotional support does have some degree 

of positive relationship to resilience.  Perhaps I mislead myself into thinking that social 

support was the golden thread to resilience with Facebook being a significant source for 

that social support.  A more thorough understanding of resilience is needed in order to 

understand just what size piece of the resilience pie social support occupies compared to 

the other dimensions of resilience. 

 This study on Facebook was limited to social support and its relationship with 

resilience. A further understanding of the benefits received from Facebook use beyond 

the dimension of social support may need to be examined to fully understand its 

relationship with resilience.  There are several studies that looked at Facebook and its 

uses and gratifications as well as, Facebook and its relationship with self-esteem, self-

efficacy and social capital.  Perhaps the variables in those studies may enhance 

Facebook’s correlation to resilience, coping with stress, and well-being. 

 This study provided some insight into the sample population’s Facebook use by 

identifying that 93.5% (N = 144) of the spouses used Facebook and this study delivered a 

snapshot of the sample’s Facebook use through measuring Facebook Intensity.  Besides 
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the possible benefits listed in the last paragraph, this study could have gone one step 

further by examining spousal Facebook use through a qualitative approach with 

interviews or providing the spouses with the opportunity to provide narratives on their 

Facebook use and attitudes in order to provide a better understanding of the story behind 

the Facebook Intensity scores and what role Facebook played in their daily lives while 

coping with a combat deployment. 

 It was beneficial to measure level of perceived stress in this study and test the 

correlation between resilience and perceived stress in the sample population.  Although 

correlation tests revealed no significant negative correlation found between perceived 

online social support and perceived stress, does not mean a relationship does not exist.  

Perhaps perceived stress was not the correct variable to measure in a complex linear 

model.  The perception of stress may not change despite the level of resilience.  The 

stress is what it is and the PSS is a self-administered test that measures the degree to 

which situations in one’s life are found to be stressful.  The perception of something 

being stressful may not change even though a person’s ability to cope with it may change.   

Since the literature identified psychological well-being was one of the most 

significant negative effects of the stress experienced by spouses (Palmer, 2008 and 

Zoroya, 2010), perhaps some measure of well-being should have been included as a 

variable in the model tested by this study.  After all, the most critical effect that matters to 

the well-being of Army spouses would be their psychological well-being during the 

cycles of a combat deployment. 
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 The study did provide a snapshot in time of the sample population.  The timing 

was beneficial due to 67.1% (N = 102) respondents currently experiencing their 4th to 8th 

month of the deployment.  This period of time was identified by the National Military 

Family Association in their 2005 study on cycles of deployment as the period with the 

most stress for families.  In order to actually test if the period of deployment has an effect 

on spouses, a longitudinal study would need to be conducted that covered all of the cycles 

of deployment for a sample population. A lack of time and resources prohibited this study 

from being capable of studying the sample population over time to test the effects of 

stage of deployment with Facebook use and resilience. 

 One of the strengths of this study was the descriptive characteristics of the sample 

population that was captured.  Although a 4.5% response rate might seem low, it was 

actually a significant achievement.   Army spouses are a very unique population.  Their 

contact information is protected by provisions of the Privacy Act.  Contact with this 

group is difficult.  Most of the coordination for this study was conducted via email and 

telephone.  I was fortunate to be an Army officer with a memorandum from the U.S. 

Army’s Public Affairs Center acknowledging my research as legitimate as well as having 

peers on the ground that were willing to assist with coordination.  I was also very 

privileged to receive support by the public affairs offices on-post as well as Family 

Readiness Support Assistants whom all went above and beyond to help solicit 

participation in this study.   

An abundance of travel and face-to-face relationship building between researcher, 

support personnel and prospective participant spouses would most likely be the only 

effective means to increase the response rate significantly with this population.  
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Coordination through various agencies such as the Army chaplains, Army Community 

Service, Army Morale, Welfare and Recreation agencies as well as coordinators for 

Army family wellness programs would likely generate opportunities to increase 

participation. 

 Lastly, it’s not an easy sell to get spouses experiencing a combat deployment to 

sit down and complete a 129-item survey.  As shown in the descriptives of the 

deployment stressors shown in Table II in Appendix A, these spouses are busy managing 

households, caring for and raising children and trying to balance the many 

responsibilities they are faced with on a daily basis.  It is possible that those spouses who 

did participate in the study and those who chose not to participate might have truncated 

the variance of the variables more towards the middle.   Those spouses experiencing high 

levels of stress may have chose not to participate and those spouses who are at the other 

end of the spectrum might have selected to forgo participation as well.  The spouses 

experiencing high levels of stress may not want to think about stress and respond to a 

questionnaire concerning stress.  Army spouses experiencing the lowest levels of stress 

might have chosen to not participate all together because stress is not an issue.   

Implications  

 The study has many implications for researchers who are interested in 

communication, social media and the well-being of Army spouses.  The demographic 

information revealed data that may be useful for commanders and individuals who are 

developing programs directed towards Army spouses or Army family well-being.  An 

example of some of the beneficial demographic  provided in this study  are the statistics 
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that 51% of the spouses reported working zero hours outside of the home and that 42.5% 

spouses reported  living off-post with 27.5% of those spouses reported moving away 

from vicinity of the post to be closer to family during the deployment.  This data creates 

avenues of interests for knowing and understanding the population and what areas might 

require additional research.  A unit commander or researcher may want to know why 

51% of the spouses are not working.  It may be useful to understand if it is by choice, or 

lack or employment opportunities, a lack of employment skills or if childcare has an 

effect.  It might also be of interest to a commander or researcher to understand why over 

half of the spouses who reported living off-post chose to move away from the post to be 

closer to family.  It might be insightful to study what the causes were and identify if there 

are shortfalls in available housing or lack adequate support available on-post for these 

spouses. 

            One of my closest friends was a rear-detachment commander for a deployed unit 

and he developed a resilience-building program for unit spouses during a combat 

deployment.  He focused specific skill-building modules into the training program 

intended to help spouses cope with certain stressors that accompanied each stage of 

deployment.  His program development was based upon his experience alone without the 

use of descriptive statistical data.  His program was successful in decreasing the number 

of serious incident reports generated by spouses during the deployment.  His program 

might have been more successful if he had a baseline of descriptive data available like the 

data in Tables I and II in Appendix A. 

Commanders, and individuals interested in researching family wellness might find 

data from the deployment stressor scale useful in future research for developing a 
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program with the most bang for the buck that is targeting the right stressors at the right 

time.  It might be beneficial to know that items with the highest mean scores included, the 

safety of my deployed spouse (Mean = 4.29), feeling lonely (Mean = 4.18), raising a 

young child while my spouse is deployed (Mean = 3.50) and caring, raising/disciplining 

children with my spouse absent (Mean = 3.43) and items with the lowest mean scores 

including, being pregnant during the deployment (Mean = 2.09), having reliable 

transportation (Mean = 2.16) and experiencing the death of a close friend or relative 

(Mean = 2.21). 

Anyone who is interested in Army family and spouse resilience research during 

deployments and how spouses cope with the stressors associated with deployment would 

find it beneficial to understand that Facebook use is high among Army spouses in the 

sample population and that the data demonstrated that Facebook provides a source for 

perceived social support that may augment their face-to-face social support network and 

that those support networks have a positive relationship with resilience.   

Although the findings of this study are not generalizable to the Army spouse 

population as a whole, the data may serve as a pilot study for future research. 

Future Research 

 The results of this study suggest a number of avenues for future research aimed at 

understanding the relationship between Facebook use and resilience and lastly, 

psychological well-being of Army spouses coping with combat deployment.  As I stated 

previously in the discussion section, future research should expand beyond just Facebook 

and social support only, to understanding uses and gratifications for Facebook use that 
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include identifying and measuring dimensions of the benefits of Facebook use such as 

social capital, self-esteem, and self-efficacy and testing their correlation with resilience 

and psychological well-being.  The research might be advantageous for future research to 

include various sources of social media that provide a means for communication and 

social interaction by Army spouses such as Twitter, Skype and blogs. 

 I recommend expanding the research on Army spouses that includes longitudinal 

research that covers an entire cycle of deployment from the pre-deployment phase 

through the re-deployment and re-integration phases of a deployment.   The research has 

the potential to include not only spouses experiencing deployment, but military 

adolescents and soldiers themselves because these groups all use Facebook and 

experience the stress caused by combat deployment. 
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Appendix A 

Table I 

Basic Demographics 

Category N % 
Gender 
     Male 
     Female 

 
2 

153 

 
1.3 
98.7 

Age 
     17-24 years 
     25-29 years 
     30-34 years 
     35 years or older 

 
31 
41 
33 
49 

 
20.1 
26.6 
21.4 
31.8 

Ethnicity 
     White 
     Black 
     Asian 
     Hispanic 
     Other 

 
117 
9 
16 
6 
5 

 
76.5 
5.9 
10.5 
30.9 
3.3 

Number of children living at home 
     0 
     1 
     2 
     3 or more 

 
43 
36 
45 
31 

 
27.7 
23.2 
29.0 
20.0 

Ages of children living at home 
     0-4 years 
     5-10 years 
     11-15 years 
     16 years or older 

 
71 
52 
41 
44 

 
61.7 
45.2 
24.3 
20.0 

Length of marriage 
     < 1 year 
     1-5 years 
     6-10 years 
     >10 years 

 
12 
58 
41 
44 

 
7.7 
37.4 
26.5 
28.4 

Hours employed outside of the home weekly 
     0 hours 
     1-5 hours 
     6-10 hours 
     11-20 hours 
     21 or more hours 

 
79 
3 
6 
11 
55 

 
51.3 
1.9 
3.9 
7.1 
35.7 

Education level 
     Grade school/GED 
     High school diploma 
     Some college/college grad 

 
6 
24 
124 

 
3.9 
15.6 
80.5 
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Table I 

Military Specific Demographics 

Category N % 
Rank of spouse 
     E1-E4 
     E5-E9 
     01-03/Warrant 
     04 or above 

 
41 
53 
36 
25 

 
26.5 
34.2 
23.2 
16.1 

Number of deployments experienced 
     1 
     2 
     3 
     4 or more 

 
46 
46 
38 
23 

 
30.1 
30.1 
24.8 
15.0 

Current stage of deployment 
     1-3rd month 
     4-8th month 
     9th month or greater 

 
26 
102 
24 

 
17.1 
67.1 
15.8 

Residence 
     On-post 
     Off-post in vicinity of assigned installation 
     Off-post away from vicinity of assigned  

installation to be closer to family during 
deployment 

 
46 
65 
42 

 
30.1 
42.5 
27.5 

 

Other Demographics 

Category N % 
Internet 
     Internet Service Provider in home 
     Use Facebook 
     Use other social network 

 
141 
144 
15 

 
91.6 
93.5 
9.7 
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Table II 

Deployment Stressor Descriptives 

Item N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev 
The safety of my deployed spouse 189 1 5 4.29 1.07 
Feeling lonely 189 1 5 4.18 .918 
Raising a young child while my spouse 
is deployed 

188 1 5 3.50 1.52 

Caring/raising/disciplining children 
with my spouse deployed 

188 1 5 3.43 1.47 

Managing and maintaining upkeep of 
my home 

190 1 5 3.26 1.35 

Balancing between work and family 
obligations/responsibilities 

188 1 5 3.26 1.34 

Managing and maintaining 
family/personal finances 

190 1 5 3.15 1.33 

Experiencing personal/family health 
issues 

187 1 5 3.11 1.13 

Having problems communicating with 
my spouse 

189 1 5 2.97 1.24 

Childcare 188 1 5 2.91 1.50 
Experiencing death of a close friend or 
relative 

190 1 5 2.21 1.22 

Having reliable transportation 189 1 5 2.16 1.20 
Being pregnant during the deployment 185 1 5 2.09 1.30 
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Table III 

Facebook Use and Perceived Online Social Support Correlations 

 Facebook 
Intensity 

Score 

Facebook 
Use 

Facebook 
Attitude 

Online Social Spt.          Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.654** 

.000 

159 

.588** 

.000 

164 

.616** 

.000 

161 

Online Emotional Spt.   Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.650** 

.000 

159 

.556** 

.000 

164 

.634** 

.000 

161 

Online Network Spt.     Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.629** 

.000 

158 

.560** 

.000 

163 

.596** 

.000 

160 

Online Info Spt.             Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.564** 

.000 

157 

.523** 

.000 

162 

.526** 

.000 

159 

Online Tangible Spt.     Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.568** 

.000 

157 

.521** 

.000 

162 

.527** 

.000 

159 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 
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Table IV 

Facebook Use and Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support Correlations 

 Facebook 
Intensity 

Score 

Facebook 
Use 

Facebook 
Attitude 

F2F Social Spt.               Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.012 

.440 

153 

-.067 

.207 

153 

.100 

.113 

148 

F2F Emotional Spt.       Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.082 

.158 

152 

.026 

.373 

152 

.113 

.086 

147 

F2F Network Spt.          Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.066 

.210 

151 

.011 

.445 

163 

.129 

.060 

146 

F2F Info Spt.                  Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.012 

.441 

151 

.003 

.485 

151 

.074 

.186 

146 

F2F Tangible Spt.          Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

.041 

.308 

153 

-.019 

.408 

153 

.106 

.100 

148 

 

Table V 

Facebook Use, Perceived Stress and Resilience Correlations 

 Facebook 
Use 

Facebook 
Time 

Facebook 
Intensity 

Score 
Perceived Stress             Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (2-tailed) 

                                         N 

.014 

.850 

178 

.055 

.466 

178 

.014 

.853 

172 

Resilience                        Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (2-tailed) 

                                         N 

-.062 

.419 

172 

-.109 

.156 

172 

-.034 

.667 

167 
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Table VI 

Perceived Online Social Support, Resilience and Perceived Stress Correlations 

 Perceived 
Stress 

Resilience 

Online Emotional Spt.               Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

.041 

.299 

167 

.141* 

.035 

167 

Online Network Spt.                  Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

.024 

.379 

166 

.107 

.086 

166 

Online Informational Spt.         Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

.090 

.124 

165 

.048 

.269 

166 

Online Tangible Spt.                  Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

.077 

.162 

165 

.087 

.132 

165 

Online Social Spt.                      Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

.060 

.220 

167 

.102 

.094 

167 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed) 
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Table VII 

Perceived Face-to-Face Social Support, Resilience and Perceived Stress Correlations 

 Perceived 
Stress 

Resilience 

F2F Emotional Support            Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

-.150* 

.031 

155 

.368** 

.000 

155 

F2F Network Support               Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

-.096 

.118 

154 

.242** 

.001 

154 

F2F Informational Support      Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

-.061 

.229 

153 

.224** 

.003 

153 

F2F Tangible Support               Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

-.058 

.237 

153 

.259** 

.001 

153 

F2F Social Support                    Pearson Correlation 

                                                     Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                                     N 

-.122 

.066 

155 

.303** 

.000 

155 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed) 
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Table VIII 

Resilience and Perceived Stress Correlation 

 Perceived 
Stress 

Resilience 

Perceived Stress             Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

1 

 

181 

-.637** 

.000 

175 

Resilience                        Pearson Correlation 

                                         Sig. (1-tailed) 

                                         N 

-.637** 

.000 

175 

1 

 

175 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



47 

 

SCHOLASTIC VITA 

DANIEL L.ELLIOTT 

BORN:        July 13, 1968 

UNDERGRADUATE                 Jefferson Community College 
STUDY:                                      Watertown, New York 
                                                     A.A.S., Criminal Justice, 1993 

 
                                                     Utica College of Syracuse University 
                                                     Utica, New York 
                                                     B.S., Criminal Justice, 1995 

 
GRADUATE STUDY:               Wake Forest University 
                                                     Winston-Salem, North Carolina 
                                                     M.A., Communication, 2011 
                                                     Thesis Title: Facebook, Resilience and Army Spouses  
                                                     Coping With Combat Deployment 

 
SCHOLASTIC AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 

 
            Defense Information School, Public Affairs Officer Qualification Course, 2007. 

 
            U.S. Army Public Affairs Officer, 2007 – present.   

 

 

 

 

 

 


