





[bookmark: _GoBack]From theory to practice: 
A theory-informed, critical review of research on military marriages



Running head: MILITARY MARRAIGES		

MILITARY MARRIAGE 		ii




Abstract
Military marriages may be particularly vulnerable to marital distress and dissolution due to the unique challenges associated with military service. To better understand the research regarding military marriages, a critical literature review was conducted. Fifteen peer-reviewed, published articles were critically reviewed based on their theoretical applications and empirical findings. Articles were categorized according to stage in marriage and primary theoretical orientation. Results suggest that military marriages are at risk due to military factors, but they are also mostly stable. Results also indicate that theories are rarely made explicit in military marriage literature. Future research would benefit from providing clearer links from theory to hypothesis testing. Finally, empirical findings are translated into practical implications at the macro-level and micro-levels of intervention. 
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Learning Objectives:
1) After viewing this presentation attendees will recognize the trends in the use of theory to study military marriages since the year 2000
2) After viewing this presentation attendees will understand major findings concerning military marriage predictors and outcomes
3) After viewing this presentation attendees will evaluate possible practice implications based on recent research findings
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From theory and practice: 
A theory-informed, critical review of research on military marriages

Introduction
Marital difficulties and/or the dissolution of marriage are among the most stressful of life events (Holmes & Rahe, 1967). Couples experiencing difficulties are at risk for a number of poor outcomes ranging from increased negative emotions (Levenson & Gottman, 1983) to couple violence (Jacobson et al., 1994). As a result, considerable efforts have been invested in understanding relationship issues and the factors that lead to martial adjustment and stability (for review, see Fincham, 2004). Although all relationships are at risk for difficulties, certain marriages may be at greater risk than others. Mainstream media and empirical evidence have suggested that military marriages, marriages in which at least one spouse is a member of the Armed Forces, may be particularly vulnerable given the chronic and acute stress they face (e.g., Gerlock, Grimesey, & Sayre, 2014; Kaufman, 2008). 
Military marriages face typical relational challenges, as well as circumstantial stressors unique to the military experience (e.g., frequent relocations, deployments; Lucier-Greer & Fincham, 2017). These factors can have negative implications inside and outside the marital relationship. For example, deployment status has been adversely linked to reports of marital satisfaction (McLeland, Sutton, & Schumm, 2008). This is particularly noteworthy because when a soldier in situated within an unhealthy or poorly adjusted romantic relationship, it affects the soldier’s “mission readiness” as consistently documented across studies (e.g., Schumm, Bell, & Resnick, 2001; Vernez & Zellmen, 1987). This means that family life and marital quality have an impact on soldiers’ abilities to adequately perform their work. Therefore, it is important to understand the experiences of married couples in the military context. 
As with other areas of research, periodic reviews of the literature provide insight into the theories utilized to understand phenomena, the knowledge provided to the academic community, gaps in the literature and needed future work, and recommendations for practice. The primary purpose of this review was to examine the recent literature regarding military marriages, discuss the theories that guide this research, and provide suggestions to improve the quality of future work. A secondary purpose was to inform practice by identifying community-level supports and effective interventions for military marriages. Interventions within the community can have positive impacts on individual and family development (Mancini & Bowen, 2013). These interventions can be thought of as “leverage points,” or factors that can be enhanced or altered to improve family outcomes. In the context of this review, leverage points were identified at the macro-level, such as suggestions for military policy, and the micro-level, including intervention suggestions for clinicians, family life educators, and even family members to specifically address critical needs. Accordingly, this review makes clear ties between theory, research, and application.  
To accomplish these purposes, two research questions were developed to guide this critical review of the literature:
1) What are the theories that guide research on military marriages? 
2) What are the effects of military service on marriages?
Based on these findings, the discussion section will review possible leverage points for intervention to improve the quality and stability of military marriages.
Method
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
To address the research questions, a priori parameters were established to focus the scope of the review, including both exclusion and inclusion criteria. Articles concerning marriages of individuals within the United States military forces were gathered, regardless of the military branch being studied. Though there are some meaningful differences between service branches (Teachman & Tedrow, 2008), limiting journal studies by this criteria would likely be too stringent for a meaningful review of marital relationships in the military. 
The first criteria for inclusion in this review was that articles must examine marriages as opposed to other types of romantic relationships. This does not indicate a value judgment on the quality or meaning of non-married romantic unions, rather a practical limitation in military relationship research. From a methodological standpoint, marriage is easier to measure and evaluate. Marriage has clearer lines of beginning and ending and can provide a more stable variable for examination. Therefore, marriages were chosen rather than less well defined romantic unions. 
The second criteria was that articles place a focus on military couples’ experiences by examining couple-level outcomes, as opposed to individual outcomes or family-level outcomes that include individuals outside of the marital dyad (e.g., children). Couple level outcomes typically fall into three categories: marriage formation (e.g., decision to marry), marital functioning and quality (e.g., satisfaction), and marital dissolution. Therefore, this review did not include articles where the couple relationship was used to predict, mediate, or moderate military predictors on other family outcomes. 
The third and final criteria was that articles were written and published from the year 2000 forward. The reason for this criteria was two-fold. The first is simply the desire to present up-to-date research. Though older literature is not necessarily of lesser quality, there is a greater likelihood that modern research will more accurately capture the experiences of current marital life in the United States. The second reason for this criteria is that modern articles are more likely reflect the current military culture. Namely, that military forces during the current conflicts are under more stress and strain than any other group since the Vietnam War (Hosek, Kavanagh, & Miller, 2006). Therefore, it is important to try to capture the experiences of soldiers in recent history. After establishing the search criteria, a literature review was conducted to identify relevant articles.
Literature Search
This search was primarily conducted using Google Scholar and Academic Search Premier. Early in the search process, the keyword phrases “marriage military context” and “military marriages” were used to compile potential article sources. The results were evaluated with regard to the inclusion and exclusion criteria. This process identified approximately 12 suitable articles from the appropriate time frame. Citations within these papers were examined, producing a total of 15 articles for review. Two methods of organization emerged from the critical review of these articles: 1) stage of marriage studied (defined here as, marital formation, assessments of relationship functioning while married, and marital dissolution), and 2) the primary theoretical orientation utilized. For a full representation of articles arranged by marital stage and theory, see Table 1.
Results
Stages and Theories
Concerning stages of marriage, the articles naturally fell into three main categories: military effects on 1) marriage formation, 2) assessments of relationship functioning while married, and 3) marital dissolution (or continuation). Studies pertaining to marital formation focused on how military service and the context of military service influenced the decisions of service men and women to get married or remain single. Assessments of relationship functioning while married include studies of how military factors influence marital outcomes, including satisfaction, relationship quality, couple communication, and relationship confidence. Lastly, articles focusing on marital dissolution examined the impact of military service on the likelihood of divorce or separation. 
In addition to the natural emergence of marital stage as an organization method, the articles could further be grouped together by theory, whether explicit or implicit in the research design. Two broad categorizations of theory emerged from the identified articles: Family Ecology Theory and Family Stress and Resilience Theory. Though full explanations of these theories are beyond the scope of this review, brief descriptions will be provided, beginning with Family Ecology Theory. 
Family Ecological Theory (FET) posits that families and individuals develop as the result of proximal processes (frequent interactions) between various levels (systems) of society (see review in Allen & Henderson, 2017). The microsystem is the most basic level and it includes the family and other people that a family would interact with on a daily basis (e.g. church, work). The mesosystem acts as a kind of bridge between various systems enabling interaction and mutual influence. The exosystem is composed of forces like the economy, government, and social policies. The last two systems are abstract. The macrosystem is made up cultural values, beliefs and norms, whereas the chronosystem takes into account stages of biological and psychological development and historical time. Given the broad scope of this theory, it is notoriously difficult to test for. However, several articles have attempted to test the effects of military culture (arguably an exosystem factor) on marriage (e.g. Teachman & Tedrow, 2008). 
It should be noted that one article by Rosen, Kaminsky, Parmley, Knudson, and Fancher (2003) is grounded in Feminist Theory. Feminist Theory critically examines values, norms, and organizations as institutions which regularly promote oppression of women and other minorities (see review in Allen & Henderson, 2017). The authors of the study describe the Social Bond Theory of Crime and Delinquency as a primary inspiration. However, this framework was developed in part by feminist theory concepts (Godenzi, Schwartz, & DeKeseredy, 2001). Given this review’s focus on family theories, the feminist/ecological models were selected as the primary theoretical orientation. 
The other primary theory to emerge from the identified article selection was Family Stress and Resilience Theory. Family Stress Theory (FST) was originally developed by Rueben Hill to examine military families under stress (see review in Allen & Henderson, 2017). The primary focus of FST is to evaluate family crisis as the result of the interactions between stressors, resources, and meanings in a family. Stressors in the military context could include things like deployments (Karney & Crown, 2011) or PTSD symptoms (Allen et al., 2010). Resources could include competitive pay (Hogan & Seifert, 2010) or the promotion of equal treatment for service men and women (Teachman & Tedrow, 2017). Meanings consist of the interpretation of events, like a positive view on the sacrifices necessary to be a family in the military (Allen et al., 2010). A family’s ability to avoid or respond effectively to a crisis depends on the stressors placed on the family, the protection of resources, and the mediating effects of meaning. It should be noted that stressors can accumulate overtime, creating a stress “pile-up” which necessitates the effective utilization of existing resources and the generation of new ones to successfully navigate challenges. Though there is debate in the field about the term “resilience,” most would agree that is related to the ability to successfully manage stressors and avoid crises (Patterson, 2002)
Though most of the articles could fall into one of these two theoretical categories, it should be noted that only one article (Karney and Crown, 2011) explicitly stated their theory and directly crafted their research design from the model. Every other article fell into a spectrum ranging from “no theory mentioned” to “strongly implied theory without direct ties to analytical design.” Therefore, some of these articles are placed into categories based on the point of view of the reviewer. The following discussion of the articles will first be organized by chronological event, and will followed by brief reviews of the information categorized by theoretical frameworks. This discussion will answer the first two research questions: 1) What are the theories that guide research on military marriages? and 2) What are the effects of military service on marriages?
Marriage Formation
Family Ecological Theory
Two studies examined how military context influences marital formation using a family ecological lens.  Heaton and Jacobson (2000) examined the relationships between various opportunity structures and interracial marriage formulation. An “opportunity structure” is an institution arranged in such a way as to promote contact between different groups of people. The military is viewed as one such opportunity structure in that it emphasizes equality between members of different races and ethnicities. Heaton and Jacobson (2000) found a dramatically increased likelihood of interracial marriage for both active duty military personnel and veterans in comparison to their civilian peers. In fact, European American (EA) men were eight times more likely to marry African American women when they were currently employed by the military. This drastic difference in interracial marriage rates is likely due to a number of factors including reduced socioeconomic boundaries (exosystem), increased contact with members of different racial groups (diverse microsystems), and an overall policy emphasizing fair treatment (exosystem). 
Additionally, it appears that involvement with the military can have far reaching effects on marital formation even after leaving military service. Usdansky, London, and Wilmoth (2009) examined the differences in marriage rates post child birth by ethnicity and found that African American veterans were 72% more likely to marry their partner after having a child than African American non-veterans. Even after controlling for aspects like age and SES, African American veterans were still 54% more likely to marry post birth than non-veterans. This suggests that aspects of military culture and values (macrosystem) have an impact on marital formation. 
Family Stress and Resilience Theory
Three articles examined the impact of military employment on marital formation from a family stress and resilience viewpoint. Military service brings both risk (e.g., deployments; Karney & Crown, 2011), and resources for couples (e.g., childcare; Zellman & Gates, 2002). In spite of the risks associated with military service, Karney, Loughran, and Pollard (2012) found that enlisted men were more likely to be married than comparable civilians even when controlling for age or race/ethnicity. Additionally, African American men between the ages of 18-22 and 28-32 were more likely to be married than their civilian counterparts. This is likely due to the resources associated with marriage. For example, Hogan and Seifert (2010) point out that the military encourages marriage by providing improved wages, greater housing allowances, and more freedom to live off of the installation to married service members. A couple with at least one military employee may be encouraged to marry as a result of the buffering effects of these resources, rather than unmarried or separate. However, some (e.g., Hogan & Seifert, 2010) express concerns about benefits like these, suggesting that they could encourage marriage too early. 
Hogan and Seifert (2010) found that military service men were more likely to marry at a younger age than their civilian counterparts. Additionally, McCone and O’Donnell (2006) studied the differences in marriage rates between the general population and graduates of the United States Air Force Academy (USAFA). Overall, they found no differences in marriage rates between female graduates, but male graduates were significantly more likely to be married compared to civilian men. The authors’ main concern is that these “benefits” encourage marriage between partners who would likely not marry if they were in different circumstances. Therefore, their marriages may be at greater risk in the future (Hogan & Seifert, 2010). These risks may be displayed in the ways that marriages function in the military context. 
Marital Functioning
Family Ecological Theory
Only one article investigated marital functioning from a family ecological perspective. Rosen and colleagues (2003) examined the relationships between peer group climates and leadership quality on the rate and severity of intimate partner violence (IPV). They discussed how social interactions between soldiers and their peers and leadership could promote or discourage domestic abuse. From an ecological perspective, an individual’s frequent social interactions with the immediate environment (i.e., proximal processes) impact development (see review in Allen & Henderson, 2017). These processes could range from basic conversations to shared activities (e.g., recreation). Rosen and colleagues (2010) found that soldiers with strong peer support had lower instances of moderate to severe IPV. Additionally, soldiers in social groups that demonstrated high support for spouses had less frequent and less severe rates of IPV. However, they also found a connection between negative social interactions and IPV. For example, poorer rates of bonding with leaders were related to higher rates and severity in IPV.  Additionally, belonging to social groups that regularly showed disrespect to women showed higher rates of violence, but a mixed impact on severity. This study illustrates how proximal processes within microsystems can promote or discourage abusive behaviors in the marital relationship. 
Family Stress and Resilience Theory
There were seven articles that fell into the Family Stress and Resilience Theory model concerning assessments of relationship functioning while married. A recurring risk factor that is examined in military literature is deployment. McLeland, Sutton, and Schumm (2008) found that soldiers who are awaiting deployment, currently deployed, or recently returned from deployment have lower marital satisfaction than civilians, military reserve, and soldiers who are not expecting deployment. However, it may be not deployment itself that results in poorer marital quality.
To further understand this relationship between marital quality and deployment, Allen and colleagues (2010) studied the impact of recent deployment and PTSD symptoms on a number of indicators of marital functioning. These included marital satisfaction, positive bonding between the couple, and confidence in the future of the relationship. Perhaps counterintuitively, they found that recent deployment did not predict changes in marital functioning. However, they did find that recently deployed soldiers had higher rates of PTSD, and that PTSD symptoms were negatively associated with most of the indicators of marital functioning. This means that as soldiers experience more PTSD symptoms, their marital quality decreases. Riviere, Merrill, Thomas, Wilk, and Bliese (2012) also found a decrease in marital functioning that could be related to PTSD symptoms. They observed a declining trend in marital quality, as well as increased infidelity and increased personal or spousal intent to separate or divorce. Though these decreasing trends were not related to combat exposure per se, there may have been an indirect effect mediated through PTSD symptoms. Sayers, Farrow, Ross, and Oslin (2009) also found that mental illnesses (like PTSD) in military personnel are related to troubled relationships and domestic violence in marriage. These articles all suggest that military deployment places an individual at greater risks for mental health difficulties, which can affect marital quality. Additionally, deployment could exacerbate pre-existing relationship difficulties. Hurley (2012) found the frequent deployments worked in tandem with fear of rejection to predict worsened marital adjustment (e.g. cohesion, agreement). Finally, evidence from Anderson and colleagues (2011) suggests that those military servicemen and women at lower ranks and with shorter length of marriage will experience more relationship distress compared to higher ranked couples who have been married longer. 
Therefore, military service appears to have an impact on marital quality through the introduction of military specific risks. However, the effects of these risks may not be permanent, and may not lead to lasting difficulties. Schumm, Bell, and Gade (2000) observed that marital satisfaction decreased during deployment, but returned to normal around a year and a half post-deployment. They also found that marital quality (measured by aspects like trust, and ability to handle conflicts) was unchanged throughout the deployment process. In spite of these risks, military marriages tend to display stability and continuation rather than dissolution. 
Marital Dissolution (or Continuation)
Family Ecological Theory
Similar to marital functioning, only one article was identified as approaching marital dissolution or continuation from an ecological perspective. Teachman and Tedrow (2008) attempted to isolate the culture and policy of the military as protective of marriage, particularly for African American men. They found that African American men in the Army were 46% less likely to divorce when compared to similar African American men with no military experience. By comparing to similar groups of African American men, they were able to rule out selectivity as an explanatory factor for marital stability. Selectivity refers to the tendency of the military to select men and women for employment who are less likely to get divorced due to other factors (e.g. education, SES). This suggests that exosystem (e.g., policy) and/or macrosystem (e.g., culture) level factors may have encouraged marital stability for African American servicemen. 
Family Stress and Resilience Theory
Six articles examined marital dissolution or continuation from a family stress and resilience lens. As mentioned previously, Hogan and Seifert (2010) expressed concern that the potential benefits of military service (e.g., enhanced pay for couples) could be a double-edge sword; although enhanced pay appears to be a resource, it may encourage early marriage and lead to increased vulnerability in the future. They did find support for this hypothesis. In their sample, military service men were more likely to marry young, and more likely to divorce when compared to civilians. However, in our review of this work, concerns arose about some possible issues with the study’s comparison groups that could have led to spurious results. For example, the non-veteran sample (N = 76,456) was approximately 31 times the size of the veteran sample (N = 2,487). In spite of Riviere and colleagues’ (2012) additional finding of a general decline in marital stability between 2003 and 2009, several other articles point to largely positive rates of marital stability.
Despite the concerns of early marriage risk expressed by McCone and O’Donnell (2006), they actually found that graduates from the United States Air Force Academy who married civilians or spouses from other branches of the military were less likely to divorce than the general population. This result was present even when controlling for SES, age of marriage, and education, suggesting that graduating from the USAFA has an effect on marital stability that is not fully accounted for by any single one of these factors. Karney and colleagues (2012) found generally no difference or reduced chances of divorce for various race/ethnicity groups in the military when compared to civilians, even when controlling for selectivity factors. Schumm and colleagues (2000) found that roughly 75% of soldiers married before deployment remained married to the same partner in the future. Finally, Karney and Crown (2011) examined the relationships between deployment and marital status and found that for the vast majority of the military, deployment was related to enhanced stability in marriage. This may be because of the benefits of deployment (e.g. career advancement, greater sense of purpose in work). These studies suggest that the resources associated with military serve as protective factors against marital dissolution.
Discussion
Identifying Leverage Points	to Inform Practice
This review has discussed military effects on marriage, organized by chronology of marital events (i.e., marital formation, marital functioning, and marital dissolution) and theoretical influences. In general, the military context appears to encourage marriage formation and marital stability. However, there are several unique challenges that military couples face, and this critical review provides some possible areas for community and social intervention. Based on the findings of the critical review, this discussion works to translate empirical findings into practical implications and identify possible leverage points to improve the quality and stability of military marriages.  We focus on both macro-level, systemic changes and micro-level leverage points.  
Macro-level considerations.  One leverage point could be the hyper-masculine interactions between service members. Rosen and colleagues (2009) found a connection between hyper-masculine social interactions and intimate partner violence. The military is known for being an institution that emphasizes fairness between ethnicities (Heaton & Jacobson, 2000), and if a similar fairness was emphasized between the sexes at both policy and cultural levels, social interactions between service members, particularly men, could promote lower rates of intimate partner violence. Violations of these policies would likely need to be enforced with tangible disciplinary consequences already acknowledged by military communities, such as court marshaling, in order to effect long term change in military culture. Furthermore, consequences of participating in intimate partner violence could include specific education that encourages awareness of hyper masculine interactions, and teaches skills to interact in a way that is less pressured by gendered expectations.  
Another leverage point could be bolstering the mental health services supplied to service members. Several articles (e.g., Allen et al., 2010; Sayers et al., 2009; Riviere et al., 2012) discussed the impact of PTSD on marital quality. Classes that provide relationship education to military couples could include modules on how to effectively address mental health difficulties, and serve as a buffer against marital dysfunction. By actively involving military spouses as agents of change in managing both their own mental well-being and that of their spouse, improved marital outcomes are more likely to feel attainable to the couple and therefore are more likely to manifest. On a larger scale, this may mean that allocations of funds, or hiring of appropriate staff to treat couples (rather than individuals) dealing with PTSD may need to be addressed at the policy level. Furthermore, encouragement in using these services may bolster the likelihood that couples receive necessary interventions. This could include referrals from military supervisors (with assurances that job security will not be compromised based on use of services) or even making information accessible through briefings or an accessible website. 
Micro-level considerations. Implications for this critical review also include the practice of clinicians and family life educators, as these community members play a key role in informing the behaviors of individuals in military marriages.  Suggestions are that clinicians should be trained on context-specific stressors or issues that military couples could face. These could include trauma-focused treatments for soldiers returning from deployment. Additionally, these clinicians should be educated on the systemic impacts of individual symptoms. PTSD or other mental health challenges affect both members of the couple, not just the soldier. Mental health professionals that can address both individual symptomology and relational health may find greater success in the treatment of military married couples. Family life educators who have the opportunity to provide relationship education to service members and their families should be mindful of stage of the relationship as a factor that influences what education is the most appropriate. Knowledge of the pressures and opportunities to marry, unique stressors faced by military families, and factors that enhance the potential for marital dissolution are critical when serving this population.  
Lastly, soldiers and their spouses can encourage marital health through the promotion of healthy social support groups and peer networks. Rosen and colleagues (2013) demonstrated the relationship between peer interactions and intimate partner violence. Military employees who frequently engage in supportive conversations with peers have less frequent and less severe rates of intimate partner violence. Therefore, as soldiers demonstrate greater peer and spousal support, health marital behaviors may be encouraged. Spouses of military personnel would also benefit from informal support group networks. These networks could be composed of family, or friends that are also married to military service personnel. Connecting with other spouses experiencing a decline in marital satisfaction or spouses with mental health challenges could provide much needed social support. Finally, although marital distress resulting from military service is normative, rates of marital satisfaction and stability demonstrate resiliency over time (e.g., Karney & Crown, 2011; Schumm et al., 2000). Therefore, spouses who remain supportive of one another, seek formal and informal help when needed, and remain committed to the relationship will likely see improvements in their marital satisfaction in the future.  
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Work
Findings of this review and suggestions based on the review should be considered within the context of study limitations. Specifcally, we note that many of these articles employ a similar in theoretical influence. Several fall under the category of family stress and resilience, mostly inspired by Karney and Crown’s (2007) work. That being said, only one article in the review can truly claim to have theory as an influence and a primary directive in the analytical design (Karney & Crown, 2011). Therefore, most of the articles have been organized by inference from the reviewer based on implied theoretical influence. As a result, some may be incorrectly categorized. For instance, McCone and O’Donnell’s (2006) work discussed the influence of military policy on early marriage and risk for divorce. Because this article examined policies and economics, it could contributing to the Family Ecology literature. However, these policies could also be viewed as protective or risk factors for new marriages, pointing to a Family Risk and Resilience framework. This lack of clarity should be addressed in future work.
	Without clarity from authors, readers and reviewers are left with too much ambiguity concerning contributions to the academic community. A lack of clear theoretical orientation limits scholars in their ability to continue building on existing research in a methodical way, and limits their ability to meaningfully interpret and critique their own findings. In the future, researchers should make greater efforts to make their theoretical influences clear, and directly tie theory to research and analytical design. Intentionality is this area would make refinements to theory more readily accessible, and provide greater overall clarity to our understanding of marriage in the military context. 
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Table 1. Articles Examining the Relationships between Military Service and Marriage, Organized in Order of Marital Stage.
	Citation
	Predictor(s)
	Outcome(s)
	Stage of Marriage
	Primary Theoretical Orientation

	Heaton & Jacobson, 2000
	Opportunity Structures
	Interracial Marriage
	Marital Formation
	Family Ecological Theory

	Usdansky, London, & Wilmoth, 2009
	Veteran Status, 
Veteran Race
	Post-birth Marriage
	Marital Formation
	Family Ecological Theory

	McCone & O’Donnell, 2006
	Graduation from 
United States 
Air Force Academy
	Marital Status (married, divorced, separated, widowed)
	Marital Formation
&
Marital Dissolution
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Hogan & Seifert, 2010
	Military Employment
	Marital Status (married, divorced)
	Marital Formation
&
Marital Dissolution
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Karney, Loughran, & Pollard, 2012
	Military Employment
	Marital Status (married, divorced)
	Marital Formation
&
Marital Dissolution
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Rosen, Kaminsky, Parmley, Knudson, & Fancher, 2003
	Peer Group Climate, Leadership Quality
	Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) rates, IPV severity
	Marital Functioning
	Family Ecological Theory and Feminist Theory

	Allen, Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman, 2010
	Recent Deployment,
PTSD Symptoms
	Marital Functioning (e.g. positive bonding, satisfaction)
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Anderson et al., 2011



	Duel Vs. Single member military marriages, (controlling for rank, length of marriage, race, etc.)
	Marital Satisfaction
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory



Table 1. (Continued)
	Citation
	Predictor(s)
	Outcome(s)
	Stage of Marriage
	Primary Theoretical Orientation

	Riviere, Merrill, Thomas, Wilk, & Bliese, 2012
	Combat Exposure, PTSD, Mental Health, Substance Abuse, etc.
	Marital Quality (measured by rates of infidelity, and intent to separate/divorce)
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	McLeland, Sutton, Schumm, 2008
	Deployment Status (alerted, currently deployed, post deployment)
	Marital Satisfaction
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Sayers, Farrow, Ross, Oslin, 2009
	Veteran Status, Psychiatric Diagnoses
	Relationship Functioning, Intimate Partner Violence
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Schumm, Bell, & Gade, 2000
	Deployment
	Marital Satisfaction, Marital Quality, 
Marital Stability
	Marital Functioning
&
Marital Dissolution
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Hurley, 2012
	Rejection Sensitivity, Deployment
	Marital Adjustment
	Marital Functioning
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory

	Teachman & Tedrow, 2008
	Military Employment
	Marital Status
	Marital Dissolution
	Family Ecological Theory

	Karney & Crown, 2011
	Deployment
	Marital Status
	Marital Dissolution
	Family Stress and Resilience Theory





