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Introduction
The Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale (BSRS) (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019) assesses four domains of 
resilience: mental, physical, spiritual and social fitness. The BSRS has been utilised locally and 
specifically within the South African Navy (SAN) environment, where it yielded promising 
results as a measure of resilience (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019). Although the South African Army 
(SA Army) and SAN have different operational environments, resilience is arguably a valued 
attribute that could enhance individual functioning in both environments. The SA Army is 
routinely utilised for internal and external deployments, and combat readiness of the soldier is a 
key driver of performance in military environments. Therefore, it would be beneficial to adopt a 
resilience measurement such as the BSRS that can aid in enhancing the combat readiness of the SA 
Army. The aim of this article is to investigate the psychometric properties of the BSRS and the 
applicability thereof to the SA Army.

Resilience in the military
Resilience has often been described and defined in terms of the ability to bounce back or thrive 
and withstand the effects of stressful events (Connor & Davidson, 2003; Smith et al., 2008). 
Although there is some debate regarding the term, most definitions include two aspects: positive 
adaptation and adversity (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). Resilience has been broadly characterised as 
the ability to maintain healthy psychological and physiological functioning in the presence of 
high stress and trauma (Wu et al., 2013). Consequently, assessing, facilitating and sustaining 
resilience is of particular importance in military environments.

The Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) define resilience as the capacity of a soldier to recover quickly, 
resist and possibly even thrive in the face of direct and indirect traumatic events and adverse 
situations in garrison, training and operational environments (Hellewell & Cernak, 2018). The 
Australian Defence Force (ADF) defines resilience as the capacity of individuals, teams 
and organisation to adapt, recover and thrive in situations of risk, challenge, danger, complexity 
and adversity (Gilmore, 2016). Although similar to the CAF definition, the ADF includes teams 
and the organisation, thus taking a wider system perspective of the construct. It is, however, 
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apparent that resilience is a multifaceted construct, and the 
ability to not only cope but perform at the best of one’s ability 
is emphasised.

The increased focus on performance has led to concepts such 
as hardiness and resilience becoming increasingly important 
in the development of a high-performing soldier (Krueckel 
et al., 2020). Hardiness is a personality style that has emerged 
as a composite of interrelated attitudes of commitment, 
control and challenge (Maddi et al., 2009). Hardiness consists 
of cognitions and attitudes which act as buffers against the 
negative effects of traumatic and severe life stressors on 
individual well-being (Stoppelbein et al., 2017). Research 
indicated that hardiness could enhance individual resilience 
through the protection it provides against the effects of stress 
on health and performance (Bartone et al., 2022). These hardy 
attitudes have been associated with resilience and high 
performance in both civilian and military samples, specifically 
under a range of stressful conditions (Hystad et al., 2011; 
Maddi et al., 2009). The increase in nontraditional military 
tasks regularly performed by an army’s soldiers has further 
underlined the risky, challenging, dangerous, complex and 
adverse environments soldiers are exposed to (Gilmore, 
2016). For military personnel to be able to cope with the stress 
of modern military operations and other aspects of a military 
career, the importance of optimal psychological resilience 
cannot be understated (Kamphuis et al., 2012). Resilience is 
argued to play a decisive role in performance outcomes, as a 
lack of resilience has been found to contribute to poor military 
results and performance (Gilmore, 2016). Van Wijk and 
Martin (2019) pointed out that specific operational 
environments as faced by SAN personnel can have deleterious 
effects on soldier’s well-being. Consequently, enhanced 
resilience has been highlighted as particularly beneficial for 
naval personnel when withstanding the rigours of military 
work and life. Combat readiness of military personnel 
pertains to the level of preparedness, both psychologically 
and physically, through training and interventions aimed at 
enhancing an individual’s capability to execute specific 
military tasks successfully (Shinga, 2016). Therefore, combat 
readiness of a soldier not only pertains to an absence of  
ill-health symptoms but also to a state of well-being and an 
overall resilient state that would empower soldiers to perform 
optimally in demanding situations and environments.

Evaluating mood states could provide an indication of 
psychological distress (Van Wijk et al., 2013), with a positive 
affect state being beneficial for individual resilience (Daphne, 
2020). Troy and Mauss (2011) proposed that those with a 
higher internal emotional regulation ability are more likely to 
display resilience after adversity. Although numerous 
emotional regulation strategies exist, Troy and Mauss (2011) 
proposed that the utilisation of cognitive reappraisal 
strategies lead to more adaptive and less negative emotional 
responses and subsequently, higher resilience. Furthermore, 
cultivating positive emotions may be particularly useful to 
build resilience to stressful events (Tugade & Fredrickson, 
2007). Reappraisers have been reported as experiencing and 
expressing a higher level of positive emotions and fewer 

negative emotions than suppressors (Gross & John, 2003). 
Thus, understanding emotional states and implementing 
interventions focused on reappraisal strategies of positive 
emotions may enhance resilience when an individual 
encounters adversity. Measures of changes in emotional 
regulation have proven to be a useful indicator of 
psychological adaptation in operational deployments 
(Institute for Maritime Medicine, 2018). As adaptation is an 
outcome of resilience (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019), measurement 
of mood states and emotion regulation strategies are useful 
indicators for determining individual resilience.

Similar to the SAN deployments that were investigated by 
Van Wijk and Martin (2019), the SA Army also deploys to 
areas that can be considered isolated, confined and extreme 
(ICE) environments. Internal deployments are usually of a 
6-month duration, whilst external deployments are 1 year 
long, with the possibility of extensions depending on 
circumstances. Internal deployments along the country’s 
border require soldiers’ involvement with various 
safeguarding activities. South African National Defence 
Force (SANDF) members are deployed externally to various 
countries in a peacekeeping capacity. Although military 
personnel deployed in this capacity experience stressors 
different from those engaging in active warfare, they are 
vulnerable to developing stress-related symptoms (Platania 
et al., 2020).

Serving in the military is considered one of the most stressful 
occupations (De Visser et al., 2016), with major stressors 
reported by externally deployed soldiers related to the 
following themes: support, vehicles and equipment, country-
related circumstances and conditions and family (Semmelink 
et al., 2020). Typical experiences of soldiers included a 
perceived lack of support, shortage of equipment or apparel, 
inconsistent delivery of subsistence and sustainment, 
exposure to the extreme country-specific environments as 
well as interpersonal family-related stressors such as working 
away from home for extended periods of time. These themes 
are indicative of the isolation and extremity of the 
environment that a soldier experiences on deployment.

Resilience development has been incorporated as part of a 
predeployment programme for soldiers because of the 
potential mitigation effect it has for certain stressors 
associated with health and performance outcomes (Bartone 
et al., 2022). Traumatic responses to events are influenced by 
pre-exposure resilience (Doody et al., 2019). Research 
has indicated that resilience is negatively associated with 
post-traumatic stress and serves a moderating role between 
post-deployment stressors and the development of post-
traumatic stress symptoms amongst soldiers (Wooten, 
2012). As the SA Army is routinely involved in peacekeeping 
missions that often place great demands on the individual 
because of operation-related stressors (Koopman & Van 
Dyk, 2012), the screening and enhancement of individual 
soldier resilience during the predeployment phase is likely 
to hold substantial benefits for individuals functioning on 
deployment.
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Utilisation of resilience screening measures
The increased focus in the military environment on 
performance-related constructs such as hardiness and 
resilience (Krueckel et al., 2020) highlights the importance 
of an assessment tool that is relevant for use in the military. 
Ensuring the highest level of own force combat readiness 
is contingent on valid and reliable assessments providing 
accurate measures of performance-related aspects. The 
utilisation of accurate and psychometrically sound 
performance-related measurements provides potential 
benchmarks from which training and development can be 
initiated in order to empower soldiers to confront and 
overcome challenges that inhibit optimal performance 
(Madrigal et al., 2013). Van Wijk and Martin (2019) alluded to 
the existence of many available assessments which are 
relatively effective in predicting resilience in the face of 
adversity; however, they acknowledged that these 
instruments are often not a good fit because of the unique 
environments certain soldiers function in.

The four fitness domains of the BSRS stem from the United 
States Air Force definitions of the respective fitness domains 
(Air Force Instruction, 2014). Mental fitness relates to the 
individual’s ability to effectively cope with mental stressors 
and challenges. Physical fitness pertains to the ability to 
adopt and sustain healthy behaviours needed to enhance 
individual health and well-being. Social fitness is defined as 
the ability to engage in healthy social networks that promote 
overall well-being and performance. Spiritual fitness refers to 
adherence to beliefs, principles or values needed to persevere 
and prevail in accomplishing missions. The four domains 
perspective of the BSRS links well with the multifaceted 
conceptualisation of resilience and predeployment screening 
and assessment of combat readiness of soldiers prior to 
deployment. This supports the implementation of baseline 
resilience interventions instituted by the applicable military 
mental health practitioners for those individuals who 
appear to be experiencing some fitness challenges in 
respective domain(s) (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019). Following 
Van Wijk and Martin’s (2019) findings regarding the utility 
of the BSRS amongst the SAN, this article explores the 
psychometric properties of the BSRS as a screening 
instrument to assess individual soldier resilience in the SA 
Army. Valid screening coupled with the appropriate 
interventions would serve as a useful intervention to 
enhance individual resilience as well as the broader combat 
readiness status of the SA Army.

Method
Participants
A total of 418 SA Army soldiers participated in the study, 
with the majority of the sample categorised as infantry 
soldiers and the remaining participants functioning in 
different support capacities, such as signallers, engineers 
and military police. Convenience sampling was adopted in 
order to obtain the largest possible number of participants. 

Table 1 illustrates the composition of the sample. All 
questionnaires were completed anonymously as personal 
indicators were not included, and all questionnaires were 
administered in English.

Measurements
Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale
The Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale BSRS (Van Wijk & Martin, 
2019) is an adapted form of the Comprehensive Airman 
Fitness instrument developed by Bowen et al. (2016). The 
only adaptations were a change to a five-point Likert scale 
and a name change. All original items were retained in the 
adapted version. The instrument assesses four domains of 
resilience: mental, physical, spiritual and social fitness. 
The instrument consists of 12 items. Each respondent 
provides a rating on each statement and item responses 
range from not at all (0) to completely (4). The sum of the 
scores obtained for each of the four scales yields a total 
fitness score.

The BSRS has been utilised locally within the SAN environment 
and yielded satisfactory psychometric properties, with alpha 
coefficients ranging from 0.745 to 0.892 for the respective 
subscales (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019). Model fit indices of the 
SAN study also indicated an acceptable fit for the 
original developed model (Van Wijk & Martin, 2019).

Dispositional Resilience Scale – II
The Dispositional Resilience Scale – II (DRS-II) (Sinclair 
et al., 2003) is an 18-item questionnaire designed to measure 
psychological hardiness. The instrument provides results 
for six factors: control, powerlessness, commitment, 

TABLE 1: Sociodemographic characteristics of participants.
Sociodemographics n %

Gender
Male 260 62
Female 139 33
Missing 19 5
Age
20–29 104 25
30–39 180 43
40–49 24 6
50 and above 67 16
Missing 43 10
Rank
Private or equivalent 203 49
Noncommissioned officers 162 39
Warrant officer (all classes) 5 1
Officers 14 3
Missing 34 8
Home language
Nguni (Zulu, Xhosa, Ndebele and Swati) 108 26
Sotho (Northern Sotho, Southern Sotho 
and Tswana)

165 39

Tsonga 54 13
Venda 29 7
Afrikaans 26 6
English 8 2
Missing or other 28 7
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alienation, challenge and rigidity. The instrument 
incorporates the traditional three factors of hardiness 
(control, commitment and challenge) as well as an additional 
three factors. The traditional three factors (control, 
commitment and challenge) are referred to as the positive 
dimensions, where higher scores indicate a greater resource 
in dealing with stress. The additional three dimensions 
(powerlessness, alienation, rigidity), referred to as the 
negative dimensions, indicate a greater vulnerability to 
stress; thus, a lower score on these dimensions would result 
in a greater degree of hardiness. Respondents are provided 
statements and asked to indicate the extent they feel the 
statement is true. A five-point Likert scale is provided that 
ranges from definitely false (1) to definitely true (5). The DRS-II 
was found to be applicable for utilisation on military 
samples, with validity and reliability analyses showing 
acceptable results on different international military samples 
(Delahaij et al., 2010; Sinclair et al., 2003).

Brunel Mood Scale
The Brunel Mood Scale (BRUMS) (Terry et al., 1999) was 
developed from the Profile of Mood States (McNair et al., 
1971). The BRUMS measures six identifiable mood states 
through a self-report inventory, with respondents rating a list 
of 24 adjectives. The adjectives are words that describe 
feelings people have. Respondents provide a rating on a five-
point Likert scale of how they had been feeling the previous 
week. Item responses range from not at all (0) to extremely (4). 
The six factor-based subscales measured by the scale are: 
tension, depression, anger, vigour, fatigue and confusion. A 
total mood distress (TMD) score can also be computed by 
summing all the subscale scores except for the subscale 
vigour, which gets subtracted. Higher scores on the respective 
subscales are thus indicative of greater prevalence of the 
mood state, and a higher TMD score would also then indicate 
greater mood distress. The instrument has also been utilised 
locally and specifically within the military, with norms 
developed on the South African population. Reported alpha 
coefficients ranged from 0.66 to 0.89 for respective subscales 
(Van Wijk, 2011). The BRUMS provides an indication of mood 
changes and has been utilised in the SAN as a self-reported 
post-traumatic stress symptoms indicator after deployment 
(Van Wijk et al., 2013).

Emotion regulation questionnaire
The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) was developed 
to measure two specific aspects related to emotion control: 
reappraisal and suppression (Gross & John, 2003). 
Respondents self-report how they feel about a statement 
revolving around their emotional experience and expression. 
Respondents are provided with 10 statements and asked to 
indicate the extent they disagree or agree with each 
statement. A seven-point Likert scale is provided that 
ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 
Calculated total scores of the scales are thus indicative of 
the preferred strategy of emotional regulation and also 
provide an indication of the degree of utilisation thereof. 
The instrument has been utilised locally (Ginton et al., 2022; 

Nicholson et al., 2021) with a reported alpha coefficient of 
0.85 for the instrument (Nicholson et al., 2021).

Procedure
The researcher collected most of the data by visiting 
respective military units across the country and administering 
the measurements described here. Registered psychologists 
staffed in the SANDF assisted the researcher with data 
collection when practical constraints limited accessibility. 
Potential participants were informed through the official 
command channels of the arranged dates for data collection. 
This procedure was followed to ensure the maximum 
number of available participants. All participants were 
briefed about the aim of the study and the voluntary nature 
of participation, and written consent was also obtained 
before commencing with the data collection.

Data analysis
Data were screened for accuracy, outliers, missing values and 
normality (Hair et al., 2010). Questionnaires not completed 
correctly were removed from the analyses. Minimum and 
maximum values were investigated for each item, and where 
discrepancies were detected, they were clarified and corrected 
by referring to the raw data. Missing values resulted in the 
removal of the participants’ data for that particular 
instrument. Following this process, a sample of 418 
participants was retained for analyses.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), using structural 
equation modelling (SEM) with maximum likelihood 
estimation of the BSRS four-factor model in line with the 
originally developed structure, was conducted to determine 
model fit on the sample.

In terms of goodness-of-fit indicators for the models, the 
following measures (Table 2) were used to determine the overall 
fit of the models (Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha coefficients) were 
computed in order to evaluate internal consistency of the 
instrument. Coefficients > 0.6 are generally regarded as 
acceptable (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2010).

Construct validity was also assessed utilising bivariate 
correlations with the results from the BSRS, DRS-II, BRUMS 
and ERQ scores. Bivariate correlations were conducted only 

TABLE 2: Goodness-of-fit indicators for the models.
Indicator Interpretation guideline

Chi-square test statistic Significant chi-square (p < 0.05) indicates 
bad fit

Comparative fit index (CFI) Values ≥ 0.95 indicate good fit
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA)

Values < 0.06 indicate good fit yet values 
< 0.08 may also indicate acceptable fit

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) Values ≥ 0.90 indicate good fit
Standardised root mean square 
residual (SRMR)

Values < 0.08 indicate acceptable fit
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on available data where participants completed every 
question across all the instruments (n = 366). Convergent 
validity, which indicates the degree to which two measures 
of the same concept are correlated (Hair et al., 2019), was 
investigated utilising the correlation results between the 
BSRS scales and applicable scores from the other 
assessments used in the study. The data for this study were 
analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) version 23 (IBM Corporation, Armonk, 
New York, United States) in combination with AMOS 
Graphics 22 (IBM Corporation, Armonk, New York, United 
States).

Ethical considerations
The study received approval from the Faculty of Humanities 
Postgraduate Research Ethics Committee of the University of 
Pretoria (reference number: HUM20190107). Approval for 
submission and publication of this article has been provided 
by Defence Intelligence (reference number: DI/DDS/R/3/7). 
Written informed consent was also obtained from the 
participants.

Results
Normality distribution
Tests of univariate normality were conducted in order to 
investigate the distribution of the data. Hair et al. (2010) 
argued that data are considered to be normal if the absolute 
skewness value is below 2 and absolute kurtosis value below 
7; however, Kline (2011) suggested an absolute value for 
skewness of below 3 and absolute kurtosis value below 10. 
Only item 5 had values that did not meet the criteria 
suggested by Kline (2011) (skewness = 3.01; kurtosis = 10.83), 
which indicated a negatively skewed distribution. This 
could potentially be attributed to individuals responding in 
a socially desirable manner, which supports the concern 
highlighted by Bowen et al. (2016) that certain items lend 
themselves to individuals responding in a favourable or 
expected manner. Item 5 forms part of the mental fitness 
subscale. A comparison of means for this subscale with the 
SAN sample does not indicate an observable difference. 
Non-normality can have significant effects when the sample 
size is small (< 50); however, the impact effectively 
diminishes when the sample size reaches 200 or more 
participants (Hair et al., 2019). In consideration of the above, 
it would appear that the distribution of responses is within 
acceptable parameters.

Descriptive statistics
Descriptive statistics for the BSRS total fitness score as well as 
respective scales are indicated in Table 3. The mean scores 
and standard deviations for the SA Army sample and the 
SAN sample are provided in Table 3. A comparison of mean 
total fitness score for the SA Army (38.8) with the SAN sample 
(Van Wijk & Martin, 2019) yielded a very similar result with 
the SAN mean score (38.3), although the standard deviation 
of 7.8 in this sample was slightly higher when compared with 
the SAN sample (SAN sample s.d. = 6.4).

Confirmatory factor analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using SEM with 
maximum likelihood estimation in line with the originally 
developed structure. An item factor loading indicates the 
strength of relationship between the item and the factor. All 
items loaded significantly on the respective factors (≥ 0.4) 
(Field, 2005).

In terms of the overall fit of the model, the chi-square statistic 
was found to be statistically significant with x2(50) = 150.827, 
p < 0.05, suggesting poor fit of the hypothesised model. The 
chi-square statistic, however, is sensitive to sample size, 
with larger samples tending to yield a significant result 
(Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Hair et al., 2010). Further goodness-
of-fit statistics were thus also investigated in order to assess 
the overall fit of the hypothesised model. In contrast to the 
chi-square statistic, the following fit indices suggested a 
good fit of the hypothesised model: root mean square error 
of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.070; comparative fit index = 
0.961; goodness-of-fit index = 0.944; standardised root mean 
square residual = 0.0485. Therefore, the original model was 
supported by the goodness-of-fit indices. The CFA verifies 
relationships of observed variables and their latent 
constructs on the SA Army sample. Figure 1 portrays the 
validated original structure of the BSRS of this study on 
the SA Army sample. Figure 1 portrays the respective 
subscales (mental, physical, social, spiritual) as second-
order factors, which load onto a single higher-order factor 
(total fitness).

Reliability
Pertaining to this study, the BSRS total fitness scale produced 
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.886. Furthermore, all the fitness 
subscales (mental = 0.733; physical = 0.819; social = 0.862; 

TABLE 3: Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale descriptive statistics.
Instrument Subscale and 

total
N Mean Mean SAN† Median Standard 

deviation
Standard 

deviation SAN†
Minimum Maximum

BSRS Mental 418 10.9 10.4 12 1.7 1.6 0 12

Physical 418 9.2 8.8 9 2.5 2.2 0 12

Social 418 9.0 9.0 10 3.0 2.7 0 12

Spiritual 418 9.7 10.1 10 2.8 2.1 0 12

Total fitness 418 38.8 38.3 40 7.8 6.4 0 48

BSRS, Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale; SAN, South African Navy.
†, Van Wijk and Martin (2019).
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spiritual = 0.875) were found to have good internal 
consistency and reliability (> 0.6) (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 
2010). A comparison of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients with 
the SAN sample is provided in Table 4. Alphas were found 
to be very similar in comparison to the SAN sample, which is 
indicative of consistency of the BSRS instrument across 
samples. Alphas for the other instruments utilised in the 
study are also included in Table 5.

Construct validity
Correlations between the BSRS first- and second-order 
factors were all significant, in accordance with the theoretical 
model as depicted in Figure 1. The correlations between the 
BSRS with other instruments utilised in the study are 
presented in Table 5. The BSRS total fitness score showed a 
significant positive association with the emotional 
regulation strategy of reappraisal (r = 0.15), although no 
significant relationship was found between the emotional 
regulation strategy of suppression and total fitness. Positive 
hardiness factors were significantly correlated with BSRS 
total fitness (r = 0.36), together with all the BSRS subscales, 
except for the physical fitness scale. The BSRS total fitness 
score showed a significant negative correlation with the 
BRUMS-TMD (r = −0.35), as well as with the negative 
hardiness factors assessed (r = −0.28). These results reflect 
the resilience and positive emotional regulation strategies 
utilised by the participants.

A comparison of correlations between the BSRS scales and the 
BRUMS-TMD score pertaining to the SA Army and SAN 
samples indicated a similar trend, although in some cases the 
SA Army sample correlations were not as strong compared 
with the SAN sample (Table 6). In both samples, the strongest 
correlation manifested between the BRUMS-TMD score and the 
mental fitness subscale, followed by the total fitness score. The 
similar trend and correlations between the samples is indicative 
of generalisability of the instrument also to the SA Army.

Discussion
The findings of the study provide preliminary validation 
results for the utilisation of the BSRS in the SA Army. 
Furthermore, the findings provide confirmatory validation of 
the originally developed factor structure along with the 
internal reliability of the scales (Bowen et al., 2016). Findings 
of this study also confirmed the construct validity in 
accordance with results reported for the SAN (Van Wijk & 
Martin, 2019).

Soldiers deployed to dangerous, volatile environments 
confront numerous operational and performance stressors, 
and resilience has been established as a buffer for mitigating 
the stress induced by modern military operations and 
challenges unrelated to combat (Kamphuis et al., 2012). 
Resilience to the effects of stress is vital for maintaining 
performance and maintaining readiness for deployment 
(De Visser et al., 2016). De Visser et al. (2016) also argued that 
experienced military personnel may be able to mitigate and 
even utilise stress productively, which is indicative of 
resilience against the effect thereof. Predicting successful 
adaptations in arduous deployment conditions holds both 

TABLE 6: Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale and Brunel Mood Scale correlations: South 
African Navy† and South African Army sample comparison.
BSRS subscale and total BRUMS-TMD SA Army BRUMS-TMD SAN†
Mental -0.36 -0.52
Physical -0.32 -0.47
Social -0.25 -0.26
Spiritual -0.21 -0.26
Total fitness score -0.35 -0.48

BSRS, Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale; BRUMS, Brunel Mood Scale; TMD, total mood distress; SA, 
South Africa; SAN, South African Navy.
†, Van Wijk and Martin (2019).

TABLE 5: Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale construct validity coefficients and Cronbach’s 
alphas.
BSRS ERQ BRUMS DRS-II

Reappraisal Suppression TMD score Positive 
hardiness

Negative 
hardiness

Total fitness 0.15** -0.09 -0.35** 0.36** -0.28**

Mental fitness 0.16** -0.08 -0.36** 0.41** -0.29**

Physical fitness -0.05 -0.05 -0.32** 0.06 -0.18**

Social fitness 0.10 -0.13* -0.25** 0.27** -0.28**

Spiritual fitness 0.28** -0.03 -0.21** 0.41** -0.14**

Cronbach’s 
alpha

0.767 0.700 0.886 0.713 0.639

BSRS, Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale; ERQ, emotion regulation questionnaire; BRUMS, Brunel 
Mood Scale; DRS-II, Dispositional Resilience Scale – II; TMD, total mood distress.
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

TABLE 4: Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale reliability estimates – Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients.
Instrument Subscale and total SA Army SAN†
BSRS Mental 0.733 0.745

Physical 0.819 0.851
Social 0.862 0.873
Spiritual 0.875 0.892
Total fitness 0.886 0.874

BSRS, Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale; SA, South Africa; SAN, South African Navy.
†, Van Wijk and Martin (2019).
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FIGURE 1: Brief Sailor Resiliency Scale factor structure.
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occupational and operational combat readiness benefits for 
soldiers (Nindl et al., 2018).

Application of the BSRS in the SANDF to assess individual 
resilience, coupled with appropriate interventions (if needed), 
could address areas of concern in a predeployment phase and 
be combined with a mid-deployment assessment as part of 
continuous monitoring, along with a post-deployment 
assessment in order to identify any domains for further 
intervention. The multifactorial nature of military stress 
(Beckner et al., 2021), the performance correlates of resilience 
(Georgoulas-Sherry & Kelly, 2019) and pre-emptive demands 
for evolving strategies of adaptation and adjustment to 
volatile environments foster a need for a multiphase dynamic 
assessment model.

The BSRS addresses the unique reported areas of stress a 
deployed SANDF soldier might experience. Major 
stressor themes related to deployment environments and 
interpersonal or family relations (Semmelink et al., 2020) 
align well with the BSRS scales of social and physical fitness. 
The mental fitness scale displays face validity of fostering the 
right cognitive and psychological outlook in order to deal 
well with unexpected challenges on deployment. Physical 
fitness relates to physiological health and psychological 
resilience (Nindl, et al., 2018). The use of the instrument in 
the operational environment in a screening capacity could 
potentially highlight areas of concern for early intervention, 
which may fall beyond the scope of routine psychological 
screenings.

As emotional regulation ability is known to influence mood 
and resilience, an integrative approach for resilience 
enhancement training is warranted (Troy & Mauss, 2011). 
Certain cognitive emotional regulation strategies such as 
refocus on planning and positive reappraisal have been found to 
increase resilience among individuals with mood disorders 
(Min et al., 2013). Therefore, resilience predeployment training 
could integrate the training of certain regulation techniques 
in order to enhance resilience, sustain optimal performance 
and mitigate the impact of emotional dysregulatory predictors 
of stress-related disorders (Platania et al., 2020). The results 
from this study propose a focus on developing reappraisal as 
an emotional regulation strategy, as a positive significant 
correlation was found with resilience, whereas suppression 
did not yield a significant correlation. Furthermore, positive 
hardiness factors showed stronger correlations than the 
negative factors with resilience and are potentially indicative 
of a focus point for resilience enhancement interventions. In 
conclusion, the BSRS provides the user with an assessment 
tool that can be utilised to promote and sustain resilience and 
contribute to the achievement and maintenance of a mission-
ready force (Bowen et al., 2016).

Limitations and future research
As the BSRS displayed good psychometric properties, further 
research is needed on the use of the BSRS as a screening 

instrument in conjunction with relevant interventions and 
evaluation of interventions.

Although the BSRS displayed adequate psychometric 
properties and provides a brief and accurate evaluation of 
individual resilience in terms of four different facets of 
resilience, the researcher is of the opinion that one should 
apply caution when interpreting the result of the social scale. 
Items from the social scale pertain to family, unit or workplace 
members and friends, thus providing a general indication of 
social domain fitness. For intervention purposes, a more 
specific indication would perhaps be more beneficial. As 
family dynamics were reported as a major stressor on 
deployment, expansion of the social scale into different 
subcategories might especially be beneficial for application 
in the SANDF. An expanded scale could assist the mental 
health professional with a clearer picture of the area of 
concern for adequate intervention planning.

The utilisation of the DRS-II in this study was also a 
limitation, and further research with the DRS-II is 
proposed. To date, no published research referencing the 
validation of the DRS-II on a South African sample could 
be found by the researcher; consequently, numerous 
aspects were taken into consideration before the inclusion 
thereof. The DRS-II has been validated on other 
international military samples (Delahaij et al., 2010; 
Sinclair et al., 2003). The DRS-II results from refinements 
made to Bartone’s Dispositional Resilience Scale (Bartone 
et al., 1989), which has been utilised on South African 
samples. Both these instruments are an adaptation of the 
Personal Views Survey (Hardiness Institute, 1985). 
Furthermore, investigation of the DRS-II’s psychometric 
properties supported the six-factor model as proposed by 
the developers (Sinclair et al., 2003). In the light of these 
considerations, the DRS-II was included in the study. As 
the DRS-II yielded favourable results, it is recommended 
that a separate study should be conducted on larger South 
African samples in order to further investigate the 
psychometric properties of this instrument.

Following from the results derived from two arms of services 
from the SANDF (SAN and SA Army), psychometric 
properties should be further investigated on samples from 
the other arms of services (South African Military Health 
Service and South African Air Force) for potential utilisation 
of the BSRS across the broader SANDF.

Conclusion
The findings of the study provided preliminary confirmatory 
evidence for the application of the BSRS as a resilience 
screening tool in the SA Army and support the application 
of the BSRS as a tool to screen and stream individuals (Van 
Wijk & Martin, 2019). The utilisation across the SANDF 
warrants further investigation, as it has the potential to 
make a significant contribution to combat readiness of 
soldiers and the implementation of multiphase intervention 
strategies.
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