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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was twofold. In Part 1 of this study, using a
quantitative, cross-sectional survey research design, the purpose was to examine the
dimensionality of an instrument developed by the researcher, the Employee Disability
and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)
and the relationships among the three variables of interest. In Part 2 of this study, using a
quasi-experimental pretest/posttest design, the aim was to analyze whether a brief
training session on diversity policies and practices related to employees with disabilities
and military veterans in the higher education workplace, influenced participants
knowledge levels and their willingness to disclose disability status in the workplace.

In Part 1, data was collected from 507 employees in higher education. An
exploratory factor analysis of the EDMVAAD revealed a 13-factor solution that was
found to be parsimonious and simple structure was achieved resulting in a 63-item scale
with adequate internal reliability. This investigation revealed statistically significant
differences in attitudes toward fellow employees with disabilities and employees who are
military veterans among groups based on position of employment. Overall knowledge of
diversity policies and practices was a significant predictor of attitudes toward these two
subpopulations and willingness to disclose disability status in the workplace.

In Part 2 of this study, pretest and posttest results revealed significant differences
on the knowledge posttest. However, on the willingness to disclose disability and/or
military status in the workplace posttest, there was not a significant difference between
groups. Training appeared to influence knowledge but not willingness to disclose

disability and/or military status scores.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

The key to innovation for institutions in higher education is to create a diverse and
inclusive environment as they answer the call to be social change agents and demonstrate
best practices (U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy,
2012). Diversity is an integral part of a strong economy (Kerby & Burns, 2012), and
incorporating diverse populations in organizations demonstrates flexible and innovative
thinking, which is key to maintaining a competitive edge in the 21% century (Office of
Disability Employment Policy, 2012). Institutions in higher education have to remain
competitive, but they also have a responsibility and the capability of being catalysts for
positive social change (Strauss & Sales, 2010). It is in the best interest of institutions in
higher education to develop policies and employee training/interventions that encourage
best practices in terms of acceptance, retention, and recruitment of unique populations of
both employees and students, thereby extending beyond compliance, and advancing
campus diversity for all stakeholders (U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Disability
Employment Policy, 2012).

In recent years, much attention has been given to the rights, responsibilities, and
challenges related to traditional students with disabilities in higher education, as well as
student service members and military veterans (SSM/Vs), but less attention is given to
best practices addressing challenges faced by individuals who are employed by
institutions in higher education. Two such groups are employees with visible or invisible
disabilities (Brewster et al., 2017; Franke, Berube, O'Neil, & Kurland, 2012; Grigely,
2017) and employees who are protected military veterans, disabled or not (Dillard & Yu,
2018; Grossman, 2009). Studies show that these two subpopulations of employees,
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individuals with visible or invisible disabilities and military veterans, share many
characteristics such as fear of stigmatization, discrimination, and barriers regarding help-
seeking behavior, and accommodation requests (Franke et al., 2012; Kranke et al., 2017;
Stone & Stone, 2015). For example, both are hesitant to request assistance from
institutions for fear of experiencing negative consequences or prejudice that is often times
covert. However, current laws and best practices require institutions in higher education
to address the needs of these minority groups in their diversity agendas and to increase
awareness of the challenges they face (Adjunct, 2008; Beretz, 2003; Dillard & Yu, 2018).
The establishment of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), the Americans
with Disabilities Act Amendment Act of 2008 (ADAAA), Section 503 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 503), and the updated Vietnam Era Military
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974 (VEVRAA), all require America’s
colleges and universities to address unique needs concerning employees with disabilities
and employees who are military veterans disabled or not, in their diversity agendas, as
evidence of best practices (Grossman, 2009; Franke et al., 2012; Dunleavy & Gutman,
2014; Rudstam et al., 2012).

According to a report from the sector summit series conducted by the U.S
Department of Labor’s (DOLs) Office of Disability Employment Policy (ODEP), and
Employment Training Administration (ETA), in conjunction with the College and
University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR), there is a
likelihood that more people in the workforce will be managing a disability at some point
in their career given the growing number of employees postponing retirement and the
increase in military veterans seeking employment (U.S. Department of Labor, 2012).
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According to recent reports by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), 26 percent of
adults in the United States have some type of disability (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 2017). Also, due to increases in life expectancies and advances in medical
technology the number of people living with some type of disabling condition is expected
to increase (Hunt & Hunt, 2004). At least 10% of the world population has some type of
disability comprising the largest minority group in the world, yet the job market for
individuals with disabilities are the most underrepresented minority group (Kallman,
2017). Furthermore, individuals can unexpectantly become disabled at any time, thereby,
becoming a part of this subculture (Kallman, 2017).

Increasing numbers of employees with varying degrees of disability calls for
greater awareness and knowledge of protective laws that address these individuals in
higher education (Beretz, 2003). Moreover, having large numbers of employees who
qualify as protected military veterans will continue to place new demands on institutions
resulting in new implications for policies and practices (Keeling et al., 2018). More
specifically, most institutions in higher education receiving federal funds qualify as
federal contractors. Consequently, qualifying institutions must adhere to the new rules set
forth in Section 503 and VEVRAA which were passed in tandem, requiring increased
accountability by employers; these new rules are intended to protect against
discrimination toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans in employment
(Rudstam, et al., 2014). In addition, employers are held accountable under Section 503
for applying the Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Act (ADAAA) across the
workplace. Application of the new rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA have the
potential to substantially impact inclusiveness and the diversity agendas of federal
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contractors. For Section 503 compliance purposes, federal contractors are those who
receive more than $10,000 in federal funds, and for VEVRAA compliance purposes,
federal contractors are those receiving $100,000 or more in federal funds (2014).
Consequently, most institutions in higher education qualify as federal contractors under
both rulings. These two rulings require qualified employers to establish benchmark goals
for the percentage of individuals with disabilities and protected military veterans in the
workforce and collect voluntary self-disclosure data from applicants and employees
(2014).
Self-Disclosure under Section 503 and VEVRAA

The revised rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA came to light from the
realization that people with disabilities and protected military veterans, with or without
disabilities, continue to face significant barriers and discrimination in employment,
thereby resulting in overall lower employment rates for these unique populations.
Employers who qualify as federal contractors must invite applicants and employees to
voluntarily disclose their identity as an individual with a disability, a protected military
veteran, or both on self-identification forms as depicted in Appendix D (ADA National
Network, 2017; Rudstam, et al., 2014). Employers are required to explain that this
personal data will be kept confidential, is voluntary, and can have no adverse impact for

applicants and employees who do not supply this information (Rudstam, et al., 2014).



However, disclosure of a potentially stigmatized identity, which is often
concealable, has the associated risk of negative outcomes. As a result, job applicants and
employees may be hesitant to self-disclose disability and/or military veteran status
(Chaudoir & Fisher, 2010). For covered employers, failure to collect this data is
problematic because this information is needed in order to demonstrate that efforts are
being made to achieve aspirational goals set forth in Section 503 and VEVRAA for
including individuals with disabilities and military veterans within the workforce
(Rudstam, et al., 2014).

Despite legal protections in place for individuals with disabilities and military
veterans, disabled or not, gaining and maintaining employment continues to be a great
challenge for these unique populations, resulting in higher unemployment and poverty
rates. Research indicates that negative attitudes, expectations, and assumptions about
these unique populations within the workplace are key factors that give rise to the
negative employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities and military veterans
(Rudstam, et al., 2014; Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015). Furthermore,
research by Stone and Stone (2015) suggests that common negative stereotypes and
biases exist in the workplace toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans.
Negative attitudes toward these unique populations can affect their willingness to
disclose disability and/or military veteran status in the employment arena, thereby
preventing them from being hired, employed in sufficiently challenging positions, and

promoted (Hunt & Hunt, 2004; Rudstam, et al., 2014).



Employees with Disabilities in Higher Education

In recent years, there has been an increase in disability discrimination claims
among higher education faculty and other employees (Rothstein, 2004; Rothstein, 2015).
Although there is an estimated 61 million adults in the United States with disabilities who
are entitled to protection by the ADAAA (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2017), it is difficult to assess the rate of disability among faculty members in higher
education (Brewster et al., 2017; Rothstein, 2015; Rothstein, 2004). Estimates of full-
time faculty with disabilities range from 1.5 percent according to a recent Freedom of
Information Act request placed by the University of California, Berkeley, to an estimate
of 4 percent by the National Center for College Students with Disabilities (Bedrossian,
2018; Haji-Akbari, 2018). Some studies indicate this lack of employee data for
institutions in higher education is the result of both concerns that disclosing a disability
and/or requesting accommaodations will be taken as evidence employees are incapable of
doing their jobs and fears of institutional prejudice or reprisal (Adjunct, 2008; Beretz,
2003). As of 2014, new rules under Section 503, require qualified employers such as
institutions in higher education, to “annually create, implement, and track affirmative
action plans” to demonstrate that efforts are being made to establish a workforce that is
comprised of at least seven percent of individuals with disabilities, but the fact it is
voluntary disclosure may hamper data collection efforts (Rudstam, et al., 2014, p. 195).

Contrasting increased attention given to students with disabilities in higher
education to the large underrepresentation of academic faculty and staff revealing
disabilities, Brown and Leigh (2018), assert this failure to disclose disability is due to
internalized fear of being stigmatized as incompetent. Kallman (2017), emphasizes that
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misconceptions and misperceptions regarding people with disabilities are not only
common, but are problematic in the workforce, because they lead to marginalization,
alienation, and oppression of this unique population. Managing a disabling disease
creates additional stress in an individual’s life (Richardson et al., 2001). Furthermore,
there is a divergence in perspectives between employers and employees with regard to
the management of accommodation requests (Gold et al., 2012). In addition, regardless of
experience level, many seeking institutional accommodations have found it to be an
exhaustive task (Adjunct, 2008). Elaine Beretz (2003), research associate at Bryn Mawr
College, explains that disabling illness and injury are a natural and often unavoidable part
of life; the impact on professionals in higher education can be particularly devastating
due to pressures to publish, competition for promotion, and limited availability of tenured
positions. Consequently, impairment often acts as a career boundary shaping disabled
academics’ career choices and career opportunities resulting in a non-inclusive work
environment (Williams & Mavin, 2015).
Military Veterans in Higher Education Employment

In spite of its name, protection under VEVRAA is not limited to Vietnam era
military veterans, rather, several categories of military veterans, disabled or not, are
covered in employment. Protected military veterans include those who qualify as disabled
military veterans; recently separated military veterans; active duty wartime or campaign
military veterans; campaign badge military veterans; or Armed Forces service medal
military veterans (ADA National Network, 2017). In March 2014, new rules for
VEVRAA compliance took effect, with a goal of improving recruitment and hiring
efforts of protected military veterans by federal contractors and subcontractors with
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federal contracts of $100,000 or more (ADA National Network, 2017). Consequently,
many colleges and universities qualify as federal contractors and must adhere to hiring
guidelines set forth in VEVRAA, as evidence of efforts being made to create a more
inclusive workplace (Rudstam, et al., 2014). The new rules have several requirements of
covered employers including voluntary self-disclosure of military veteran status,
developing collaborative relationships with agencies that can provide qualified
candidates, and setting a benchmark goal for the percent of military veterans in the
workforce based either on the national or regional percentage of military veterans in the
workforce (ADA National Network, 2017; Rudstam, et al., 2014).

Despite legal protections for military veterans, many of these individuals have
continued to face barriers and discrimination in employment (ADA National Network,
2017). Research suggests military veterans regardless of their disability status share
common stereotypes and biases experienced by individuals with disabilities in the
workplace which serve as barriers in employment (Stone & Stone, 2015). Historically,
military veterans have a higher unemployment rate than non-military individuals (2015).
Furthermore, the unemployment rate for military veterans with disabilities exceeds the
unemployment rate of military veterans without disabilities (ADA National Network,
2017). Stone and Stone (2015) explain that part of the employment problem for military
veterans stems from them being stereotyped as withdrawn, angry, mentally ill, dangerous,
or drug and alcohol addicts, rather than focusing on the positive attributes of their
military experience such as self-discipline, teamwork, and leadership skills.

Since World War 1, military veterans have been an impetus in the development of
disability awareness and disability services on college and university campuses (Madaus
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& Miller, 2009). However, attitudes toward this group of individuals have changed over
time (Dillard & Yu, 2018; Russell, 2013). At the end of World War 11, when Congress
passed the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, also known as the GI Bill of Rights,
more than half of the college student population was comprised of military veterans,
many of whom were disabled which helped advance more accepting attitudes towards
individuals with disabilities in higher education (Madaus, 2011). Military veterans from
the Korean conflict had less impact on higher education (2011). During the 1970s, as
Vietnam veterans returned from war, increased educational benefits were offered through
the Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972, but campus climates were polarized over the
conflict, and attitudes toward military veterans changed, becoming less welcoming and
oftentimes hostile (Horan, 1990; Rumann & Hamrick, 2009). During the post-Vietnam
War era, military veterans attained an identity as a “unique subculture” because they
downplayed their military experience in an effort to avoid confrontation and possible
stigmatization on campus (Dillard & Yu, 2018, p. 123). As a result of this negative public
sentiment, student service members and military veterans reported feeling unwelcome on
college campuses which fostered isolation of this minority population, thereby resulting
in less inclusive campus environments (Dillard & Yu, 2018; Horan, 1990). Moreover,
negative attitudes, preconceptions, and bias toward military veterans is believed to
negatively impact the employment of these individuals in the higher education workforce

(Leske, 2016).



By the year 2020, it was estimated that more than 5 million service members
would transition out of the military and into the general workforce, as well as into
institutions in higher education as students (Adams, Lee, & Holden, 2017; U. S.
Government Accountability Office, 2014). Since the passage of the post-9/11 Gl Bill,
over 1.4 million student service members and veterans have taken advantage of their
educational benefits (Adams et al., 2017). As many as 25% of these individuals have
disabilities including physical and sensory impairments, depression, posttraumatic stress
disorder (PTSD), and traumatic brain injury (TBI) (Madaus, 2009). In addition,
Shackleford (2009) explains that many service-related disabilities for military veterans
are hidden, and there is a reluctance to disclose or ask for help as a result of the military
culture they are accustomed to. Although there are cultural and structural differences
between the military and higher education, Leske (2016) explains that bias and
misperceptions toward hiring military veterans on campuses is rooted in lack of
knowledge and familiarity with this minority group.

Faculty opinions and feelings about current military conflicts and the military
itself have been shown to be associated with their self-efficacy to teach and work with
military veterans (Barnard-Brak et al., 2011). Research indicates student service members
and veterans experience a sense of vulnerability and social isolation on campus (Adams

etal., 2017).
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Consequently, student service members and veterans are set apart from traditional
students in terms of academic, developmental, and counseling needs which may inhibit
success in both academia and future employment (Shackelford, 2009). Regardless of
disability status, the inclusion of military veterans in higher education whether as
students or employees, presents unique challenges for administration, faculty, staff, and
for the military veterans themselves (Leske, 2016; Shackelford, 2009).

Problem Statement

Regardless of the new rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA that are intended to
encourage diversity in the workplace, employees with disabilities and military veterans
are believed to be hesitant to disclose these identities on self-identification forms due to
attitudinal barriers and lack of knowledge or awareness of protective laws. Current
legislation requires federal contractors, such as institutions in higher education, to
incorporate individuals with disabilities and military veterans in employment. However,
there is a lack of research assessing attitudes toward these subpopulations,
awareness/knowledge of protective laws, and individuals’ willingness to disclose these

potentially stigmatized identities in the higher education workplace.
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Purpose

The primary purpose of this study was twofold. The first part of this study aimed
to examine an instrument developed by the researcher, the Employee Disability and
Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD) and
the relationships among the three variables of interest. The instrument was intended to
measure attitudes toward employees with disabilities and military veterans, diversity
awareness/knowledge regarding these two groups of employees, and employees’
willingness to disclose disability and/or military veteran status in the higher education
workplace in light of Section 503 and VEVRAA compliance required by institutions that
qualify as federal contractors.

The second part of this study aimed to analyze whether a brief training session on
policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities and military veterans impacts
the three variables of interest: attitudes toward employees with disabilities and military
veterans, diversity awareness/knowledge regarding these two groups of employees, and
employees’ willingness to disclose disability and/or military veteran status in the higher
education workplace. This study may inform institutions in higher education in their call
to be social change agents modeling inclusivity for unique groups in their diversity
agendas through training programs that promote supportive attitudes for employees with
disabilities and military veterans, disabled or not, who may be stereotyped in a similar

manner.
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Part 1-Research Questions
. What is the dimensionality of the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)?
. Are attitudes toward employees with disabilities different/similar to attitudes
toward employees that are military veterans among instructors and non-
instructional employees in the higher education workplace?
Does Awareness/Knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
make a difference in/predict attitudes toward these two groups of employees?
Does awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
make a difference in/predict higher education employees’ willingness to disclose
a potentially stigmatized identity to an employer (or potential employer)?

Part 2-Research Questions
Does training make a difference in awareness/knowledge levels of diversity
policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities and employees who
are military veterans in the higher education workplace?
Does training make a difference in employees’ willingness to disclose disability
and/or military status on self-identification forms in the higher education
workplace?
Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional

employees toward employees with disabilities in the higher education workplace?
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4. Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional
employees toward employees who are military veterans in the higher education
workplace?

Justification

Although the goals of the new rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA are clear,
research regarding attitudinal barriers, awareness/knowledge of the new legislation, and
willingness to disclose disability and military status in employment is lacking.
Individuals with disabilities and advocates for the disabled have reported that a primary
barrier in the workforce is negative attitudes held by employees and co-workers toward
people with disabilities (Hunt & Hunt, 2004). It is clear that negative attitudes toward
individuals with hidden or visible disabilities, as well as those who may be perceived as
having disabilities, such as military veterans, is rooted in lack of knowledge and the
perpetuation of erroneous and often negative stereotypes (Hunt & Hunt, 2004; Stone &
Stone, 2015; Stone & Colella, 1996). Furthermore, the stereotypes and biases associated
with individuals who have disabilities are frequently attributed to military veterans (Stone
& Stone, 2015).

Models have been proposed for changing attitudes toward and treatment of
persons with disabilities in organizations, as well as military veterans in organizations
who may or may not have disabilities (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015), the
literature is lacking on how these models apply to altering existing beliefs and attitudes
toward employees and military veterans in higher education employment. Rudstram, et
al., (2014), emphasize that although the new rules of Section 503 and VEVRAA are
intended to create more inclusivity in the workforce, negative attitudes and lack of
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knowledge regarding the new rules can affect the willingness of individuals to disclose
disability and military veteran status to employers. Little research has addressed
attitudinal barriers, knowledge and awareness of employees with disabilities or perceived
disabilities such military veterans, and the willingness to disclose these potentially
stigmatized identities in the higher education workforce.

To a large degree, disability inclusive workplace issues are military veterans’
employment issues (Rudstam, et al., 2012), but the literature is lacking on these two
groups in tandem. Research suggests there is a need for improvement in institutional
practices, attitudes, and knowledge addressing minority populations such as faculty and
staff who may have hidden or visible disabilities (Beretz, 2003; Pionke, 2019).
Furthermore, there is a dearth of information on military veterans who may be disabled or
perceived as having disabilities in higher education employment (Adams et al., 2017).
Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain what practices in the workforce actually make a
difference in changing attitudinal barriers, knowledge levels of diversity policies and
practices, and employees’ willingness to self-disclose a potentially stigmatized identity.

Transforming negative attitudes through awareness initiatives across higher
education promotes more inclusiveness and addresses complex dynamics associated with
inequities in socially constructed power structures (Liasidou, 2014). Despite calls for
exploration of marginalized groups in the higher education workplace, employees with
disabilities are under-researched (Pionke, 2019; Williams & Mavin, 2015). Moreover,
faculty members in higher education who are disabled are a minority group who face
significant difficulties in preserving their jobs (Abram, 2003). Also, it is believed they are
reluctant to disclose their disability status for fear of stigmatization and being perceived

15



as incompetent (Brown & Leigh, 2018; Pionke, 2019). Consequently, there is a need for
appropriate and sufficient support to foster recruitment, retention, and promotion of
employees with disabilities within higher education (Brewster et al., 2017; Bedrossian,
2018).

Studies show there is a divergence in attitudes between employers and employees
with disabilities in terms of expectations of each other in negotiating reasonable
workplace accommodations. However, overcoming this divergence in attitudes requires
increased awareness of each other’s perspectives, and more education regarding the
management of accommodation requests to diminish barriers and improve employee
retention, decrease turnover costs, and reduce the likelihood of litigation (Gold et al.,
2012). Consequently, there is a need for professional training regarding obligations,
credibility, and trust, addressing each stakeholder group’s roles with an overarching goal
of overcoming attitudinal barriers and increasing knowledge of disability rights and
responsibilities (2012).

In addition, there is a need for change in attitudes and knowledge of employees
who are military veterans, another minority group, that may be reluctant to self-disclose
disability and military veteran status or request additional support due to fears of
stigmatization. Military veterans face challenges in educational attainment and
employment, as a result of disability, perceived disability, and the military culture to
which they are accustomed (Ghosh & Fouad, 2018; Church, 2009; Shackelford, 2009;

Stone & Stone, 2015).
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However, military veterans are a population that can contribute to the diversity of
higher education by bringing their unique military experiences along with possible
disabilities or perceived disabilities (Barnard-Brak et al., 2011). Moreover, as employees,
military veterans have the potential to positively contribute to diversity agendas by
sharing strong leadership and decision-making skills acquired through military service
(Stone & Stone, 2015; Leske, 2016).

There is an abundance of literature that addresses fostering supportive climates
for other “sub-populations” through professional development, however few studies have
focused on training that fosters supportive climates for military veterans in higher
education (Dillard & Yu, 2018, p. 1). There is a call for greater understanding of
vulnerable populations, such as military veterans in higher education employment, and
the workplace in general (Alschuler & Yarab, 2018; Stone & Stone, 2015). Dillard and
Yu (2018) emphasize the need for comprehensive professional development addressing
attitudes toward military veterans and knowledge of challenges they face. Also, Rudstram
et al., (2012) posit there is a need for increased understanding of protective laws for
military veterans in the workplace. Training in the higher education workplace that
addresses protective laws for military veterans and challenges they face in employment,
stands to demonstrate a willingness to extend beyond legal compliance, thereby

promoting increased diversity and inclusiveness.
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Identifying and diminishing attitudinal barriers related to employee disability and
military veterans’ issues associated with institutions in higher education may help in
promoting access and success for these two minority populations (U.S. Department of
Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy, 2012; Molina & Morse, 2015).
Comprehensive data with regards to faculty and staff disability accommodations and
services in higher education is not readily available (Franke et al., 2012). Furthermore,
there is minimal data assessing factors impacting military veterans’ employment
challenges (Kranke et al., 2017; Rudstam et al., 2012). Consequently, this study may
contribute to research on diminishing barriers to access and success for these two
populations within higher education employment and the workforce in general.

Moreover, this study may inform institutions in higher education in their call to be
social change agents in terms of providing more inclusivity, through improved training
programs aimed at promoting supportive attitudes for a professoriate and staff with
disabilities and military veterans. The Association of American Colleges and Universities
(AAUP) has called for campus diversity to be enhanced, acknowledging that military
veterans bring a wealth of experience and knowledge to higher education, but faculty and
administration lack information regarding the needs of this unique population (O'Herrin,
2011). Furthermore, Popovich et al., (2003), assert the need for increasing understanding
of existing knowledge, beliefs, fears, awareness, and attitudes associated with disability

in the workplace.
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Thus, implementing effective training to improve treatment and understanding of
individuals with disabilities or perceived disabilities in the workplace has the potential to
foster positive change in organizational attitudes toward individuals with potentially
stigmatized identities (2003). Also, implementing effective training to improve treatment
and understanding of military veterans in higher education employment may foster more
inclusive and supportive institutions, with the potential to positively impact diversity
agendas (Dillard & Yu, 2018).

In addition, this study may serve to advance the knowledge of individuals in the
workforce about the new goals of Section 503 and VEVRAA, which encourage voluntary
self-disclosure and offer protection against discrimination in employment. Disclosure of
disability and protected military veteran status has the potential to benefit both employees
and employers; employees can be assured that they will receive appropriate
accommodations and services without reprisal, and employers are able to demonstrate
effective response to diversity initiatives (Rudstam, et al., 2014).

Delimitations

In this study, one of the delimitations was the sample size which consisted of 507
employees working for institutions in higher education that receive federal funds. The
questionnaires are delimited to those working in instructional or non-instructional
positions. Another delimitation of this study was the fact that the researcher sought to
gather data from participants who may have a visible or hidden disability. Also, whether
disabled or not, some participants were military veterans. An additional delimitation of
Part 1 of this research study was that the questionnaires were administered only to current
employees of institutions in higher education that were solicited by Centiment Surveys,
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the survey company hired by the researcher for Part 1 of this investigation. Also,
participants in Part 2 were recruited by the researcher from an email list obtained from
Human Resources at The University of Southern Mississippi. In addition, participants
were recruited through email invitations sent out by the Center for Military Veterans,
Service Members, and Families at The University of Southern Mississippi.
Assumptions

The researcher assumed the data received from Centiment Surveys via Qualtrics
was accurate and that all participants were employed by an institution in higher education
that receives federal funds. Also, the researcher assumed that all participants were honest,
accurate, and unbiased when responding to each questionnaire item. Furthermore, the
researcher assumed that all participants who completed the questionnaire were in an
instructional or non-instructional position, or they were candidates/applicants for
employment in higher education (e.g., graduate students).

Summary

The researcher’s overall purpose of this study was twofold. First, the aim of this
study was to examine the psychometric properties and dimensionality of an instrument
developed by the researcher, the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes,
Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD) and the relationships among the
three variables of interest. The instrument was designed to measure attitudes toward
employees with disabilities and military veterans, diversity awareness/knowledge
regarding these two groups of employees, and employees’ willingness to disclose
disability and military veteran status in the higher education workplace in light of Section
503 and VEVRAA compliance for federal contractors.
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Secondly, Part 2 of this study aimed to analyze whether a brief training session on
policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities and military veterans made a
difference in the variables of interest, namely diversity awareness/knowledge of policies
and practices related to employees with disabilities and/or military veterans and
employees’ willingness to disclose disability and military veteran status in the higher
education workplace. With this study, the researcher attempted to inform institutions in
higher education in their call to model inclusivity for unique groups, such as employees
with disabilities and military veterans, in their diversity agendas. Additionally, the
researcher, attempted to increase the body of knowledge available to federal contractors
regarding legal compliance and the issues faced by employees with disabilities and

military veterans, who may be stereotyped in a similar manner
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CHAPTER Il - REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

Research suggests negative attitudes and biases of coworkers toward employees
with disabilities and/or military veterans may be a barrier to self-identification by these
subpopulations, and thereby a source of underrepresentation in the workforce (Rudstam,
et al., 2014). Negative attitudes are rooted in lack of knowledge and the perpetuation of
erroneous and often negative stereotypes (Hunt & Hunt, 2004). Increasing knowledge
and awareness of policies and practices through education and sensitivity training
programs has the potential to impact attitudes by demonstrating that stereotypes are often
inaccurate, and are inappropriately applied to unique groups such as employees with
disabilities and military veterans, whether disabled or not (Hunt & Hunt, 2004; Stone &
Stone, 2015; Stone & Colella, 1996). After a careful review of the literature, no
instrument appears to assess the three variables (attitudes, knowledge/awareness, and
willingness to disclose) thought to be impacted by the new rules under Section 503 and
VEVRAA collectively.

Although current legislation prohibits discrimination against individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in employment, employers rely on individuals to
voluntarily disclose disability and military veteran status on self-identification forms,

which can be problematic.
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Disclosure of these unique identities is often hampered by fear of encountering
some form of discrimination as individuals with disabilities and/or military veterans
attempt to gain and maintain employment (Rudstam, et al., 2014). In the workplace,
Stone and Stone (2015), posit that similar stereotypes and biases associated with
employees with disabilities are shared by military veterans whether disabled or not, yet
there is a dearth of quantitative data on this topic.

As a result of recent changes to both Section 503 and VEVRAA, employee self-
disclosure of disability and military veteran status is being encouraged by federal
contractors and subcontractors due to more stringent accountability standards in
employing these unique groups (Rudstam, et al., 2014). However, the decision to reveal
visible or invisible identities that are often associated with discrimination in the
workplace “involves a very active and effortful management process” on the part of
effected employees (Santuzzi et al., 2014, p. 206). Nondisclosure is potentially
problematic for employers; it inhibits an organization’s ability to comply with legislation
that is designed to ensure equal opportunities for individuals with disabilities and military
veterans (2014). Consequently, there is a call for training that educates employees
regarding policies, practices, and employment issues faced by those with disability and
military veteran status in the workforce (Rudstam, et al., 2014; Santuzzi et al., 2014;
Stone & Stone, 2015; Stone & Colella, 1996).

History: The Influence of Military Veterans on Disability Awareness in Higher Education

Increased disability awareness in higher education and society in general is rooted
in military veterans returning home from war and the establishment of protective laws to
assist in academic and career attainment for veterans. Through a historic lens, insight can
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be gained in understanding the relationship that has evolved between higher education,
disability awareness, and the United States military (Hammond, 2017). In 1864, President
Lincoln with congressional approval, signed a bill authorizing the first “college division
at the Columbia Institution for the Deaf and Dumb,” which was later renamed Gallaudet
College due to disapproval of the words “Deaf and Dumb” (Madaus, 2011, p. 6).

Apart from Gallaudet, and Helen Keller’s enrollment at Radcliffe College in the
early 1900’s, examples in higher education of individuals with disabilities were few.
Disability awareness in the higher education arena began to change after World War 1,
with even more significant changes after World War Il, as a result of veterans, many of
whom were disabled due to combat injuries, using educational benefits upon their return
home from war. Despite positive changes in terms of physical access and an increase in
overall disability awareness throughout society as a result of the influx of veterans in
higher education, overcoming attitudinal barriers toward disability and military veterans
remains a challenge (Madaus, 2011; Madaus et al., 2009). It is difficult to find literature
that addresses attitudinal barriers in higher education employment toward employees with
disabilities and military veterans in tandem.

Post-World War |

In 1914, The Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education was
established by Congress to assist young adults adjust to the workforce, and eventually
served as a basis to provide services to World War | veterans who returned home with
disabilities (Madaus et al. 2009; Switzer, 2003). Later, the VVocational Rehabilitation Act
of 1918 was enacted, and it provided the first educational assistance for veterans. More
specifically, this law resulted in the establishment of the Federal Board for VVocational
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Education which allowed honorably discharged veterans with disabilities to enroll in
vocational rehabilitation training, however, services and training provided as a result of
this law did not match the demand. Those who received professional training attended
college, but most participated in industrial or trade courses that were often taught on
college campuses. Notably, in 1920, a group of student veterans with disabilities at the
Ohio Mechanics Institute (OMI) in Cincinnati, formed the OMI Disabled Soldiers and
joined forces with veterans with disabilities at the University of Cincinnati; this union
was the beginning of what is now known as the Disabled American Veterans (DAV).
Although roughly 675,000 veterans applied for postsecondary educational benefits after
World War I, many veterans were denied benefits as a result of vague language in the law
which caused confusion and limited these educational benefits to those with the most
severe disabilities (Madaus et al., 2009).
World War 11

In 1943, the Disabled Veterans Act was established for the purpose of creating a
vocational rehabilitation program to assist military veterans gain employment, after
returning home from World War Il (Madaus et al., 2009). This was followed in 1944, by
Congress passing the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, also known as the GI Bill
of Rights (GI Bill), thereby resulting in an immediate, and probably not intentional
impact on diversity in higher education. Depending on a veteran’s length of service, the
government provided up to $500 per school year for veterans to attend designated
institutions for one to four years, provided the student made adequate progress. In
addition, funds for monthly expenses were given to these veterans (Madaus et al., 2009;
Strom, 1950). GI Bill benefits contributed to the education of over 2 million veterans,
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including Nobel Prize recipients, Presidents, senators, and Supreme Court Justices
(Molina et al., 2015). The influx of veterans, many with disabilities, constituted 52
percent of the total college population by 1946; this resulted in over $2 billion in federal
funds annually for postsecondary institutions. The GI Bill has been given credit for
expanding the middle class and making college a viable option for military veterans from
diverse backgrounds, thereby democratizing higher education (Hammond, 2017; Molina,
et al., 2015). Given its impact on physical infrastructure, broadened admissions policies,
and government investment in entitlement benefits, the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act
of 1944, or Gl Bill, is considered one of the most important historical events in American
higher education (Hammond, 2017).

As a result of the large inpouring of military veterans with disabilities into
postsecondary institutions after World War 11, there was a corresponding increase in the
enrollment of students with disabilities not associated with the military (Madaus, 2011).
Consequently, there was an increase in disability awareness in American higher
education, and for the first time in history, institutions offered specialized services to
individuals with disabilities to enable them to maximize achievement in their academic
work (2011). Improvements that postsecondary institutions were forced to make after
both World Wars, to accommodate wounded veterans, set the stage in terms of improving
physical access for all individuals with disabilities in higher education and increased
overall disability and military veteran awareness throughout society (Madaus et al.,

2009).
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Korean War

Over 5.7 million Americans served in the Korean War, with more than 100,000
veterans returning with injuries. A new version of the GI Bill, the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1952, also known as the Korean War Gl bill, was established with
major reductions in educational benefits whereby it no longer covered the full cost of
tuition, therefore decreasing the number of veterans, disabled or not, in higher education
(2009). By 1958, military veterans only represented about 15% of the total college
enrollment (Hammond, 2017). There were changes in eligibility requirements whereby a
military veteran was required to have a minimum of two years of active duty service to
qualify for 100 percent of educational benefits under the Korean War GlI Bill. Also,
tuition benefits were reduced from forty-eight months to thirty-six months, and military
veterans received a fixed monthly amount to cover tuition, textbooks, and living expenses
under the Korean War GI Bill (Molina et al., 2015). Changes in economic conditions
were responsible for the alterations to the original Gl Bill, which was born out of fear of
mass unemployment and social unrest. When the Korean veterans returned from war,
there was no longer a major concern of recession; this resulted in both reduced
educational benefits for military veterans and a sizeable decrease in the number of
military veterans seeking postsecondary education (Hammond, 2017).

However, Madaus (2011) asserts that the impact of military veterans in higher
education on services for individuals with disabilities was profound and continued to
develop in the aftermath of the Korean War. By the early 1960’s, colleges and
universities were expanding services for students with disabilities which included special
training for faculty members related to student needs, special seating arrangements,
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textbooks on tape, recorded lectures, and separate testing locations (2011). Herbert
Rusalem (1962), an early advocate of students with disabilities, explained that it was
becoming commonplace to see individuals with disabilities on American campuses.
Rusalem (1962) credits improved rehabilitation services and changing societal attitudes
toward disability for the increase in this minority population on campuses across the
nation. However, Madaus (2011) posits that the civil rights movement, legislation, and
special K-12 educational legislation were major catalysts for disability awareness across
the nation also.
Vietnam War

One major difference of Vietnam-era veterans from those of previous wars was
the increased percentage of soldiers with disabilities returning home due to advances in
airlift and medical treatment (Department of Veteran Affairs, 2017). During the Vietnam
War, over 8.5 million men and women served in the military, and more than 150,000
veterans returned to the United States with injuries that included physical, psychological,
and neurological disabilities, in addition to medical problems caused by chemical
exposure during their tours of duty (Madaus et al., 2009). In an effort to provide
educational benefits for returning Vietnam veterans, in March of 1966, Congress passed
the Veterans’ Readjustment Act, or the Vietnam GI Bill. It provided fewer benefits to

Vietnam veterans than those from earlier conflicts, due to societal conditions at the time.
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Moreover, during this time period the value of nonveteran educational benefit
programs had expanded resulting in an advantage for civilians obtaining higher education
over their military counterparts. Consequently, Vietnam veterans were not able to keep
pace with their civilian counterparts in the attainment of postsecondary education,
thereby limiting career possibilities for Vietnam veterans (Hammond, 2017).

Although anti-war and anti-military activism did not begin with the Vietnam War,
Rumann and Hamrick (2009) claim it was more extensive during the Vietnam era on
college campuses. Due to this polarization on campuses during the 1970s, for the first
time, veterans “gained recognition across the nation as a unique subculture” in which
many veterans downplayed their military experience in order to avoid confrontation or
discrimination (Dillard & Yu, 2018, p. 123). However, Dillard and Yu (2018) contend
that during the post-Vietnam era, much progress was made in understanding the special
challenges faced by military veterans in higher education such as post-traumatic stress
disorder, survivor’s guilt, and issues associated with veterans isolating from society.

In spite of advances in overall disability awareness in higher education and
society in general, during the post-Vietnam era, studies demonstrate that postsecondary
educational attainment was not equal between veterans and the civilian population
(Madaus et al., 2009). Also, the unemployment rate for Vietham veterans with disabilities

was twice as high as the unemployment rate of those veterans without disabilities.
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Interviews with veterans and employers revealed that insufficient training and
failure to complete college were considered primary barriers to employment for veterans
with disabilities (2009). In another study, by researchers Wilson and Richards (1974),
Vietnam veterans with disabilities pointed out that attainment of a college degree aided
them in gaining meaningful employment by equalizing the differences between
candidates with and without disabilities.

Legislation: Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973/Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Additional legislation during the post-Vietnam era served as an impetus for
increasing awareness of disability and military veteran status both in educational and
employment settings. The predecessor of the American with Disabilities Act, the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973, now referred to as simply the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 (Rehabilitation Act), has played an essential role in increasing access to both
secondary education and employment for individuals with disabilities including both
military veterans and civilians (Wilcher, 2018). The aim of this legislation was to prevent
discrimination based on disability through the removal of architectural, employment, and
transportation barriers. Additionally, it established affirmative action programs to protect
the rights of individuals with disabilities; it attempted to address other social barriers for
individuals with disabilities including isolation by placement in institutions, accessibility
limitations, and other discrimination issues associated with education and employment

(2018).

30



Within the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, are two principal sections, Section 503 and
Section 504, that have specific implications for disability issues and overall inclusivity
for many institutions in higher education (Madaus, 2011). From a legal perspective, in
1973, disability policy went through a profound and historic shift with the passage of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, because the exclusion and segregation of individuals with
disabilities was now formerly considered discrimination, and it resulted in people with
disabilities being recognized as a minority group (Mayerson, 1992). Since 1973, Section
503 of the Rehabilitation Act has prohibited federal contractors and subcontractors from
employment discrimination against individuals with disabilities. In addition, it requires
federal contractors and subcontractors to take affirmative action in recruiting, hiring,
promoting, and retaining individuals with disabilities (U.S. Department of Labor, 2019).

With the enactment of Section 504 in 1973, non-discrimination toward
individuals with disabilities became a fundamental civil right for the first time in the
history of the United States (A Historical Overview of the Disability Movement, 2013).
This section of the Rehabilitation Act was “modeled after Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (Wilcher, 2018, p. 2). For the first time in history, exclusion and segregation of
individuals with disabilities was considered discrimination. Prior to this time, it was
assumed that the difficulties faced by people with disabilities such as lack of education
and unemployment were unavoidable consequences of the physical and mental
restrictions inflicted by the disability itself (Mayerson, 1992). As a result of Section 504,
there was now acknowledgement by Congress that the disadvantaged socio-economic
status of people with disabilities was not a result of the disability itself, rather it was the
consequence of societal barriers and prejudices (1992).
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Under Section 504, recipients of federal financial assistance are prohibited from
discriminating against qualified individuals with disabilities in employment, in their
programs, and their activities. Also, Section 504 requires positive actions to be taken to
support and assist qualified individuals with disabilities in all programs, services, and
activities (U.S. Department of Labor, 2020). Specifically related to students with
disabilities in higher education, Section E of Section 504 requires both public and private
institutions receiving federal funds, to take into consideration the applications of
“qualified students with disabilities” for enrollment in their institutions (Madaus, 2011, p.
9). Based on the language of other civil rights laws, Section 504 also requires these
institutions in higher education to implement all necessary “accommodations and
auxiliary aids” for students with disabilities” (2011, p. 9). Consequently, postsecondary
institutions were forced to improve access and address discrimination based on disability
as a result of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. However, with the implementation of the
new law came unfounded fears across campuses regarding the costs associated with
compliance (2011).

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 - ADA Amendments Act of 2008

After a long battle throughout the 1980’s, to defend Section 504 regulations by
the disability community, President H. W. Bush signed the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), into law in July 1990 (A Historical Overview of the Disability Movement,
2013). Section 504 regulations formed the basis of the ADA; it was created out of a need
for greater accessibility for individuals with disabilities and broader anti-discrimination
protections throughout American society. Prior to the ADA, there were no federal laws
prohibiting discrimination against individuals with disabilities in the private sector
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(Mayerson, 1992). With the passage of the ADA, came increased awareness of disability
rights throughout educational and employment settings (Madaus, 2011). The ADA
expanded protections against discrimination for individuals with disabilities to a broader
array of areas, “including the private sector, employment, public services, public
accommodations, telecommunications, transportation, and other miscellaneous
provisions” (A Historical Overview of the Disability Movement, 2013, p. 18). With the
exclusion of churches and private country clubs, all entities in the United States must
adhere to the ADA (2013). With the passage of the ADA, Madaus (2011) asserts that not
only was public awareness of disability rights increased, but institutions in higher
education were called to improve programs and accessibility for individuals with
disabilities, although the emphasis was on students rather than employees.

Through several U.S. Supreme court decisions, the definition of disability had
narrowed which was problematic for individuals with disabilities. Consequently, in 2008,
in an effort to make society in the United States more accessible to individuals with
disabilities, President Obama signed the Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments
Act of 2008 (ADAAA).The ADAAA emphasizes that the definition of disability should
be interpreted in favor of broad coverage of individuals to the maximum extent permitted
by the terms of the ADA and should not entail extensive analysis. The intended outcome
of these changes was to make it easier for an individual to establish disability status when

seeking protection under the ADA (JAN, 2020).
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Originally, the ADA defined disability as a physical or mental impairment that
substantially limited one or more major life activities of such an individual, has a record
of such an impairment, or the individual is regarded as having such an impairment (JAN,
2020; Muir & Helm, 2014; Heyward, 2011). This definition of disability was expanded
with the ADAAA to include conditions that “affect bodily functions, such as immune
system, normal cell growth, digestive, bowel, bladder, neurological, brain, respiratory,
circulatory, endocrine, and reproductive functions” and it enhances the “regarded as
having an impairment” clause (Muir & Helm, 2014, p. 32). The bolstered clause now
incorporates individuals with actual or perceived physical or mental impairment,
regardless of whether or not the impairment “limits or is perceived to limit a major life
activity” for a time period greater than six months (Muir & Helm, 2014, p. 32).
Consequently, a disability does not have to be currently active to qualify, thereby offering
protection for individuals with chronic illnesses that can remit and recur such as multiple
sclerosis (2014).

Since the implementation of the ADA, the demand for disability accommodations
for students in higher education has increased significantly, yet this does not appear to be
the case for faculty and staff (Bedrossian, 2018). Estimates range from 1.5 to 4 percent of
faculty and staff reporting disability in the higher education workplace (2018), whereas
roughly 19 percent of undergraduates report having disabilities and about 5 percent of
these undergraduates are military veterans with disabilities (U. S. Department of
Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). In addition to fear of
stigmatization, Bedrossian (2018) posits that lack of awareness of ADA accommodation
options and resources may contribute to the low numbers of employees in higher

34



education reporting disability. In order for employees in higher education with disabilities
or those who become disabled during their term of service, to contribute their full
potential, Bedrossian (2018) stresses there must be deliberate efforts to disseminate ADA
information, assure privacy, and demonstrate institutional support through an inclusive
workplace culture.
VEVRAA and USERRA

There are two key federal laws pertaining to employment protection for military
veterans. In 1974, the Vietnam Era Veteran’ Readjustment Assistance Act (VEVRAA)
was passed in an effort to aid with returning Vietnam veterans and help protect them
from employment discrimination (ADA National Network, 2017). Over the years,
VEVRAA has been amended, most recently in 2014, to protect a wide range of military
veterans from employment discrimination, not only Vietnam-era veterans (Schmeling,
2014). Also, the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act
(USERRA), which was originally passed in 1994 and later amended in 2005, prohibits
discrimination or adverse actions against military veterans and service members in
employment. In addition, USERRA provides reemployment rights for service members
who are deployed from civilian jobs, including those with disabilities regardless of the
reason for the disability. For reemployment of service members who are called away
from their jobs, USERRA provides special protections if the individual becomes disabled
while on active duty. For individuals with a service-incurred disability, employers are
required to provide accommodations, training, or retraining to veterans to qualify for their
former position or a new position in their reemployment, a protection not provided to
non-veterans under the Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Act (2014).
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Both VEVRAA and USERRA provide additional protections for military veterans
with and without disabilities in the workforce. Virtually all employers in the United
States must comply with USERRA, whereas only federal contractors or subcontractors
must comply with VEVRAA (ADA National Network, 2017). Since most institutions in
higher education qualify as federal contractors, military veterans who are employed in the
higher education arena have additional protection against workplace discrimination.
However, there is little information regarding employees in higher education who are
military veterans.

Section 503 and VEVRAA — Higher Education Employment and Legal Compliance

The U. S. Department of Labor’s (DOL) Office of Federal Contract Compliance
Programs (OFCCP) is responsible for enforcing both Section 503 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 and the Vietnam Era Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act (VEVRAA),
which applies to federal contractors and subcontractors. Under Section 503 of the
Rehabilitation Act, federal contractors are entities that receive $10,000 or more annually,
and under VEVRAA federal contractors are those receiving $100,000 or more (ADA
National Network, 2017). Therefore, many institutions in higher education must adhere to
both of these laws with regards to individuals with disability and/or military veteran
status in the employment arena. These two laws collectively prohibit federal contractors
and subcontractors from discriminating on the basis of disability status and protected

veteran status in employment.
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Additionally, these laws require federal contractors and subcontractors to ensure
equal employment opportunities to these two groups of individuals through the
implementation of affirmative action plans (U.S. Department of Labor OFCCP, 2018).
Many universities and colleges qualify as federal contractors (Muir & Helm, 2014).
These institutions are therefore subject to periodic reviews by the OFCCP, in order to
demonstrate that efforts are being made toward compliance with both laws (U.S.
Department of Labor OFCCP, 2018). The overarching goal of the DOL is to foster
organizations in the creation of more inclusive workplaces where employees feel safe
disclosing potentially stigmatizing identities and these identities become less of a barrier
to employment (Young & Kan, 2015). However, there is a gap in the literature regarding
employee diversity awareness/knowledge as it pertains to Section 503 and VEVRAA in
the higher education workplace.

New rules were passed in tandem on March 24, 2014, for Section 503 of the
Rehabilitation Act and for the Vietnam Era Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act
(VEVRAA), with an aim of holding federal contractors and subcontractors more
accountable in their recruitment, hiring, accommodation, and advancement of individuals
who fall into one or both of these unique groups (Rudstam et al., 2014). Substantial
contributions to the ever-evolving disability employment paradigm in the United States
are probable as a result of enforcement of the new rules under Section 503. Rudstam et al.
(2014), posit that changes to these laws have the potential to have a strong impact on

inclusiveness in the workforce.
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Moreover, under Section 503, employers are held accountable for application of the
ADAAA across their entire workforce (Rudstam, et al., 2014). These new rules aim to
strengthen affirmative action requirements, thereby improving federal contractors’ and
subcontractors’ efforts in recruitment and employment of these two unique groups (ADA
National Network, 2017).

Despite the implementation of these laws, the disparity between the
unemployment rate for individuals with and without disabilities is problematic (ADA
National Network, 2017). Approximately 20 percent of the U. S. population has a
disability, and it is estimated that approximately 20 percent of all workers will at some
time in their career develop a disability that endures for at least one year or more (Young
& Kan, 2015). Moreover, the employment rate for military veterans with disabilities is
lower than that of military veterans without disabilities (ADA National Network, 2017).
Also, as described by Stone and Stone (2015), military veterans are often perceived as
disabled even when this is not the case. It is estimated that approximately 30 percent of
military veterans with disabilities are employed, whereas approximately 75 percent of
military veterans without disabilities are employed (ADA National Network, 2017). In a
recent study by Keeling et al., (2018), it was noted that the most challenging post-service
adjustment for military veterans is finding employment. With the new rules under Section
503 and VEVRAA, federal contractors and subcontractors must demonstrate a “good
faith effort” to carry out affirmative action plans that meet higher standards for the
employment of individuals with disabilities and military veterans (Rudstam et al., 2014,

p. 194).
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Under the new rules for Section 503, employers must demonstrate through
tracking and reporting that their workforce consists of at least seven percent of
individuals with disabilities or show that a plan is in place to attempt to meet this goal
(Rudstam et al., 2014). Applicants and employees are asked to voluntarily self-identify as
an individual with a disability. Those defined as having a disability under ADAAA are
covered under Section 503 “if they have a mental or physical impairment that
substantially limits one or more major life activities” (Rudstam et al., 2014, p. 197).
Section 503 data must be kept confidential and there can be no adverse impact on those
who do not provide this information to their employer. For employers with over 100
employees, this seven percent goal is applicable to each job category within the
workplace, whereas the target for employers with fewer than 100 employees is applicable
to the entire workforce. The seven percent goal is not considered to be a quota because
presently there is not a penalty for failure to meet this set target, but employers are held
accountable for demonstrating progress toward attainment of the seven percent goal
(2014; U.S. Department of Labor, 2019).

Moreover, the new rules for VEVRAA require covered employers to set a
benchmark goal for the percent of military veterans in the workforce by using one of two
methods to establish this number (Rudstam et al., 2014). With the first option employers
must adopt a hiring benchmark based on the current national percentage of military
veterans present in the workforce. The second option allows the employer to create a
more individualized benchmark based on the employer’s interpretation of the best
available military veteran workforce data both nationally and at the state/regional level
for that employer (ADA National Network, 2017). Like Section 503, employers must
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collect data regarding military veteran status using voluntary self-identification forms for
applicants and employees. In addition, employers must collaborate with specialized
employment agencies that can provide military veterans who qualify for recruitment and
employment (Rudstam et al., 2014).

Consequently, the implications for institutions in higher education are multi-
faceted. As federal contractors, institutions in higher education have an obligation to
promote a disability and military veteran inclusive workforce (2014). Also, as educators
of students with disabilities and student veterans, institutions are a rich source of
candidates for employers who seek to hire individuals from these unique groups (Muir &
Helm, 2014), although currently, no studies appear to examine the effects of Section 503
and VEVRAA on the employment of individuals with disabilities and/or military
veterans in the higher education workforce.

Self-Identification: Revealing a Potentially Stigmatized Identity in Employment

In accordance with the new rulings of Section 503 and VEVRAA, applicants and
employees are asked to voluntarily self-identify disability status and military veteran
status. Self-identification may be hampered if employees are not aware of the aim of
these protective laws or if they fear discrimination and bias due to their disability and/or

military veteran status (Rudstam et al., 2014; Young & Kan, 2015).
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Chaudoir and Fisher (2010), emphasize that making the decision to reveal a potentially
stigmatized identity such as disability or military veteran status can be difficult for
employees due to fear of negative outcomes such as social rejection and discrimination.
In addition to isolation or social rejection in the workplace, von Shrader, Malzer, and
Bruyere (2014) explain that disclosing a potentially stigmatized identity in the
employment arena has been shown to result in other negative consequences such as
lowered performance expectations by supervisors and a higher probability for
termination.

Due to fear of stigmatization, approximately two-thirds of college students with
disabilities never disclose their status even if an accommodation is needed (Haji-Akbari,
2018; Muir & Helm, 2014). It is believed that this hesitancy to disclose disability status
carries over into the workforce. Due to underreporting or underrepresentation, Haji-
Akbari (2018), points out there is little comprehensive data available on the total number
of higher education employees who identify as having a disability. This reflects poorly on
entities that are considered to be advocates of “equality, tolerance, and free speech”
(Haji-Akbari, 2018, p. 3). In addition, Leske (2016), asserts that the literature is lacking
regarding the experiences and issues faced by employees in higher education who are
military veterans.

As long as certain guidelines are followed, the ADAAA permits employers to
collect disability-related data, but it should not be used to influence decisions made in
hiring, promoting, or terminating individuals (Rudstam et al., 2014). Covered employers
collect disability and military veteran status data from both applicant pools and current
employees by inviting them to voluntarily self-identify using a standardized form (as
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depicted in Appendix A and Appendix B) created by the OFCCP (Muir & Helm, 2014;
Rudstam et al., 2014). The self-identification form does not replace disability disclosure
for the request of workplace accommodations, and therefore, does not require any
documentation to verify disability. In the past, employers were prohibited from
communicating about disability status until the employee voluntarily revealed a disability
for the purpose of requesting a workplace accommodation (Muir & Helm, 2014). Under
Section 503 and VEVRAA, using the self-identification process, employers are required
to track the number of individuals with disabilities and military veterans who apply for
jobs, who receive job offers, and who are current employees (2014). After an exhaustive
review of the literature, it appears no studies examine this self-identification process by
employees with disabilities and military veterans in the higher education workplace.

The timing for data collection varies. For new job applicants, voluntary self-
identification takes place after an initial screening for qualifications is done, whereas
current employees were initially invited to self-identify when the new rules took effect in
2014 and are then invited to self-identify every five years with at least one reminder in
the intervening years (Muir & Helm, 2014; Rudstam et al., 2014; Young & Kan, 2015).
The data collected enables employers and the OFCCP to better monitor and measure the
level of diversity in the organization with regards to hiring practices and retention of

individuals with disabilities and military veterans.
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This information must be kept confidential in human resources offices for compliance
purposes and is not to be shared with managers or other employees (Muir & Helm, 2014).
Although providing this information by applicants and employees is encouraged and
voluntary, there can be no adverse impact to those who choose not to provide this
information (Rudstam et al., 2014).

Prior to the new rules of Section 503, discussions about disability status could
only be initiated by employees or candidates for employment, and typically this
disclosure was for the purpose of requesting a reasonable workplace accommodation
(Muir & Helm, 2014). Young and Kan (2015), stress that before March 2014, when the
new rules went into effect, federal contractors were not required to track the percentage
of their workforce with disabilities, therefore, most did not collect this information.
Basically, a “don’t ask/don’t tell” policy was followed (Young & Kan, 2015, p. 9). As a
result of the changes to Section 503 in 2014, the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) assisted the OFCCP in creating a written statement to advise
employers that they are allowed to ask or discuss a candidate’s disability status, and this
is not a violation of the ADA or any further amendments. Specifically, the ADA states
that since covered employers are required by another federal law to request this
information, it is thereby not a violation under ADA. Also, the ADA regulations will
comply with any laws that provide more rights than the ADA, which is the case with
Section 503. Lastly, the EEOC issued a statement that if self-identification is needed for
the purpose of affirmative action mandates, employers are allowed to request this

information (Muir & Helm, 2014).
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Complexities of Self-Identification

Although these new laws aim to motivate organizations to create more inclusive
work environments and improve employment rates for individuals with disabilities and
military veterans, Young and Kan (2015) posit that fear of negative consequences
associated with self-identification prevents employers from having an accurate
accounting of these subpopulations in the workplace. Disclosing a potentially
stigmatizing identity to a future or current employer is a complex and highly personal
decision that can result in a wide array of consequences for both the employer and the
employee (von Schrader et al., 2014). Research demonstrates that having a disability is a
sensitive issue, and many employees consider it an unnecessary risk to go on record with
an employer if they do not require an accommodation. Moreover, individuals with
disabilities have reported their fear of being defined by their disability which could lead
to bias and discrimination in the workplace, thereby making it difficult to see the personal
benefit in self-identification of disability status (Young & Kan, 2015).

Self-identification may be a more complex decision for military veterans, but
there is a dearth of information regarding disclosure decisions of this population.
Regardless of disability status, Stone and Stone (2015) assert that military veterans
experience common stereotypes and biases in employment as those experienced by
civilians with disabilities. Consequently, there is a need for increased understanding of
the complex issues associated with applicants and employees’ willingness to disclose
military veteran status as well as disability status in the employment arena (von Schrader
et al., 2014). In a recent survey of federal contractors conducted by von Schrader and
Bruyere (2018) of Cornell University, employers reported that the greatest challenge
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associated with implementation of Section 503 is motivating individuals to self-identify
disability status. However, self-identification challenges for VEVRAA were not
discussed in the von Schrader and Bruyere (2018) study, and there was no data
specifically addressing the higher education workplace.

Running counter to the rhetoric that institutions in higher education are models of
diversity and inclusiveness, some argue that in this highly competitive work environment
the prevalence of employee disability is much greater than most realize, and the fear of
stigmatization, mistreatment, and possible retaliation makes the cost of disclosing
disability status too high (Dolmage, 2017; Pionke, 2019). For military veterans, the
complexities of self-identification may be compounded if they are disabled. It is reported
that approximately 66 percent of military veterans have health conditions or disabilities
resulting from military service (Stone & Stone, 2015).

As a result of liberal ideologies that are often commonplace in colleges and
universities, Gonzalez and Elliott (2016) assert that military veterans are uncomfortable
revealing their identity in the higher education arena for fear of being unfairly judged.
Rudstam, Gower, and Cook (2012) argue that in large part, military veterans’ workplace
issues are disability issues. In order for both of these subpopulations to attain and
maintain meaningful employment, workplace culture and practices must be welcoming

and inclusive (2012).
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However, Price et al., (2017) assert that in higher education, disclosure of these
unique identities is difficult for individuals. Furthermore, through personal experience,
Pionke (2019) describes the process of disability disclosure in higher education
employment as being not only difficult but undervalued by institutions. However, the
literature is lacking regarding factors that promote or factors that discourage self-
identification of disability and military status in higher education employment.
Employers Perspective: Benefits of Employee Self-Identification

In their call to be social change agents and as covered employers, institutions in
higher education stand to benefit from employee self-identification under Section 503
and VEVRAA. However, von Schrader et al., (2014) explain that improved
understanding by employers, applicants, and employees is needed to increase disclosure
rates to employers that are federal contractors. Research indicates that there is a positive
impact on overall employee job satisfaction, commitment, and productivity when the
workplace is perceived to be inclusive (Disability Case Study Research Consortium,
2008; von Schrader et al., 2014). The ultimate goal of the new rules under Section 503
and VEVRAA is to create a more inclusive workforce through recruitment, employment,
and advancement of individuals with disabilities and military veterans, therefore, self-

identification is beneficial to employers (Rudstam et al., 2014).
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First, and possibly the most obvious benefit for employers is that self-
identification by employees allows a compliance measure for accountability purposes
(von Schrader et al., 2014). The data collected through self-identification provides an
aggregate evaluation of efforts by employers to enhance workplace inclusiveness
(Rudstam et al., 2014). Although Muir and Helm (2014) contend that in order to diminish
apprehensiveness of applicants and employees in the self-identification process, it is
pertinent that individuals have a clear understanding of what employers are doing with
the data collected.

In addition, self-identification of disability status may aid employers with
ADAAA compliance because they are required to provide reasonable accommodations
when requested by employees. Hence, increased knowledge of protective laws in the
workplace may lead to less hesitancy by employees to request accommodations which is
a separate process, however, it may lead to more productive and positive workplaces (von
Schrader et al., 2014). The new rules under Section 503 enhance compliance with the
ADAAA. More specifically, employers must align organizational policies and practices
with the ADAAA, emphasizing increased accountability for the application of existing
rights under the law (Rudstam et al., 2014).

Also, von Schrader et al., (2014) propose that if employees can feel at ease with
disclosing disability and military veteran status, it may benefit employers through
increased loyalty and commitment by employees toward organizations. Additionally,
self-identification of disability status and military veteran status can result in monetary
benefits for employers. Through the Work Opportunity Credit, employers can receive up
to forty percent of the initial $6000 paid out in wages in the first year to an employee

47



with a disability or who belongs to other special groups, including military veterans
(Rudstam et al., 2014). Research indicates that when the workplace culture is conducive
to self-disclosing a potentially stigmatized identity employees experience greater levels
of job satisfaction and organizational support (Disability Case Study Research
Consortium, 2008; von Schrader et al., 2014). Furthermore, Erickson et al., (2014) assert
that evidence of workplace inclusiveness results when there is visible organizational
commitment to hiring and supporting individuals with disabilities and military veterans.
Employees Perspective: Costs and Benefits of Self-ldentification

Individuals with potentially stigmatized identities such as those who have a
disability and military veterans, often do not reveal their unigque status out of concerns
that it would result in negative employment outcomes (von Schrader et al., 2014).
Workplace culture plays an important role as individuals weigh the costs and benefits of
revealing identities that may disadvantage them as applicants or existing employees
(2014). Environmental factors such as workplace policies and practices can function as
major barriers or facilitators to the overall sense of inclusiveness for individuals with
disabilities and military veterans (Erickson et al., 2014). Furthermore, workplace policies
and practices are impacted by legislation (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015).
In making the decision to self-identify as an employee with a potentially stigmatized
identity, whether it be through Section 503, VEVRAA, or for ADAAA accommodation
requests, the benefits of disclosing such personal information must outweigh the costs for

the individual (von Schrader et al., 2014).
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Research indicates that individuals often do not self-identify disability or military
veteran status out of concern that it would result in negative consequences such as
diminished expectations, responsibilities, and lack of overall advancement, as well as
lack of respect or isolation from co-workers. However, despite these concerns, von
Schrader et al. (2014), emphasize that it can be beneficial for employees to disclose these
unique identities in the workplace. Feeling comfortable with self-identification has the
potential to improve access to much needed accommodations, help an employee explain
behavior to supervisors and coworkers, or possibly aid an employee in explaining gaps in
work history (2014). Muir and Helm (2014) posit that self-identification by applicants
and employees has the capability to improve workplace resources and overall hiring and
promotion opportunities in the workplace. As more individuals reveal disability and
military status, Muir and Helm (2014) also assert that employers will provide more
resource groups to focus on employees’ special needs, and there will be improved
education and awareness within the workplace, but there is a dearth of information
regarding such resources in higher education employment.

Without self-identification by employees, it is difficult for employers to target
diversity efforts and build budgets for resources and activities to address the specific
needs of employees with disabilities and military veterans (Young & Kan, 2015). In
higher education, Bedrossian (2018) emphasizes that with disclosure of disability,
especially hidden disabilities such as mental health issues, there remains the risk of
stigmatization, and the perception of diminished competence. However, the literature is
lacking regarding factors that promote or discourage self-identification of disability and
military status in higher education employment.
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Factors Impacting Willingness to Disclose Disability and Military Veteran Status

Research indicates that environmental factors such as legislation, organizational
policies and practices, as well as person factors such as stereotyping, decreased
expectancies, and negative attitudes are thought to impact hiring, advancement, and
retention decisions in the workplace for employees with disabilities (Stone & Colella,
1996) and military veterans (Stone & Stone, 2015). However, there is a gap in the
literature regarding the impact of current legislation, specifically Section 503 and
VEVRAA, and overall workplace climate on employee’s willingness to disclose
disability and military veteran status to qualifying institutions in higher education.
Despite legal protections in place, employment rates for individuals with disabilities and
military veterans remain lower than for those without disabilities and nonveterans
(Rudstam et al., 2014). In higher education, research suggests that employment rates of
employees with disabilities and military veterans are underestimated due to a hesitancy to
self-identify in the workforce, yet there is little supporting quantitative data in the
literature (Bedrossian, 2018; Haji-Akbari, 2018).
Negative Attitudes, Stereotyping, and Stigmatizing

Despite several decades of legal protections for employees with disabilities and
military veterans, research suggests that negative attitudes are a major cause of
discrimination in employment for these individuals (Rudstam et al., 2014; Rudstam et al.,
2012). However, it is difficult to identify studies that examine attitudes toward employees
with disabilities and military veterans in higher education employment. Rudstram et al.
(2014), posit that negative attitudes toward these two groups in organizations affects their
willingness to disclose their unique identities to federal contractors. This runs counter to
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the goal of the new rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA, which is to improve
workplace inclusivity for individuals with disabilities and military veterans. Additionally,
the aim of the ADA has been to diminish both architectural and attitudinal barriers for
individuals with disabilities. However, Hunt and Hunt (2004), explain that the law is
quite specific in terms of what employers must do to diminish architectural barriers, yet
vague in articulating best practices for employers in diminishing attitudinal barriers.
Negative attitudes that employers and co-workers hold toward individuals with
disabilities and military veterans who may be perceived as disabled even if they are not,
are often rooted in negative stereotypes and lack of knowledge (Hunt & Hunt, 2004).
Although attitudes are not easy to change, one of the most effective methods for doing so
is to challenge existing beliefs by providing new information through training (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975; Hunt & Hunt, 2004).

Furthermore, Stone and Colella (1996) discuss that employers’ attitudinal biases
and stereotypes are sources of misconceptions regarding employees with disabilities.
False assumptions about performance capabilities, absenteeism, turnover rates, and high
costs of accommodations for employees with disabilities have the potential to lead to
negative outcomes in employment. Research indicates that employees with disabilities
perform equally or better than peers without disabilities with regards to absenteeism and
turnover rates, and most accommodation costs are relatively inexpensive (Stone &

Colella, 1996).
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Similarly, Stone and Stone (2015) posit that attitudinal biases and stereotypes
frequently associated with employees with disabilities are applied to military veterans in
the workplace, whether they are disabled or not, resulting in employment difficulties. In
addition to the false assumptions associated with individuals with disabilities, research
suggests that stereotypes such as rigidity, bitterness, and lack of adaptability to new
contexts are often associated with military veterans in the workplace but are unfounded
(Stone & Stone, 2015). Furthermore, research by Harrell and Berglass (2012) indicates a
positive relationship between military service and civilian job performance, although
negative attitudes toward military veterans were reported as an obstacle to gaining
employment. Also, the America’s Heroes fact sheet reported that over two-thirds of
employers in one survey responded negatively to an item asking about their first thoughts
upon discovering their company would be hiring wounded military veterans (Office of
Warrior Care Policy, 2017).

At this time, no studies appear to exam attitudes toward employees with
disabilities and military veterans in the higher education workforce in tandem. Also, there
is a dearth of information regarding the influence of attitudes on the willingness of these
subpopulations to self-identify disability and military veteran status in the higher
education employment. From as far back as World War |, overall disability awareness on
campuses increased, and physical access was improved for those with disabilities, as a
result of wounded military veterans returning home from war (Madaus, 2011; Madaus et
al., 2009). However, Hammond (2017) points out that attitudes toward military veterans
entering higher education were not all positive. There was skepticism about performance
ability by some faculty and administration due to both the immediate and long-term
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impacts of war, including “historical appearances of modern-day post-traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD),” in addition to possible physical disabilities (Hammond, 2017, p. 17).
However, little information can be found regarding how these attitudes carried over to
fellow employees in higher education with disability and/or military veteran status.

On the other hand, Curtis Avery (1946), an instructor working in higher education
in the post-World War 11 era, reported faculty and administration had great admiration for
the positive social and political impact student veterans had on campuses across the
nation, however, there is no mention of the impact, if any, from an employment
perspective. Clearly, collegiate attainment for military veterans immediately after World
War 1l was substantial (Bound & Turner, 2002). Although Avery (1946) pointed out
there was concern that the climate towards military veterans in higher education may
change in the future if their prevalence on campus diminished. Even though military
veterans with disabilities in the post-World War 1l era increased overall disability
awareness in higher education and society in general, Madaus (2011) asserts that
discriminatory attitudes toward individuals with disabilities is an ongoing problem.

Stone and Stone (2015) contend that aspects of the observer (e.g., employers,
supervisors, coworkers), such as negative attitudes, as well as attributes of individuals
with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace are thought to have a powerful
influence on the observer’s psychological processes that can result in categorization,
stereotyping, and stigmatizing. In addition, stereotypes are “over-generalized beliefs”
about particular groups of individuals that are typically negative, thereby impacting the
treatment of employees with disabilities and military veterans (Stone & Stone, 2015, p.
70).
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Under the new rules of Section 503 and VEVRAA, the self-identification process
requires applicants and employees to label or categorize themselves as having disability
and/or military veteran status (Rudstam et al., 2014). Consequently, this process can lead
observers, hence employers and coworkers, to generate “expectancies based on
attributes” that are considered to be “typical (i.e., stereotypes) of category members”
which are often negative (Stone & Colella, 1996, p. 358).

Empirical research by Fichten and Amsel (1986) indicated that individuals with
disabilities were more likely to be stereotyped in a negative manner than the nondisabled,;
stereotypes such as being unsociable, depressed, quiet, helpless, hypersensitive,
dependent, bitter, and nervous among others were indicated. Furthermore, research cited
by Stone and Stone (2015) indicates that military veterans are often stereotyped in a
negative manner whether disabled or not. Military veterans are often stereotyped as
mentally ill (i.e., having post-traumatic stress disorder), depressed, bitter, withdrawn,
rigid, angry, and unfit for civilian jobs.

In higher education, after the Vietnam war, the challenges faced by returning
veterans with post-traumatic stress disorder were better understood, but on campuses
across the nation, student veterans were a minority population who downplayed their
military experience to avoid political controversy (Dillard & Yu, 2018). As a result,
Vietnam veterans were stereotyped as student deviants who maneuvered through hostile
campus climates in “quiet desperation” which for many Vietnam veterans carried over to
later employment (Horan, 1990, p. 1). Vietnam era veterans were often ridiculed and held
responsible for this very unpopular war and were even referred to as “baby killers” (Stone
& Stone, 2015, p. 73). Consequently, there was an emergence of negative attitudes and
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stereotypes during this time period; veterans were viewed as mentally ill, as well as
abusers of drugs and alcohol which led to alienation from society and employment
problems for Vietnam veterans (2015). However, after the 9/11 attack, many Americans
expressed gratitude for those who served in the military, yet it is thought that many
observers retain “anti-war values” and view military veterans’ values as being contrary to
their own beliefs (Stone & Stone, 2015, p. 73). As a result, Stone and Stone (2015) posit
that observers with strong anti-war sentiments may negatively impact employment
decisions for military veterans, regardless of disability status, yet little research addresses
attitudes toward military veterans in employment.

Although stereotypes are often untrue and can be either positive or negative, they
are resistant to change, even when information to the contrary is presented or made
readily available to observers (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Stone & Colella, 1996). The
influence of stereotyping processes on initial impressions in employment may actually
perpetuate unfounded beliefs about individuals with disabilities and military veterans
within the workforce (Stone & Colella, 1996). Consequently, the perpetuation of negative
stereotypes has the potential to inhibit self-identification of disability and military veteran
status as applicants or employees in the workforce to federal contractors, but more
research is warranted.

Related to stereotypes, stigmas are defined as deeply discrediting attributes that
reveal a person’s actual identity is contrary to the identity that is expected in society,
whereby the individual is reduced from a “whole and usual person to a tainted,
discounted one” (Goffman, 1963, p. 3). Consequently, when stereotypes are extremely
discrediting for an individual (i.e., mental illness), they can be stigmas. For example,

55



Stone and Stone (2015, p. 70) explain that military veterans have been described by
coworkers as “ticking time bombs” waiting to explode which may be considered a
stigma, because this description is severely damaging to the reputation and identity of the
military veteran. When an individual is a member of a stigmatized category, this
membership can dominate all social interactions (Stone & Colella, 1996). Fichten and
Amsel (1986) assert that stereotyping is highly influential in providing a defined
framework within which stigmatized individuals exist. Furthermore, von Schrader et al.,
(2014) explain that there is a need for comprehensive training for all employees in order
to diminish negative stereotypes and misconceptions about subpopulations such as
employees with disabilities and military veterans, yet there is a gap in the literature
regarding such training programs. As a result, increasing knowledge through training
programs, with an aim of changing attitudes and diminishing prejudice toward potentially
stigmatized individuals may aid with willingness to disclose disability and/or military
veteran status in employment.
Lack of Knowledge/Awareness of Protective Laws

In a study on disability disclosure in the workplace, Brohan et al. (2012), found
that familiarity or knowledge levels of protective laws is significantly associated with
employees’ willingness to disclose mental health problems in employment. In addition,
research by Ellison et al. (2003), indicates higher levels of knowledge of protective
legislation significantly predict an individual’s willingness to disclose disability status in

the workplace.

56



Legislation is one of the most salient factors impacting employees with disabilities and
military veterans (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015). Consequently, lack of
knowledge of the goals of the new rules under Section 503 and VEVRAA legislation by
applicants and employees may inhibit the willingness to disclose disability and military
veteran status to federal contractors, yet there is a dearth of information on this topic in
higher education employment.

In a more recent study of university faculty regarding disclosure of mental illness,
Price et al. (2017), noted that almost half of the participants were not at all familiar with
protective laws for employee accommodations in higher education; no data specific to
Section 503 and VEVRAA legislation was mentioned in the study. In another study
regarding the employment of military veterans, by Rudstam et al. (2012), data indicated
more than half of the participants surveyed had misconceptions about protective laws,
rights, and disclosure obligations; significant knowledge gaps in understanding PTSD
and traumatic brain injury (TBI) were also reported. In a survey conducted by von
Schrader et al. (2011), employees reported that a barrier to self-disclosing a disability to
an employer was the fear of the employer’s lack of understanding protective laws. In a
recent executive summary, Young and Kan (2015) reported that many federal contractors
are not meeting target hiring goals, and there is a call for increased awareness through
training programs regarding protective legislation which may foster self-identification of
disability status in the workplace. Moreover, Rudstam et al. (2012) propose a need for
workplace training that covers protective laws for the employment of military veterans,
disabled or not, as well as the benefits of incorporating military veterans in the
workplace.
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Workplace Climate

Research suggests that when there is evidence of inclusive workplace climates
that facilitate full participation of unique populations such as employees with disabilities
and military veterans, these subpopulations are more comfortable with disclosing their
status in the workplace. As a result of increased inclusivity in the workplace, von
Schrader et al. (2014) contend that overall job satisfaction, productivity, and loyalty are
improved; when applicants and employees sense a supportive and inclusive workplace,
individuals feel more comfortable disclosing potentially stigmatized identities. However,
Rudstam et al. (2012) argue that creating inclusive workplace climates through policies
and practices can be a complex process.

Stone and Colella (1996) posit that organizational norms and values may impact
the decisions and experiences of individuals with disabilities in the workplace.
Furthermore, Stone and Stone (2015) assert that for employees who are military veterans,
differences between the autocratic military work climate and egalitarian work climates in
the civilian world may cause unique challenges. It has been argued that organizations that
place high value on social justice, flexibility, cooperation, and overall egalitarianism
should be more suitable work environments for individuals with disabilities (Stone &
Colella, 1996), however there is a lack of information regarding military veterans,

disabled or not, in less autocratic work environments such as higher education.
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Creating a welcoming climate for military veterans who have served in Irag and
Afghanistan may pose additional challenges in employment; up to 50 percent of these
veterans have more than one disability, which may include post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD) and traumatic brain injury (TBI) which are more easily hidden (Rudstam et al.,
2012). Gurchiek (2011) argues that in order for military veterans to feel comfortable with
self-identification, a trusting workplace culture is a prerequisite.

Rudstam et al. (2012), surveyed a group of employers and found that although
practices and policies are in place for the purpose of fostering a more inclusive work
climate for military veterans with disabilities, little is known about their work
experiences and the impact on their willingness to disclose such status. Erickson et al.
(2014) found that employees were more comfortable disclosing their disability to an
employer when there was evidence of active recruitment of employees with disabilities,
and the employer’s diversity statement included disability awareness. Although federal
contractors such as institutions in higher education, are being held accountable for
creating inclusive workplace climates through policies and practices for employees with
disabilities and military veterans, there is a gap in the literature regarding employee
awareness of such practices and the possible impact on self-disclosure among employees.

Frameworks of Factors Affecting the Treatment of Individuals with Disabilities and
Military Veterans in Organizations

Stone and Colella (1996) developed a social cognitive framework of factors
believed to impact the treatment of individuals with disabilities in organizations. Stone
and Stone (2015) posit that a slightly expanded version of this disability model can be
applied to military veterans, disabled or not, to help explain factors that impact the
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treatment of military veterans in employment. Social cognition focuses on the manner in
which mental or cognitive representations impact how information is stored, organized,
or processed about target persons, such as those with disability or military veteran status
(Stone & Colella, 1996). More specifically, the foundation of Albert Bandura’s social
cognitive theory is based on reciprocal determinism, which is the continuous interaction
of person, environment, and behavior (Bandura, 1986). Therefore, social cognitive theory
suggests that a person’s behavior is formed by both observation of people around them
and awareness of their surrounding environment (1986). Furthermore, both the Stone and
Colella (1996) disability model and the Stone and Stone (2015) military veteran model,
suggest that behaviors are influenced by legislation. Also, the two frameworks indicate
that observers (i.e., employers, supervisors, co-workers), may use attributes of a target
person (e.g., disability status and/or military veteran status) to assign that person to a
cognitive category (e.g., an applicant is categorized as physically disabled or mentally ill)
which may lead to more negative forms of categorization such as stereotyping or
stigmatizing (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015).

Consequently, these two frameworks provide guidance for deeper understanding
of the influence of legislation on such things as organizational characteristics (e.g.,
norms, values, policies, practices), attributes of employees with disabilities and military
veterans (e.g., nature of disability, performance level, interpersonal style, willingness to
disclose personal status, etc.), as well as attributes and psychological consequences of
supervisors and co-workers (e.g., previous contact, attitudes/affective states, stereotyping,
stigmatizing, etc.) (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone & Stone, 2015). As a result of recent
changes to Section 503 and VEVRAA legislation, many institutions in higher education
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that qualify as federal contractors are obligated to recruit, employ, and promote
employees with disabilities and military veterans, therefore, these models may aid in
explaining the influence of legislation on experiences and overall inclusivity of
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education employment. The
focus of these frameworks is aimed at giving researchers a clearer understanding of the
impact of legislation on attitudinal biases and overall awareness associated with the
treatment of employees with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace, which
are thought to be similar. Moreover, both the Stone and Colella (1996) disability
framework and Stone and Stone (2015) military veteran framework are considered to
have major implications for diminishing biases and fostering equitable treatment for these
two subpopulations in employment.
“Model of Factors Affecting the Treatment of Disabled Individuals in Organizations”
Using a multidisciplinary approach, Stone and Colella (1996) developed the
Model of Factors Affecting the Treatment of Disabled Individuals in Organizations, (the
disability model), as depicted in Figure 1. The disability model is based on a combination
of theory and research that takes into consideration social cognition, stigmas, intergroup
relations, and factors impacting the success of employees with disabilities. Although the
model indicates that both person and environmental factors impact the treatment of
employees with disabilities, more notably, it suggests that legislation impacts
organizational characteristics (Stone & Colella, 1996). However, there is a dearth of
studies that use this model to examine the higher education workplace and the impact of

Section 503 and VEVRAA legislation.
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Figure 1. Model of Factors Affecting the Treatment of Disabled Individuals in
Organizations (Stone & Colella, 1996)
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The disability model is based on several assumptions. First, the model assumes
that disability is defined as a “physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one
or more major life activities,” which aligns with the ADA’s original definition from
1990, (Stone & Colella, 1996, p. 354). The definition of disability was expanded in 2008,
and now reads as follows: “A physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one
or more major life activities, a person who has a history or record of such an impairment,
or a person who is perceived by others as having such an impairment” (U.S. Department
of Justice, 2020).

The second assumption of the model is that disability is a “unique dimension” of
diversity that has often times been excluded from models of diversity (Stone & Colella,

1996, p. 354). In addition, there is the assumption that the applicant or employee with a
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disability is qualified to adequately perform the duties of the job in question. Lastly, there
is an assumption that the “observers” in the model are supervisors, coworkers, and other
decision makers in the workplace” (Stone & Colella, 1996, p. 356). It is assumed that the
observers most likely have limited experience engaging with individuals with disabilities
and probably do not have disabilities of their own (1996).

“Model of Factors Affecting Hiring Decisions about Veterans”

Like the disability model, the military veteran’s model as seen in Figure 2, is
based on a social cognitive framework to aid in understanding the cognitive factors that
influence the treatment of military veterans in employment, which Stone and Stone
(2015) posit are similar processes. In an attempt to explain the variables thought to affect
the treatment and hiring decisions of military veterans, Stone and Stone (2015), expanded
the disability model by adding two unique factors. The two additional factors are “(a)
degree to which military skills are perceived to transfer to civilian jobs, and (b)
differences between military and civilian role requirements and organizational cultures,”
because it is believed that challenges faced by military veterans in the hiring process may
be somewhat different than those faced by civilians with disabilities (Stone & Stone,

2015, p. 69).
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Figure 2. Factors affecting hiring decisions about veterans (Stone & Stone, 2015)
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Furthermore, Stone and Stone (2015) assert that many military veterans have
disabilities or are perceived as being disabled, therefore, the original disability model
provides a salient explanation of factors that likely impact military veterans in
employment because it focuses on stereotypes associated with individuals with
disabilities; Also, the model identifies a number of key variables that are likely to
influence hiring decisions of military veterans such as “attributes of the person, attributes
of the observer, and nature of the job” (Stone & Stone, 2015, p. 69). Lastly, the model
suggests strategies that can be applied to organizations to diminish the challenges faced
by military veterans, disabled or not, in employment (2015). Although the disability
model was intended to focus on variables affecting individuals with disabilities, Stone
and Stone (2015) contend that the factors in the disability model can be applied to
employment decisions about members of all groups prone to stigmatization such as
military veterans. However, evidence of these two models being applied to higher

education employment of these two subpopulations is lacking.
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Theoretical Foundations of Disclosing Stigmatized Identities at Work

Although current laws encourage disclosure of disability and military veteran
status by individuals in the workplace, this disclosure process involves a balancing act
between the desire to be authentic while protecting against possible mistreatment or
discrimination. In a review on disclosure of stigmatized identities in the workplace,
Follmer et al. (2020) identified the primary theoretical frameworks and associated
process models used to guide disclosure research. However, most of the studies reviewed
by Follmer et al. (2020) focused on only one stigmatized identity at a time, rather than
multiple identities in tandem such as individuals with disabilities and military veterans.
Moreover, after an exhaustive review of the literature, Follmer et al. (2020) identified the
three dominant theoretical frameworks used to guide research on disclosure decisions as
social identity theory (SIT), stigma theory, and self-verification theory (SVT). Each of
these theories aims to help in the understanding of what motivates individuals to disclose
or conceal a stigmatized identity, as well as explain the effects that result from those
decisions (2020).
Social Identity Theory

Social identity refers to an individual’s membership in a social group or category
to which emotional value or significance is attached (Tajfel, 1981). According to SIT,
individuals designate themselves into social categories, and these categories shape
individuals’ self-perceptions and cognitions (Turner, 1982). Social identities are
differentiated by both the type of identity and according to how visible the identity is to

others.
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Consequently, some identities are more readily visible to others such as race and gender
(Follmer et al., 2020), whereas other identities such as being a military veteran or being
an individual with a hidden disability such as mental illness, may be less apparent.
Therefore, it may be easier to hide membership in such groups.

According to SIT, social categories and their norms influence both an individual’s
sense of self, as well as how individuals are perceived and treated by others. Therefore,
SIT can be used to help explain an individual’s reason for choosing to disclose a
stigmatized identity when there is a self-perception of belonging to a particular social
group, whereby group membership is affirmed through the disclosure process (Ragins,
2008). On the other hand, as Follmer et al. (2020) explain, there is a tendency for people
to be drawn to those who are similar, and it is more likely that people will discriminate
against those who are dissimilar to them. Thus, if disclosure of social identity positions
someone in a “dissimilar outgroup from their peers,” there is an increased likelihood that
an individual will experience negative outcomes or mistreatment (Follmer et al., 2020, p.
170). However, if disclosure results in an individual being a part of a “similar ingroup as
their peers,” it is suggested that there is a greater likelihood they will experience positive
outcomes (2020, p. 170). As a result, SIT can also be used to help explain why disclosure
of a stigmatized identity may result in negative or positive outcomes for individuals in the
workplace (2020), yet it is difficult to find studies that address disclosure experiences of
employees working for federal contractors, specifically, individuals with a disability and

military veterans working in higher education.
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Stigma Theory

In addition to SIT, stigma theory is another framework used to aid in the
understanding of disclosure decisions made by individuals. Stigma is a highly damaging
yet unavoidable part of social life in which individuals who fail to adhere to public
notions of normalcy may be perceived as having a highly flawed identity; stigma does not
have to be visible in order to be stigmatizing (Goffman, 1963). Ragins (2008) asserts the
degree to which concealable stigmatized identities are perceived as deviant, abnormal, or
are devalued in social settings varies in part on six dimensions: concealability, course,
disruptiveness, aesthetics, origin, and peril. Stigma is damaging to both self-perceptions
and the perceptions of others; stigma theory can therefore be used to explain both the
antecedents and consequences associated with disclosure decisions (Follmer et al., 2020).
In addition, stigma theory posits that having a stigmatized identity can lead to negative
bias and discrimination from individuals who view the identity as something other than
normal (Goffman, 1963). Consequently, if an individual reveals a concealable
stigmatized identity, there is a risk that the individual may be perceived as dangerous or
at fault for their own condition (Follmer et al., 2020) which may be the case for
individuals with a disability and military veterans when they self-identify in the
workplace to federal contractors.
Self-verification Theory

Lastly, Follmer et al. (2020) assert that self-verification theory (SVT) can be used
to foster understanding of disclosure decisions. SVT explains that individuals with
concealable stigmatized identities choose to disclose their identity as a means of
reconciling self-perceptions with others’ perceptions (Ragins, 2008). Furthermore, SVT
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can help explain why individuals with concealable stigmatized identities may experience
either positive or negative individual or interpersonal outcomes after disclosure. Once an
individual reveals a stigmatized identity, they may feel a sense of relief and peers may
view the individual as more authentic. On the contrary, when an individual attempts to
conceal an identity, people often detect this concealment which may result in more
negative interpersonal outcomes (Follmer et al., 2020). Overall, SIT, stigma theory, and
SVT provide a basis for understanding the underlying reasons an individual may decide
to disclose or conceal a potentially stigmatized identity, as well as why the outcomes of
disclosure may vary in the workplace.
Conceptual Models

Furthermore, Follmer et al. (2020), assert that there are multiple conceptual
models aimed at explaining how individual and organizational factors influence when
and why employees choose to disclose or conceal a potentially stigmatized identity at
work. Regardless of the conceptual model, all draw upon the three theories: social
identity, stigma, and self-verification (2020). More specifically, Follmer et al. (2020)
explain that one of the first conceptual models for disclosure research was developed by
Clair et al. (2005). This model emphasizes that disclosure decisions are influenced by

individual factors such as risk taking propensities.
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Consequently, disclosure decisions are believed to be intensified or suppressed depending
on the presence of organizational factors such as legal protections, diversity climate,
professional norms, and interpersonal relationships between the person disclosing and the
observer (Clair et al., 2005). Furthermore, Follmer et al. (2020) assert that ultimately the
decision to reveal a potentially stigmatized identity impacts individual and interpersonal
outcomes, yet there is a call for more research in the higher education employment arena.
Similar to Clair et al.’s (2005) conceptual model, Ragins (2008) conceptual model
emphasizes the presence of individual and organizational factors that encourage or
suppress self-disclosure. Notably, Ragin (2008) describes the decision to disclose a
potentially stigmatized identity as a process that occurs along a continuum rather than as
a dichotomous decision. Furthermore, Ragins (2008) explains that although stigmas vary
along different dimensions, they share a common characteristic involving invisible
attributes or experiences that portray an identity that is devalued in various social
settings. More specifically, there are three antecedent variables that are likely to affect the
decision to reveal a stigmatized identity: “internal psychological factors (e.g., self-
verification and centrality of identity), anticipated consequences of disclosure, and
environmental factors (e.g., supportive relationships and institutional support)” (Follmer
etal., 2020, p. 171). These three antecedent variables may aid in explaining the
willingness of individuals to self-identify a potentially stigmatizing identity on forms
such as those required for legal compliance with Section 503 and VEVRAA by federal

contractors.
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In the conceptual disclosure model developed by Chaudoir and Fisher (2010), the
focus is on disclosure experiences or outcomes rather than on the decision-making
process of revealing or hiding a potentially stigmatized identity. Within the model by
Chaudoir and Fisher (2010), three mediating mechanisms are presented to explain how
disclosure events influence long-term outcomes for individuals. This model first asserts
that disclosure eliminates inhibition; the outcome for an individual is improved mental
and physical well-being. Next, the model posits that with disclosure, there is the risk of
two possible social outcomes, either a positive outcome of social support or negative
outcome of social rejection. Lastly, the Chaudoir and Fisher (2010) model asserts that
disclosure changes the social context or setting which can have a positive or negative
impact on the social interactions between the discloser and the individual to whom such
information is entrusted. However, there is a dearth of information applying this model to
disclosure outcomes of employees with disabilities and military veterans in the higher
education arena.

All of the models that describe the aspects associated with disclosure of
stigmatized identities demonstrate that the disclosure process is complex (Follmer et al.,
2020), yet when individuals are given Section 503 and VEVRAA self-identification
forms in the workplace, these complexities do not appear to be taken into consideration.
Together, the theoretical frameworks and conceptual models demonstrate that revealing a
potentially stigmatized identity in employment is not only complex, but it is influenced
by numerous factors. In their comprehensive review, Follmer et al., (2020) explain that
the models all foster a better understanding of the complexities involved with disclosure
of a stigmatized identity, yet there is a call for more empirical studies to support the
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mechanisms and factors proposed in the models. Consequently, examining the self-
identification process required by federal contractors under the new rules of Section 503
and VEVRAA may help advance the literature on disclosure of potentially stigmatized
identities (i.e., employees with disabilities and military veterans) in the workplace.
Summary

There is a unique bond between military veterans and disability awareness in
higher education. This bond evolved as military veterans, many with disabilities, returned
home from war, and protective laws were established to assist in their academic and
career attainment. Over the years, protective legislation such as Section 503 and
VEVRAA has been established to foster organizations in the creation of more inclusive
workplaces where employees feel safe disclosing potentially stigmatizing identities such
as disability and military status. Revealing these identities in employment, on self-
identification forms, can be a complex process for employees. However, voluntary self-
identification of disability and military status by employees is necessary for employers to
prove legal compliance. This self-identification process is believed to be hampered by
fear of mistreatment, negative attitudes of fellow employees, and lack of
awareness/knowledge of policies and practices required by federal contractors such as
institutions in higher education.

To help explain the treatment of individuals with disabilities in organizations,
Stone and Colella (1996) used social cognitive theory to develop a framework of factors
believed to impact behavior.in the workplace. Stone and Stone (2015) developed a
slightly expanded version of the disability model that addresses the factors that impact
the treatment of military veterans, disabled or not, in employment. Social cognitive
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theory is based on reciprocal determinism, which is the continuous interaction of person,
environment, and behavior (Bandura, 1986). Furthermore, both the Stone and Colella
(1996) disability model and the Stone and Stone (2015) military veteran model, suggest
that behaviors are influenced by legislation. Consequently, these frameworks imply that
attitudes of observers (i.e., employers, supervisors, co-workers), as well as employee
awareness/knowledge of legislation may impact the treatment of individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in employment and their willingness to disclose their
potentially stigmatized identities in the workplace.

Chaudoir and Fisher (2010), emphasize that making the decision to reveal a
potentially stigmatized identity such as disability or military veteran status in
employment is a complex process due to fear of negative outcomes such as social
rejection and discrimination. Follmer et al. (2020) identify the three major theoretical
frameworks used to guide research on self-disclosure decisions as social identity theory
(SIT), stigma theory, and self-verification theory (SVT). Each of these theories aims to
help in the understanding of what motivates individuals to disclose or conceal a
potentially stigmatized identity, as well as explain the effects that result from those
decisions (2020). Under current legislation that encourages employees to voluntarily self-
identify disability and military veteran status in the workplace, it may benefit
organizations to have increased knowledge about the complexities of this decision

process.
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CHAPTER Ill - METHOD

The major goal of this study was twofold. The first part of this study examined the
dimensionality of an instrument developed by the researcher, the Employee Disability
and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD).
A summary of what each scale measured within the instrument, resources for items
included in the instrument, and response scales are depicted in Table 1. With this
instrument, the researcher aimed to measure attitudes toward employees with disabilities
and military veterans, diversity awareness/knowledge regarding these two groups of
employees, and employees’ willingness to disclose disability and/or military veteran
status in the higher education workplace in light of Section 503 and VEVRAA
compliance required by institutions that qualify as federal contractors. Additionally, the
first part of this study examined the relationships between the three variables: attitudes
toward employees with disabilities and military veterans, diversity awareness/knowledge
regarding these two groups of employees, and employees’ willingness to disclose

disability and military veteran status in the higher education workplace.
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Table 1

Scale Summary

What the scale measures # of Source of items Response scale
items
Attitudes:
Attitudes toward 17 Affective Reactions Disability ~ 7-point Likert scale
Individuals with Disabilities Questionnaire ranging from
(Popovich et al., 2003) 1 (completely agree) -
7 (completely
disagree)
Attitudes toward 17
Military Veterans *Modified for Military Vets
Awareness/Knowledge:
Awareness/Knowledge 19 Items loosely based on 3-point scale
of Policies and Practices for Disability Tracker-Disability  ranging from 1-3
Individuals with Disabilities Employment 1-False
(Org Vitality, 2020) 2-Not sure
3-True
Awareness/Knowledge 18 3-point scale
of Policies and Practices for ranging from 1-3
Military Veterans 1-False
2-Not sure
3-True

Willingness to Disclose a
Potentially Stigmatized Identity
in the Workplace:

Factors related to 4 Items loosely based on 5-point scale
disability disclosure Survey on Emerging ranging from
Employment Issues... 1 (strongly

(von Schrader et al., 2014) disagree)- 5
(strongly agree)
Factors related to 3
military veteran disclosure

The second portion of this study examined whether training on diversity policies
and practices regarding employees with disabilities and military veterans in the
workplace makes a difference in awareness/knowledge levels of participants. Also, Part 2
of this study examined whether this training intervention makes a difference in
employees willingness to disclose disability and/or military status on voluntary self-

identification forms in the workplace. In order to prove compliance, federal contractors
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must rely on candidates for employment and current employees being willing to
voluntarily disclose their potentially stigmatized identities, specifically disability and
military veteran status, on self-identification forms. Initially in Part 2 of this study, the
researcher intended to investigate whether training makes a difference in attitudes toward
employees with disabilities and/or military veterans, but for reasons discussed further in
the limitations section, these two research questions were not investigated.

Part 1-Research Questions

1. What is the dimensionality of the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)?

2. Are attitudes toward employees with disabilities different/similar to attitudes
toward employees that are military veterans among instructors and non-
instructional employees in the higher education workplace?

3. Does Awareness/Knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
make a difference in/predict attitudes toward these two groups of employees?

4. Does awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
make a difference in/predict higher education employees’ willingness to disclose
a potentially stigmatized identity to an employer (or potential employer)?

Part 2-Research Questions

1. Does training make a difference in awareness/knowledge levels of diversity
policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities and employees who
are military veterans in the higher education workplace?
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2. Does training make a difference in employees’ willingness to disclose disability
and/or military status on self-identification forms in the higher education
workplace?

3. Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional
employees toward employees with disabilities in the higher education workplace?

4. Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional
employees toward employees who are military veterans in the higher education
workplace?

Population

Ruel et al. (2016), define the population as the entire set of all people, events, or
things of interest for a particular study. Within this study, the general population of
interest encompassed candidates seeking employment and employees in the higher
education workplace. More specifically, the target population was comprised of
instructional and non-instructional candidates who are seeking employment or those who
are current employees of institutions in higher education that qualified as federal
contractors under Section 503 and VEVRAA. In order to acquire a representative sample
of this target population, probability sampling would have been optimal because it is the
most rigorous form of sampling, and it allows the investigator to generalize to the
population with strong confidence (Creswell, 2005). However, for this study, random

sampling was not feasible, and nonprobability (a.k.a. nonrandom) sampling was used.
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Sampling Method

In nonprobability sampling, participants are studied because they are available,
convenient, and representative of some characteristic that the investigator seeks to study,
and participation is typically voluntary (Creswell, 2005). With nonprobability sampling,
it is not possible to estimate sampling error or bias, and there is uncertainty regarding the
degree to which the sample is representative of the total population. However, there are
several techniques that are acceptable in research when nonprobability sampling is used
which include: convenience sampling, quota sampling, purposive sampling, snowball
sampling, and respondent driven sampling (Ruel et al., 2016). For this study, a
nonprobability convenience sampling method was used to recruit participants in the
higher education employment setting. Although convenience sampling is considered one
of the “crudest” forms of nonprobability sampling (Ruel et al., 2016, p. 150), it was
appropriate for this study because it allowed for the recruitment of volunteers who were
readily available and willing to participate.

Convenience sampling is subject to bias, namely subjectivity, which occurs when
the researcher asks individuals to participate due to familiarity with them or because they
are a part of the researcher’s network. Consequently, convenience sampling may not
result in the most representative sample of the target population (Ruel et al., 2016).
However, this study was concerned with issues related to higher education employees,
therefore, convenience sampling resulted in a representative sample of the target
population that informs this study, although Ruel et al. (2016) emphasize that

generalizations from survey findings cannot be supported with this sampling method.
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Participants and Sampling Frame

In order to participate in this study, individuals had to be 18 years of age or older.
More specifically, potential participants for this study were candidates seeking
employment and current employees of institutions in higher education that qualified as
federal contractors. Employers with federal contracts or subcontracts that exceed $10,000
and employers with at least 50 employees and a federal contract of at least $50,000, are
considered federal contractors (Rudstam et al., 2014). According to a recent Pew (2019)
report, over $70 billion dollars is received by institutions in higher education through
federal funding, therefore, current employees of universities and colleges, as well as
candidates who may seek employment in higher education, including graduate students
employed by such institutions, were potential participants for this study. The sampling
frame for this study consisted of individuals employed both in instructional and non-
instructional positions at universities and colleges. In addition, participants had the
opportunity to identify as having disability and/or as a military veteran which could have
served to enrich data collection, but it was not a requirement for participation in the
study. Participants in this study were informed that their participation is completely
voluntary which was communicated through an electronic informed consent letter.

Permission was required from The University of Southern Mississippi
institutional review board (IRB) in order to conduct this study. See Appendix B for IRB
approval letters. For this study, the researcher received permission to hire Centiment
Surveys for the purpose of soliciting respondents and conducting the survey for Part 1;
permission was also received from the IRB to send email notifications to solicit
participants for Part 2 of this study. The questionnaires for both parts of this study were
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made available to participants through Qualtrics, an online survey program. This project
was also approved by Centiment Surveys institutional review board. Incentives were paid
to individuals recruited by Centiment Surveys for participation in Part 1 of this study;
electronic gift cards were given to each of the participants in Part 2 of this study.

Once the researcher received the data from Centiment Surveys via Qualtrics,
analysis of the data was performed by the researcher. Participants were assured that their
anonymity would be maintained throughout the study. Although attitudes toward
individuals with disability and military veterans may be regarded as a sensitive topic,
participants were informed that there is minimal risk involved with their agreement to
partake in this study. Participants were informed that they could withdraw from the study
at any time.

Sample Size and Power Analysis

For both parts of this study, the statistical software G*Power was used to
determine the recommended sample size in order to have sufficient power (.80) to
analyze the data and answer the research questions at hand. Statistical power is the “long-
term probability” or chance of finding a statistically significant difference when testing a
hypothesis (Cohen, 1992, p. 156). Cohen recommends that the level for power should be
.80, thereby giving an 80 percent chance for finding a significant result in statistical
analyses. In order to reduce the chance of making a Type | error, stating that there is a
statistically significant difference when this is not the case (Cohen, 1992), the criterion
level used to determine sample size was set at .05. Another factor used to aid in
determining appropriate sample size is the effect size, which helps quantify the size of the
difference between two groups. More specifically, effect size helps determine to what
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degree, small, medium, or large, the difference is between groups (Field, 2013). In
calculating optimal sample size for this study, a medium effect size was used. Therefore,
power was set at .80, alpha was set at .05, and a medium effect size was set for each
statistical test, the resulting sample size recommendations through G*Power ranged from
approximately 200 participants for the first part of the study and at least 30 participants
for the second part of the study.
Instrumentation

Attitudes

In order to answer RQ1 and RQ2 for Part 1 of this study which involves
measuring attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the
workplace, the affective reaction subscale of the Disability Questionnaire developed by
Popovich et al. (2003) was modified and was used to collect data. The affective reaction
subscale was specifically designed to measure people’s feelings toward working with
individuals with disabilities, which aligned with two research questions for this study.
The original affective reaction subscale consists of 22 items, however for this study only
17 of the original items were used. Permission was granted for use of any part of the
Disability Questionnaire in this study by the two lead authors, Paula Popovich and
Charles Scherbaum. See Appendix A for letters of permission. Participants rated their
affective reactions/attitudes toward working with people with disabilities on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely agree) to 7 (completely disagree). In the original
instrument, higher scores reflected more negative affective reactions or attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities. As a result, the researcher reverse coded several items
whereby higher scores indicated more positive attitudes toward both employees with
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disabilities and/or military veterans. Scores for this instrument are computed by finding
the sum of these 17 items in the scale. Possible scores range from 17 to 119 points.
Examples of items in the scale include “I am comfortable with the idea of working with a
person with a disability” and “It would be difficult to take directions from a person with a
disability.”

Internal consistency of the affective reaction subscale in two studies by Popovich
et al. (2003), resulted in coefficient alphas of .69 and .74 respectively, indicating
moderate reliability. In a more recent study by Copeland et al. (2010), an exploratory
factory analysis was conducted on the affective reaction subscale of the Disability
Questionnaire which resulted in only 17 items loading on three factors. Consequently, the
scale in this study only retained the 17 items that loaded on the three factors in the
Copeland et al. (2010) study. Moreover, the exploratory factor analysis of the affective
reaction subscale conducted by Copeland et al. (2010), demonstrated adequate internal
consistency with coefficient alphas ranging from .61 to .83, with an average of a = .69,
for the three factors revealed within the scale. More specifically, the first factor is
concerned with “negative cognitive and affective reactions” toward individuals with
disabilities in the workplace, and the coefficient alpha was .83 (Copeland et al., 2010, p.
430). The coefficient alpha for the second factor, “positive attitudes toward
accommodating co-workers with disabilities” was .63; for the third factor, “positive
attitudes toward equal treatment of people with disabilities in the workplace” the

coefficient alpha was .61 (2010, p. 430).
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After an extensive review of the literature on veterans, an instrument measuring
attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace could not be identified. Therefore, in
order to measure and compare attitudes toward veterans in the higher education
workplace with attitudes toward individuals with disabilities in the higher education
workplace, the affective reaction subscale of the Disability Questionnaire developed by
Popovich et al. (2003) was modified by substituting the words “individual with a
disability” with the term “military veteran” in each item of the affective reaction
subscale. The affective reaction subscale was specifically designed to measure
employees’ feelings toward working with individuals with disabilities, however, Stone
and Stone (2015) assert that veterans encounter attitudinal challenges that are similar to
those experienced by individuals with disabilities in the workplace and suggest more
research is warranted, yet there is a dearth of information regarding this hypothesis.
Consequently, it seemed reasonable to use a modified version of the affective reaction
subscale to collect data on attitudes toward veterans in the workplace to aid in answering
the research questions in this study.

Participants rated their affective reactions toward working with military veterans
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely agree) to 7 (completely disagree).
Several items were reverse coded whereby higher scores reflected more positive affective
reactions or attitudes toward veterans in the higher education workplace. Scores for this
instrument were computed by finding the sum of these 17 items in the scale. Possible
scores ranged from 17 to 119 points. Examples of items in the scale include “I am
comfortable with the idea of working with a military veteran” and “It would be difficult
to take directions from a military veteran”. Internal consistency of this modified affective
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reaction scale regarding military veterans did not exist prior to this study. Therefore, after
conducting an exploratory factor analysis, reliability scores were calculated for each
factor related to attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace; reliability scores
were adequate and ranged from o = .491 to .897.

In addition to affective reaction items, demographic items were included to aid in
identifying differences between subgroups of participants. Examples of these items
included some of the typical demographic information such as gender, age, and
employment position; participants were asked to identify whether they were in
instructional or non-instructional positions or candidates/applicants for employment in
higher education. Also, participants were asked to identify disability status and military
status. Participants were given the option “prefer not to answer” for each of the
demographic items.

Awareness/Knowledge of Policies and Practices for Employees with Disabilities and
Employees who are Military Veterans

In order to answer research questions for both parts of this study, and hence to
measure awareness/knowledge levels of diversity policies, practices, and culture
regarding employment of individuals with disabilities and/or military veterans in the
higher education workplace, the researcher created a set of items for this study based on
the 2020 Disability Employment Tracker™. The Disability Employment Tracker is an in
depth questionnaire that assesses employees’ awareness of policies and practices
regarding individuals with disabilities and military veterans in various work
environments on behalf of the National Organization on Disability (OrgVitality LLC,
2020). The researcher subscribes to the National Organization on Disability website and
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had open access to the questionnaire. However, the items in The Disability Employment
Tracker did not specifically address the higher education workplace. After careful
examination of the literature, no questionnaire of employee awareness of such policies
specific to the higher education workforce were found. Therefore, The Disability
Employment Tracker (2020) items were used as a guide to aid in the creation of
awareness/knowledge items specific to this study.

Participants rated their awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices
on a 3-point scale, where 1 indicates “false”, 2 indicates “not sure” and 3 indicates “true”.
Lower composite scores for awareness/knowledge portion of the instrument indicated
less awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices as they relate to individuals
with disabilities and veterans in the higher education workplace. Examples of disability
policy and practice items in the scale include “My institution provides employees an
opportunity to voluntarily self-identify as an individual with a disability” and “My
institution has a disability-specific hiring initiative or program that aligns with Section
503 compliance”. Examples of military veteran policy and practice items in the scale
include “My institution provides employees an opportunity to voluntarily self-identify as
a military veteran” and “My institution has a veterans-specific hiring initiative or
program that aligns with VEVRAA compliance”. Internal consistency of this modified
awareness/knowledge scale regarding military veterans did not exist prior to this study.
After conducting an exploratory factor analysis, reliability scores were calculated for
each factor related to knowledge of policies and practices related to employees with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace; reliability scores were adequate and
ranged from a = .586 to .887.
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Willingness to Disclose Disability and/or Military Veteran Status in the Workplace

After reviewing the existing literature, no scale for determining an individual’s
willingness to disclose a potentially stigmatized identity, specifically disability status and
military veteran status in the higher education workplace was identified. However, in
2011, Cornell University’s Employment and Disability Institute and the American
Association of People with Disabilities (AAPD) collaborated on the development and
implementation of the Survey on Emerging Employment Issues for People with
Disabilities whereby a portion of the survey addressed factors that were either motivators
or barriers for individuals when asked to reveal disability status (von Schrader et al.,
2014). The items were used for descriptive purposes in the authors” work. The authors in
this study, von Schrader et al. (2014), emphasize the importance of understanding the
motivations and barriers to disclosure especially for employers who qualify as federal
contractors and who are under pressure to hire and retain individuals with disabilities and
military veterans. Verbal permission was received from the lead author, Sarah von
Schrader, to use and modify items that addressed disclosure factors from the Survey on
Emerging Employment Issues for People with Disabilities instrument for both parts of
this study (2014). These items served as a guide, however for this study, the items were
modified.

The disclosure items from the Survey on Emerging Employment Issues for People
with Disabilities only addressed disability disclosure, and they used the term “employer”
rather than “institution” therefore, items were modified by adding the term “institution”
to address the higher education workplace more specifically. Examples of items that
addressed disability disclosure included “I would be willing to disclose a disability to my
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institution/employer because I have a supportive supervisor” and “I would be willing to
disclose a disability to my institution/employer because my institution/employer is a
disability friendly workplace”. Examples of the items that addressed disclosure of
military veteran status included “I would be willing to disclose military veteran status to
my institution/employer, if it applied, because I have a supportive supervisor” and “I
would be willing to disclose military veteran status to my institution/employer, if it
applied, because my institution/employer is a military friendly workplace”. Participants
rated items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Higher scores indicated greater willingness hence less fear in disclosing disability and
military veteran status in the higher education workplace.
Part 1-Research Design

A guantitative, cross-sectional survey research approach was used in the first part
of this study in an effort to collect data on attitudes toward employees with disabilities
and military veterans, awareness/knowledge of policies and practices regarding these two
groups, and employee’s willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the
higher education workplace. Survey research is considered to be a highly effective
method of measurement within the field of social and behavioral science. Using a cross-
sectional survey approach to gather data provides a “snapshot of opinions at one point in
time” (Ruel et al., 2016, p. 7).

Part 1 Procedures

In the first part of this study, respondents were recruited through Centiment
Surveys, a company that specializes in conducting surveys for research purposes. The
researcher used personal funds to pay Centiment Surveys. Centiment Surveys recruited
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participants from universities and colleges using email lists of employees. At first, a soft
launch with 20 participants was conducted by Centiment Surveys to make sure there are
no problems with the survey process and the EDMVAAD instrument. In order to
participate in the survey, individuals were required to be 18 years of age or older, and
they were candidates seeking employment in higher education or current higher
education employees. Respondents were recruited from both instructional positions and
non-instructional positions.

Once respondents agreed to participate in the study, they were sent a link to the
survey instrument through email from Centiment Surveys. Upon clicking on the survey
link, respondents were asked to read and agree to the informed consent provided by the
researcher. After agreeing with the informed consent, respondents were then presented
with the survey items. The survey instrument consisted of 89 items and took
approximately 20 minutes to complete using the electronic survey program, Qualtrics.
Data was collected and aggregated within the Qualtrics program and electronically
delivered to the researcher for analysis.

Part 1 Data Analysis

Data analyses for all statistical tests in this study were conducted using the
statistical program, SPSS version 28. Initially, data screening was done using descriptive
statistics to inspect the data more carefully for missing data and outliers. The sample size
for Part 1 of the study was N = 507, and for Part 2 was N = 42 thereby exceeding

minimum requirements.
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Minimum and maximum values were examined to check for any information that would
have required further data cleaning. Also, calculations were made for skewness and
kurtosis and all fell within acceptable range of +/- 3 and +/- 10 respectively, for both
parts of this study.

In order to answer RQ1, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the
items included in the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness,
and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD) that address attitudes toward employees with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace to determine the overall dimensionality
of the scale. All items or indicators were included in the first run of the EFA and
underlying constructs or factors were measured using principal axis factoring with 13
fixed factors in place. Pattern matrices were examined throughout the analyses with the
goal of achieving simple structure. The pattern matrix revealed the unique item
contribution to each factor, and simple structure was achieved when items loaded onto
only one factor at a value > .35, with no cross (double) loadings on factors at levels > .35.
In order to examine the relationships among variables thereby providing the answers to
RQ2 through RQ4, a combination of regression analyses, MANOVA, and discriminant
analyses were conducted.

Part 2 Research Design

A guantitative, quasi-experimental research approach was used in the second part
of this study in an effort to see if a training intervention covering diversity practices and
policies related to employees with disabilities and military veterans makes a difference in
awareness/knowledge levels and willingness to disclose a potentially stigmatizing
identity in the higher education workplace. Quasi-experiments are used in research
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studies to aid in determining causal inferences oftentimes when randomized experiments
are not possible. Although quasi-experiments lack random assignment of participants to
conditions, they do have similar purposes and attributes of randomized experiments,
namely, to test for relationships between treatments or interventions on subjects and they
control for major threats to internal validity (Shadish et al., 2002).

In an effort to assess whether training makes a difference in participants
knowledge and/or willingness to disclose scores, a nonequivalent comparison group
design was used in the second part of this study. Participants were in either the treatment
group or the untreated comparison group, and both pretest and posttest data was collected
for both groups. The nonequivalent comparison group design is considered to be one of
the most common forms of quasi-experiments. Causal inference is facilitated when
comparison groups are carefully selected, and pretest measures are taken on the same
outcome variable as the posttest for both groups of participants (Shadish et al., 2002).
Administering a pretest to both groups benefits a study because it can help in identifying
differences between groups initially, thereby alerting the researcher to possible internal
validity threats. Also, pretests aid in understanding the magnitude of initial group
differences on the variable that is typically most highly correlated with the outcome.
There is an assumption that the smaller the initial differences are between control and
treatment groups on the pretest, the less likelihood there is of significant selection bias
initially. Lastly, pretests are beneficial with statistical analysis, especially when the

reliability of the measures is known (2002).
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Part 2 Procedures

In Part 2 of this study, participants were recruited by the researcher through The
University of Southern Mississippi’s email system for employees with the assistance and
permission of the university’s human resources department. Participants had to be 18
years of age or older, and they were current employees of The University of Southern
Mississippi or they could be candidates/applicants for employment in higher education
(i.e., graduate students). Both non-instructional and instructional employees were eligible
for participation. Participants were assigned to one of two groups, a treatment group or a
comparison group as they responded to the recruitment email message. A modified
version of the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and
Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD), was administered to all participants as both a
pretest and posttest in an effort to determine if training makes a statistically significant
difference in the variables of interest, knowledge and willingness to disclose,
respectively. Items pertaining to attitudes were excluded from the EDMVAAD for Part 2
of this study. Both the pretest and posttest aimed to assess awareness of policies and
practices toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans and willingness to
disclose disability and military status in the higher education workplace. In addition, the
same demographic items from part one of the study were included in the questionnaire.

Participants recruited for Part 2 of this study were sent an email invitation where
they were asked to take the survey/pretest through the Qualtrics system. Approximately
one week after completion of the pretest, both groups received an email inviting them to
participate in a brief training session in the form of a self-guided power point presentation
with audio or they could attend a Zoom session with the researcher to view and hear the
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presentation. All 42 participants chose the self-guided power point presentation format.
one group of 21 participants formed the control group, and they watched a power point
presentation with a video led by Retired General Jeff Hammond, director of the veteran’s
student center at The University of Southern Mississippi, that lasted approximately 5
minutes. In this video, General Hammond describes various aspects of the student
veteran’s center. In addition, he explains that The University of Southern Mississippi
earned status as one of the top military friendly universities in the United States. After
watching the video, the control group was asked to take the posttest, or modified
EDMVAAD, which was the same instrument as the pretest.

The second group of participants, the treatment group, viewed a self-guided
power point training intervention with audio that lasted approximately 5 minutes. The
objectives of the training video were specifically designed to inform participants of the
new rules of Section 503 and VEVRAA as they relate to higher education employment,
as well as other issues faced by individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the
workplace. The presentation also described the purpose of the voluntary self-
identification form provided to candidates for employment and employees of federal
contractors. At the end of the training presentation, participants were asked to complete
the posttest, or modified EDMVAAD, which is the same instrument as the pretest. Data
collected from the pretests and posttests completed by both groups of participants

allowed the researcher to answer the research questions in the second part of this study.
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Part 2 Data Analysis

Data analyses for all statistical tests in Part 2 of this study were conducted using
the statistical program, SPSS version 28. Initially, data screening was conducted using
descriptive statistics to inspect the data more carefully for missing data and outliers. The
sample size of N = 42, exceeded the recommended 30 participants. Minimum and
maximum values were examined to reveal any information that would have required
further data cleaning. Also, calculations were made for skewness and kurtosis. These
calculations fell within the acceptable range of +/- 3 and +/-10 respectively, for each item
in the data set.

In order to answer each of the research questions for Part 2 of this study, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with discriminant analysis was conducted.
MANOVA is designed to explore several dependent variables or outcomes at the same
time (Field, 2013). Consequently, conducting a MANOVA enabled the researcher to
further examine knowledge pretest and posttest scores as well as willingness to disclose

pretest and posttest scores.
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CHAPTER IV — Results
The results of this quantitative research study are presented to highlight the
findings of both Part 1 and Part 2 of this study. For Part 1 results, there are analyses of
the psychometric properties and dimensionality of the instrument developed by the
researcher, the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and
Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD) and the relationships among the three variables
of interest. For Part 2 results, the aim of the analyses was to explore whether a brief
training session on diversity policies and practices related to employees with disabilities
and military veterans made a difference in knowledge regarding these two groups of
employees and employees’ willingness to disclose disability and/or military veteran
status in the higher education workplace. Several research questions guided the
investigation.
Part 1-Research Questions

1. What is the dimensionality of the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)?

2. Are attitudes toward employees with disabilities different/similar to attitudes
toward employees that are military veterans among instructors and non-
instructional employees in the higher education workplace?

3. Does Awareness/Knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
make a difference in/predict attitudes toward these two groups of employees?

4. Does awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding
employees with disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace
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make a difference in/predict higher education employees’ willingness to disclose
a potentially stigmatized identity to an employer (or potential employer)?

Part 2-Research Questions
Does training make a difference in awareness/knowledge levels of diversity
policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities and employees who
are military veterans in the higher education workplace?
Does training make a difference in employees’ willingness to disclose disability
and/or military status on self-identification forms in the higher education
workplace?
Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional
employees toward employees with disabilities in the higher education workplace?
Does training make a difference in attitudes of instructors and non-instructional
employees toward employees who are military veterans in the higher education
workplace?

Part 1-Results

For the purposes of recruiting participants and conducting the survey for Part 1 of

this study, the researcher hired Centiment Surveys, a professional survey organization.

Participants received a small fee from Centiment for this study, and they were either

current employees of institutions in higher education including both instructional and

non-instructional positions, or they were candidates/applicants seeking employment in

higher education. All participants were 18 years of age or older. Please see Table 2 for a

detailed description of sociodemographic characteristics for Part 1 of this study.
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Table 2

Part 1 Socioeconomic Characteristics of Participants

n %

Disability Status

No Disability 393 77.5

Hidden Disability 79 15.6

Visible Disability 10 2.0

Hidden & Visible 7 1.4

Prefer not to say 18 3.6
Employment Position

Instructional 186 36.7

Non-Instructional 317 62.5

Applicant/Candidate/Potential Employee 4 0.8
Gender

Male 153 30.2

Female 352 69.4

Prefer not to say 2 0.4
Age

18-34 38 7.5

35-54 273 53.8

55-74 187 36.9

75 or older 9 1.8
Military Status

Never Served in Military 495 97.6

Served or Serving in Military 12 2.4
Type of Institution

Public University or College 366 72.2

Private University or College 141 27.8

N =507
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Data Screening

Initially, 568 individuals responded to Centiment Survey’s launch of the survey
for Part 1 of this study. After reading the informed consent and responding to the first
item, 528 selected the option, “Yes, I agree to participate,” and 40 individuals selected
“No, I do not want to participate,” thereby opting out of the survey. Furthermore, after
answering several of the items, 21 additional individuals quit responding and opted out of
the survey before completing the questionnaire. As a result, the final sample size for Part
1 of this study was N = 507 participants, which was adequate for the series of analyses
conducted in this part of the study.

Using SPSS version 28 and descriptive statistics, initial data screening was
conducted to inspect the data more carefully for missing data and outliers. Minimum and
maximum values were examined and did not reveal any information that required further
data cleaning. Also, calculations for skewness and kurtosis were made. These
calculations fell within the recommended range of +/-3 for skewness and +/- 10 for
kurtosis for each item in the data set (Kline, 2011).

All attitude items (Q1-Q34) were on the same 7-point Likert scale with values
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) and a middle score or 4
indicating a “neutral” response. In the section on knowledge of diversity policies and
practices related to employees with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace, all
items (Q35-Q71) were on the same scale with values ranging from 1 to 3 where a value
of 1 indicates “False” (I know this is NOT true), 2 indicates “Not sure” (whether this is
true or false), or 3 which indicates “True” (I know this is true). In the last section related

to respondent’s willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the workplace
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(Q72-Q85 and Q93), all items were on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree) and a middle score of 3 indicating “neither agree nor disagree.”
There were only 12 participants who identified as military veterans (Q86), which may
have resulted in underpowered results for items related to willingness to disclose military
status in the workplace; only those respondents who identified as military veterans were
able to continue to items related to willingness to disclose military status in the workplace
(Q79 - Q85).

Results for Research Question 1
What is the dimensionality of the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes,
Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)?

In order to answer the first research question, an exploratory factor analysis was
conducted. The questionnaire was composed of three major sections or constructs;
attitudes, knowledge (of diversity policies and practices related to individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace), and willingness to disclose (a
potentially stigmatizing identity in the workplace). Exploratory factor analysis is a
statistical technique that assists with identifying clusters of latent variables in order to
better measure phenomena that cannot be directly measured (Field, 2013). More
specifically, Field (2013) points out that exploratory factor analysis has three primary
uses: (1) for understanding the structure of a set of variables; (2) for questionnaire
construction to measure underlying variables; or (3) for creating a more manageable data
set by decreasing the size while retaining as much original information as possible which
can help with multicollinearity (2013). Overall, the aim of exploratory factor analysis is
to reduce a set of variables (i.e., items) on a questionnaire into a smaller set of factors that
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are highly correlated. Parsimony is achieved in factor analysis by using the least number
of factors or “explanatory constructs” to explain the maximum amount of shared variance
in a correlation matrix (Field, 2013, p. 667).

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the three major sections of the
questionnaire in unison with 13 factors in place. In total, 75 items, (Q1-74 and Q93),
were included in the exploratory factor analysis, and they were related to the three
overarching variables of interest: attitudes toward employees with disabilities and
military veterans in the higher education workplace, knowledge of diversity policies and
practices related to these two groups of employees, and willingness to disclose disability
status in the workplace. Three items on the original questionnaire related to fears that
would prevent disclosure (Q75 — Q78), and seven items related to military veterans
willingness to disclose military status in the workplace, (Q79 — Q85), were excluded
from the exploratory factor analysis. The analysis failed to run when these items were
included in the exploratory factor analysis. There were only 12 respondents who
identified as being individuals who served or were currently serving in the military,
which may have resulted in an underpowered analysis for items related to willingness to

disclose military status in the workplace (Q79-Q85).
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After reaching simple structure, 29 of the 34 attitude items (Q1-Q34) loaded on
one of six factors associated with the overarching construct of attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace; 30 of the 37
knowledge items (Q35-Q71) loaded on one of six factors associated with the overarching
construct of knowledge of diversity policies and practices; all four willingness to disclose
disability items (Q72-Q74 and Q93) loaded on one factor associated with the overarching
construct of willingness to disclose disability in the workplace.

A principal axis factor analysis was conducted on 75 items with oblique rotation
(direct oblimin). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for
the analysis, KMO = .890. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each
factor in the data. Thirteen factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in
combination explained 54.27% of the variance. The scree plot showed inflexions that
would justify retaining either 12 or 13 factors. For the purposes of this study, 13 factors
were retained due to adequate sample size (N = 507) and the convergence of the scree
plot and Kaiser’s criterion on this value. Table 3 shows the factor loadings after rotation.
The items that cluster on the same factor suggest the following:

Factor 1 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices regarding hiring of

military veterans.

Factor 2 represents negative “attitudes” toward military veterans in the workplace.

Factor 3 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices regarding voluntary

self-identification of disability and military status in the workplace.

Factor 4 represents positive “attitudes” toward both employees with disabilities

and military veterans in the workplace.
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Factor 5 represents “willingness to disclose” disability status in the workplace.

Factor 6 represents negative “attitudes” toward individuals with disabilities in the

workplace.

Factor 7 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices related to disability

recruitment and awareness initiatives.

Factor 8 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices related to Section 503

and VEVRAA compliance in the workplace.

Factor 9 represents “attitudes” toward individuals with disabilities and military

veterans regarding equality issues with evaluations in the workplace.

Factor 10 represents negative “attitudes” toward individuals with disabilities and

military veterans related to performance and reward issues.

Factor 11 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices regarding the

percentage of employees with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace.

Factor 12 represents “knowledge” of policies and practices related to

accommodations for individuals with disabilities in the workplace.

Factor 13 represents negative “attitudes” toward individuals with disabilities and

military veterans related to comfort levels of working with these populations.

In summary, the Keiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .89 exceeded the .70 criteria and
the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, x? (2775, N = 507) = 19781.83, p < .001, indicated it was
appropriate to proceed with the exploratory factor analysis. The rotated pattern matrix is
presented in Table 3. Items with factor loadings greater than .35 were retained, resulting
in a 63-item scale. Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted for each factor and the reliability for
factors 1 through 11 met the recommended .70 criterion, whereas values for factors 12
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and 13 were slightly lower. Although a value of .70 and higher is typically considered the
criterion for internally consistent established factors (Field, 2013), Nunnally (1978)
suggests that in the early stages of research, reliability values as low as .5 are suffice.
Hayes and Coutts (2020) recommend using McDonald’s Omega for estimating reliability,
therefore, these values were also calculated for each factor and similar results were noted,
with three exceptions. For factors 9-11, estimates could not be calculated using
McDonald’s omega; each factor consisted of two items each, and this analysis has a three
item minimum requirement in SPSS 28. Please see Table 4 for reliability values.

Table 3

Part 1 — Factor Loadings of the EDMVAAD Questionnaire

EDMVAAD ITEM Factor
loading

Factor 1: Knowledge of Policies and Practices —Military Veteran hiring and employment issues

Q58 My institution has a plan for improving our military veterans’ .564
employment inclusion practices.

Q59 My institution has an employee resource group and/or mentoring .584
program for employed military veterans.

Q60 My senior leaders discuss and publicly promote military veteran’ 542
employment initiatives.

Q61 My institution provides military veteran-related 459

education/awareness programs to encourage employees to self-
identify as military veterans.

Q62 My institution actively pursues contracting opportunities for .672
Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSB).

Q63 My institution has hiring programs for the spouses or family 551
members of members of the military.

Q64 My institution has a veterans-specific hiring initiative or program .629
that aligns with VEVRAA compliance.

Q66 Job openings at my institution are posted with military-and/or 595
veteran-specific employment organizations and or websites.

Q67 My institution annually assesses recruitment efforts to determine .628
their effectiveness in reaching military veterans for employment.

Q68 My institution’s employment recruiting materials discuss military 456

veterans as a diversity component.
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Table 3 Continued
Factor 2: Attitudes- Negative towards Military Veterans in workplace

Q19
Q21

Q22
Q24
Q25
Q32
Q33

Q34

I am comfortable with the idea of working with a military veteran.
Working with a person who is a military veteran will slow down the
rate at which | complete work.

Military veterans can handle the stresses of daily work life.

I would find it difficult to supervise a military veteran.

It would be difficult to be supervised by a person who is a military
veteran.

I would not want to work on a work site where military veterans
were operating machinery.

I trust that military veterans who are hired would be able to perform
the necessary tasks of the job.

Employees who are military veterans would require high levels of
supervision.

Factor 3: Knowledge of Policies and Practices — Voluntary self-identification

Q36

Q48

Q49

Q54

Q69

Q70

My institution invites all employees to voluntarily self-identify as a
person with a disability on a voluntary self-identification form.

My institution provides employment candidates/applicants an
opportunity to voluntarily self-identify as having a disability during
the recruitment process.

Upon an employee’s acceptance of a job offer, my institution invites
the employee to voluntarily self-identify as an individual with a
disability.

My institution provides employees an opportunity to voluntarily
self-identify as a military veteran.

My institution provides (employment) candidates an opportunity to
voluntarily self-identify as a military veteran during the recruiting
process.

Upon an employee’s acceptance of a job offer, my institution invites
the employee to voluntarily self-identify as a military veteran.

Factor 4: Attitudes- Positive towards individuals with disabilities and military veterans

Q6
Q9
Q11

Q14
Q23

Q26
Q28

Q31

I would be willing to cover work for a co-worker with a disability
who had to miss work because of their disability.

I wouldn’t mind having my job redesigned to accommaodate a co-
worker with a disability.

I wouldn’t mind taking the time to set up a person with disability’s
workspace.

It is important to have workers with disabilities in the workforce.

I would be willing to cover work for a co-worker who is a military
veteran who had to miss work because of a military commitment.
I wouldn’t mind having my job redesigned to accommodate a
military veteran.

I wouldn’t mind taking the time to set up a military veteran’s
workspace.

It is important to have military veterans in the workforce.
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.505*
-.683

.489*
-.594
-.641
-.681
.502*

-.635

-571

-.693

-.559

-.672

-.726

-.668

.588

.684

.568

.383
.619

.696

.613
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Table 3 Continued
Factor 5: Willingness to Disclose Disability in the Workplace

Q72
Q73
Q74

Q93

Because | have a supportive supervisor, | would be willing to
disclose a disability in the workplace.

Because my workplace is a disability friendly workplace, | would be
willing to disclose a disability at work.

Because there is evidence of active recruitment of employees with
disabilities, I would be willing to disclose a disability at work.
Overall, I would be willing to disclose a disability at work.

Factor 6: Attitudes- Negative towards individuals with disabilities in the workplace

Q1
Q4

Q8
Q15

Q17

Working with an individual with a disability would increase my
workload.

Working with a person with a disability will slow down the rate at
which | complete work.

It would be difficult to be supervised by a person with a disability.
I would not want to work on a work site where workers with
disabilities were operating machinery.

Workers with disabilities would require high levels of supervision.

-.870

-.916

-.709

- 747

719

772

474
413

.585

Factor 7: Knowledge of Policies and Practices — Disability recruitment and awareness initiatives

Q40
Q41
Q42

Q43

Q46

My institution has a plan for improving our disability inclusion
employment practices.

My institution has an employee resource group and/or mentoring
program for employees with disabilities.

Senior leaders discuss and publicly promote disability employment
initiatives.

My institution provides disability-related education/awareness
programs to encourage employees to self-identify as having a
disability.

My institution annually assesses recruitment efforts to determine
their effectiveness in reaching individuals with disabilities for
employment.

Factor 8: Knowledge of Policies and Practices — Section 503 and VEVRAA compliance

Q38
Q39
Q56

Q57

My institution tracks the ratio of job applicants with disabilities to
all job applicants.

My institution tracks the ratio of individuals with disabilities
employed to all employees.

My institution tracks the ratio of applicants who are military
veterans to all job applicants.

My institution tracks the ratio of military veterans employed to all
employees.
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483

.606

543

.384

.753

.829
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Table 3 Continued
Factor 9: Attitudes- Workplace equality issues for individuals with disabilities and military veterans

Q13 All workers, including workers with disabilities, should be 743
evaluated on the same performance standards.
Q30 All workers, including military veterans, should be evaluated on the .846

same performance standards.

Factor 10: Attitudes- Negative toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans
related to rewards, etc.

Q10 If | were on a work team with a co-worker with a disability, | would 736
not want my performance rewards to depend on the performance of
the worker with a disability.

Q27 If | were on a work team with a co-worker who is a military veteran, .801
I would not want my performance rewards to depend on the
performance of the military veteran.

Factor 11: Knowledge of Policies and Practices —% of individuals with disabilities and military veterans

Q37 I know the approximate percentage of employees at my institution .645
who self-identify as individuals with disabilities.

Q55 I know the approximate percentage of employees at my institution .843
who self-identify as military veterans.

Factor 12: Knowledge of Policies and Practices — Regarding Accommodations in workplace

Q50 Faculty and staff at my institution are required to take part in annual 376
disability training or diversity training that includes disability topics.

Q52 My institution’s accommodation procedure can be easily found by 525
all employees.

Q53 My institution has a written procedure for accommodation requests. .633

Factor 13: Attitudes- Negative toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans
regarding comfort levels

Q2 I am comfortable with the idea of working with a person with a 456*
disability.

Q3 I am uncomfortable with the idea of sharing my workspace with a -.386
person with a disability.

Q20 I am uncomfortable with the idea of sharing my workspace with a -.361

military veteran.
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Table 4

Part 1 — Reliability Statistics for 13 Factors

Reliability Statistics
McDonald's Q Cronbach’sa N of ltems

Factor 1 .887 .887 10
Factor 2 .900 .897 8
Factor 3 .842 .844 6
Factor 4 .850 .853 8
Factor 5 .890 .889 4
Factor 6 .850 .855 6
Factor 7 .804 .798 5
Factor 8 .827 .843 4
Factor 9 * .763 2
Factor 10 * .804 2
Factor 11 * .701 2
Factor 12 591 .586 3
Factor 13 540 491 3

* Omega cannot be estimated because the number of items is less than 3.

Results for Research Question 2
Are attitudes toward employees with disabilities different/similar to attitudes toward
employees that are military veterans among instructors and non-instructional employees
in the higher education workplace?

Stone and Stone (2015), suggest that in the workplace, attitudes toward
employees with disabilities and attitudes toward employees who are military veterans,
whether disabled or not, are similar. To investigate RQ2, the researcher divided the
analyses into two major parts. First a simple regression was conducted. Then, a

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with discriminant analysis was conducted.
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More specifically, a simple linear regression was conducted to explore whether or
not there was any relationship between attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and
attitudes toward military veterans in this study. Simple regression is a method of
predicting values of one variable from another variable. This is done by fitting a
statistical model to the data in the form of a straight line that best summarizes the pattern
of the data (Field, 2013). After creating a total attitude score for attitudes toward
employees with disabilities (Q1-Q17) and a total score for attitudes toward military
veterans in the higher education workplace (Q18-Q34), the researcher aimed to see
whether attitudes toward employees with disabilities predicted attitudes toward
employees who are military veterans, by conducting a simple linear regression as a first
step to answer RQ?2.

Of the 507 total respondents in this study, 186 individuals were employed in
instructional positions (group 1), 317 were employed in non-instructional positions
(group 2), and 4 were applicants or candidates (group 3) for employment in the higher
education workplace. The overall mean score for total attitude toward individuals with
disabilities was M = 85.36, and the overall mean score for total attitude toward military
veterans was M = 91.91, indicating that respondents in this study had slightly more
positive attitudes toward employees who are military veterans than individuals who have
disabilities in the workplace. As previously mentioned, some items on the attitudes
toward employees with disability and/or military veterans scale were reverse coded. The
highest possible attitude score for either category was 119. Those individuals in non-
instructional positions (group 2) had the highest or most positive mean scores for both
attitudes toward individuals with disabilities, M = 86.66, as well as attitudes toward
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military veterans, M = 92.74. The mean scores for those in instructional positions (group
1) were in the middle with values of M = 83.42, for attitudes toward individuals with
disabilities and M = 90.88, for attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace. Those
who were applicants or candidates for employment (group 3) had the lowest or most
negative attitude mean scores with M = 72.00, for attitudes toward individuals with
disabilities and M = 73.75, for attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace. See
Table 5 for further descriptive details.

Table 5

Part 1 — RQ2 Descriptive Information

Mean Std. Deviation N
TotalAttitude_Dis 85.36 11.43 507
TotalAttitude_Mil 91.91 11.04 507
Position-Q92
TotalAttitude_Dis 1-Instructional 83.42 11.63 186
2-Non-Instruction 86.66 11.11 317
3-Applicant/Cand 72.00 5.72 4
TotalAttitude_Mil 1-Instructional 90.88 11.97 186
2-Non-Instruction 92.74 10.20 317
3-Applicant/Cand 73.75 14.36 4

For the simple linear regression, the predictor/independent variable was total
attitude score toward employees with a disability (TotalAttitude_Dis) and the
criterion/outcome variable was total attitude score toward employees that are military
veterans (TotalAttitude_Mil). The predictor variable was found to be statistically
significant [ B =.636, 95% C.I. (.572, .699), p <.001], indicating that for every one unit

increase in TotalAttitudes_Dis there is a .636 unit increase in Total Attitude Mil.
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The model explained approximately 43.2% of the variability [R-square = .432]. In this
investigation of higher education employees, there was a statistically significant
relationship between Total Attitude _Dis and Total Attitude_Mil, whereby
TotalAttitude_Dis predicts Total Attitude_Mil. See Table 6 for details regarding the
simple linear regression.

Table 6

Part 1 — RQ2 Coefficients

Collinearity

95% CI Statistics

Model B SE R t Sig. Lower Upper Tol VIF
(Constant) 37.67 2.79 1350 <.001 32.18 43.15

TotalAttitude_Dis .636 .032 .658 19.62 <.001 572 699 1.00 1.00

a. Dependent Variable: TotalAttitude_Mil

After determining there is a significant relationship between attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. MANOVA is designed to
explore several dependent variables or outcomes at the same time (Field, 2013).
Consequently, conducting a MANOVA enabled the researcher to further examine
attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward military veterans in the
workplace simultaneously to see if these attitudes are the same or different among three
groups of employees in higher education who participated in this study. The three groups
of employees were those in instructional positions (group 1), non-instructional positions

(group 2), and applicants/candidates for employment (group 3), where N = 507.
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As revealed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices, there was no
violation of the assumption of homogeneity because this was non-significant with p =
.079; hence, the covariance matrices are roughly equal as assumed. Levene’s test of
equality of error variances was non-significant for both dependent variables,
TotalAttitude_Dis, p = .205 and TotalAttitude_Mil, p = .127, respectively, indicating
there were no violations, and the assumption that the error variance of the dependent
variables is equal across groups was met. The omnibus multivariate test, Wilks’ lambda,
was significant, p < .001, thereby indicating that the two dependent variables collectively
significantly distinguished between groups. As a follow-up to the multivariate test, a test
of between-subjects effects was conducted. The between-subjects effects tests were both
statistically significant, indicating there is a statistically significant difference between
groups in overall attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward
military veterans within this study. Moreover, this test indicates that Total Attitude Dis
and TotalAttitude_Mil were independent of each other.

To investigate the differences between groups more specifically, planned
contrasts and post hoc comparisons were conducted. Planned contrasts indicated
statistically significant differences between group 1 (instructional) and group 3
(applicant/candidate for employment), for Total Attitudes_Dis with p =.046 and for
TotalAttitudes_Mil, with p =.002. In addition, planned contrasts indicated statistically
significant differences between group 2 (non-instructional) and group 3
(applicant/candidate for employment), for TotalAttitudes_Dis with p = .010, and for

TotalAttitudes_Mil, with p <.001.
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For examining differences between group 1 (instructional) and group 2 (non-

instructional), Tukey’s post hoc test was conducted and indicated a statistically

significant difference for TotalAttitude_Dis, with p = .006, but no statistically significant

differences between group 1 (instructional) and group 2 (non-instructional) were

indicated for Total Attitude_Mil, with p = .155. See Table 7, Table 8, and Table 9 for

details regarding the MANOVA.
Table 7

Part 1 - RQ2 Wilks’ Lambda

Multivariate Tests

Effect Value F Hypothesis df  Error df Sig.
Q92-Empl Position Pillai's Trace .040 5.19 4,00 1008.00 <.001
Wilks' Lambda .960 5.20 4.00 1006.00 <.001
Hotelling's Trace .042 5.22 4.00 1004.00 <.001
Roy's LargestRoot  .034  8.69 2.00 504.00 <.001
Table 8
Part 1 - RQ2 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type I
Sum of Mean
Source Dependent Variable  Squares df  Square F Sig.
Q92-Empl Position  TotalAttitude_Dis 1949.59 2 97480 7.66 <.001
Total Attitude_Mil 1736.55 2 868.27 7.29 <.001
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Table 9

Part 1 - RQ2 Contrast Results and Post Hoc Comparisons

Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Employ Difference Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Dependent Variable Position (1-J) Sig.
TotalAttitude_Dis 1 3 1141 .046 219 22.619
2 3 14.65 .010 3.508 25.810
Tukey 1 2 -3.24" .006 -5.689 -.790
TotalAttitude_Mil 1 3 17.13 .002 6.300 27.963
2 3 18.99 <.001 8.210 29.779
Tukey 1 2 -1.86 155 -4.231 .505

As a follow-up test to the MANOVA, a descriptive discriminant analysis was
conducted to confirm results. In discriminant analysis, the aim is to see how to best
separate or discriminate groups using several predictors. Field (2013) suggests in some
sense it is the reverse of a MANOVA. Consequently, the grouping variable, (i.e., the
dependent variable), for the discriminant analysis was employment position (Q92), and
the independent variables were TotalAttitude_Dis and TotalAttitude_Mil. Results for the
discriminant analysis also indicated a significant value for Wilks’ Lambda, A = .960,
whereby, collectively attitudes among groups were significantly different where p < .001.

See Table 10 for details regarding the discriminant analysis.
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Table 10

Part 1 — RQ2 Discriminant Analysis Results

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
1 through 2 .960 20.64 4 <.001
2 .993 3.57 1 .059
Canonical
Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Correlation
1 .0342 82.9 82.9 .183
2 .0072 17.1 100.0 .084
Structure Matrix - Correlation
Function
1 2
Total Attitude_Dis 922" -.386
TotalAttitude_Mil .893" 450

In summary, the MANOVA indicated, as revealed by Wilks’ lambda, there was a
significant effect of employment position on attitudes toward individuals with disabilities

and attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace, A =.960, F(4, 1006) = 5.20, p =

<.001. Moreover, the MANOVA was followed up with discriminant analysis, which

revealed two discriminant functions. The first explained 82.9% of the variance, canonical

R? = .033, whereas the second explained only 17.1%, canonical R? = .007. In combination

these discriminant functions significantly differentiated the groups, A =.960, x?(4) =

20.64, p <.001, and removing the first function indicated that the second function did not

significantly differentiate the groups, A =.993, x(1) = 3.57, p = .059. The correlations

between outcomes and the discriminant functions revealed that TotalAttitude Dis loaded

at r = .922 for the first function and r = -.386 for the second function, whereas
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TotalAttitude_Mil loaded at r = .893 for the first function and r = .450 for the second
function. The discriminant function plot showed that the first function did discriminate
significantly, and the second function did not discriminate significantly between the three
groups.

In conclusion, the simple regression revealed that the total attitude toward
individuals with disabilities score (TotalAttitude_Dis), the independent/predictor
variable, is a statistically significant predictor of total attitude toward military veterans
(TotalAttitude_Mil), the dependent/criterion variable. The following set of analyses,
MANOVA and discriminant analysis, revealed there are statistically significant
differences in both attitude scores (TotalAttitude Dis and Total Attitude_Mil), between
the group identifying as instructors and the group identifying as applicants/candidates for
employment. Also, there are statistically significant differences in both attitude scores
(TotalAttitude_Dis and Total Attitude _Mil), between the group identifying as non-
instructors and the group identifying as applicants/candidates for employment. However,
between the instructional group and non-instructional group, there is a statistically
significant difference in attitudes toward individuals with disabilities, but there is not a
statistically significant difference in attitudes toward military veterans between the group

of instructors and non-instructors.
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Results for Research Question 3
Does Awareness/Knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding employees with
disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace make a difference
in/predict attitudes toward these two groups of employees?

With RQ3, the aim was to examine the relationship between knowledge and
attitudes regarding individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the higher
education workplace. Rudstam et al., (2014) suggest negative attitudes and biases of
coworkers toward employees with disabilities and military veterans may be a barrier to
self-identification by these subpopulations, and thereby a source of underrepresentation
in the workforce. Hunt & Hunt (2004) emphasize that negative attitudes are rooted in
lack of knowledge and the perpetuation of erroneous and often negative stereotypes in the
workplace. Hence, RQ3 aimed to explore the relationship between knowledge of
diversity policies and practices regarding individuals with disabilities and military
veterans and attitudes among employees toward these two unigque subpopulations within
the higher education workplace based on employment position (Q92), gender (Q88), and
disability status (Q87).

On the attitude scale, higher scores indicate more positive attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace. The mean score for
attitudes toward individuals with disabilities was M = 85.36, with a maximum possible
score of 119. The mean score for attitudes toward military veterans was M = 91.91, with
a maximum possible score of 119. After summing the disability and military attitude
scores to create an overall attitude score toward both individuals with disabilities and
military veterans in the workplace, the mean score was M = 177.26, with a maximum
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possible overall attitude score of 238. Kurtosis and skewness values for attitude scores
fell within the recommended range of +/-3 for skewness and +/- 10 for kurtosis (Kline,
2011). See Table 11 for descriptive information for RQ3.

Table 11

Part 1 — RQ3 Descriptive Information

N Minimum  Maximum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic SE Statistic SE

TotalAttitude_Dis 507 54 113 85.36 11.42 -.195 .108 -.462 217
TotalAttitude_Mil 507 55 114 91.91 11.04 -.672 .108 .315 217
Overall_Attitudes 507 114 222 177.26 20.45 -.408 .108 -.140 217

For analysis purposes, multiple linear regression was conducted to see whether
the dependent variable/criterion, overall attitude scores toward individuals with
disabilities and military veterans, (i.e., Overall_Attitudes), could be predicted by the
independent variables; overall knowledge scores (OverallKnowledge_cent), disability
status, gender, and/or employment position. In this study, it appeared that overall
knowledge scores, and specific categories within disability status, gender, and
employment status can significantly predict overall attitude scores toward employees
with disabilities and military veterans (i.e., Overall_Attitudes). Moreover, the partial
regression plot depicted in Figure 3, revealed a positive linear relationship between
overall knowledge of diversity policies and practices (i.e., OverallKnowledge_cent) and
overall attitudes towards individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the higher

education workplace (i.e., Overall_Attitudes).
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Figure 3. Part 1 — RQ3 Partial Regression Plot

Partial Regression Plot

Dependent Variable: Overall_Attitudes
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OverallKnowledge_Cent

Initially the independent variable, Overall_Knowledge, was centered, and the new
variable was named OverallKnowledge_cent. Centering interval variables helps to reduce
multicollinearity and it aids with interpretation of the constant (Meyers et al., 2017). In
addition, the other three independent (categorical) variables; disability status (Q87),
gender (Q88), and employment status (Q92), were recoded thereby allowing the most
frequently occurring category for each variable to become the comparison group
embedded in the constant. Recoding categorical variables in multiple linear regression
aids with interpretation of results (Meyers et al., 2017). The comparison group for this
analysis were those individuals without a disability, who were female, and were
employed in non-instructional positions, as each of these categories had the highest
frequencies within the respective group. See Table 12 for more details regarding

categorical variables.
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Table 12

Part 1 — RQ3 Categorical Variables

Original label Recoded label N %
Q87: Disability status
1 No disability Comparison group 393 775
2 Hidden disability Hidden R 79 15.6
3 Visible disability Visible R 10 2.0
4 Visible & Hidden VandH_R 7 14
5 Prefer not to answer  NoAns_R 18 3.6
Q88: Gender
1 Male Male_R 153 30.2
2 Female Comparison group 352 69.4
3 Prefer not to say PNS_Sex R 2 4
Q92: Employment position
1 Instructional Inst_ R 186 36.7
2 Non-instructional Comparison group 317 62.5
3 Candidate/Applicant  CanApp_R 4 .8
Total 507 100.0

In order to investigate whether assumptions of multicollinearity,
homoscedasticity, normality of residuals, and linearity were met, several tests were
conducted. All collinearity statistics met the criteria of > .20 for tolerance and < 10 for
variance inflation factor (VIF). Multicollinearity occurs when independent variables are
highly correlated with each other (i.e., they are measuring the same thing) (Field, 2013).
For homoscedasticity it appeared there were no violations; a scatterplot revealed fairly

constant dispersion between points, indicating constant variability.
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For normality of residuals, a histogram revealed some possible outliers and a few high
peaks near the center, but the skewness value was -3 and the kurtosis value was -.742
which were within the recommended range for each value. The assumption of linearity
for the interval predictor, OverallKnowledge cent, was met as revealed by a positive,
linear pattern depicted in the partial regression plot in Figure 3.

Also, to assess the accuracy of the model in the sample more closely in terms of
residual statistics and influential cases, diagnostic analyses were conducted using
studentized residuals, standardized DFFits, and leverage values. These analyses aid in
determining whether the regression model is stable across the sample, or whether it is
biased by a few influential cases (Field, 2013). After sorting studentized residuals in both
ascending and descending order and inspecting the data for any changes between two
points exceeding .500 to .670, no influential points of data were noted. Potentially
influential data points are noted by a doubling between values after sorting in ascending
and descending order for standardized DFFit and descending order for leverage values.
An ascending and descending sort of standardized DFFit values did reveal two possible
influential points of data. However, leverage values did not reveal any potentially
influential data points.

A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict Overall_Attitudes based on
Overall Knowledge, Disability Status (Q87), Gender (Q88), and Position (Q92). A
significant regression equation was found (F(9, 497) = 4.38, p <.001), with an R2 of
.074. Participants’ predicted Overall_Attitudes is equal to 180.56 + .187*
(Overall_Knowledge_Cent) + 3.29*(Hidden_R) - .044*Visible_R + 12.32*VandH_R -
10.53*NoAns_R — 5.46*Male_R — 8.53*PNSSex_R — 4.49*Inst_R — 34.63*CanApp_R.
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A 1 unit increase in Overall_Knowledge_cent results in a .187 increase in
Overall_Attitude score. Those individuals in the Hidden_R group scored 3.29 points
higher on Overall_Attitudes than those in the do not have a disability group. Those
individuals in the Visible_R group scored .044 points lower on Overall_Attitudes than
those in the do not have a disability group. Those individuals in the VandH_R group
scored 12.32 points higher on Overall_Attitudes than those in the do not have a disability
group. Those individuals in the NoAns_R group scored 10.53 points lower on
Overall_Attitudes than those in the do not have a disability group. Those individuals in
the Male_R group scored 5.46 points lower on Overall_Attitude than those in the female
group. Those individuals in the PNS_Sex_R group scored 8.53 points lower on
Overall_Attitude than those in the female group. Those individuals in the Instr_R group
scored 4.49 points lower on Overall_Attitude than those in the non-instructional group.
Those individuals in the CanApp_R group scored 34.63 points lower on Overall_Attitude
than those non-instructional group. The Predicted Overall_Attitude Score for a person
who scores average/zero on Overall_Knowledge cent, who does not have a disability and
is in a non-instructional position and is female is 180.56. OverallKnowledge cent,
NoAns_R, Male_R, Inst_R, and CanApp_R were significant predictors of
Overall_Attitudes. See Table 13 and Table 14 for details regarding the multiple linear

regression.
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Table 13

Part 1 — RQ3 Model Summary and ANOVA

Adjusted  SE of the

Model 1 R R Square R Square  Estimate
2718 074 .057 19.86
Sum of Mean
ANOVA Squares df Square F Sig.
Regression 15585.06 9 173167 4.38 <.001P
Residual 196215.98 497 394.80
Total 211801.05 506

Note. Predictors: (Constant), CanApp_R, PNSSex_R, Hidden_R, Male_R, Inst_R, Visible_R, NoAns_R, OverallKnowledge_Cent,
VandH_R

Dependent Variable: Overall_Attitudes

Table 14

Part 1 — RQ3 Coefficients

Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients  Coefficients Statistics
Model B SE Beta t Sig. Tolerance  VIF
1 180.560 1.34 134.20 .000
(Constant) .187 .084 .098 2.22 .027 .951 1.05
OverallKnowledge_Cent 3.290 2.46 .058 1.33 181 977 1.02
Hidden_R 044 645 000 -007 995 966 1.03
Visible R 12320 791 070 155 120 914 1.09
VandH R
- -10.530 4.89 -.095 -2.15 .032 .951 1.05
NoAns_R
-5.460 1.94 -.123 -2.80 .005 974 1.02
Male_R
PNSSex_R -8.530 14.90 -.026 -.573 567 .892 1.12
Inst R -4.490 1.87 -.106 -2.40 .017 957 1.04
CanApp_R -34.630  10.14 -150  -341 <001  .967 1.03

Note. Dependent Variable: Overall_Attitudes

120



Results for Research Question 4
Does awareness/knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding employees with
disabilities and military veterans in higher education workplace make a difference
in/predict higher education employees’ willingness to disclose a potentially stigmatized
identity to an employer (or potential employer)?

For RQ4, the aim was to examine the relationship between knowledge of diversity
policies and practices regarding individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the
higher education workplace and employees’ willingness to disclose disability status to an
employer or potential employer. Rudstam et al., (2014) suggests that federal contractors,
such as universities, may have difficulty in meeting compliance requirements in part due
to employees’ hesitancy to reveal disability and/or military status on voluntary self-
identification forms. Furthermore, employees lack of knowledge regarding the purpose of
collecting such data by employers may hamper willingness to disclose potentially
stigmatizing data.

Hence, RQ4 aimed to explore the relationship between individuals’ willingness to
disclose disability status to an employer or potential employer and knowledge of
protective policies and practices regarding individuals with disabilities and military
veterans based on employment position, gender, and disability status. There were only 12
respondents, 2.4% of participants who were military veterans, therefore, the researcher
only investigated employees’ willingness to disclose disability in the workplace and did
not investigate willingness to disclose military status. This study was underpowered to

thoroughly analyze employees’ willingness to disclose military status in the workplace.
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On the willingness to disclose disability scale, higher scores indicate greater
willingness to disclose disability status in the workplace. The mean score for willingness
to disclose disability (Overall_WillD_Dis) was M = 14.74, with a maximum possible
score of 20. Kurtosis and skewness values for willingness to disclose disability scores fell
within the recommended +/- 3 and +/- 10 range, respectively (Kline, 2011). The mean
score for overall knowledge of policies and practices related to individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace (Overall_Knowledge) was M = 77.69,
with a maximum possible score of 111. Skewness and kurtosis values for overall
knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities and
military veterans in the workplace fell within the recommended +/- 3 and +/- 10 range,
respectively (Kline, 2011). See Table 15 for further descriptive information.

Table 15

Part 1 — RQ4 Descriptive Information

N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic SE Statistic SE
Overall_WillD_Dis 507 14.74 3.65 -.828 .108 .614 217
Overall_Knowledge 507 77.69 10.78 -.093 .108 1.34 217

For analysis purposes, multiple linear regression was conducted to see whether
the dependent variable/criterion, overall willingness to disclose disability
(Overall_WillD_Dis), could be predicted by the independent variables; overall
knowledge scores, disability status, gender, and/or employment position. In this study, it
appeared that overall knowledge scores, and specific categories within disability status

significantly predicted overall willingness to disclose disability status to an employer or
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potential employer. Moreover, as depicted in the partial regression plot in Figure 4, there
appeared to be a positive linear relationship between overall knowledge of diversity
policies and practices and overall willingness to disclose disability status in this
investigation .

Figure 4. Part 1 — RQ4 Partial Regression Plot
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For the analysis for RQ4, the independent variable, Overall _Knowledge, was
centered, and the new variable was named OverallKnowledge cent. Like RQ3, the aim of
centering interval variables was twofold. First it was done to reduce multicollinearity and
secondly, it aids with interpretation of the constant (Meyers et al., 2017). In addition, the
other three independent (categorical) variables; disability status (Q87), gender (Q88), and
employment status (Q92), were recoded thereby allowing the most frequently occurring
category for each variable to become the comparison group embedded in the constant.

Similar to RQ3, the resulting comparison group for this analysis were those individuals

123



without a disability, who were female, and were employed in non-instructional positions,
as these categories had the highest frequencies. See Table 12 for details regarding
categorical variables.

In addition, assumptions of multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, normality of
residuals, and linearity were addressed in the analysis for RQ4. All collinearity statistics
met the criteria of > .20 for tolerance and < 10 for variance inflation factor (VIF). For
homoscedasticity, it appeared there were no violations; a scatterplot revealed fairly
constant dispersion between points, indicating somewhat constant variability. For
normality of residuals, a histogram revealed some possible outliers and a few high peaks
near the center; the skewness value was -5.648, which exceeds the +/- 3 recommended
range. However, the kurtosis value was 2.359, which was within the +/- 10 recommended
range. The assumption of linearity for the interval predictor, OverallKnowledge_cent,
was met as revealed by a positive, linear pattern depicted in the partial regression plot in
Figure 4.

Also, as recommended to assess the accuracy of the model in the sample more
closely in terms of residual statistics and influential cases, diagnostic analyses were
conducted using studentized residuals, standardized DFFits, and leverage values (Field,
2013). After sorting studentized residuals in both ascending and descending order and
inspecting the data for any changes between two points exceeding .5 to .67, no influential
points of data were noted. Furthermore, sorting in ascending and descending order for
standardized DFFit and descending order for leverage values, revealed no influential data

points.
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A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict overall willingness to
disclose disability (Overall WillD_Dis) based on Overall Knowledge, Disability Status
(Q87), Gender (Q88), and Position (Q92). A significant regression equation was found
(F(9,497) =12.71, p <.001), with an R 2 of .187. Participants’ predicted
Overall_WillID_Dis is equal to 15.05 + .118* (Overall_Knowledge Cent) -
1.43*(Hidden_R) + 1.10*Visible R - 2.27 * VandH_R -2.04*NoAns_R + .622*Male_R
+3.48*PNSSex_R —.487*Inst_R — 2.87*CanApp_R. A 1 unit increase in
Overall_Knowledge cent results in a .118 increase in Overall_WillD_Dis score. Those
individuals in the Hidden_R group scored 1.43 points lower on Overall_WillD_Dis than
those in the do not have a disability group. Those individuals in the Visible_R group
scored 1.10 points higher on Overall_WillD_Dis than those in the do not have a disability
group. Those individuals in the VandH_R group scored 2.27 points lower on
Overall_WillID_Dis than those in the do not have a disability group. Those individuals in
the NoAns_R group scored 2.04 points lower on Overall_WillD_Dis than those in the do
not have a disability group. Those individuals in the Male_R group scored .622 points
higher on Overall_WillD_Dis than those in the female group. Those individuals in the
PNS_Sex_R group scored 3.48 points higher on Overall_WillD_Dis than those in the
female group. Those individuals in the Instr_R group scored .487 points lower on
Overall_WillID_Dis than those in the non-instructional group. Those individuals in the
CanApp_R group scored 2.87 points lower on Overall_WillD_Dis than those in the non-
instructional group. The Predicted Overall_WillD_Dis Score for a person who scores
average/zero on Overall_Knowledge cent, who does not have a disability and is in a non-
instructional position and is female is 15.05. OverallKnowledge_cent, disability status
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noted as Hidden_R, and NoAns_R were significant predictors of overall willingness to
disclose disability (Overall_ WillD_Dis). See Table 16 and Table 17 for further details
regarding the multiple linear regression.

Table 16

Part 1 — RQ4 Model Summary and ANOVA

Std. Error
Adjusted R of the
Model R R Square Square  Estimate
1 4332 .187 172 3.325
ANOVA Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 1265.100 9 140.560 12.710 <.001°
Residual 5496.580 497 11.060
Total 6761.680 506

Notes. Dependent Variable: Overall_WillD_Dis
Predictors: (Constant), CanApp_R, PNSSex_R, Hidden_R, Male_R, Inst_R, Visible_R, NoAns_R, OverallKnowledge_Cent,

VandH_R

Table 17

Part 1 — RQ4 Coefficients

Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B SE Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 15.050 225 66.84 <.001
OverallKnowledge_Cent 118 .014 347 8.37 <.001 951  1.05
Hidden_R -1.430 412 -142 -3.47 <.001 977  1.02
Visible_R 1.100 1.08 042 1.02 .308 966 1.03
VandH_R -2.270 1.32 -073 -171 .086 914  1.09
NoAns_R -2.040 819 -104 -2.49 .013 951  1.05
Male_R 622 .326 .078 1.90 .057 974  1.02
PNSSex_R 3.480 2.49 .060 1.39 163 892 112
Inst R -.487 313 -.064 -1.55 JA21 957  1.04
CanApp_R -2.870 1.69 -070 -1.69 .091 967 1.03

Notes. Dependent Variable: Overall_WillD_Dis
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Part 1 Summary

In Part 1 of this study, data was collected from 507 employees in higher
education. In an effort to answer the first research question and better understand the
dimensionality of the instrument used in this study, an exploratory factor analysis of the
EDMVAAD revealed a 13-factor solution that was found to be parsimonious and simple
structure was achieved resulting in a 63-item scale with adequate internal reliability. The
investigation of RQ1 revealed statistically significant differences in attitudes toward
fellow employees with disabilities and employees who are military veterans among
groups based on position of employment. Overall knowledge of diversity policies and
practices was a significant predictor of attitudes toward employees with disabilities and
employees who are military veterans as revealed in the investigation of RQ3. In addition,
the investigation of RQ4 revealed overall knowledge of diversity policies and practices
was a significant predictor of willingness to disclose disability status in the workplace.

Part 2 Results

For the purposes of recruiting participants and conducting the surveys (i.e.,
pretest/posttest) for Part 2 of this study, the researcher recruited individuals who were
employees at The University of Southern Mississippi through email invitations with a
link to a questionnaire in Qualtrics, an electronic survey system. The sample size for Part

2 of this study was N = 42 participants.
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Full participation in Part 2 of this study required respondents to first complete a
questionnaire (pretest) by a designated due date, whereby respondents answered 37 items
related to knowledge of diversity policies and practices regarding individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in the higher education workplace, 4 items related to
willingness to disclose disability status to an employer or potential employer, and several
demographic items. If a participant identified as a military veteran or current service
member, they answered 4 items related to their willingness to disclose military status in
the workplace. Upon completion of the pretest, the 42 participants were assigned to one
of two groups, either the treatment/intervention group or the control group.

Next, participants received an email message with instructions inviting them to
view to an attached power point presentation with audio. Within the email, participants
were also instructed to complete another questionnaire (posttest) using the Qualtrics link
at the end of the presentation. The posttest was the same as the pretest. The 21
participants who received the intervention viewed a power point presentation with audio
that informed them of policies and practices at The University of Southern Mississippi
related to Section 503 and VEVRAA compliance and facts associated with federal
contractor employment requirements. The 21 participants who did not receive the
intervention viewed a power point presentation unrelated to diversity policies and
practices.

Upon completion of the posttest, all 42 participants received an electronic gift
card to their choice of Chick Fil A or Starbucks, as a token of appreciation for their full
participation in this study. All participants were 18 years of age or older. See Table 18 for
a detailed description of sociodemographic characteristics for Part 2 of this study.
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Table 18

Part 2 - Sociodemographic Characteristics of Participants

n %

Disability Status

No Disability 27 64.3

Hidden Disability 12 28.6

Visible Disability - -

Hidden & Visible 1 2.4

Prefer not to say 2 4.8
Employment Position

Instructional 2 4.8

Non-Instructional 25 59.5

Applicant/Candidate/Potential Employee 15 35.7
Gender

Male 10 23.8

Female 31 73.8

Prefer not to say 1 2.4
Age

18-34 22 52.4

35-54 15 35.7

55-74 5 11.9

75 or older - -
Military Status

Never Served in Military 36 85.7

Served or Serving in Military 6 14.3
Type of Institution

Public University or College 42 100

Private University or College

Notes. N = 42
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Data Screening

Initially, 63 individuals completed the first questionnaire (pretest). However, after
sending the email invitation to complete the second portion of this project which required
viewing a power point presentation and completing the final questionnaire (posttest), only
42 of the original 63 individuals responded. Using SPSS version 28 and descriptive
statistics, initial data screening was conducted to inspect the data more carefully for
missing data and outliers. Minimum and maximum values were examined and did not
reveal any information that required further data cleaning. Also, calculations for
skewness and kurtosis were made. For the pretest, all skewness and kurtosis values fell
within the recommended range of +/-3 and +/-10, respectively for each item. Also, for the
posttest, all skewness and kurtosis values fell within the recommended range of +/-3 and
+/- 10 respectively, for each item.

In the section of the questionnaire related to knowledge of diversity policies and
practices related to employees with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace, all
items were on the same scale with values ranging from 1 to 3 where a value of 1 indicates
“False” (I know this is NOT true), 2 indicates “Not sure” (whether this is true or false), or
3 which indicates “True” (I know this is true). In the section related to respondent’s
willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the workplace all items were on
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and a middle

score of 3 indicating “neither agree nor disagree.”
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The three sections of the questionnaire, knowledge, willingness to disclose, and
demographic items were the same items used in Part 1 of this study. In order to match
pretest data with their posttest data of participants while maintaining their anonymity,
some unique items were included at the beginning of each questionnaire such as “What
are the last two digits of your social security number?”” and “What year did you graduate
from high school”.

Results for Research Question 1
Does training make a difference in awareness/knowledge levels of diversity policies and
practices regarding employees with disabilities and employees who are military veterans
in the higher education workplace?

For this analysis, where N = 42, there were two groups of 21 participants each; the
group that viewed an unrelated presentation (group 0-control group) and the group that
viewed the intervention presentation (group 1-treatment group). Pretest and posttest
results are reported for the 42 individuals who fully participated in this study. The
maximum possible score on the knowledge of diversity policies and practices pretest and
posttest was 111. The overall mean score on the knowledge of diversity policies and
practices pretest for the 42 participants was M = 78.26, and for the posttest was M =
93.40. More specifically, for the control group (group 0), the mean score for the
knowledge pretest was M = 77.29, and for the posttest was M = 87. For the treatment
group, the mean score for the knowledge pretest was M = 79.24, and for the posttest was

M =99.81. For further descriptive information see Table 19.
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Table 19

Part 2 — RQ1 Descriptive Statistics for Pre/Post-Test Knowledge Scores

N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic SE  Statistic SE

PreTestKnowledge 42 78.26 7.65 856 365 1579 717

PostTestknowledge 42 9340 1075  -415 365 -758 717

Valid N (listwise) 42

Group Mean SD
PreTestKnowledge 21 0-Control 77.29 7.17
21 1-Treatment 79.24 8.16
42 Total 78.26 7.65
PostTestKnowledge 21 0-Control 87.00 8.80
21 1-Treatment 99.81 8.57
42 Total 93.40 10.75

In order to answer the first research question for Part 2 of this study, a

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted and was then followed by a

discriminant analysis. MANOVA is designed to explore several dependent variables or

outcomes at the same time (Field, 2013). Therefore, the researcher was able to examine

the two dependent variables, (i.e., PretestKnowledge and PosttestKnowledge),

simultaneously to investigate whether there were any statistically significant differences

between the group that did not view the intervention on diversity policies and practices

related to employees with disabilities and military veterans (group 0-control) and the

group of participants that received the intervention on diversity policies and practices

related to employees with disabilities and military veterans (group 1-treatment group).
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As revealed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices, there was no
violation of the assumption of homogeneity because this value was non-significant with p
=.347; hence, the covariance matrices are roughly equal as assumed. Levene’s test of
equality of error variances was non-significant for both dependent variables,
PreTestkKnowledge, p = .548 and PostTestkKnowledge, p = .813, respectively, indicating
there were no violations and the assumption of equality of error variances has been met.
The omnibus multivariate test, Wilks’ lambda, was significant, p < .001, thereby
indicating that the two dependent variables collectively can significantly distinguish
between the control group and the treatment group. As a follow-up to the multivariate
test, a test of between-subjects effects was conducted. The between-subjects effects tests
for the pretest were not significant, p = .415, and for the posttest were significant, p <
.001. Consequently, this indicated there was no statistically significant difference
between control and treatment groups for the pretest, yet there was a statistically
significant difference between groups on the posttest. Planned contrasts and pairwise
comparisons confirmed the findings of the between-subjects results, thereby indicating a
non-significant difference between the two groups for the pretest results with p = .415,
and statistically significant difference between groups for the posttest results with p <
.001. See Table 20, Table 21, and Table22 for further details regarding the MANOVA

results for RQ1 of Part 2 of this study.
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Table 20

Part 2 — RQ1 Wilks’ Lambda

Multivariate Tests

Effect Value F Hypothesis df  Error df Sig.
Pillai's Trace .363 11.11 2.00 39.00 <.001
Wilks' Lambda 637 11.11 2.00 39.00 <.001
Hotelling's Trace 570 11.11 2.00 39.00 <.001
Roy's Largest Root 570 11.11 2.00 39.00 <.001
Table 21
Part 2 — RQ1 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type 11l
Sum of
Source Dependent Variable Squares  df Mean Square F Sig.
Group PreTestKnowledge 40.02 1 40.02 .678 415
PostTestKnowledge 172288 1 1722.88 22.795 <.001
Table 22
Part 2 - RQ1 Contrast Results
Mean 95% ClI
Dependent Variable Group  Group Difference SE Sig. Lower  Upper
PreTestKnowledge 0 1 -1.95 2.37 415 -6.74 2.83
1 0 1.95 2.37 415 -2.83 6.74
PostTestKnowledge 0 1 -12.81 2.68 <.001 -18.23 -7.38
1 0 12.81 2.68 <.001 7.38 18.23

As a follow-up test to the MANOVA, a descriptive discriminant analysis was

conducted to confirm results. In discriminant analysis, the aim is to see how to best

separate or discriminate groups using several predictors. In some sense it is the reverse of
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a MANOVA (Field, 2013). Consequently, the grouping variable, (i.e., the dependent
variable), was Group (0 = control, 1 = treatment/intervention), and the independent
variables were knowledge pretest and knowledge posttest scores (i.e., PreTestkKnowledge
and PostTestkKnowledge). Like the MANOVA, the discriminant analysis, resulted in
significant results for the omnibus multivariate test, Wilks’ Lambda, with p <.001, for
function 1.

In summary, for Part 2, RQ1, the MANOVA indicated, using Wilks’ lambda,
there was a significant effect of Group on PretestKnowledge and PosttestKnowledge, A =
637, F(2,39) =11.11, p = <.001. Moreover, the MANOVA was followed up with
discriminant analysis, which revealed one discriminant function. The function explained
100% of the variance, canonical R? = .363. In combination these discriminant function
significantly differentiated the groups, A = .637, x3(2) = 17.58, p < .001. The correlations
between outcomes and the discriminant functions revealed that PostTestkKnowledge
loaded at r = 1.00 for the function, whereas PreTestKnowledge loaded at r = .173. See

Table 23 for further details of the discriminant analysis.
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Table 23

Part 2 — RQ1 Discriminant Analysis Results

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda  Chi-square df Sig.
1 637 17.58 2 <.001
Eigenvalues
% of  Cumulative Canonical
Function Eigenvalue Variance % Correlation
1 5702 100.0 100.0 .603

Structure Matrix — Correlation

Function

1
PostTestKnowledge 1.000
PreTestKnowledge 173

Results for Research Question 2
Does training make a difference in employees’ willingness to disclose disability and/or
military status on self-identification forms in the higher education workplace?

For Part 2 of this study, in order to answer RQ2, regarding whether or not training
makes a difference in employees’ willingness to disclose disability and/or military status
on self-identification forms, in the higher education workplace, multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted and was then followed by a discriminant analysis.
Similar to RQ1 for the second part of this study, there were two dependent variables,
pretest and posttest scores. However, the pretest and posttest scores investigated for RQ2
aimed to measure individuals’ willingness to disclose disability (i.e., PretestWillD_Dis
and PosttestWillD_Dis) and/or military veteran status (i.e., PretestWillD_Mil and

PosttestWillD_Mil) in the workplace. Therefore, MANOVA allowed the researcher to
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simultaneously investigate whether there were any statistically significant differences
between the group that did not view the intervention on diversity policies and practices
(group 0-control) and the group of participants who viewed the intervention on diversity
policies and practices (group 1-treatment).
Willingness to Disclose Disability Status in the Workplace

In order to answer RQ?2, the researcher first analyzed the 42 participants responses
to the 4 items on the questionnaires (i.e., pretest and posttest) related to willingness to
disclose disability both before and after watching the assigned power point presentation.
The overall mean score on the willingness to disclose disability pretest for the 42
participants was M = 13.26, and for the posttest was M = 15.05. More specifically, for the
control group (group 0), the mean score for the willingness to disclose disability pretest
was M = 12.81, and for the posttest was M = 14.05. For the treatment group (group 1),
the mean score for the willingness to disclose disability pretest was M = 13.71, and for
the posttest was M = 16.05. The maximum possible score on the willingness to disclose

disability pretest and posttest was 20. For further descriptive details please see Table 24.
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Table 24

Part 2 — RQ2 Descriptive Information

N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic SE  Statistic  SE
PreTestWillD_Dis 42 13.26 453 =277 365  -873 717
PostTestWillD_Dis 42 1505 451 -.679 365 -229 717

Valid N (listwise) 42

Group Mean SD

PreTestWillD_Dis 21 0 12.81 457
21 1 1371 455
42 Total 13.26 4,53
PostTestWillD_Dis 21 0 14.05  4.90
21 1 16.05  3.94

42 Total 1505 4.51

As revealed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices there was no
violation of the assumption of homogeneity because this was non-significant with p =
.776; hence, the covariance matrices are roughly equal as assumed. Levene’s test of
equality of error variances was non-significant for both dependent variables,
PreTestWillD_Dis, p = .912 and PostTestWillD_Dis, p = .381, respectively, indicating
there were no violations, and the assumption of equality of error variances was met. The
omnibus multivariate test, Wilks’ lambda, was not statistically significant, p = .330,
thereby indicating that the two dependent variables collectively cannot significantly
distinguish between groups. As a follow-up to the multivariate test, a test of between-
subjects effects was conducted. The between-subjects effects tests for the pretest were not
statistically significant, p = .524, and for the posttest, although there was a lower p value,

results were also not statistically significant, p =.153, indicating there were no
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statistically significant differences between groups for either the willingness to disclose

disability in the workplace pretest or the posttest. Planned contrasts and pairwise

comparisons confirmed the findings of the between-subjects results, thereby indicating a

non-significant difference between the two groups for both the pretest and posttest results

with p =.524 and p = .153, respectively. See Table 25, Table 26, and Table 27 for results

of the MANOVA.
Table 25

Part2 - RQ2 Wilks’ Lambda -Multivariate Tests

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Pillai's trace .055 1.14 2.00 39.00 .330
Wilks' lambda .945 1.14 2.00 39.00 .330
Hotelling's trace .058 1.14 2.00 39.00 .330
Roy's largest root .058 1.14 2.00 39.00 .330
Table 26
Part 2 - RQ2 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Type Il Sum
Source Dependent Variable of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Group PreTestWillD_Dis 8.59 1 8.59 412 524
PostTestWillD_Dis 42.00 1 42.00 2.12 153
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Table 27

Part 2 — RQ2 Pairwise Comparisons

95% ClI
Mean Lower Upper
Dependent Variable Group Group Difference SE Sig. Bound Bound
PreTestWillD_Dis 0 1 -.905 1.40 524 -3.75 1.940
1 0 .905 1.40 524 -1.94 3.750
PostTestWillD_Dis 0 1 -2.000 1.37 153 -4.77 775
1 0 2.000 1.37 153 -775 4.770

As a follow-up test to the MANOVA, a descriptive discriminant analysis was
conducted to confirm results. Although Field (2013) recommends the use of discriminant
analysis as a follow-up to MANOVA when there are statistically significant results, for
consistency purposes in this study, discriminant analysis was also conducted as a follow-
up to the MANOVA (for Part 2 - RQ2). The grouping variable, (i.e., the dependent
variable), was Group (0 = control, 1 = treatment/intervention), and the independent
variables were willingness to disclose disability pretest and posttest scores (i.e.,
PreTestWillD_Dis and PostTestWillD_Dis). Like the MANOVA, the discriminant
analysis resulted in a non-significant Wilks” Lambda value with, p = .330, for function 1.

In summary, for Part 2, RQ2, the MANOVA indicated, using Wilks’ lambda,
there was not a statistically significant effect of Group on PretestWillD_Dis and
PosttestWillD_Dis, A =.945, F(2, 39) = 1.14, p = .330. Moreover, the MANOVA was
followed up with discriminant analysis, which revealed one discriminant function. The
function explained 100% of the variance, canonical R? = .055. In combination the
discriminant function did not significantly differentiate the groups, A = .945, x3(2) =

140



2.21, p = .330. The correlations between outcomes and the discriminant functions
revealed that PostWillD_Dis loaded at r = .953 for the function, whereas
PreTestWillD_Dis loaded at r = .420. See Table 28 for results of the discriminant
analysis.

Table 28

Part 2 — RQ2 Discriminant Analysis Results

Test of Function(s) ~ Wilks' Lambda  Chi-square df Sig.
1 .945 2.21 2 .330
Eigenvalues
Canonical
Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Correlation
1 .058 100.0 100.0 235

Structure Matrix — Correlation

Function
1
PostTestWillD_Dis 953
PreTestWillD_Dis 420

Willingness to Disclose Military Status in the Workplace

In order to explore whether training makes a difference in employees’ willingness
to disclose military status in the higher education workplace, for Part 2, RQ2, another
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted and was followed up with a
discriminant analysis. There were two dependent variables, willingness to disclose

military status pretest and posttest scores.
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However, there were only 6 participants who identified as military veterans on item Q86,
for Part 2 of this study. Therefore, results in this analysis may be underpowered because
only six individuals completed the willingness to disclose military status pretest and
posttest (i.e., PretestWillD_Mil and PosttestWillD_Mil).

Once again, MANOVA allowed the researcher to simultaneously investigate
whether there were any statistically significant differences between participants
identifying as military veterans who either did not view the intervention on diversity
policies and practices (group 0 — control) or who received the intervention on diversity
policies and practices (group 1- treatment). In order to answer the military related portion
of RQ2, the researcher analyzed the 6 participants responses to 4 items on the
questionnaires (i.e., pretest and posttest) related to willingness to disclose military status
both before and after viewing the assigned power point presentation. For the 6
respondents who were military veterans, the overall mean score for the pretest
(PretestWillD_Mil) was M = 16.33, and the overall mean score for the posttest
(PosttestWill_Mil) was M = 17.67. More specifically, for the control group (group 0), the
mean score for the willingness to disclose military status pretest was M = 14.50, and for
the posttest was M = 16.50. For the treatment group (group 1), the mean score for the
willingness to disclose military status pretest was M = 20.0, and for the posttest was M =
20.0. The maximum possible score on the willingness to disclose military status pretest
and posttest was 20. Of the 6 military veterans who participated, 2 received the
intervention (group 1 — treatment) and 4 did not receive the intervention (group 0 —

control). See Table 29 for further descriptive information.
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Table 29

Part 2 — RQ2 Descriptive Information — Disclosing Military Status

N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic SE  Statistic SE
PreTestWillD_Mil 6 16.33 4.500 -.860 .845 -.341 1.74
PostTestWillD_Mil 6 17.67 5.710 -2.440 .845 6.000 1.74
Valid N (listwise) 6
Group Mean SD
PreTestwillD Mil 4 O 14.50 4.500
2 1 20.00 .000
6 Total 16.33 4.500
PostTestwillD_Mil 4 O 16.50 7.000
2 1 20.00 .000
6 Total 17.67 5.710

When testing the assumption for homogeneity of covariance matrices, Box’s M
was run, however, the value could not be computed because covariation among levels of
the independent variable, (Groups) was too high, thereby resulting in a message that there
was a problem with singularity. Levene’s test of equality of error variances was non-
significant for both dependent variables, PreTestWillD_Mil, p = .238 and
PostTestWillD_Dis, p =.116, respectively, indicating there were no violations and the
assumption of equality of error variances was met. The omnibus multivariate test, Wilks’
lambda, was not statistically significant, p = .359, thereby indicating that the two
dependent variables collectively cannot significantly distinguish between groups. As a
follow-up to the multivariate test, a test of between-subjects effects was conducted. The
between-subjects effects tests pretest were not statistically significant, p = .179, and for

the posttest, results were also not statistically significant, p =.541, indicating there were
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no statistically significant differences between groups for the willingness to disclose
military status pretest or the posttest. Planned contrasts and pairwise comparisons
confirmed the findings of the between-subjects results, thereby indicating a non-
significant difference between the two groups for the willingness to disclose military
status pretest and posttest with p =.179 and p = .541, respectively. See Table 30, Table
31, and Table32 for results of the MANOVA.

Table 30

Part 2 — RQ2 Wilks’ Lambda - Disclosing Military Status

Value F  Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Pillai's trace 495 1.46 2.00 3.00 .359
Wilks' lambda 505 1.46 2.00 3.00 .359
Hotelling's trace 978 1.46 2.00 3.00 .359
Roy's largest root 978 1.46 2.00 3.00 .359

Table 31

Part 2 — RQ2 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects - Disclosing Military Status

Type 1 Mean
Source  Dependent Variable Sum of Squares df  Square F Sig.
Group  PreTestWillD_Mil 40.33 1 40.33 2.640 179
PostTestWillD_Mil 16.33 1 16.33 444 541
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Table 32

Part 2 — RQ2 Pairwise Comparisons - Disclosing Military Status

Mean 95% CI
Dependent Variable  Group Group Difference SE  Sig. Lower Upper
PreTestWillD_Mil 0 1 -550 338 179 -14.89 3.89
1 0 550 338 .179 -3.89 14.89
PostTestWillD_Mil 0 1 -350 525 541 -18.07 11.07
1 0 350 525 541 -11.07 18.07

As a follow-up test to the MANOVA, a descriptive discriminant analysis was
conducted to confirm results. The grouping variable, (i.e., the dependent variable), was
Group (0 = control, 1 = treatment/intervention), and the independent variables were
willingness to disclose military status pretest and posttest scores (i.e., PreTestWillD_Mil
and PostTestWillD Mil). Like the results for the MANOVA, the results for Wilks’
Lambda were not statistically significant for discriminant analysis, with p =.359, for
function 1.

In summary, for Part 2, RQ2 regarding military veterans’ willingness to disclose
military status in the workplace, the MANOVA indicated, using Wilks’ lambda, there
was a not a statistically significant effect of Group on PreTestWillD_Mil and
PostTestWillD_Mil, A =.505, F(2, 3) = 1.46, p = .359. Moreover, the MANOVA was
followed up with discriminant analysis, which revealed one discriminant function. The
function explained 100% of the variance, canonical R? = .494. In combination the
discriminant function did not significantly differentiate the groups, A =.505, x*(2) =

2.047, p =.359.
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The correlations between outcomes and the discriminant functions revealed that
PreTestWillD_Mil loaded at r = .822 for the function, whereas PostTestWill_Mil loaded
at r = .337. See Table 33 for results of the discriminant analysis.

Table 33

Part 2 - RQ2 Discriminant Analysis Results — Disclosing Military Status

Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
1 505 2.047 2 .359
Eigenvalues
% of Canonical
Function Eigenvalue Variance Cumulative %  Correlation
1 9782 100.0 100.0 .703

Structure Matrix — Correlation

Function
1
PreTestWillD_Mil .822
PostTestWillD_Mil 337

Part 2 Summary
In Part 2 of this study, for the first research question, there was not a statistically
significant difference on the knowledge pretest results between the group that received
the training intervention (M = 79.24) and the group that did not receive the training
intervention (M = 77.29). However, there was a statistically significant difference on the
knowledge posttest results between the group that received the training intervention (M =

99.81) and the group that did not receive the training intervention (M = 87).

146



For the second research question, there was not a statistically significant
difference on willingness to disclose disability pretest results between the group that
received the training intervention (M = 13.71) and the group that did not receive the
training intervention (M = 12.81). Also, there was not a statistically significant difference
on willingness to disclose disability posttest results between the group that received the
training intervention (M = 16.05) and the group that did not receive the training
intervention (M = 14.05).

In addition, there was not a statistically significant difference on willingness to
disclose military status pretest results between the group that received the training
intervention (M = 20) and the group that did not receive the training intervention (M =
14.50). Also, there was not a statistically significant difference on willingness to disclose
military status posttest results between the group that received the training intervention
(M =20) and the group that did not receive the training intervention (M = 16.50).

These results may indicate that the training intervention made a difference in
participants overall knowledge levels of diversity policies and practices related to
individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the higher education workplace, but
it did not appear to make a difference in participants willingness to disclose a disability
and/or military status in the workplace. Moreover, research question 3 and research
question 4 for Part 2 of this study were not addressed in the analyses and are discussed

further in the limitation section.
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CHAPTER V — Summary

Diversity in the higher education workplace is important, especially for those
institutions that qualify as federal contractors. This quantitative study focused on the
higher education workplace, specifically factors impacting employees with disabilities
and/or military veterans in light of the new rules under Section 503 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 and VEVRAA. The purpose of this study was twofold. First, this study
aimed to examine an instrument developed by the researcher, the Employee Disability
and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD)
and the relationships among the three variables of interest. The instrument was developed
to measure attitudes toward employees with disabilities and military veterans, diversity
awareness/knowledge regarding these two groups of employees, and employees’
willingness to disclose disability and/or military veteran status in the higher education
workplace in light of Section 503 and VEVRAA compliance required by institutions that
qualify as federal contractors. The focus of the second part of this study was to analyze
whether a brief training session on policies and practices regarding employees with
disabilities and military veterans makes a difference in participants’ diversity
awareness/knowledge regarding these two groups of employees, and employees’
willingness to disclose disability and military status in the higher education workplace.

Two theoretical frameworks rooted in social cognitive theory were used to guide
this study. The Stone and Colella (1996) Model of Factors Affecting the Treatment of
Disabled Individuals in Organizations and the Stone and Stone (2015) Model of Factors
Affecting Hiring Decisions about Veterans. The three theoretical frameworks that guided
research on disclosure of a potentially stigmatizing identity at work were social identity
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theory, stigma theory, and self-verification theory. The aim of including these three
theories was to assist in the understanding of the motivations behind the decision to
disclose a potentially stigmatizing identity in the workplace and the effects that result
from those decisions (Follmer et al., 2020).

Both parts of this study employed quantitative methods to analyze data and
answer the research questions. To answer the four research questions for the Part 1 of this
study, the researcher hired Centiment Surveys for the purpose of recruiting the 507
participants through nonprobability sampling to take part in a survey. Participants in Part
1 completed a survey questionnaire, the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD), developed by the
researcher.

For Part 2 of this study, the researcher recruited 42 participants to take part in a
quasi-experiment using a nonequivalent comparison group design whereby participants
first completed a questionnaire/pretest. Then participants were divided into two groups
comprised of 21 participants each. One group viewed a power point training session on
diversity policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities and military
veterans (i.e., intervention/treatment group), and the other group viewed an unrelated
power point presentation of similar length (i.e., control group). Immediately following
the training session participants followed a Qualtrics link and completed another
questionnaire/posttest. The pretest questionnaire and the posttest questionnaire were
identical; each questionnaire was comprised of the same items including 37 items related
to knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to employees with disabilities and
employees who are military veterans, 4 items related to willingness to disclose disability
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in the workplace, and some demographic items. In addition, the six participants who
identified as military veterans were asked to respond to 4 items related to their
willingness to disclose military status in the workplace.

Findings for Part 1

In order to answer the first research question, an exploratory factor analysis was
conducted on the three major sections of the EDMVAAD questionnaire in unison with 75
items included in the analysis. The exploratory factor analysis revealed a 13-factor
solution that was found to be parsimonious and simple structure was achieved after
removing 12 of the original items, which resulted in a 63-item scale. For internal
consistency purposes, Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted for each factor, and the
reliability for each factor exceeded the recommended value of 0.70, with the exceptions
of factor 12, o = 0.596 and factor 13, a = 0.491; however, in the early stages of research,
such as this study, these values are considered to be suffice, as they are near the 0.50
criterion recommended by Nunnally (1978). Also, Hayes and Coutts (2020) recommend
using McDonald’s Omega for estimating reliability, therefore, these values were also
calculated for each factor and reliability values exceeded 0.50, with three exceptions. For
factors 9-11, estimates could not be calculated using McDonald’s omega; each factor
consisted of two items each, and this analysis has a three item minimum requirement in
SPSS 28.

For RQ2, the investigation revealed that there was a statistically significant
relationship between attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward
military veterans among those higher education employees and potential employees who
participated in this study. More specifically, a simple linear regression revealed that
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attitudes toward individuals with disabilities was a significant predictor of attitudes
toward military veterans. To further explore RQ2, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) and a discriminant analysis were conducted which allowed the researcher to
investigate similarities and/or differences in attitudes toward fellow employees with
disabilities and employees who are military veterans among groups based on position of
employment in higher education. The findings indicated statistically significant
differences in attitudes toward individuals with disabilities in the workplace between
those individuals in:

1. Instructional positions versus candidates/applicants for employment

2. Non-instructional positions versus candidates/applicants for employment

3. Instructional positions versus non-instructional positions
In addition, the findings for RQ2 indicated statistically significant differences in attitudes
toward individuals who are military veterans in the workplace between those individuals
in:

1. Instructional positions versus candidates/applicants for employment

2. Non-instructional positions versus candidates/applicants for employment

However, no statistically significant differences in attitudes toward individuals
who are military veterans in the workplace were identified between those individuals in
instructional positions versus non-instructional positions. It is important to note that only

4 participants identified as candidates/applicants for employment in this study.
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In order to investigate RQ3, a multiple regression was conducted to see if overall
knowledge (of diversity policies and practices related to employees with
disabilities/Section 503 and employees who are military veterans/VEVRAA),
employment position, gender, and participant’s disability status predicted overall
attitudes toward these two subpopulations in the higher education workplace. The results
for this study indicated overall knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to
these two subpopulations was a statistically significant predictor of overall attitudes
toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace. Also, within
the categories of employment position, gender, and disability status there were
statistically significant predictors of overall attitudes toward individuals with disabilities
and military veterans in the higher education workplace in this study.

For RQ4, another multiple regression was conducted to investigate whether
knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to employees with
disabilities/Section 503 and employees who are military veterans/VEVRAA, employment
position, gender, and participant’s disability status predicted overall willingness to
disclose disability status in the workplace. Gender and employment position were not
found to be statistically significant predictors of willingness to disclose disability status.
However, overall knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to employees with
disabilities/Section 503 and employees who are military veterans/VEVRAA and specific
categories within disability status were found to be statistically significant predictors of
willingness to disclose disability status in the higher education workplace for this study.
Moreover, there appeared to be a positive linear relationship between overall knowledge
of diversity policies and practices and overall willingness to disclose disability status in
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this investigation. Hence, increased knowledge about diversity policies and practices
related to employees with disabilities and employees who are military veterans may result
in more willingness to disclose a potentially stigmatizing identity on voluntary self-
disclosure forms; this may aid federal contractors in meeting compliance goals.
Findings for Part 2

In order to investigate RQ1 for the second part of this study, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a discriminant analysis were conducted which
allowed the researcher to investigate whether a brief training presentation/intervention on
diversity policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities and military
veterans in the higher education workplace made a difference in overall knowledge of the
participants for this portion of the study. Both the control group and the
treatment/intervention group took a “knowledge” pretest and posttest. There was not a
statistically significant difference between groups on the knowledge pretest, however
there was a statistically significant difference between groups on the knowledge posttest,
which suggests that the training presentation had a positive impact on overall knowledge
of those participants who received the intervention on diversity policies and practices.

For RQ2 of the second part of this study, MANOVA and discriminant analyses
were conducted to investigate whether the brief training presentation/intervention on
diversity policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities and military
veterans in the higher education workplace made a difference in employees’ willingness
to disclose disability and/or military status in the higher education workplace. Results in
this study revealed there was not a statistically significant difference on the “willingness
to disclose disability” pretest between the control group and the treatment/intervention
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group. Also, there was not a statistically significant difference on the “willingness to
disclose disability” posttest results between the two groups, which suggests there may be
factors other than overall knowledge of policies and practices that influence participants’
willingness to disclose a disability to an employer or potential employer.

In order to explore whether training makes a difference in employees’ willingness
to disclose military status on self-identification forms, in the higher education workplace,
for Part 2 - RQ2, another MANOVA was conducted and was followed up with a
discriminant analysis. Only 6 individuals identified as military veterans and completed
items related to willingness to disclose military status in the workplace on the pretest and
posttest. Therefore, results in this analysis may be underpowered; some parts of the
analysis could not be completed. However, omnibus multivariate tests, tests of between-
subjects effects, and discriminant analysis revealed no statistically significant differences
on both pretest and posttest results between those individuals in the control group and
those in the treatment group.

Part 1 Discussion

One of the main purposes of Part 1 of this study was to examine the
dimensionality of the questionnaire, the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD), created by the
researcher which was a compilation of selected and modified items from other
instruments. Although the Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes,
Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD) had a large quantity of items, the
final exploratory factor analysis revealed 13-factors in which all attitude items loaded on
one of six factors associated with the overarching construct of attitudes toward
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individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace; all knowledge items
loaded on one of six factors associated with the overarching construct of knowledge of
diversity policies and practices related to employees with disabilities and employees who
are military veterans; all willingness to disclose disability items loaded on a single factor
associated with the overarching construct of willingness to disclose disability in the
workplace. After retaining items in the Employee Disability and Military Veteran
Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire (EDMVAAD ) with factor loadings
greater than .35, the instrument resulted in a 63-item scale with adequate reliability for
each of the 13 factors.

Although the resulting instrument is unique to this study, it appears to have
adequate reliability for future research on attitudes toward individuals with disabilities
and military veterans, knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to these two
groups of employees, and willingness to disclose disability in the workplace. However, in
this study, there was not an adequate number of participants who identified as military
veterans, therefore, items related to willingness to disclose military status in the
workplace could not be properly analyzed and were excluded from the exploratory factor
analysis.

In this study, the investigation of attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and
attitudes toward military veterans in the higher education workplace revealed that there is
a statistically significant relationship between attitudes toward these two subpopulations
in the workplace. This supports models suggesting there is a relationship between the
work experiences, specifically attitudes of fellow employees, toward individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace (Stone & Colella, 1996; Stone &
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Stone, 2015). More specifically, the analysis for this study revealed that attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities is a significant predictor of attitudes toward military veterans
in the higher education workplace. Also, mean attitude scores toward military veterans
were slightly higher/more positive than mean attitude scores toward individuals with
disabilities in the higher education workplace. Those participants who identified as being
employed in non-instructional positions had the highest/most positive mean attitude
scores toward both individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace;
those participants who identified as being employed in instructional positions had the
next highest mean attitude scores toward individuals with disabilities and military
veterans in the workplace. The 4 participants who identified as applicants/candidates for
employment had the lowest/least positive mean attitude scores toward individuals with
disabilities and military veterans in the workplace. Lack of work experience with either
of these subpopulations may contribute to the low mean scores for the
applicant/candidate group, but further research is warranted.

In addition, Part 1 of this study revealed that overall knowledge of diversity
policies and practices related to employees with disabilities and employees who are
military veterans, employment position, gender, and participant’s disability status
predicted overall attitudes toward these two subpopulations in the higher education
workplace. More specifically, a one unit increase in overall knowledge scores resulted in

a .187 increase in overall attitude score.
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This implies that as knowledge of diversity policies and practices related to employees
with disabilities and military veterans increases, the attitudes toward these two unique
groups of employees also increases or becomes more positive. This supports the literature
of Hunt and Hunt (2004), as they posited that increased knowledge improves attitudes
toward individuals with disabilities and those who may be perceived as having
disabilities.

Also, Part 1 of this study revealed that overall knowledge of diversity policies and
practices related to employees with disabilities and employees who are military veterans
and participants’ disability status were significant predictors of willingness to disclose a
disability in the workplace. More specifically the two sub-categories, “hidden disability”
and “prefer not to answer”, respectively, were significant predictors of willingness to
disclose disability. Those individuals in the “hidden disability” category scored 1.433
points lower on overall willingness to disclose disability in the workplace than those
individuals who did not have a disability, the comparison group. Also, those in the
“prefer not to answer-disability status” category scored 2.046 points lower on overall
willingness to disclose disability in the workplace than those individuals who did not
have a disability, the comparison group. Consequently, these two groups of employees,
those with hidden disabilities and those who chose not to identify their disability status,
were not as willing to disclose a disability in the workplace as those participants who

identified as not having a disability on the questionnaire. This warrants more research.
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Part 2 Discussion

The results related to Part 2 of this study revealed that the training intervention
made a statistically significant difference in participants’ overall knowledge of diversity
policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the
higher education workplace. However, in this study, the brief training
presentation/intervention did not have a statistically significant influence on the
participants’ willingness to disclose disability status in the higher education workplace.
Employees’ hesitancy to reveal a potentially stigmatizing identity such disability status in
the workplace may not only be as closely related to lack of knowledge of diversity
policies and practices as suggested by the literature (Rudstam, et al., 2014); hesitancy to
disclose a potentially stigmatizing identity such as disability and/or military status may be
more closely associated with fear of negative outcomes such as social rejection and
discrimination, as suggested by Chaudoir and Fisher (2010), which this study did not
investigate.

Implications for Policy and Practice

Part 1 of this study indicated that there is a relationship between attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward military veterans in the higher education
workplace. Also, this study revealed that attitudes are more positive toward military
veterans than they are toward individuals with disabilities within the higher education
workplace. Furthermore, the most negative attitudes toward both of these groups were
held by those individuals who were applicants/candidates for employment in the higher
education workplace, followed by those in instructional positions. The most positive
attitudes toward both groups were held by employees in non-instructional positions.
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Based upon these results, human resources and disability services in higher education
may benefit from collaborating in their efforts to offer more diversity training that
addresses the position of federal contractors in regard to Section 503 and VEVRAA
compliance and their obligation to recruit, employ, and retain individuals with disabilities
and military veterans in the higher education workplace. Also, human resources and
military veteran organizations (e.g., USM’s Student Veteran Center) in higher education
may benefit from increased collaboration, awareness campaigns, and recruitment efforts
in hiring military veterans for positions of employment on campus.

Also, in Part 1 of this study, overall knowledge of diversity policies and practices
was a statistically significant predictor of willingness to disclose disability status in the
workplace. Based on these results, increased training related to policies and practices
regarding employees with disabilities (e.g., Section 503) and employees who are military
veterans (e.g., VEVRAA) may improve overall willingness of employees to disclose
these potentially stigmatizing identities on voluntary self-identification forms, thereby
enhancing diversity outreach and possibly improving compliance requirements for
federal contractors such as universities and colleges.

In Part 2 of this study, there was a statistically significant difference in
“knowledge” (of diversity policies and practices related to individuals with disabilities
and military veterans in the higher education workplace) posttest scores between the
control group and the treatment group. These results further support the need for training
related to policies and practices regarding employees with disabilities (e.g., Section 503)
and employees who are military veterans (e.g., VEVRAA) in the higher education
workplace.
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In addition, Part 2 of the study revealed there was not a statistically significant
difference in willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the workplace on
posttest scores between the control group and the treatment group. Based on these results,
there may be a need to expand the training intervention to include more information
regarding the protective aspects of policies and practices related to disability in the higher
education workplace with an overarching aim of reducing fear of negative outcomes for
those employees with disabilities.

Limitations

This study was limited by several factors related to the researcher, sample size,
sample profile, data collection, instrument, and methodology. More specifically, the
researcher was financially responsible for hiring Centiment Surveys to solicit participants
for Part 1 of this study and financial resources were limited. Although there were 507
participants in Part 1 and 42 participants for Part 2, and these sample sizes were sufficient
for the analyses conducted, a larger number of participants for each part of the study
would have been more representative of the population of interest, thereby making this
study more generalizable. In addition, the lack of participants who identified as military
veterans for both parts of this study, limited the analyses and researcher’s ability to fully
answer research questions related to military veterans in the higher education workplace
as a result of being underpowered.

In addition, the data collection process was limited for Part 1 to only those
participants accessible by Centiment Surveys. However, Centiment is marketed
throughout the United States as a reputable source for conducting surveys for educational
research, and they have extensive access to employees in higher education, which was the
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population of interest for this study. In Part 2 of this study, the data collection process
was limited, also. The researcher only solicited participants from The University of
Southern Mississippi, through two sources; an employee email list acquired from Human
Resources and through the Center for Military Veterans, Service Members, and Families
on campus. Therefore, the data collection process for Part 2 of this study limits the
generalizability of these results to the overall higher education workplace, as this may not
be representative of the entire population of employees in higher education.

Other limitations for both parts of this study are related to the questionnaire which
was created by the researcher based on selected parts of other instruments. Although the
items on the questionnaire related to attitudes toward individuals with disabilities in the
workplace were selected from the Disability Questionnaire created by Popovich et al.,
(2003), the items related to attitudes toward military veterans in the workplace were
created by the researcher based on the Popovich et al., (2003) items, and therefore had
not been used in prior research studies.

Also, the items related to knowledge of diversity policies and practices of
individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace were loosely based on
a portion of the 2020 Disability Employment Tracker™, a questionnaire created by
OrgVitality LLC (2020), for the National Organization on Disability, an organization to
which the researcher was a member. However, the items were unique to this study as the
researcher modified the wording to make the items specifically address the higher
education workplace. Consequently, these items had not been used in prior research

studies.
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Also, the willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the higher
education workplace were loosely based on select items from a questionnaire, the Survey
on Emerging Employment Issues for People with Disabilities, by von Schrader et al.
(2014). No quantitative studies appear to have investigated the variables of interest in
this study related to individuals with disabilities and military veterans in tandem,
specifically in the higher education workplace. Consequently, there is a dearth of research
available for the purpose of comparing and contrasting the findings in this study.

Another limitation associated with the instrument is that the researcher
inadvertently omitted an item in the willingness to disclose military status portion of the
questionnaire. The researcher did not include the item, “Overall | am/would be willing to
disclose my military status at work™. This omission did not result in severe consequences
for this investigation, because this study was underpowered for analysis of military
specific items due to low participation by military veterans. However, future research
related to willingness to disclose military status in the workplace may benefit from
including this item.

This study may be limited to some extent by social desirability, which refers to
the bias or inclination of respondents to overreport socially acceptable behaviors and
underreport socially undesirable behaviors (Ruel et al., 2016). More specifically, in Part 1
of this study, participants were informed that their affective reactions or attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace would be measured
due to the nature of the study. Consequently, participants may have responded to survey
questions related to attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and military veterans in
a more positive direction to be more pleasing or socially acceptable, rather than reflecting
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their true attitudes. Therefore, the observed scores/results may indicate more positive
attitudes toward these two groups of fellow employees than what actually exists thereby
distorting results.

An additional limitation in this study is the method in which the training
intervention was conducted in the second part of this study. After completing the
pretest/questionnaire, participants in Part 2 of this study had a limited amount of time in
which they were able to respond to the invitation to view the online training presentation
and complete the posttest/questionnaire. This time limit may have inhibited participants
by making them feel rushed throughout the process, hence scores may be distorted. Also,
the online format did not give participants the opportunity to engage with the presenter
which may have limited comprehension and/or interest in the training session, thereby
influencing results.

Lastly, Part 2 of this study is limited to examining whether training made a
difference in knowledge of diversity policies and practices and willingness to disclose a
potentially stigmatizing identity, specifically disability status and military status.
Originally, the researcher intended to investigate whether the training session made a
difference in the variable, attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and/or military
veterans in the workplace, as noted in Chapter 1, by the inclusion of a third and fourth
research question. However, this would have required a great deal more time from
participants in Part 2 of this study. The researcher was concerned about fatigue and
decided to concentrate the investigation on changes after training in participants
knowledge and willingness to disclose disability and/or military status in the workplace.
In addition to completing the pretest and posttest which were already quite lengthy and
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participating in a training session, participants would have had to answer an additional
thirty-four attitude items.
Suggestions for Future Research

Increased attention to promoting knowledge of diversity policies and practices
related to individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace is critical to
eliminating barriers, (i.e., negative attitudes), to employment for these two groups of
employees. The results of this study suggest there is a relationship between attitudes
toward individuals with disabilities and attitudes toward military veterans in the higher
education workplace, however these attitudes were different among employees based on
whether they are in instructional, non-instructional, or applicant/candidate positions. The
literature suggests that higher levels of experience working with individuals with
disabilities is associated with more positive attitudes toward these individuals (Copeland
et al., 2010), hence future research should take into consideration experience levels of
working with individuals with disabilities and military veterans in the workplace.

In addition, large-scale quantitative surveys like the one used in the first part of this

study may produce generalizable statistics on the attitudes toward individuals with disabilities and
military veterans, knowledge of diversity practices for these two groups, and willingness to
disclose disability in the workplace. However, future research should incorporate a qualitative
component; semi-structured interviews could provide a more detailed, multi-dimensional picture
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) of how these three variables interact within the higher education
workplace. Also, this study should be replicated with employees from other types of federal
contractors (e.g., corporations) to investigate differences and similarities regarding the three

variables of interest.
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For the second part of this study which involved a training intervention, future research
should incorporate an interactive training intervention such as a Zoom presentation or an in-
person training session. Results indicated that increased knowledge of diversity policies and
practices related to employees with disabilities and military veterans did not make a significant
difference in the 42 participants willingness to disclose disability in the workplace. In this study,
participants were given a choice to attend a Zoom presentation or view the audio-led presentation
on their own; all participants chose to view the presentation on their own. However, taking part in
an interactive training session with the presenter, would allow for increased verbal exchange
whereby participants could ask questions for clarification and the presenter could ask questions to
check for understanding. Questioning is a powerful teaching and learning tool that promotes
student/participant knowledge, comprehension, and critical thinking (Tofade et al., 2013). Having
the opportunity to communicate through a question and answer exchange may aid in clarifying
any misunderstanding of the material presented, offer an opportunity to elaborate on the material
presented, and possibly quell fears that participants may have related to their willingness to

disclose disability in the workplace.
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APPENDIX A — Letters of Permission

Popovich, Paula <popovich@chio.edu> H S &~
To: Kerri Fontenot <Kerr.Fontenot@usm.edu > Thu 1/7/2021 3:27 PM
Kerri

I am retired and no longer involved in research. You have my permission to use any
part of the Disability Scale. If you have any specific questions about the scale,l suggest
that you contact my coauthor, Dr. Charles Scherbaum, who is on the faculty of Baruch
College in New York. He has conducted the more recent work using the scale. Good
luck in your research.

Paula Popovich,PhD
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Charles Scherbaum <Charles.Scherbaum@baruch.cuny.edu=> S &~

To: Kerri Fontenot <Kerri.Fontenot@usm.edu> Fri 1/15/2021 5:36 PM
@ Measure.pdf “
26 KB

Thanks so much for reaching out. Please feel free to use the measure. It is attached. Please let me
know if you have any questions on it.

Best,

Charles

Charles A Scherbaum, PhD.

Professor

Department of Psychology

Barmich College, City University of New York
Box B 8-215

Tel: 646-312-3807
Fax: 646-312-3781
www.iopsych-baruch.com
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APPENDIX B —IRB Approval Letters

E
TME UNIVERSIYY OF
Office Qf‘ SOUTHERN
Research Integrity MY MISSISSIPPL
N8 COLLEGE DRIVE #5116 » HATTIESBURG, MS | 6012666756 | WWWUSMEDU/ORI

NOTICE OF INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD ACTION
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APPENDIX C — Instrument

Employee Disability and Military Veteran Attitudes, Awareness, and Disclosure Questionnaire

(EDMVAAD)

ATTITUDES MEASURE
Affective Reactions/Attitudes Toward Individuals with Disabilities in the Workplace

1.

no

o

o N

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

Working with an individual with a disability would increase my workload.

1-Completely agree
2-Agree

3-Somewhat agree
4-Neutral
5-Somewhat disagree
6-Disagree
7-Completely disagree

| am comfortable with the idea of working with a person with a disability.

| am uncomfortable with the idea of sharing my workspace with a person with a
disability.

Working with a person with a disability will slow down the rate at which |
complete work.

People with disabilities can handle the stresses of daily work life.

| would be willing to cover work for a co-worker with a disability who had to
miss work because of their disability.

I would find it difficult to supervise a person with a disability.

It would be difficult to be supervised by a person with a disability.

I wouldn’t mind having my job redesigned to accommodate a co-worker with a
disability.

If I was on a work team with a co-worker with a disability, I would not want my
performance rewards to depend on the performance of the worker with a
disability.

I wouldn’t mind taking the time to set up a person with disability’s workspace.
It would not be difficult to take directions from a person with a disability.

All workers, including workers with disabilities, should be evaluated on the
same performance standards.

It is important to have workers with disabilities in the workforce.

| would not want to work on a work site where workers with disabilities were
operating machinery.

| trust that workers with disabilities who are hired would be able to perform the
necessary tasks of the job.

Workers with disabilities would require high levels of supervision.
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Affective Reactions/Attitudes Toward Military Veterans in the Workplace

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.
23.

24,
25.
26.
217.

28.
29.
30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

Working with a military veteran would increase my workload.

1-Completely agree
2-Agree

3-Somewhat agree
4-Neutral

5-Somewhat disagree
6-Disagree
7-Completely disagree

| am comfortable with the idea of working with a military veteran.

| am uncomfortable with the idea of sharing my workspace with a military
veteran.

Working with a person who is a military veteran will slow down the rate at
which | complete work.

Military veterans can handle the stresses of daily work life.

| would be willing to cover work for a co-worker who is a military veteran who
had to miss work because of a military commitment.

I would find it difficult to supervise a military veteran.

It would be difficult to be supervised by a person who is a military veteran.

I wouldn’t mind having my job redesigned to accommodate a military veteran.
If I were on a work team with a co-worker who is a military veteran, | would
not want my performance rewards to depend on the performance of the military
veteran.

I wouldn’t mind taking the time to set up a military veteran’s workspace.

It would not be difficult to take directions from a military veteran.

All workers, including military veterans, should be evaluated on the same
performance standards.

It is important to have military veterans in the workforce.

| would not want to work on a work site where military veterans were operating
machinery.

| trust that military veterans who are hired would be able to perform the
necessary tasks of the job.

Employees who are military veterans would require high levels of supervision.
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KNOWLEDGE Measure
Knowledge/Awareness of Policies, Practices, and Culture — related to Disability

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.
53.

| know that my institution qualifies as a US federal contractor.
1-False

2-Not sure (whether this is true or false)

3-True

| know that my institution invites all employees to voluntarily self-identify as a
person with a disability on a voluntary self-identification form

| know the approximate percentage of employees at my institution who self-
identify as individuals with disabilities.

| know that my institution tracks the ratio of job applicants with disabilities to all
job applicants.

| know that my institution tracks the ratio of individuals with disabilities
employed to all employees.

| know that my institution has a plan for improving our disability inclusion
employment practices.

| know that my institution has an employee resource group and/or mentoring
program for employees with disabilities.

My senior leaders discuss and publicly promote disability employment initiatives
My institution provides disability-related education/awareness programs to
encourage employees to self-identify as having a disability (if applicable).

My institution has a disability-specific hiring initiative or program that aligns
with Section 503 compliance.

Job openings for my institution are posted with community partners (e.g.,
vocational rehabilitation, non-profits) to source candidates with disabilities in
employment.

My institution annually assesses and/or documents our outreach and recruitment
efforts to determine their effectiveness in reaching individuals with disabilities for
employment.

My institution’s employment recruiting materials discuss disability as a diversity
component.

My institution provides employment candidates an opportunity to voluntarily self-
identify as having a disability during the recruitment process.

Upon an employee’s acceptance of a job offer, my institution invites the
employee to voluntarily self-identify as an individual with a disability

Faculty and staff at my institution are required to take part in annual disability
training or diversity training that includes disability topics.

My institution has taken action specifically to keep employees who age into
disability in the workforce.

My institution’s accommodation procedure can be easily found by all employees.
My company has a written procedure for accommodation requests.
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Knowledge/Awareness of Policies, Practices, and Culture — related to Military
Veterans

54,

55.

56.

S7.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

| know that my institution provides employees an opportunity to voluntarily self-
identify as a military veteran.

1-False

2-Not sure (whether this is true or false)

3-True

| know the approximate percentage of employees at my institution who self-
identify as military veterans.

| know that my institution tracks the ratio of applicants who are military veterans
to all job applicants.

| know that my institution tracks the ratio of military veterans employed to all
employees.

| know that my institution has a plan for improving our military veterans’
employment inclusion practices.

I know that my institution has an employee resource group and/or mentoring
program for employed military veterans.

My senior leaders discuss and publicly promote veteran’ employment initiatives.
My institution provides veteran-related education/awareness programs to
encourage employees to self-identify as veterans (if applicable).

My institution actively pursues contracting opportunities for Service-Disabled
Veteran Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSB).

My institution has hiring programs for the spouses or family members of
members of the military.

My institution has a veterans-specific hiring initiative or program that aligns with
VEVRAA compliance

My institution tracks the ratio of hires who are service disabled veterans to all
veteran hires.

Job openings at my institution are posted with military-and/or veteran-specific
employment organizations and or websites.

My institution annually assesses and/or documents our outreach and recruitment
efforts to determine their effectiveness in reaching veterans for employment.
My institution’s employment recruiting materials discuss veterans as a diversity
component.

My institution provides (employment) candidates an opportunity to voluntarily
self-identify as a veteran during the recruiting process

Upon an employee’s acceptance of a job offer, my institution invites the
employee to voluntarily self-identify as a veteran.

Faculty and staff at my institution are required to take part in annual veteran
inclusion training or diversity training that includes veterans’ topics.
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WILLINGNESS to Disclose Measure

Willingness to Disclose Disability Status in the Workplace

72.

73.

74.

93.

Because | have a supportive supervisor, | would be willing to disclose a disability
at work.

1-Strongly disagree

2-Somewhat disagree

3-Neither agree nor disagree

4-Somewhat agree

5-Strongly agree

Because my workplace is a disability friendly workplace, | would be willing to
disclose

a disability at work.

Because there is evidence of active recruitment of employees with disabilities,
| would be willing to disclose a disability at work.

Overall, | would be willing to disclose a disability at work.

Willingness to Disclose Military Status in the Workplace

79.

80.

81.

Because | have a supportive supervisor, | would be willing to disclose my
military status at work

1-Strongly disagree

2-Somewhat disagree

3-Neither agree nor disagree

4-Somewhat agree

5-Strongly agree

Because my workplace is a military friendly workplace, | would be/am willing to
disclose my military status at work.

Because there is evidence of active recruitment of employees who have served in
the military, | would be willing to disclose my military status at work.

Demographics

87.

88.

89.

What is your disability status?
1-1 do not have a disability
2-1 have a hidden disability
3-1 have a visible disability
4-1 have hidden and visible disabilities
5-1 prefer not to answer

What is your gender?

1-Male

2-Female

3-Prefer not to say

What is your age?

1-18-34 years

2-35-54 years

3-55-74 years
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90.

91.

92.

86.

4-75 or older
5-Prefer not to say

What is your race?

1-White

2-Black or African American

3-American Indian or Alaskan Native

4-Asian

5-Native Hawaiian

6-Other

7-Prefer not to answer

What type of institution in higher education are you employed in?
1-Public University or College

2-Private University or College

What is your employment position in higher education?
1-Instructional position

2-Non-Instructional position

3-Applicant/Potential Candidate for higher education employment
What is your military status?

1-1 have NEVER served in the United States Military

2-1 am a military veteran, or | am currently serving in the U.S. military
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APPENDIX D —Voluntary Self-ldentification Forms

Voluntary Self-ldentification of Veterans

Indlm

This ssgdover ik 3 Sovarsmant comractor subject 1o tha Visteam Era Veteran” Readpstaaint Assimancs Act of 1974, a5
arneded by e Jobi Powr Vetiranes Aot of 20037, 38 LS .C 4313 (WEVERRA), whih requires Gowaramant comracooes o
take atfemative action 10 emphoy and ateancd i emgdorymienm: 1] el el sararant; (3] reaoan dy o parated ot rans;
3] mctive by waertime oF campaigs bad g vetarans; and [4) Armed Fonces service medal witeran. Thase cailicatioes
are dafined at follows:

A "kl vartaran” & one of thi Mol raing:
& B vebisra of thie U5 milaey, ground, nassl of 3ir snice wie (s amtithad to compésartion [or who but for the
Eeoeipt of militany reviFed pay would be daithed 10 oomgsn sation) unde s admisistaned by the Secretary of
‘it ras, Affairs, o
& & parson who was Sschasged oF rekasad Trom ek duty becess of & sanine-oonn achad dsalilty.

& "FRcenlly Separaled valeran” mears aty vt during the thiee-yaar pariod Esginning o b dats of sech valeran's
dischange of rakass Trom active duly in the US. miliaey, ground, nasal, of air senica.

A "ariive duly waETime oF CAmpapn badpe valeran” mans & wWikiran who sereed on active ety i ta LS miitany,
ground, naval or i sendc dering & war, oF in 3 mmpaign o epsadition for which a camgaign Eadge Bas bees
authorized undesr the s sdeinBtensd By e Dapartmant of Dl res .

£ "Armied forces senvice medal weteran” meass 2 veteran who, shike srving om active duty i tha U.5 militany, ground,
Earwal OF aif saneoe, pamiceatad in & Ueited Srates malitary operation for which an Areed Foross service miedal was
awarded purssant o Esscutive Dder 12385

Profociod welidai inay b 30S0on al iights wn ded LSERRS = Che Ledformind Sanaoas Emplogmest and Roosgloymiest
Faghis Act. bm pasticular, iT you wees absent feom amploysssint in order 10 parkcem Sanaos in che unifcemesd service, o
ey b it ithnd 1o b v gyl By v onr @i o i 1 s ition yioas wadi b hiare obiaissd with seasonable camasnty
i ot Tor thed abseveis dus o servicn. For e inTorsation, call the US. Department of Labor's et Esgploymant
and Traising Service (WETS], tolldrea, at 1-B56-4-USA-DOL

| seit-isentfication

B o GOra I M OORTa Cooe Salgect 1o VEVRAA, wi afd reguinesd 1o Subenit & regot 1o tha United States Degammiesst of
Labor each yoaar idesaitying tha sdmbes of our emphoysos baloaging 10 aads spicfiod “pentoried wlamn” catagoey. 0
i bidiaren you bedomg 1o any of the criagorss of protected vatarans ksted abowe, please indicate by checking tha
appropiate Box below. I o ae mol o veleran, siect bow 1 OR select the Boeals] that apply 0O W velern stabis

] e e a wearan. i it not seeve i tha milinaey.)
I:]I biedinng o tha Sollorwing classilications of protecied wiberaes (Chocea all that agply):
DISABLED WETERAN

RECEMTLY SEPARATED VETERAN Wilitary Dicharge Date [MADDY]: |:|
ACTIVE WARTIME OR CAMPAIGH BADGE VETERSN
ASMED FORCES SERYICE MEDAL VETERAN

EII am WOT & protecied vetaran. {1 sened is e militaey but do not fallisao any veteran categorss Estad abova )

DI chiocea ot 1o idantily iy velaran statis.

Yous Mamna [ 'We Today's Dats
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Valsntary Self.ddentification of Dissbility

Form CC-XE CRIE Toras humoer 1350000
Faga 11 Erpin (5% LGS
Pairyez: Dt
Ermpbzaa 1D

il appicabla)
| Why are you being asked be plets this Form®
e are o loderal oor of S irod by lars i p rhr epa | i 1o opsalifaed i
with disabifies. We ane also noquined 1o MeeEure our progness toward having ot east 7% of o of: ba individusals
with disabidiies. To do this, we mist ask di s, @l sy i thesy hasse a Sisability o hasse over hod o Sisabiity.
EHCanstd O (RO My Bocoms disabled ab any G, we ook il of our emplosy 0 update T ormaion ol keas
vy fve pars.
|denlitying poursell as anindkidual with o disabiity is rﬁm‘rwﬂnmaﬁLpnu-IImudnm UL afce
will b raniGined confdentdaliy and mol B seen by selncing ofcak or arreona o e s in migking

decisions. Compheing the fom will nol negaively MPacT you in any way, regandiess of whether you have sel-dentiiies in
thi: past. Fﬁmmhﬂmimnh;ﬂhmuﬂmlmﬂumﬂmﬁ?ﬂhﬂsmmawm uiher Sacton
503 of e Rehabiilaton Ao, visil e LS. Deparivent of Labor's Oficoe of Fedeal G Ci

POFCCR ) websiie al wiwew, 00l oswoloon

Hiave di you hrow if you have & disabilityT |

Wiois ang considered D have o deabiity Fyou have o physical or i . o madal conditien that subeianiially
s & major e En’l‘ hawve a of pacord of such am impamment o medical condigon.  Déisahiffes
incloohe, bu ane nod e e
BuiEEm & Dl o hard of hiaing & Missing Brbs of partaly missing
& Bk - der, for 4, & Dop . L Iimbs
Iupus, Tib padgia, rh d = Diab o e sysiem oondibon for
arthirids, o HEJAIDE = Epdepy e, Egraing e daches
& e o kv wEsEn & Oasirenbesbngl decisars Tor Parkirmon's &sasa, of Mullipks
w  Carear s Croha's Dt ar scheroc (ME)
s Coud T riohla Beversd ey = Puychist: conditomn, fon aampe,
P ——— I ”‘I".'I"qr E_fp.;rruunﬂmmm
& Corebesl pabay rajer priticn

Phafdse chech ane of the boxis balow:

ml} W, | Hawe A Disabdieg, Or Hasse A HisiorpRecond OF Hawving A Desabdicyg
0 B, | Dot Hasse A Disabilty, Or & HisloryRecord Of Hawing A DHaalility
m] I Dot Wiy To A0 St

PLELIC BURIDEN STATEMENT: According i i Papanetri ReIucton Aot of 19095 nd: parsdnds ang mepunsd io respond
@ codlection of informaton unless sech ooliection dsplays @ valkd DME conmirol rasmiber. This survery should take abodn 5
TR D0 SOV .

For riliso

Empioyers may modify s saction of the fonm a5 needed for recordkasning DWpOseEs

Jioiby Tk Dt of Hine:
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