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ABSTRACT

Despite efforts of thousands of post-9/11 veterans to reintegrate into the civilian workforce, little
research attention has focused on organizational support for their needs. Using data from a sample
of nearly 500 post-9/11 veterans and service members employed in a variety of organizations, the
authors developed and validated a measure of veteran-supportive supervisor behaviors (VSSB),
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defined as behaviors exhibited by supervisors that are supportive of veterans and service members.
Results provide evidence of construct, criterion-related, and incremental validity of the measure,
and show that VSSB is significantly related to work-family and well-being outcomes, over and above

other measures of supervisor support.

As of September 2015, there were over 4.7 million United
States veterans from the post-9/11 era alone (National
Center for Veterans Analysis and Statistics, 2015). With
tens of thousands of veterans having returned from Iraq
and Afghanistan, very little focus has been concentrated
on postdeployment reintegration efforts into the civilian
workforce. Moreover, almost no research has examined
issues related to reintegration of National Guard and
Reserve Component (NG/RC) veterans and service
members despite the fact that they have returned to
fewer if any medical, community, or social supports
compared to their active-duty counterparts (Griffith,
2015; Milliken, Auchterlonie, & Hoge, 2007). Although
there is some research addressing the reintegration of
people who have been away from our society for years
due to incarceration (e.g., Davis, Bahr, & Ward, 2012),
scant attention has been paid to the reintegration of vet-
erans who served our country in deployments that kept
them away from home—in many cases across a similar
span of years. Furthermore, although there has been
reintegration research on military members returning
with health problems such as PTSD (e.g., Sayer et al.,
2010), little research has focused on veterans who have
returned to the United States and integrated into the
workforce to make positive contributions to the US civil-
ian society. Sayer et al. reported that 25-41% of Iraq-
Afghanistan veterans stated they experienced “some” to
“extreme” productivity problems, “including problems
keeping a job and completing the tasks needed for home,

work, or school” (p. 593). However, despite challenges of
reintegrating into the civilian workforce, civilian employ-
ment can also provide significant benefit to veterans fol-
lowing deployment. Griffith (2015), for example, found
that reservists who returned to their predeployment job
following a period of deployment had decreased financial
difficulties compared to those who did not resume their
predeployment job, and resuming the job both mitigated
negative effects of post-deployment suicide thoughts and
amplified positive effects of deployment social support
on changes in financial difficulties. Civilian employment
can provide a variety of critical resources to returning
veterans and service members, including not only finan-
cial support but social and emotional support, as well.

As reported in a survey of veteran employment chal-
lenges, based on a random sample of 1,845 post-9/11 vet-
erans (Prudential Financial, 2012), 80% indicated that
flexible leave from work was important to deal with
health issues that veterans face, and 64% identified flexi-
ble work schedules as important for employers to pro-
vide, whereas 66% rated workplace veteran support
programs as “critical” or “important” to their success at
work. One critical recommendation that came out of the
report on this Prudential survey was to provide supervi-
sors and managers training aimed at improving their
understanding of the value provided by veterans in the
workplace and the value of developing a veteran-sup-
portive organizational culture. It has been argued that if
the workplace is not supportive of returning veterans
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they will likely experience high levels of stress and work-
family conflict (Hammer, Cullen, Marchand, & Dezsofi,
2005) and will be less likely to remain in the civilian
workplace (Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, &
Zimmerman, 2011). It is thus important to identify the
critical behaviors that civilian supervisors should engage
in that demonstrate support for their current and former
service member employees. Meta-analytic evidence dem-
onstrates that training can effectively change supervisor
behavior (Burke & Day, 1986; Taylor, Russ-Eft, & Chan,
2005). In addition, there is ample evidence that supervi-
sor support can improve employee outcomes both at
work and at home, such as turnover intentions (Maertz,
Griffeth, Campbell, & Allen, 2007) and work-to-family
conflict (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011).
Once veteran-supportive supervisor behaviors (VSSB)
are identified, training to increase supervisor engagement
in these behaviors can be utilized to improve veteran
outcomes.

Purpose of the study

Drawing on prior work that developed and validated the
family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) measure
(Hammer, Kossek, Yrgaui, Bodner, & Hanson, 2009;
2013), we developed the present VSSB scale to help identify
and measure behaviors that civilian supervisors can engage
in to provide support to service members who have transi-
tioned, or are still transitioning, to civilian workplaces.
Since the initial validation of the FSSB scale, FSSB has been
tied to numerous beneficial outcomes for employees. A
study by Mills, Matthews, Henning, and Woo (2014) found
that FSSB was related to higher employee performance,
through increases in both self-efficacy and affective com-
mitment of employees. Likewise, Odle-Dusseau, Britt, and
Greene-Shortridge (2012) found that employee perceptions
of FSSB were negatively related to later turnover intentions
and positively related to later job satisfaction and supervi-
sor ratings of employee job performance. Although other
measures of supervisor support behaviors, including the
FSSB measure, may also be applicable to veteran and ser-
vice member needs, veterans face unique challenges that
may not be well captured by broader measures. The VSSB
measure aims to assess supervisor support for returning
veterans in the civilian workforce that includes both
recently separated service members, and currently serving
NG/RC service members who tend to move in and out of
the workplace depending on monthly drills, annual train-
ings, or periodic deployments both domestically or interna-
tionally. The VSSB measure is intended to provide
opportunities to address veterans’ needs specifically,
encouraging efforts to better support reintegration into the
civilian workforce following military service.
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Overall, we sought to contribute evidence surround-
ing the validity of the VSSB measure, as well as assess the
relationship between perceptions of VSSB and important
work-related attitudinal outcomes, using a sample of cur-
rently serving and recently separated post-9/11 service
members. Ultimately, we hope that the VSSB measure
will serve as a useful diagnostic tool for identifying vet-
eran-supportive supervisors, as well as serve as a needs
assessment for identifying needs for supervisor training.

Study hypotheses

To provide evidence of the validity of the VSSB measure,
we hypothesized that (Hypothesis 1) veteran perceptions
of VSSB would be positively related to FSSB scores and
to a measure of general supervisor support; (Hypothesis
2) VSSB scores would be significantly, positively related
to job satisfaction and work-family enrichment and sig-
nificantly, negatively related to turnover intentions,
work-family conflict, and stress; and (Hypothesis 3) the
VSSB measure would predict job, work-family, and well-
being variables (i.e., job satisfaction, turnover intentions,
work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, and
stress) over and above other measures of supervisor sup-
port. In addition, to further explore perceptions of sup-
port reported in the VSSB and other previously existing
support measures, we explored a research question
(Research Question 1): Do perceptions of VSSB, FSSB,
and general supervisor support (GSS) differ between ser-
vice members who are still active in the NG/RC and
already-separated veterans?

Method

Focus groups and item development

To develop the VSSB measure, the research team con-
ducted focus group interviews with a pilot sample of
employed veterans to identify critical supervisory behav-
iors that were representative of being veteran-supportive.
Focus group participants were recruited primarily from a
university veterans’ association, as well as based on local
contacts, such as former colleagues of the research team
who had previously served in the military. Focus group
participants included eight males and one female, and
military affiliations for the focus group sample were repre-
sentative of all branches of the United States military
except the U.S. Navy. Age and other demographics were
not collected. One-on-one interviews were conducted with
an additional, nonoverlapping sample of veterans, includ-
ing four males and one female, with ages ranging from 28
to 49. Content of the focus groups and interviews focused
on civilian supervisor and organizational support for
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transitioning veterans, workplace culture, and workplace
support for nonwork needs. Example questions from the
focus groups and interviews included asking how support-
ive or helpful the participants’ civilian supervisors were in
their transition back to civilian employment, what behav-
iors their civilian supervisors exhibited that were or were
not supportive, and what participants would want their
civilian supervisor to do to support their military service.
Information collected during the focus groups and inter-
views was transcribed; subsequently, themes and supervi-
sor support behaviors were identified.

Based on the themes and behaviors identified in the
focus group and one-on-one interviews, three items
from the emotional support dimension of the previously
validated 14-item measure of FSSB (Hammer et al,,
2009) were adapted for use in the present study (see
Table 1). Item responses were along a 5-point scale rang-
ing from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
three items selected were (a) My supervisor is willing to
listen to my challenges in juggling work and military ser-
vice, (b) My supervisor takes the time to learn about my
military service, and (c) My supervisor helps me feel
comfortable talking with him or her about my military
service. These three items were chosen because they were
applicable to a wider range of service members in the
civilian workforce, including those both currently serving
(i.e., NG/RC) and recently separated.

Participants

Following item development with the smaller focus
group/interview sample, data for the measure validation
portion of the study were obtained from the baseline sur-
vey of a larger project. This larger study, the Study for
Employment Retention of Veterans, was designed to
develop and validate supervisory training to improve the
support received by veteran employees. Participating ser-
vice members were enrolled based on two criteria: (a)
currently serving in NG/RC or separated from military
service after December 31, 2001 (i.e., Iraq-Afghanistan
era veterans) and (b) currently employed at a participat-
ing employer at least 20 hours per week. The sampled
service members were from 35 organizations in the
Pacific Northwest, including 19 public and 16 private
organizations from a variety of industries. Organizations
ranged from about 50 to 17,000 employees (M = 2,000;
Mdn = 600). An online survey was distributed to 605
qualifying service members from these organizations,
and a total of 509 service members responded, for a
response rate of 84%. Of all participants, approximately
48% reported separation from active duty, 34% indicated
separation from the National Guard or Reserves, and
18% maintained active military status in the NG/RC at

the time of data collection. Participants’ current or most
recent military branch was most commonly Navy
Reserves (23%), Army National Guard (21%), or Army
(12%), but there was also substantial representation from
all other Reserves branches, as well as from the Air
National Guard, Air Force, and Coast Guard. The survey
sample was 84% male and 83% White; the next-largest
race category endorsed was “multiple races,” which
included 7.5% of participants. Participants had an aver-
age age of 38.94 (SD = 9.31). Additional details on the
study sample can be found in Hammer, Wan, Brock-
wood, Mohr, and Carlson (2017).

Measures

Supervisor support. In addition to the VSSB items, we
included two additional previously validated supervisor
support measures: general supervisor support and fam-
ily-supportive supervisor behaviors. GSS was measured
with a three-item scale (Yoon & Lim, 1999). A sample
item is, “My supervisor is willing to listen to my job-
related problems.” Reliability estimated at .74. The con-
struct of FSSB was measured with a four-item scale
(Hammer, Kossek, Bodner, & Crain, 2013). A sample
item is, “My supervisor makes me feel comfortable talk-
ing to him/her about my conflicts between work and
non-work.” Reliability for this scale was estimated at .93.
All supervisor support items were rated on a scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with a
three-item scale (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). A sample
item is, “In general, you like working at your job.” Cron-
bach’s alpha for this scale was estimated at .89. Items
were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).

Turnover intentions. Turnover intentions were mea-
sured with a two-item scale (Boroff & Lewin, 1997) that
included the items, “I am seriously considering quitting
this company for an alternate employer,” and, “During
the next year, I will probably look for a new job outside
this firm.” Items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The Spearman-Brown
coefficient for the two items was .93.

Work-family conflict. The construct of work-family
conflict was measured in two directions (work-to-family
and family-to-work) with a total of six items (Matthews,
Kath, & Barnes-Farrell, 2010). A sample work-to-family
conflict item is, “I have to miss family activities due to
the amount of time I must spend on work responsibili-
ties.” Work-to-family conflict reliability (i.e., Cronbach’s
alpha) was estimated at .73. A sample family-to-work
conflict item is, “T have to miss work activities due to the
amount of time I must spend on family responsibilities.”



Family-to-work conflict reliability was estimated at .64.
Items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree).

Work-family enrichment. The construct of work-
family enrichment was measured in two directions
(work-to-family and family-to-work) with a total of six
items (Kacmar, Crawford, Carlson, Ferguson, &
Whitten, 2014). A sample work-to-family enrichment
item is, “My involvement in my work helps me to under-
stand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better
family member.” Work-to-family enrichment reliability
(i.e., Cronbach’s alpha) was estimated at .88. A sample
family-to-work enrichment item is, “My involvement in
my family helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a
better worker.” Family-to-work enrichment reliability
was estimated at .81. Items were rated on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Perceived stress. Participants’ perceived stress was
measured with a four-item scale (Cohen, Kamarck, &
Mermelstein, 1983). A sample item is, “In the last month,
how often have you felt that you were unable to control
the important things in your life?” Cronbach’s alpha for
the perceived stress scale was estimated at .76. Items
were rated on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).

Analyses

Confirmatory factor analysis models are traditionally
used to test hypotheses about the dimensionality of a
multi-item scale. As a three-item scale is just-identified
and therefore perfectly fitting the data (e.g., x* = 0.00,
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) =
.00, comparative fit index (CFI) = 1.00) under a hypoth-
esis of unidimensionality, we used the eigenvalues based
on an exploratory factor analysis to evaluate the
dimensionality of the scale, and the standardized factor
loadings to evaluate how each item related to the under-
lying factor(s). An exploratory factor analysis and reli-
ability analyses were conducted in R (R Core Team,
2017) to assess the internal structure of the VSSB scale.
Analyses pertaining to evidence of construct, criterion-
related, and incremental validity were conducted using
Mplus version 7 (Muthen & Muthen, 2017) and
accounted for nesting of veterans within organizations.
Convergent validity evidence was based on a 3-correlated
factor model using scores on the VSSB measure and
scores on the measures of GSS and FSSB. Criterion-
related validity evidence was based on regression
analyses predicting important strain outcomes (i.e., job
satisfaction, turnover intentions, work-family conflict,
work-family enrichment, and perceived stress) from
VSSB scores. Incremental validity evidence was based on
regression analyses similar to the preceding but also
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including as predictors the measures of GSS and FSSB,
thus controlling for their effects on these outcomes.

Results
Internal structure

Five hundred and two of the 509 participants provided
responses to all three items. an exploratory factor analy-
sis (see Table 1) indicated one dominant eigenvalue
(eigenvalues of approximately 2.5, 0.3, and 0.1) suggest-
ing one dimension of variability underlies responses to
these items. Scale scores for the three-item VSSB mea-
sure were adequately reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = .90),
exceeding levels deemed acceptable for use in research
(cf. Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Convergent validity

Scores for the VSSB measure were positively and signifi-
cantly related to scores on the measures of FSSB, r = .66,
p < .001, and GSS, r = .57, p < .001. Scores on the meas-
ures of FSSB and GSS were also large, positive, and statisti-
cally significant, r = .73, p < .001. These correlations
suggest that the measures of these three constructs are
clearly and strongly related, as expected theoretically, but
not so strongly related to suggest that they all measure a
single underlying construct, providing support for Hypoth-
esis 1. Given the magnitude of the correlations among the
three support measures, we also conducted a factor redun-
dancy test (Kline, 2016, p. 314) using a series of models
with maximum likelihood estimation in Mplus. We began
with a three-factor model, which fit the data well, x*(32) =
94.634, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.98. The three-
factor model fit the data significantly better than the single-
factor model, A x*(3) = 494.002, p < 0.001, or than any of
the two-factor models that equated VSSB and FSSB,
Ax*(1) = 434.117, p < 0.001, VSSB and GSS, Ax*(1) =
226.303, p < 0.001, and FSSB and GSS, Ax*(1) = 105.861,
p < 0.001. Table 2 provides factor loadings, error variances,

Table 1. Standardized factor loadings and error variances for an
exploratory factor analysis model for veteran-supportive supervi-
sor behaviors (VSSB).

Item Loading  Error variance

1. My supervisor is willing to listen to my .78 (.02) .39 (.03)
challenges in juggling work and military
service.

2. My supervisor takes the time to learn about .86 (.02) .26 (.03)
my military service.

3. My supervisor helps me feel comfortable .96 (.01) .08 (.02)

talking with him or her about my military
service.

Notes: Ns = 491-494. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. All esti-
mates significant, p < .001.
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Table 2. Standardized factor loadings, error variances, and interfactor correlations for a three-factor model of supervisor support

measures.

Factor 1 (VSSB)

Factor 2 (FSSB) Factor 3 (GSS)

Item Loading

Error variance

Loading Error variance Loading Error variance

VSSB
1. My supervisor is willing to listen to my challenges in
juggling work and military service.
2. My supervisor takes the time to learn about my military
service.
3. My supervisor helps me feel comfortable talking with him
or her about my military service.

FSSB

1. My supervisor makes me feel comfortable talking to him/
her about my conflicts between work and non-work.

2. My supervisor works effectively with employees to
creatively solve conflicts between work and non- work.

3. My supervisor demonstrates effective behaviors in how to
juggle work and non-work issues.

4. My supervisor organizes the work in my department or
unit to jointly benefit employees and the company.

GSS
1. My supervisor can be relied upon when things get tough
on my job.
2. My supervisor is willing to listen to my job-related
problems.
3. My supervisor really does not care about my well-being.

.79 (.02)
.87 (.02)

.94 (.01)

Inter-factor correlations
Factor 2 (FSSB)
Factor 3 (GSS)

37 (.03)
.24 (.03)

11 (.02)

.90 (.02) .19 (.03)

.94 (.01) 12 (.01)
91 (.01) .18 (.02)

81 (.02) .35 (.04)

.90 (.02) .19 (.04)

.87 (.03) .25 (.05)

43 (.05) .82 (.04)

.85(.02)

Notes: N = 509. VSSB = Veteran Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (3-item measure); FSSB = Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors; GSS = General Supervisor
Support Standard errors are reported in parentheses. All estimates significant, p < .001.

inter-factor correlations, and standard errors for the test of
the three-factor model. These results provide additional
evidence that the three support constructs are distinguish-
able and further support Hypothesis 1.

Criterion-Related validity

Table 3 provides the correlations between the three supervi-
sor support measures and various work, work-family, and
stress measures. Descriptively, the three measures correlated
similarly with these outcomes. More specifically, VSSB cor-
related positively and significantly with job satisfaction,
work-to-family enrichment, and family-to-work enrich-
ment. VSSB correlated negatively and significantly with
turnover intentions, work-to-family conflict, family-to-work
conflict, and stress. To provide further evidence of criterion-
related validity, VSSB scores were used as predictors of
important strain outcomes in Mplus, using the “complex”
model type to adjust standard errors for clustering in the
data. Standardized estimates from these analyses are
reported below. Mirroring the patterns of correlations
among these variables, VSSB was significantly and positively
related to job satisfaction, § = .30, 95% confidence interval
(CI) [.24, .37]; work-to-family enrichment, 8 = .34, 95% CI
[.27, 41]; and family-to-work enrichment, § = .13, 95% CI
[.03, .17]. VSSB was significantly and negatively related to

turnover intentions, § = —.30, 95% CI [—.38, —.23],
work-to-family conflict, 8 = —.18, 95% CI [—.25, —.11],
family-to-work conflict, 8 = —.15, 95% CI [—.16, —.06],
and perceived stress, 8 = —.24, 95% CI [—.31, —.17]. Thus,
VSSB scores showed significant criterion validity with
respect to all of these important outcomes in the expected
directions, providing support for Hypothesis 2.

Incremental predictive utility

The next set of analyses tested whether the VSSB mea-
sure adds to the prediction of the aforementioned out-
comes after controlling for both FSSB and GSS (see

Table 3. Correlations between supervisor support measures and
work-, work/family-, and stress-related measures.

Variable VSSB FSSB GSS

Job satisfaction 30" 40" 34"
Turnover intentions —.30" — 447 —.A42°
Work-to-family conflict —.18" -21" —.19*
Family-to-work conflict —.15" —.18" —.19*
Work-to-family enrichment 34" 37" 33"
Family-to-work enrichment 13" 15% a1
Stress —.24" -23" —.24"

Notes: Ns = 492-497. VSSB = Veteran Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (3-
item measure); FSSB = Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors; GSS = Gen-
eral Supervisor Support.

*p < .01.
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Table 4. Results of the regression of work-, work/family-, and stress-related measures on three supervisor support measures.

Outcome
Job Sat Turnover WFC FWC WFE FWE Stress

Predictor Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE)
Intercept 2.717(0.35) 3.89" (0.24) 3.917(0.26) 3.52" (0.20) 1.65" (0.27) 4.29" (0.38) 418 (0.21)
VSSB 0.04 (0.04) 0.02 (0.05) —0.06 (0.04) —0.05 (0.06) 0.15" (0.06) 0.06 (0.06) —0.147 (0.06)
FSSB 0.317(0.07) —0.317(0.07) —0.11 (0.08) —0.04 (0.06) 0.21% (0.07) 0.11 (0.11) —0.03 (0.05)
GSS 0.10 (0.07) —0.217 (0.06) —0.07 (0.07) —0.13 (0.06) 0.10 (0.06) 0.00 (0.07) —0.15" (0.06)
Model R? a7 22" 05" 04" 7" 03" 08"

Notes: Ns = 498-500. All parameters reported within Table 4 are standardized estimates. VSSB = Veteran Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (3-item measure); FSSB
= Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors; GSS = General Supervisor Support; Job Sat. = Job Satisfaction; Turnover = turnover intentions; WFC = work-to-fam-
ily conflict; FWC = family-to-work conflict; WFE = work-to-family enrichment; FWE = family-to-work enrichment.

*p < .05.

Table 4). VSSB scores demonstrated significant incre-
mental predictive utility over and above FSSB and GSS
for both work-to-family enrichment, g = .15, 95% CI
[.02, .27], and perceived stress, 8 = —.14, 95% CI [—.25,
—.03], providing partial support for Hypothesis 3.

Comparing actively serving NG/RC service members
with separated veterans

Finally, to assess Research Question 1, we next analyzed
differences in scores on all three support measures by
military status. Mean VSSB scores were significantly
higher for active NG/RC service members (M = 4.02)
than separated veterans (M = 3.53), #(122.77) = 4.05,
p < .001, whereas mean FSSB and GSS scores did not
differ significantly between actively serving NG/RC ser-
vice members and separated veterans.

Discussion

Drawing on the work of Hammer et al. (2009; 2013), we
developed and validated the VSSB construct. Our three-
item VSSB scale measures a distinct form of supervisor
support and helps to identify behaviors that are seen as
supportive of veterans. The measure also serves as a needs
assessment for supervisor training. We provided evidence
of construct, criterion-related, and incremental validity,
with VSSB demonstrating significant incremental validity
in the prediction of work-to-family enrichment and per-
ceived stress, over and above both FSSB and GSS meas-
ures, thus providing evidence of its distinction from other
supervisor support measures, as well as its utility in pre-
dicting not only work-family outcomes but also broader
well-being outcomes. These findings also demonstrate the
importance of VSSB for work, family, and well-being out-
comes of our veteran employees.

Furthermore, we found significant differences in VSSB
ratings between active NG/RC service members and sepa-
rated veterans, with active NG/RC service members report-
ing higher perceptions of received veteran-specific support.

Similar differences among combinations of separated active
duty, separated NG/RC, and active NG/RC were reported
by Hammer et al. (2017), with active NG/RC service mem-
bers reporting significantly higher levels of VSSB than
either of the other groups. This finding suggests active and
separated groups have differing experiences of support.
One possibility is that active NG/RC service members have
greater need for support. NG/RC service members con-
tinue to train with their units both monthly and annually,
creating potential conflicts with civilian employment. In
addition, even though federal laws protect civilian employ-
ment during deployment and training periods, many NG/
RC members live in justified fear of negative consequences
of remaining engaged in service (Wilcox et al, 2015).
Research has suggested that NG/RC soldiers may expect or
receive less support from their units and greater support
from nonmilitary sources, including family and friends as
well as supervisors and coworkers (Han et al., 2014). Alter-
natively, active NG/RC service members’ needs may simply
be more salient or clear to supervisors (e.g., increased
opportunities for military-related topics to be raised, such
as planning work time around drill weekends and training
periods) and therefore more likely to be addressed. Further-
more, veterans are not required to self-disclose; therefore,
supervisors may not even be aware of whether their super-
visees are veterans. Active NG/RC service members, on the
other hand, need to negotiate schedules around drill week-
ends and possibly deployment. Supervisors may not as eas-
ily understand how to meet the needs of separated
veterans, while behaviors that support active NG/RC ser-
vice members may be more intuitive. Future research
should explore this issue in greater depth, including
whether there are detrimental effects of the lower level of
perceived support for separated veterans.

Study contributions

Our VSSB measure contributes to research and practice
in several ways. First, we developed a measure of a
unique supervisor support construct that is distinct from
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other existing support constructs, including FSSB and
GSS. The uniqueness of the VSSB construct shows that
supervisors may be supportive more broadly or support-
ive of family needs, without necessarily supporting veter-
ans’ needs, or vice versa. Future research on support,
particularly in samples containing veterans or active ser-
vice members (e.g., NG/RC members), can benefit from
considering veteran-supportive behaviors specifically, in
addition to general and family-specific forms of support,
as VSSB showed differential prediction of both work-
family and well-being outcomes.

Second, our study provides practical guidance for
managers and organizations about which behaviors
employees see as supportive of veterans’ and service
members’ needs in civilian workplaces that can provide a
basis for supervisor training in the area of veteran sup-
port. Although veterans continue reintegrating into the
civilian workforce as they return from service, organiza-
tional efforts to provide support systems remain limited,
and there are often few to no veteran-specific resources
available beyond those provided by governmental agen-
cies (e.g., through the U.S. Department for Veterans
Aftfairs), particularly within organizations themselves. By
establishing example behaviors that supervisors can enact
to show support for veterans’ and service members’
needs, the VSSB measure provides a starting point for
establishing such organizational support systems. The
items of the VSSB measure list several types of behaviors
supervisors could engage in (ie., listening to challenges
the veteran is facing in juggling their civilian and military
work experiences, taking time to learn about the veteran’s
military service, and helping the veteran feel comfortable
talking about their military service). However, this list is
not exhaustive and, as discussed, represents primarily
emotional support behaviors. Other behaviors could also
greatly improve veteran reintegration experiences and
should be explored in more detail, such as developing
onboarding plans or return-to-work policies that could
be applied both to returning employees and veterans, role
modeling curiosity about military service and other forms
of service outside of work, and committing time to think-
ing or talking about all the positive contributions a mili-
tary skillset could bring to civilian workplaces. Such
behaviors may function as a basis for intervention efforts
or may lead organizations to consider further develop-
ment and cultural shifts to meet veteran needs. Future
research can use this measure to assess and improve the
support civilian supervisors provide to returning veterans.

Finally, the VSSB measure contributes to the literature
by fostering continued efforts to emphasize the impor-
tance of supervisor support as an essential component of
meeting employees’ work-life needs and overall well-
being (e.g., Hammer et al.,, 2009, 2013). Formal policies

are essential to successful support of employees but are
not sufficient to meet all needs. Even within the domain
of formal policies, such distinctions as availability versus
actual use of policies can significantly influence the rate
at which employees benefit (Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, &
Shockley, 2013). Furthermore, a meta-analysis by Kossek
et al. (2011) found that work-family-specific support is
more strongly related to work-family conflict than is
general support, suggesting that specific forms of support
make an especially important difference in relevant
employee experiences. The manner in which supervisors
and management teams enact policies (e.g., Allen et al,,
2013) and engage in support (e.g., Kossek et al., 2011)
thus appears to be important for successful efforts to
improve employee outcomes. Future research can con-
tinue to explore and extend these ideas to veteran-spe-
cific support. The study by Kossek et al. (2011) showed
that support that is specific to the domain of interest
(e.g, work-family needs or veteran needs) can be
uniquely useful for improving employee outcomes, and
that conclusion is supported by our finding that the
VSSB measure provided incremental predictive utility
for both work-family enrichment and perceived stress,
over and above other forms of supervisor support. The
VSSB measure thus provides researchers with another
tool to help emphasize the importance of efforts to
increase the support supervisors and organizations pro-
vide to employees and to build understanding of the
value of a variety of practices surrounding support.

Limitations

There are several limitations of the current study. First,
although the majority of the regression coefficient esti-
mates that were obtained to provide support for the cri-
terion-related and incremental predictive validity of the
VSSB measure were statistically significant, the effects
vary in magnitude and should be interpreted as such.
Some of the effects likely have less practical significance,
despite reaching statistical significance. Second, repre-
sentation across military status groups and military
branches was limited in some cases. For example, the
focus group/interview sample that was used in develop-
ing the VSSB items (n = 14) did not include representa-
tion from the Navy. The survey sample used in
validating the VSSB measure (n = 509) included repre-
sentation of active or separated Navy Reserves and
Marine Corps Reserves members but no representation
of those separated from non-Reserves Navy or Marines
duty. It is possible that members/veterans of different
branches have differing supervisor support needs, and
this can be explored in future research. Finally, although
other related support measures such as the FSSB measure



(Hammer et al., 2009, 2013) target additional forms of
support, the VSSB measure contains only emotional sup-
port items. Although this allows the VSSB measure to
apply to both separated veterans and actively serving
members of the NG/RC, future research on a different
population of interest may explore additional dimen-
sions of support, such as instrumental support or role
modeling behaviors.

Conclusion

Overall, little research has examined the ways in which
civilian workplaces can better support veterans and ser-
vice members (e.g., NG/RC members) in the civilian
workforce. We identified the VSSB as one critical way in
which organizations and management teams can provide
support for veteran and service member needs and argue
that our VSSB measure will enable important efforts to
improve support in practical applications and to increase
understanding of veteran and service member work
experiences in research applications. Ultimately, the
measure stands to provide supervisors and organizations
with an important tool by which to assess and improve
supervisor support.
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