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ABSTRACT 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill is an education benefit for veteran students that was derived from 

the original GI Bill (1944).  This bill is the most comprehensive GI Bill to date as the 

provisions of the bill offer veteran students, who meet the eligibility requirements, a 

tuition-free education at a higher education institution in addition to funding books and 

living expenses through stipends.  Veteran benefits have been listed as one of the top 10 

issues for higher education by Hurley, Harnisch, and Parker (2015) of the American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities based on the expected influx of veteran 

students utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill, as a massive amount of veterans returned home 

from Iraq and Afganistan wars and integrated themselves back into society (Green & 

Hayden, 2013; Howard, 2009; Pending Montgomery GI Bill Legislation, 2008).   

As a result of the way that the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is written, stakeholders, 

such as higher education administrators, veteran students, and federal and state 

lawmakers, routinely encounter challenges pertaining to veteran benefits, such as delayed 

payments, erroneous payments, and overpayments, resulting from an inefficient 

allocation tracking system, convoluted usage procedures, and misuse of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill (Gonzalez, Miller, Buryk, & Wenger, 2015; Steele, Salcedo, & Coley, 2010).  The 

administrative policy of the Post-9/11 GI Bill has been updated numerous times to 

overcome the challenges noted above, yet campus veterans affairs administrators’ input 

has not been solicited by policymakers, according to Lum (2009) and Steele et al. (2010).  

These challenges have created an extra burden on campus veterans affairs administrators 

who attempt to assist veteran students in navigating the procedures of the Post-9/11 GI 
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Bill and are contributing factors in veteran enrollment status and persistence (Lum, 2009; 

Steele et al., 2010). 

The purpose of this study was to explore community college campus veterans 

affairs experiences and perceptions of the administrative process of the U.S. Department 

of Veterans Affairs (VA) for providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-

9/11 GI Bill.  More specifically, this study explored the perceptions of and experiences 

with campus veterans affairs administrators to gain their perspectives on the specific 

guidelines, in relation to the practice of processing education claims within the 

administrative process and how they perceive their role in Post-9/11 GI Bill 

implementation.   

A qualitative instrumental case study design was used to address the four research 

questions that guided this study.  This study was framed by a conceptual framework 

based on the policy diffusion model. Ten administrators from three veterans affairs 

offices of a multi-campus community college district in a large metropolitan city in 

Southeast Texas were interviewed.  Additionally, data were collected for this study from 

field notes, reflexive journaling, and documents.  The data analysis was accomplished by 

comparing data and coding them to create emerging themes, and trustworthiness was 

incorporated into the research process. 

The results of this study illustrate that the participants perceived that the Post-9/11 

GI Bill policy must be enhanced to overcome the administrative policy lapses that create 

hardship for veteran students and barriers for administrators to employ the policy.  As 

campus veterans affairs administrators, participants serve in the roles of VA, certifying 

officials advisors, coordinators, education planners, and program managers.  Other results 
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from this study included that campus veteran affairs administrators in this study identified 

benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill, and community college in 

this study supported the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy despite direct conflict with institution 

policies. 

The findings of this study suggest several implications for higher education 

practice, including the need to mandate Post-9/11 GI Bill education for veteran students 

and modifying the administrative policy to guard veteran students against assuming a 

financial burden that could negatively impact their persistence.  Failure of the VA to 

modify the current administrative policy may result in the Post-9/11 GI Bill becoming too 

cumbersome for campus veterans affairs administrators to process and an unbearable 

financial hardship for veteran students.  The results of this study suggest that soliciting 

and incorporating campus veterans affairs administrators’ input is a strategy to increase 

student retention and graduation rates.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), the entity that manages veteran 

benefits, reported that more than one million veterans were receiving benefits from the 

Post-9/11GI Bill in 2013 (GI Bill, 2013; GI Bill of Rights, 2009).  The Post-9/11 GI Bill 

was enacted by the U.S. Congress in 2008 (Stewart, 2014).  The number of veteran 

students participating in higher education has grown exponentially as a result of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill, which is the most comprehensive education benefit since the original GI 

Bill (Sander, 2012a).  The Post-9/11 GI Bill is the latest revision of the GI Bill that was 

originally introduced in 1944, which promised military veterans enough money to attend 

a four-year college after returning from World War II (GI Bill of Rights, 2009; Lum, 

2009).  The continuously rising cost of college tuition prompted the development of a 

new GI Bill: the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill affords veterans who have 

served at least 90 days of aggregate service after September 10, 2001, the opportunity to 

attend higher education institutions at nearly no cost (Cohen & Kisker, 2010; Lum, 

2009), as well as provisions are made for books, additional academic related fees, and 

living expenses.   

Though the intent of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was to increase access and college 

affordability for veterans, the rules and regulations were designed and introduced so 

quickly to higher education officials that unforeseen administrative problems rapidly 

developed: (a) accommodating a growing veteran population, (b) a discrepancy of 

education benefits among states and institutions, and (c) convoluted administrative 
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practices concerning the process of applying to the VA for payment (Simon, Negrusa, & 

Warner, 2010; Steele, Salcedo, & Coley, 2010).  

Moehle (2013) and Steele et al. (2010) explained that participating veterans have 

been dissatisfied with the administrative process of applying for and receiving education 

benefits; their choices of benefits for themselves, their spouse, or their children; and the 

national policies concerning veteran education benefits.  Given the significant program 

changes, such as compensating veterans for related education costs and the method in 

which benefits are requested and dispersed, the American Council on Education (ACE) 

asked the RAND (Research and Development) Corporation to study students in their first 

year of utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Frydl, 2009; Simon et al., 2010; Steele et al., 

2010).  The RAND Corporation is a non-profit institution that helps to improve policy 

and decision-making through research and analysis. The RAND study aimed to gain a 

better perspective of how students and higher education institutions were adapting to the 

new administrative changes to the Post-9/11 GI Bill to learn how to effectively enhance 

policies (Steele et al., 2010).   

Focus groups and participants of the RAND  study noted several challenges in 

accessing the benefits set forth in the Post-9/11 GI Bill. These challenges included 

delayed payments, overpayments, interruptions in benefits, and course enrollment 

barriers. Furthermore, nearly all participants noted that their institution’s veterans affairs 

administrators were the primary source of support in understanding and acquiring their 

Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefits (Steele et al., 2010), pointing to the vital role campus 

veterans affairs administrators play on campuses for veteran students (Lum, 2009).  

Though the campus veterans affairs administrators aim to support veteran students, the 
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administrative policies of the VA have created barriers for the veteran students they 

serve.  As a prime example, the aforementioned challenges have resulted from the 

administrative policies of the VA (Pope, 2009; Stewart, 2014; VA, 2015). 

Stewart (2014) explained that veterans do not have a choice in the benefits they 

choose to use.  Many students would rather forego their state benefits in order to utilize 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill simply because the Post-9/11 GI Bill offers them more: a stipend 

for living expenses, equivalent to the grade of E-5, which covers the cost of housing, and 

a books and supplies stipend of up to $1,000 a year (Frydl, 2009;VA, 2014). To address 

the barrier of limited choices in benefits, Senator Richard Durbin, the senior United 

States Senator from Illinois, wrote to the VA in August of 2014 requesting a waiver to 

the current policy, which would allow beneficiaries to utilize federal education benefits 

without having to deplete their state education benefits first (Stewart, 2014).  The VA 

took note of Senator Durbin’s  and other senators’ request, and updated the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill policy in 2015, stating that it was never Post-9/11 GI Bill policymakers’ intention to 

force veteran students to choose between state and federal benefits. (Stewart, 2014).  

Post-9/11 Policymakers enabled veteran students to utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill before 

expending their state education benefits; however, this action casused some states such as 

Texas to implement the same policy in reverse (Murdock, 2015).  Some states require 

veterans to deplete their Post-9/11 GI Bill before state education benefits can be 

employed. 

In response to the uncertainty, the VA developed a GI Bill Comparison Tool that 

allows veterans to estimate and compare benefits side by side (Stewart, 2014; VA, 2015).  

Veteran students have started to make use of the GI Bill Comparison Tool to attain a 
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close estimate of how potential education benefits might supplement their education 

given the specific college that is chosen.  The tool is also used to get information about 

the veteran’s prospective school, such as the number of veteran students attending, a list 

of cataloged complaints, and veteran retention statistics (GI Bill, 2013; Stewart, 2014).  

However, Gonzalez, Miller, Buryk, and Wenger (2015) and Rosales (2011) contend that 

the GI Bill Comparison Tool is not comprehensive nor integrated with other college 

selection tools, and the comparison tool does not allow users to incorporate U.S. 

Department of State and U.S. Department of Defense education benefits into an 

education plan.  Thus, this tool does not adequately address veteran students’ needs and 

concerns regarding their benefits and how to best use them. 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill has created access for a new group of veterans, more than 

two million veterans who served on active duty since September 11, 2001, but as noted 

previously, stakeholders, such as higher education administrators, veterans, and federal 

and state lawmakers; routinely encounter administrative problems with processing, 

receiving, and applying for veteran education benefits (Pope, 2009; Stewart, 2014; 

Wright, 2009; VA, 2015).  The VA (2015) is responsible for implementing the federal 

laws associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill, which prescribes how the education benefits 

portion of the VA operate.  The bill’s policy requires the VA to pay in-state tuition costs 

directly to the appropriate higher education institution on behalf of the qualified veteran 

student (Stewart, 2014; VA, 2014).   

Although the current payment procedure relieves students of the financial burden 

of paying the school directly, students face difficulty in tracking payments.  Additional 

benefits, such as a housing allowance, books, and other required payments, are randomly 
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received by the student without an explanation of how funds were allocated (Simon et al., 

2010; Steele et al., 2010).  The administrative function of distributing funds inefficiently 

results in overpayments, shortages, and late payments, which in turn places some veteran 

students in financial hardship (Deming, Goldin, & Katz, 2013; Dervarics, 2011).  The 

barriers and hardships that are created by the VA ultimately negatively affect veteran 

student retention (Dervarics, 2011). 

Although veterans make up roughly 4% of all higher education students, 

according to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL, 2014), the overall 

population of veterans in higher education increased 42% after the Post-9/11 GI Bill took 

effect.  The veteran population is increasing in higher education because veterans are 

taking advantage of the most comprehensive education benefit since the original GI Bill 

that was implemented more than 50 years ago (Dortch, 2012; Pope 2009). This 

percentage will continue to increase as the remaining service members return home from 

current military conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Veterans who do not choose to access 

higher education themselves have the added option to apply for a transfer of benefits to 

their spouses and children (NCSL, 2014).  The growing veteran student population has 

gained the attention of higher education administrators and policymakers on a national 

level (Green & Hayden, 2013; Pope 2009).   

Veteran students are considered a subgroup of nontraditional students (Green & 

Hayden, 2013).  According to NCLS (2014), 62% of veterans that enter higher education 

are the first to attend college in their family, a much higher percentage compared to 43% 

of non-military students.  Moehle (2013) and Steele et al. (2010) noted that veterans often 

have diminished academic skills, especially in math, as a result of a significant gap in 
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time between high school and college due to their military service.  Desai (2012), Green 

(2012), O’Herrin (2011), and Wladis, Hachey, and Conway (2015) noted that veteran 

students share the same nontraditional risk factors (such as having dependents, their 

financial status, and employment) as other nontraditional students.  However, the current 

administrative Post-9/11 GI Bill policy disallows multiple course failures and courses, 

outside of a degree plan, that veteran students may require.  Multiple failures of a course, 

such as math, which this group of students struggles to complete, requires repayment, 

according to the Post-9/11 guidelines (GI Bill, 2013; Stewart, 2014). 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill affects veteran students uniquely by state, although the bill 

is a federal program to coincide with current state laws and practices concerning tuition.  

Congress wanted to help veterans afford often pricier schools, so the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

offers veteran students tuition equivalent to the most expensive higher education public 

institution in the state (Pope, 2009; Rumann & Hamrick, 2009).  The VA implementation 

has caused benefits to vary widely by state in terms of the amount of financial support 

veterans receive.  In turn, this has caused frustration for veteran students, campus 

veterans affairs administrators, and policymakers at the state and institution levels, along 

with a perception of unfairness to veterans in states that provide less support than other 

states (Pope, 2009; Texas Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2014).  For example, in Texas, 

a veteran student taking a standard course load at a private institution can receive 

approximately $20,000 annually, while a veteran student in California, under the same 

conditions, could receive nearly nothing because the VA will only pay the respective 

state tuition (Pope, 2009; VA, 2015).   
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The Post-9/11 GI Bill unintentionally punishes veteran students in states with low 

tuition rates (Pope, 2009).  As noted previously, the Post-9/11 GI Bill prescribes payment 

up to the highest public tuition rate in the respective state; therefore, veteran students in 

states with low tuition rates are afforded less financial assistance to attend private 

colleges through the Yellow Ribbon program (Eckstein, 2009; Pope, 2009).  The Yellow 

Ribbon program is an agreement between the VA and higher education institutions to 

supplement the cost of tuition above the respective state public tuition and is designed to 

help veterans pay for private colleges, out of state tuition, and graduate programs 

(Eckstein, 2009; VA, 2015).   

Not only do veterans face tuition discrepancies generated by the state in which 

they choose to attend an institution of higher education, they are burdened with tuition 

cost differentials based on in-state residency requirements as a result of changing their 

respective duty location.  Fulton, Sponsler, and the Education Commission of the States 

(2015) have explained section 702 of the Veterans Access, Choice, and Accountability 

Act (Choice Act) of 2014 as indicating that qualifying veterans and their children and 

spouses are eligible for in-state tuition regardless of their formal state of residency.  This 

benefit is applicable to all public institutions that accept Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits.  

Failure to adhere to the Choice Act could result in an institution’s loss of Post-9/11 GI 

Bill funding (Fulton et al., 2015).  Unfortunately, many restrictions on the Choice Act 

apply: (a) a veteran student must enroll before the end of a three-year time period after 

being discharged from military duty, (b) the veteran student will lose eligibility if he or 

she is not consecutively enrolled (with the exception of the summer semester), and (c) 

veterans who transfer and lose more than 12 hours are not eligible (VA, 2015). 
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Texas is one of the most supportive states, in terms of supporting veterans’ 

education, based on its veteran-friendly higher education policies and the number of 

veterans that the state supports.  It is second only to California in the number of veterans 

in the state utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill (NCSL, 2014; Texas Legislative Board Staff, 

2014).  The Texas Legislative Board Staff (2014) reported that Texas in 2014 veterans 

make up 7.7% of all veterans using the Post-9/11 GI Bill, totaling over 70,000 

beneficiaries, a number that continues to rise.  Of the beneficiaries of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill, 80% resided in three states in 2014 (NCSL, 2014), including Texas.  Texas has a 

large number of veterans partly due to the substantial military presence in terms of 

military installations located throughout the state. 

Statement of the Problem 

Hurley, Harnisch, and Parker (2015) of The American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities listed veteran benefits as one of the top 10 issues for higher 

education.  Veteran benefits, such as the Post-9/11 GI Bill, was classified as a top-ten 

issue based on the expected influx of veteran students utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill, as 

veterans of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars return home and enroll in higher education 

institutions to integrate themselves back into society (Green & Hayden, 2013; Howard, 

2009; Pending Montgomery GI Bill Legislation, 2008).  Veteran benefits, specifically the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill, are a primary issue for higher education because higher education 

administrators, especially campus veteran administrators, must prepare in terms of 

training and staffing to support the influx of veterans (Steele et al., 2010; Vacchi, 2012).  

In addition to staffing and education, campus veteran administrators and leaders of the 

higher education community must prepare to combat the challenges posed by the 
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administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill as they relate to their area of 

responsibility (Steele et al., 2010; Vacchi, 2012).  Stakeholders, such as higher education 

administrators, veterans, and federal and state lawmakers, routinely encounter challenges 

pertaining to veteran benefits: delayed payments, erroneous payments, and overpayments 

resulting from an inefficient allocation tracking system; convoluted usage procedures; 

and misuse of the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits as a result of the administrative policies and 

practices that accompany the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Steele et al., 2010; Gonzalez et al., 

2015).  The challenges noted above have created an extra burden on campus veterans 

affairs administrators who attempt to assist veteran students in navigating the procedures 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, and are contributing factors in veteran enrollment status and 

persistence (Lum, 2009; Steele et al., 2010). 

Add to that, community college veterans affairs administrators face administrative 

issues: (a) a convoluted and antiquated process of certifying enrollments and meeting 

strict criteria in helping veteran students file education benefit claims, (b) helping veteran 

students maintain enrollment when the VA payment process is delayed, and (c) 

implementing policies that will entice veterans to choose their respective campuses such 

as creating student-veteran centers and establishing a campus veteran office to assist 

veteran students with administrative and education matters concerning the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill (Larry, 2012; Steele et al., 2010; Stewart, 2014).  Furthermore, there are 

discriminatory policies concerning non-profit and public institutions related to the 

fairness of the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Dervarics, 2011; Riegel, 

2013).   
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According to Riegel (2013), “As a whole, the for-profit college sector receives 

50% of all military tuition assistance dollars, and nonprofit and public colleges receive 

only 21% and 29% respectively” (p. 268), pointing to an unequal distribution of veteran 

benefits to for-profit colleges.  Add to this unequal distribution of veteran benefits, the 

for-profit institutions are eligible to receive Title IV Funds, federal student aid programs 

authorized under Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1992, based on an 

administrative loophole in the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Cellini & Goldin, 2014; Riegel, 2013).  

Funds from the Post-9/11 GI Bill are not considered federal funds, so for-profit 

institutions are able to bypass the 90/10 Rule outlined in the Higher Education Act, which 

prescribes at least 10% of an institution's revenue must be received from funds other than 

Title IV funds (Riegel, 2013).  Consequently, for-profit institutions can offer veteran 

students a greater incentive to attend than can non-profit and public institutions, 

increasing the challenges for non-profit institutions such as community colleges 

according to Deming et al. (2013) and Dervarics (2011).  These characteristics contribute 

to challenges for community college administrators who attempt to help veteran students’ 

access higher education. 

The administrative policy of the Post-9/11 GI Bill has been updated numerous 

times with input from stakeholders, such as politicians, veterans, and groups that 

represent veterans, yet campus veterans affairs administrators’ input has not been 

solicited by policymakers, according to Lum (2009) and Steele et al. (2010).  Thus, 

information from the ones who work directly with veteran students and understand the 

process and issues from the points of view of both veteran students and administrators are 

not considered in large when changes are made to the policy, which is, in part, why the 
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notable administrative issues are still problematic for veteran students (Persky & Oliver, 

2011; Steele et al., 2010).   

Campus veterans affairs administrators possess the firsthand knowledge of the 

micro-level problems (consisting of small details and daily interactions) with the Post-

9/11 GI Bill administrative policy: financial hardships for veteran students, enrollment 

challenges, and the convoluted process of applying for education benefits (Dervarics, 

2011; Simon et al., 2010).  The perceptions of the micro issues from campus veterans 

affairs administrators are crucial to understanding because the micro issues serve as a 

foundation for solving the macro problem (the full panorama of the problem which 

encompasses the smaller problems), which is the administrative challenge of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill.  Congressional attempts to correct the administrative issues of the Post-9/11 

GI Bill have not been a complete success due to unforeseen outcomes of the changes 

(Deming et al., 2013; Dortch, 2012).  Campus veterans affairs administrators are an 

integral part of the administrative process, and information provided by these experts 

regarding policy is chiefly important to modifying the Post-9/11 GI Bill to more 

effectively serve veteran students at community colleges and other higher education 

institutions.  Veteran students’ persistence rates are decreased by the micro issues noted 

(Dervarics, 2011; Simon et al., 2010).  An administrative policy with fewer concerns 

would help veteran students avoid obstacles posed by the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy and 

increase their persistence (Steele et al., 2010), as well as their retention and completion. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore community college campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 
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providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  More 

specifically, this study explored the experiences with and perceptions of campus veterans 

affairs administrators in three key areas: (1) specific guidelines, in relation to the practice 

of processing education claims within the administrative process; (2) their role in Post-

9/11 GI Bill implementation; and (3) how well they perceived higher education 

institutions adapt to the numerous administrative procedural changes of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill.  The findings of this study can be used to inform higher education practice on the 

challenges of administering Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policies and procedures, and 

how these challenges may affect the persistence of veteran students.  

Research Questions 

The four research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of and experience with the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill?  

2. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of specific guidelines (rules, regulations, and official procedures) 

regarding the processing of education claims through the Post-9/11 GI Bill? 

3. How do community college campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 GI Bill at their respective 

institutions? 

4. What do community college veterans affairs administrators identify as the 

benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative 

policies and procedures at their respective institutions?  
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Significance of the Study 

This study is important because it contributes to the practice of and research in 

higher education with regard to how the administrative Post-9/11 GI Bill policies and 

procedures of the VA affect the success of community college veteran students.  Issues 

such as how the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policies impact the higher education 

community: specific problems that veterans face as a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policies; and ways that the administrative policy can be improved to provide time-critical 

data to the VA administrator’s practice are facets that are currently missing from the 

higher education community .   

Institutions nationwide, especially for-profit and those within small communities, 

rely on funds from veteran’s benefits to operate their respective institutions (Larry, 2012; 

Sander, 2012b).  The VA has paid over $20 billion in education benefits to individuals 

and institutions as of 2012, and higher education institutions want to capitalize on the 

potential tuition income (Green & Hayden, 2013; Larry, 2012; VA, 2015).  The financial 

compensation that schools receive depends directly on veteran enrollment. According to 

the Texas Legislative Budget Board Staff (2014) report, more than 80,000 veterans, their 

spouses, and children used the Post- 9/11 GI Bill at public institutions in Texas between 

August 1, 2009, and June 30, 2013. The cost to the VA was $440.1 million in tuition and 

fees alone (Murdock, 2015).  

Additionally, attracting veterans to campus is often considered an investment, and 

institutions actively invest in resources, such as creating programs, arranging functions 

and activities, designing veteran-only courses, and establishing campus veterans affairs 

departments, to accommodate the unique needs of veteran students (Lum 2009; Sander 
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2012b).  Add the cost of educating and training higher education administrators and staff 

to support veteran students and veteran-related activities and the investment can be 

tremendous. There is a great expense to maintaining programs that support and attract 

veterans to campus.  For example, Field (2008) reported the financial investment made 

by a community college whose campuses are located on U.S. naval bases was $400,000 

in 2008.  They planned to increase that amount by $200,000 in the fall of 2008 (Field, 

2008; Persky & Oliver, 2011).  A smart investment must be made by institutions’ 

administrators to ensure a proper return, to determine corrective administrative processes, 

and to ensure that veterans are able to utilize their education benefits with less confusion 

and greater ease.   

Though the funding is essential for some higher education institutions to operate 

and the investment to attract veterans to the respective higher education institutions is 

substantial, the primary objective of this study was to highlight the campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ perceptions of the administrative barriers to veteran students 

receiving Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefits in order to address the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policy issues that are related to veteran student retention (Green & Hayden, 2013; 

McGaughe, 2014).  Campus veterans affairs administrators are often the sole resource for 

helping veteran students understand the administrative policies concerning their Post-

9/11 educational benefits, and assisting veteran students with some of the pitfalls as a 

result of the current administrative policies such as delayed payments, erroneous 

payments, and overpayments to veteran students (DiRamio, Ackerman, & Mitchell, 2008; 

Steele et al., 2010).   
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This study is significant as it captures the much-needed insight of the campus 

veterans affairs administrators at three community college campuses about their 

experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of providing education 

benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Community colleges serve the largest 

number of veteran students in comparison to other types of institutions (Cohen, Brawer, 

& Kisker, 2014; Radford, 2011).  According to the U.S. House of Representatives 

Committee on Veterans' Affairs Update on the Post-9/11 GI Bill (2010) the open 

enrollment model community colleges is conducive to veteran students and adult 

learners.   

The veterans affairs departments that serve the three community colleges chosen 

for this study have some of the largest veteran populations. Community college veterans 

affairs administrators have the greatest challenge of processing Post-9/11 GI Bill claims 

based on the number of staff dedicated to serving veteran students, and the number of 

veteran students who require their services to process educational benefits (Radford, 

2011; Steele et al., 2010).  The findings of this study are important because they offer 

research-based evidence of one of the top-ten issues facing higher education, and can be 

used to inform changes to the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policies that adversely 

affect all higher education institutions (Hurley et al., 2015; Steele et al., 2010).   

Summary of Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework that frames this study is based on the policy diffusion 

model, and more specifically vertical influence policy diffusion.  The policy diffusion 

framework is used to explain the adoption of a specific policy innovation, as well as is 

designed to explain phenomena across political jurisdictions (Sabatier & Weible, 2014).  
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Traditionally, the policy diffusion framework is used to understand government policies 

at the national, state, and local levels of government; however, this framework has also 

been used by higher education leaders to help guide changes in educational policies 

(Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan, Van Veen, & Bergen, 2011).  According to Braun 

and Gilardi (2006), there are three components to the policy diffusion framework: (1) a 

general model of policy change, (2) diffusion, in which the choices of actors are 

influenced by the policy choices of other actors; and (3)  the nature of the pattern emerges 

from the aggregation of individual actors (Braun & Gilardi, 2006). 

Vertical policy diffusion prescribes that policy is changed at the federal level by 

federal mandates, and states emulate the federal policies with influence from funding 

initiatives (Sabatier & Weible, 2014).  This vertical influence policy diffusion conceptual 

framework is appropriate to frame this study because the Post-9/11 GI Bill is a policy 

derived from a government entity that is implemented nationally and employed by 

colleges and universities in every state.     

Summary of Methodology 

This qualitative instrumental case study was conducted through the naturalistic 

paradigm.  The study settings were three community college campuses within one multi-

campus community college district located in a large metropolitan city in Southeast 

Texas.  Participants were 10 veterans affairs administrators from the three veterans affairs 

offices of the three campuses.  Campus A services nearly 14,000 students, Campus B 

services approximately 8,200 students, and Campus C services over 11,000 students. 

Data collection for this study included face-to-face semi-structured interviews, 

documents, and researcher field notes.  The data were analyzed through a  four step 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

17 

process: (1) the data were prepared for analysis, (2) the data were reviewed to acquire an 

impression of the overall depth, credibility, and use of the information (Anney, 2014; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Orcher, 2005); (3) the various data were organized, reviewed, and 

coded; and (4) the information from the coding process was used to generate a 

description of the setting and to generate themes or categories (Bitsch, 2005; Creswell, 

2014).  Trustworthiness of the study was achieved by establishing credibility, 

transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Flick, 2009; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Orcher, 2005; Shenton, 2004).    

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined to provide the reader an understanding of the 

terms that were used throughout this study. 

• Active Duty:  Active duty characterized any individual serving in a full-time 

capacity in the U.S. armed forces or on active military orders for purposes 

other than training in the reserve or guard components (Howard, 2009). 

• Administrative Policy: Administrative policy is guidance to follow provided 

by the VA for higher education institutions and students in order to receive 

education benefits (Lum, 2009). 

• Campus Veterans Affairs Administrator:  Campus veterans affairs 

administrators are community college administrators who are involved in 

assisting veteran students in receiving veteran benefits.  These individuals are 

normally VA certifying officials advisors, coordinators, education planners, 

and program managers (Steele et al., 2010). 
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• Department of Veterans Affairs (VA):  The VA is a government organization 

that enforces benefits policy as set forth by the United States Congress and is 

responsible for managing and dispersing veterans’ benefits (VA, 2015). 

• Education Benefit:  An education benefit is money allocated to students for 

books, housing, and other associated costs of attending higher education.  An 

education benefit is also paid directly to the institution that a veteran attends 

on behalf of the veteran for tuition (VA, 2014). 

• Higher Education Institution:  A higher education institution is an accredited 

physical or cyber school where learning takes place beyond K-12 education. 

• GI Bill (1944):  The GI Bill is legislation that was originally introduced in 

1944, which provided military veterans enough money to attend a four-year 

college after returning from World War II (Lum, 2009).   

• Post-9/11 GI Bill:  The Post-9/11 GI Bill is an education benefit program for 

service members and their spouses or children who served in the armed forces 

after September 10, 2001.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill was enacted in 2008 and 

affords veterans with 90 days of aggregate service after September 10, 2011, 

the opportunity to attend in-state public higher education institutions at nearly 

no cost (Lum, 2009; Stewart, 2014). 

• Veteran:  A veteran is any individual who has served in one or more branches 

of the United States military to include the Air Force, Navy, Army, Marine 

Corps, and Coast Guard and their respective National Guard and Reserve 

components (Green & Hayden, 2013; O’Herrin, 2011)). 
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• Campus Veterans Affairs Office:  The veterans affairs office is a department 

within the higher education institution that is charged with processing and 

certifying veterans’ education benefits with the Department of Veterans 

Affairs.  The veterans affairs office is known by different names across higher 

education institutions, and this organization also provides administrative 

services and campus programs and activities for veteran students (Vacchi, 

2012). 

• Yellow Ribbon Program:  The Yellow Ribbon Program is a Department of 

Veterans Affairs program that is designed to help veterans afford private 

colleges, out of state tuition, and graduate programs (Eckstein, 2009). 

Assumptions of the Study 

This study has the following assumptions: 

1. Higher education administrators, who are involved in assisting veteran 

students in receiving veteran benefits, fully understand the administrative 

policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, and had experience employing its 

administrative process. 

2. It was also assumed that the VA personnel understood the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policies and were able to explain the proper process as it was intended to be 

applied. 

3. The researcher also assumed that the participants of this study would be 

forthcoming with information and provide true accounts of their experiences 

and honest feedback. 
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The primary data collection tool used in this study includes interviews that rely on 

the open and honest answers of the campus veterans affairs administrators and is limited 

by what they choose to share during the interview process.   

Limitations to the Study 

This study has the following limitations: 

1. The staffing size and expertise of the veterans affairs departments, as well as 

the availability of campus administrators, may revise the finding between the 

different types of higher education institutions based on campus resources. 

2. The primary data collection tool used in this study includes interviews that 

rely on the open and honest answers of the campus veterans affairs 

administrators and is limited by what they choose to share during the 

interview process.   

3. The researcher was limited to traveling within the state of Texas to conduct 

this study, thus this study was conducted at three institutions within a large 

community college district that is classified as large in Southeast Texas.  The 

results may not be transferable to institutions of different sizes or geographical 

areas.  

Summary 

Veterans, higher education institutions’ faculty and administrators, and lawmakers 

have catapulted the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill into the national 

spotlight (Hurley et al., 2015).  The veteran student population is one of the fastest 

growing non-traditional student populations in the United States as a result of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill, so unique needs of this group of students must be addressed (Desai, 2012; 
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Green & Hayden, 2013; NCSL, 2014).  The administrative policies of the Post- 9/11 GI 

Bill must be addressed nationally in order for veterans to have a choice in how their 

education benefits are utilized and to ensure that veterans can utilize their benefits 

without the convoluted administrative process inherent to the current policies (GI Bill 

Processing and Improvement Act, 2015; Stewart, 2014).   

Lawmakers continually debate and adjust the Post-9/11 GI Bill guidelines to 

provide greater access to veterans (Dervarics, 2008; GI Bill Processing and Improvement 

Act, 2015; Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 2010).  Policy changes to the Post- 9/11 GI 

Bill take place nationally to provide all veterans the same benefits, yet some states and 

higher education institutions are slow to implement the policies or cannot effectively 

implement policies due to other standing policies or lack of resources (Dervarics, 2008; 

Moehle, 2013).  In some cases, implementing new administrative policies have an 

adverse effect on higher education institutions and veterans because of local or state 

policies and procedures such as the way tuition is managed (Frydl, 2009; Hurley et al., 

2015).  Some higher education institutions are expanding veteran departments, providing 

training for faculty and administrators, and exploring innovative ways to make their 

respective campuses inviting for veterans (Lum, 2009; O'Herrin, 2011).  Administrators 

are doing what they can to attract veterans with more than $18 billion in education 

benefits that have been spent on their campuses (Devarics, 2011; Field, 2008; Larry, 

2012).  The administrative process of the Post-9/11 GI Bill is a national issue that must 

be addressed in a timely manner to manage the stakeholders’ interests. 
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Overview of the Remainder of the Study 

Chapter II provides a review of the relevant literature that is focused on the 

history of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, associated definitions, and the administrative policy 

challenges that campus veterans affairs administrators have faced.  Chapter III focuses on 

the methodology and research design of the study, and Chapter IV presents the findings 

of the study.  The discussion of the findings of the study, the implications of those 

findings, and the recommendations for higher education practice as well as for future 

research are presented in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter II encompasses a review of the literature on the Post-9/11 GI Bill and the 

associated administrative complications.  The following sections are presented in this 

chapter: (a) historical and current developments of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, (b) higher 

education veteran demographic, (c) administrative policy challenges, and (d) the 

conceptual framework that guided this study.  The purpose of this study was to 

understand the experiences of campus veterans affairs administrators to bring about 

policy changes at the national level that would direct higher education institutions in how 

to prevent veterans from suffering undue hardships and increase veteran student 

retention. 

Historical and Current Developments of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944 is commonly known as the GI Bill.  

The 78th Congress passed the legislation, the GI Bill (1944), into law under President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt (GI Bill of Rights, 2009; GI Bill, 2013).  The GI Bill provided a 

host of education, housing, and employment benefits to servicemen and women who 

returned from World War II (Howard, 2009; Sander, 2012a).  Cohen and Kisker (2010), 

Howard (2009), and Murray (2008) further explained that the GI Bill was passed because 

of the concern of having a large number of deactivated veterans returning to an economy 

that was still recovering from the Great Depression.  Boulton (2005) and Murray (2008) 

concluded that veterans would return to the United States and become a burden upon 

society as many veterans enter the military from poor socioeconomic situations.  Howard 

(2009) and Simon, Negrusa, and Warner (2010) added that the GI Bill was created based 
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on lessons learned from World War I when veterans returned to the United States from 

combat overseas to find themselves in the midst of a recession.   

Controversy surrounded the GI Bill (1944) when it was passed, which is the case 

currently; however, despite the vast controversy and finances needed to support the 

benefits of the GI Bill, the program has grown exponentially since its inception (Field, 

2008; Fulton, Sponsler, & Education Commission of the States, 2015; O’Herrin, 2011; 

Simon et al., 2010).  Moehle (2013) and Lum (2009) added additional clarification of the 

different arguments surrounding the controversy.  Congress was skeptical of the GI Bill 

being cost-effective—stating that the debt incurred would be more than the country could 

afford.  The congressional argument was supported by key personnel from the academic 

community, explaining that adding post-war veterans to their campuses would diminish 

educational standards (Moehle, 2013; Wladis, Hachey, & Conway, 2015).  Moehle 

supplemented the argument of academia by expounding that higher education leaders 

were concerned that post-war veterans would not be as astute as traditional college 

students, so professors would have to teach to the lowest level of the class, causing a 

setback for the academic communities. 

The timeline, history, and surrounding political and societal context of the GI Bill 

(1944) is very important in understanding how the GI Bill was initially created and the 

historical developments that took place after its inception.  Howard (2009) and Cohen 

and Kisker (2010) argued that economics was an issue and explained that a looming 

social and economic crisis caused lawmakers to create a law to provide servicemen and 

women aid as they returned from war to an economy headed for a great depression.  

Howard and Murray (2008) also referenced the possible outcomes of service men and 
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women who return home to an economy in a deep recession as a result of America’s 

transition from a manufacturing based economy to an economy that focuses on human 

capital.  Boulton (2005) also echoed the economic concern and explained that Harry W. 

Colmery, who is remembered as the author of the GI Bill, composed the first draft in 

January of 1944 in an attempt to prevent the burden of a large number of unemployed 

veterans on the country.  Pope (2009) reverberated Howard’s (2009) comments by 

explaining that the country feared that the demobilization of the military after World War 

II would add veterans to the workforce, which would outpace available jobs.  

Frydl (2009) explained the process of how the U.S. House of Representatives and 

the U.S. Senate created separate versions of the GI Bill (1944).  The two sides came 

together to debate the similarities and differences in their versions of the GI Bill, which 

ended in gridlock; thus, they debated their differences and worked them out.  As a result, 

the Senate passed the bill on June 12, 1944, and the House passed the bill on the 

following day.  President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed the GI Bill into law on June 22, 

1944.  Frydl, the Update to Post-9/11 GI Bill Hearing (2010), and Murray (2008) gave 

details of how the GI Bill had a noticeable effect on colleges and service members in just 

a short time after it was signed into law.  In fact, veterans accounted for 49% of all 

college admissions in 1947.  GI Bill (2013) and Simon et al. (2010) explained that the 

original version of the GI Bill ended on July 25, 1956.  At that point, 7.8 million veterans, 

nearly 50%, had received education and training benefits, and estimations record 

veterans’ college completion rate increased by 47% compared to that of the era before the 

GI Bill was implemented (Cohen & Kisker, 2010; Simon et al., 2010). 
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The GI Bill was subsequently updated in 1984 by former Mississippi 

Congressman Gillespie Montgomery and was known as the Montgomery GI Bill (Frydl, 

2009; GI Bill, 2013; Steele, Salcedo, & Coley, 2010).  Simon et al. (2010) and Murray 

(2008) highlighted that the service requirements for receiving benefits set forth in the 

Montgomery GI Bill were changed so that active service members were eligible for the 

VA home loan guarantee, as well as education.  Simon et al. additionally provided the 

framework of the Montgomery GI Bill by explaining that the administrative requirements 

were that service members agree to contribute $100 per month to the Montgomery GI 

Bill for their first year of service to be eligible to receive a benefit of $1857 per month to 

attend an institution of higher learning.  The Montgomery GI Bill was in place from 1984 

to 2001, but the Montgomery GI Bill began to fall short of covering tuition and living 

expenses as the cost of education in the United States rose.  A new version of the GI Bill 

was introduced (Frydl, 2009; Murray, 2008; Simon et al., 2010).   

The GI Bill was updated again as the Post-9/11 GI Bill in 2008.  The Post-9/11 GI 

Bill offers more education benefits, covers more expenses including textbooks, and 

provides a living allowance to students commensurate with the mid-grade enlisted force 

while attending school (H.R. 475, 2015; U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs [VA], 

2014).  The Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit is primarily geared toward students who attend 

school full-time.  The percentage of tuition coverage is based on the amount of active 

time served in the military.  It ranges from 40% tuition coverage for service members 

who served 90 consecutive days to 100% tuition coverage for service members who 

served 36 or more months (Update of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, 2010; VA, 2014).  The Post-

9/11 GI Bill also allows veterans to transfer their education benefits to their spouse or 
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children (Dortch, 2012; Frydl, 2009; Gonzalez, Miller, Buryk, & Wenger, 2015).  

Additionally, the Post-9/11 GI Bill is comprised of all the aforementioned aspects of the 

previous versions of the GI Bill, yet has been updated to reflect the needs of veterans who 

entered service after September 11, 2011 (Frydl, 2013; Update of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, 

2010).  Simon et al. (2010) subscribed that the benefits are in place and noted the 

eligibility requirements for the available benefits.  The chart below describes the Post-

9/11 eligibility which is the percentage of tuition that will be covered by the VA during 

an eligible period of 48 months for active duty veterans (Simon et al., 2010; VA, 2014). 

Table 1   

Post-9/11 GI Bill Eligibility for Active Duty Veterans 

Member Services Percentage of Maximum Benefit Payable 

At least 36 months 100% 

At least 30 continuous days on active duty 

and must be discharged due to service-

connected disability 

100% 

At least 30 months, but less than 36 months 90% 

At least 24 months, but less than 30 months 80% 

At least 18 months, but less than 24 months 70% 

At least 12 months, but less than 18 months 60% 

At least six months, but less than 12 months 50% 

At least 90 days, but less than six months 40% 

Note. Reprinted from “Post-9/11 GI Bill Eligibility for Active Duty Veterans,” by U.S. 

Department of Veterans Affairs, 2014 

(https://gibill.custhelp.com/app/answers/detail/a_id/947). In the public domain. 
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Higher Education Veteran Demographic 

The historical and current developments have led to the current veteran 

demographic in higher education.  The adult learner demographic, of which veterans are 

a part, includes students with adult responsibilities—such as managing a household, 

maintaining an occupation, or juggling other responsibilities—beyond exclusively 

attending classes (Bierema & Merriam, 2014; Moehle, 2013).  Gonzalez et al. (2015), 

Murphy (2011), and O’Herrin (2011) asserted that veterans are, by definition, 

nontraditional students because, as a result of military service, they are typically older 

than traditional students who enter college directly after high school; in addition, veterans 

typically bring college credits to their institution of choice that was earned through 

military service.  The American Association of Community Colleges (2013) highlighted 

the fact that over 60% of community college students are above the age of 21 and over 

40% are adult learners.  Many veteran students, like their nontraditional counterparts, 

attend school part-time to allow them to tend to their aforementioned responsibilities 

(Bierema & Merriam, 2014).  Veterans are particularly attracted to community colleges 

because public community colleges are committed to open enrollment, specialty two-year 

programs, and a student body that more closely resembles the veteran demographic.  

Although community colleges suit many veterans’ needs, challenges still exist for veteran 

students. 

The diverse population of nontraditional college students has specific needs and 

challenges (Desai, 2012; Green & Hayden, 2013).  Some adult learners face challenges 

that place them at-risk. For example, some learners are not prepared for college and some 

cannot devote their full attention to their studies due to other responsibilities, and those 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

29 

who cannot attend classes through traditional course delivery methods because of their 

unconventional work schedules (Castillo, 2013; Murphy, 2011).  Although veterans are 

very similar to nontraditional college students, O’Herrin (2011) made clear that they are a 

separate and diverse group.  This separate and diverse group concept emphasizes the 

various skill levels and experience levels of veterans and encourages higher education 

institution administrators to consult the veterans of their respective campuses before 

committing resources to changes that could directly affect veterans. 

Boulton (2005) presented several studies to dispel many of the myths associated 

with veterans entering the classroom.  The stigma suggested that post-war veterans would 

not be able to keep up and would be very out-of-touch with social matters, which would 

negatively affect their studies and social interactions with other students.  Officials at 

colleges also feared that veterans would be treated differently by other students.  They 

predicted that students would showcase their feelings toward the wars in which the 

veterans had participated, causing an unsettling environment.  However, Boulton (2005) 

and Moehle (2013) explained that, despite popular belief, veterans entered the classrooms 

and were hardly noticed.  A few minor incidents took place sporadically around the 

country, but veterans made a smooth transition into the academic society, proving to be 

one of the positive outcomes of the GI Bill (Boulton, 2005; Green, 2012).   

Boulton (2005)  and Moehle (2013) asserted that veterans kept academic pace 

with other students, yet Green (2012) described how veterans re-entering the classroom 

struggled academically, primarily due to the time spent outside of the classroom.  

Association for the Study of Higher Education (2011) and Wladis et al. (2015) also noted 

that veterans had diminished academic skills, especially in math, as a result of a 
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significant gap in time between high school or college due to military service.  Murphy 

(2011) and Wladis et al. (2015) noted that veteran students share the same nontraditional 

risk factors (as defined by the National Center for Education Statistics) as other 

nontraditional students.  However, the current administrative Post-9/11 GI Bill policies 

only allow payment for courses that are successfully completed.  Repeatedly failing 

courses that veteran students struggle with, such as math, requires the veteran student to 

repay tuition to the VA according to the Post-9/11 guidelines (Stewart, 2014; VA, 2014). 

Green (2012) and Rumann and Hamrick (2009) deemed that veterans demonstrate 

more maturity because of their previous experiences and the value they place on their 

education, which was shown by meeting academic deadlines.  Boulton (2005) 

paraphrased a New York Times writer who stated, “Veterans moved from being a 

perceived problem in higher education to an asset” (p. 208). DiRamio, Ackerman, and 

Mitchell (2008) and Murphy (2011) explored some of the challenges that student veterans 

face as a result of the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and the transition 

from the battlefield to the classroom.  DiRamio et al. (2008) included firsthand stories of 

how veterans coped with constant moves, navigated the college landscape, and chose 

colleges based upon the veteran accommodations available on campus.   

National Population of Veterans 

The veteran population in higher education increased 42% after the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill took effect, according to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL, 

2014). According to the NCLS (2014), veterans made up roughly 4% of all higher 

education students, which is a relatively small number; however, the veteran population 

of higher education students is expected to increase greatly as the remaining service 
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members return from the Iraq and Afghanistan wars and service members’ children and 

spouses attend higher education institutions.  This growing population of veteran students 

has gained the attention of higher education administrators and policymakers on a 

national level (Green & Hayden, 2013; Pending Montgomery GI Bill Legislation, 2008; 

Pope, 2009).   

State Population of Veterans 

Texas is one of the most supportive states in terms of encouraging its military 

veterans to further their education.  According to NCSL (2014), Texas is second only to 

California in the number of veterans in the state utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Texas 

veterans made up 7.7% of all veterans using the Post-9/11 GI Bill, totaling nearly 50,000 

beneficiaries, a number that has grown exponentially from 2010 to 2014 (Texas 

Legislative Board Staff, 2014).  NCSL (2014) added that 80% of the beneficiaries of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill reside in just three states including Texas.  Texas has a large number of 

veterans partly due to a large number of veterans stationed at military installations 

throughout the state.   

Administrative Policies Challenges 

The Post-September 11, 2001 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2008 (Post-

9/11 GI Bill) is a resource designed to help provide veteran students who served the 

required amount of time on active duty after September 11, 2001, with funds to attend 

college.  Field (2008), Lum (2009), and Murray (2008) reasoned that politicians created 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill based on its predecessor, the GI Bill, which was created in 1944.  

The originators of the Post-9/11 GI Bill wanted an educational benefit that reflected 

modern times, so the benefits cover housing, tuition, books, and fees (Boulton, 2005; 
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Simon et al., 2010). Steele et al. (2010) added that the administrative policies that support 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill were introduced quickly in an effort to implement the bill, which 

resulted in many policies that enabled fraud, waste, and abuse of the educational benefits 

earmarked for veterans to attend higher education institutions.  Input from politicians, 

veterans, and veteran groups have championed changes to the policies as a result of the 

flaws.  Steele et al. acknowledged the changes to enhance the policies; however, there are 

still many administrative challenges with the policies and practices of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill largely because the input of campus veterans affairs administrators, who manage the 

most integral portion of the GI Bill process and actually carry out the policies and 

procedures, has not been collectively gathered and delivered to policymakers upon which 

to act.   

Administrative Payment Issues 

Dortch (2012) and Simon et al. (2010) explained that the Montgomery GI Bill 

recipients have experienced pay issues because of the VA’s administrative processes, 

which routinely result in students receiving reimbursement from one to five months after 

their enrollment date.  Steele et al. (2010) employed the testimony of veterans who 

utilized the Post-9/11 GI Bill to summarize the administrative payment issues concerning 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Although the VA is responsible for issuing payments, the delay in 

payment is complex according to Steele et al.  First, students are required to complete 

very specific and detail-oriented paperwork; this paperwork is not approved by the VA 

until it is perfect.  Errors or mistakes with the paperwork are unknown to the student until 

it is rejected or questioned by the VA.  In addition, students receive payments either by 

check or by direct deposit without an explanation as to where to allocate the funds (e.g., 
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housing, tuition, books).  Steele et al. described situations in which veterans subsequently 

received overpayment letters prescribed in the Military Construction and Veterans Affairs 

Act (2008) mandating that they pay back money that the VA claimed had been sent in 

error.  These veterans were unsure of how to refute the claims because the payments 

allocated to them were not categorized.   

Second, educational institutions have a specific set of requirements that students 

must adhere to as well.  Green and Hayden (2013) and Rumann and Hamrick (2009) 

explained the requirements differ among institutions and students must rely on their 

campus veterans affairs administrators to certify or verify their enrollment with the VA 

so that payments can be processed.  The quality of personnel at the various campus 

veterans affairs departments ranges from those who are quick and very knowledgeable to 

those who are not able to assist veterans in many cases.  This disparity is partly due to the 

constant change of rules and requirements enacted by the VA.  Some schools simply do 

not have the resources to keep pace with the changes.   

Finally, Sander (2012a) and Vacchi (2012) expressed that the VA is not able to 

process education claims in a timely fashion because of the number of veterans enrolling 

in school and the number of personnel available to process claims.  The VA (2015) has 

acknowledged the unacceptable delays and argued that attempts have been made to 

streamline operations by creating regional facilities to disperse the workload and track 

and maintain students’ files.  The VA (2015) also created online websites, such as VA 

Benefits at ebenefits.va.gov, to expedite the claims process by providing information to 

veterans and allowing them to submit claims online.  Rosales (2011) has acknowledged 

the existence of the VA websites but has argued that the quality of those sites varies. 
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Dervarics (2011) and Sander (2012b) provided insight into the financial strains of 

veterans.  They stated that many veteran students, after parting from the military, do not 

have a solid financial foundation or the necessary financial support to overcome the 

previously mentioned financial challenges. Often, veterans drop out of college due to the 

financial strain placed upon them and their families as a result of the delay in payment 

from the VA.  Those who do not drop out may use student loans until the payments are 

received; unfortunately, many veterans, unaware of the stipulations of the loans and 

subsidies they acquire, sign any necessary paperwork just to start their classes.  Dervarics 

went on to say that, in many cases, veterans unknowingly accept loans that they do not 

intend to or fail to receive advertised veteran tuition discounts at their respective higher 

education institutions which would offset the need to obtain a loan.  This practice is 

primarily the case at for-profit colleges which, through predatory lending practices, 

encourage veterans to sign for loans and pocket the difference in tuition costs of the 

discounted veterans rate and traditional student rate.  Deming, Goldin, and Katz (2013) 

confirmed that financial strains exist and provided information on the ongoing 

investigations and congressional hearings such as Senate Hearing 114-182 (2015) among 

political leaders and leaders of higher education who seek to curb the intentional and 

unintentional fraudulent behavior and educate veterans as a result of the findings.   

Dortch (2012) and Steele et al. (2010) claimed that issues, such as the 

administrative process of applying for and receiving education benefits and veterans’ 

choice of benefits to utilize or transfer to their spouse or children, and national policies 

concerning veteran education benefits have developed as a result of stakeholders’ unrest 

with the process of how veteran education benefits are administered.  Given the massive 
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amount of changes, the American Council on Education asked the RAND Cooperation to 

study students in their first year of utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill to gain a better 

perspective of students and higher education institutions to learn how to effectively 

enhance policies (Steele et al., 2010).  

Fraud 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill has had its share of fraud according to the (American 

Legion, 2011; Boulton, 2005).  The fraud reported is both direct and indirect and is 

committed by those outside higher education, such as hackers and criminal organizations, 

and inside, committed by higher education institutions, officials, and veterans—the very 

people that the program intends to help.  Scammers are currently using numbers similar 

to those used to provide valid information to veterans in an attempt to gain personally 

identifiable information from veterans.  For example, the fraudulent number used for the 

GI Bill call center is 1-888-442-4511, whereas the correct number is 1-888-442-4551. 

The VA (2015) verified that the fraudulent activity and other attempts, such as erroneous 

websites and cold calls, are all used to defraud veterans.   

The VA has shown poor management of other programs too.  In one notable 

example, the VA (2015) overpaid disabled veterans by over $146.6 million between 2011 

and 2012, and not fixing the problem will cost an additional $478 million by 2017.  The 

larger issue, highlighted by the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military 

Construction (2010), Rosales (2011), and Sander (2012a) is theVA’s antiquated systems 

that allow for such mishaps prevent the effective management of the associated federal 

programs.  The faults in the systems, such as not having a complete online system to 

oversee the VA payment process that enables the VA to check veterans’ official statuses 
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and a lack of communication with veterans and their respective services, have allowed 

veterans to scam the system as well.  The U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 

Veterans' Affairs Update on the Post-9/11 GI Bill (2010) provided a comprehensive 

overview of the VA’s role in education and highlighted overpayment as one of the core 

issues.  Fraud happens because of poor bookkeeping and greedy individuals looking to 

cash in on government funds (House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military 

Construction, 2010).  

The House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Construction (2010) 

pointed out a costly scam under the Post-9/11 GI Bill, in which veterans who are active 

members of the military collect two separate housing allowances (one received for active 

military service and another from the Post-9/11 housing allowance).  The VA does not 

have a system in place to positively identify a veteran’s active status.  Instead, they rely 

on veterans to present service records noting their service.  Active military members can 

simply submit dated paperwork showing that they are no longer in the military, receiving 

a basic allowance for housing, although they are.  This scam is a modern example of the 

wasteful fraud. 

The 90/10 Rule 

Riegel (2013) explained one of the most recent administrative oversights of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The 90/10 rule of the Higher Education Act requires for-profit 

institutions to obtain a minimum of 10% of their revenue from a source other than the 

federal aid programs administered under the Title IV of the HEA (Dortch, 2012; Riegel, 

2013).  Riegel further explained that the 90/10 rule is an updated version of the 85/15 

rule, used by the VA at the time of writing, applying the same principle that the U.S. 
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Congress changed under pressure from lobbyists and special interest groups.  The Post-

9/11 GI Bill serves as a huge loophole to the 90/10 rule.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits 

technically do not count as federal aid because they are administered under Title 10 of the 

U.S. Code as opposed to Title IV of the HEA (Dortch, 2012; Riegel, 2013).  Some for-

profit institutions have designed their business model around this loophole.  The Post-

9/11 GI Bill loophole enables for-profit institutions to receive 90% of their revenue from 

federal funds and aggressively recruit veteran students receiving the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

benefit to make up the final 10% of their revenue (Dortch, 2012; Riegel, 2013).  The 

90/10 rule was designed to prevent for-profit institutions from engaging in reckless 

financial practices and veteran exploitation while promoting high-quality education; 

nevertheless, this loophole has actually exacerbated the very activities it sought to reduce. 

State Administrative Policies 

From state to state, there is a huge discrepancy in the funds that a veteran can 

receive towards their education (Fulton et al. 2015; Pope, 2009).  A student veteran can 

receive approximately $20,000 while attending a public Texas institution and taking a 

standard course load but would receive nearly nothing in the state of California due to the 

different ways the tuition is governed in each of the two states (Hurley, Harnisch, & 

Parker, 2015; Pope, 2009). The state of Texas has many initiatives to allow veterans to 

further maximize their Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefit such as the governance of 

tuition.  The way that state officials manage tuition is especially important when veteran 

students, who receive education benefits from the Post-9/11 GI Bill, wish to attend an 

institution that bears a cost above the amount to which they would normally be entitled.  

In this case, veteran students utilize the Yellow Ribbon Program. 
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Yellow Ribbon Program 

The Yellow Ribbon Program is a program that higher education institutions 

choose to participate in to make additional funds (above the cost of in-state tuition) 

available for veteran students (Field, 2008;VA, 2015).  Dortch (2012), Eckstein (2009), 

and the Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Act (2008) clarified that the Yellow 

Ribbon Program is designed to help veterans pay for private colleges, out of state tuition, 

and graduate programs.  Texas veterans who wish to partake in the Yellow Ribbon 

Program must be eligible to receive 100% of the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits to be eligible 

for the program, which means that the veteran must have 36 months of active duty 

service or at least 30 continuous days with a service-related disability (Texas Legislative 

Budget Board Staff, 2014). 

The Texas Veterans Commission (2013) reported that Texas lawmakers have 

implemented a plan for veterans to attend public institutions by utilizing a state program 

labeled the Hazelwood Act.  Texas Veterans Commission further explained that the 

tuition is waived in Texas for veterans who qualify for this benefit.  Tuition does not need 

to be waived completely for a Post-9/11 deal between schools and the U.S. government, 

and a maximum percentage of enrollees receiving the negotiated benefit at each school 

should be adhered to in order to prevent schools from shouldering an unsustainable 

financial strain (Texas Veterans Commission, 2013). 

Dervarics (2011) explained that the VA implemented the Post-9/11 GI Bill very 

swiftly and initially, with little direction.  Sander (2012a) and Wright (2009) noted that 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill is the largest educational benefit payment in the 70-year history of 

the GI Bill (1944), and there is much confusion as a result of the relatively short period of 
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time that the bill and updated administrative changes to the bill were implemented (as 

cited in Persky & Oliver, 2011).  According to Lum (2009), NCSL (2014), Sander 

(2012b), and Vacchi (2012) the uncertainty of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy persists; 

campus veterans affairs administrators are still attempting to adjust for the influx of 

veteran students and their associated issues.  Some, mostly large, institutions are better 

equipped than others to handle the influx of veterans and manage veterans’ unique needs 

(Lum, 2009; Persky & Oliver, 2011).   

Impact of the Post-9/11 GI Bill on Country and Finances 

The United States is facing a debt crisis and Congress has proposed budget cuts in 

nearly all areas with the exception of mandatory programs such as Social Security, 

Medicare, and Medicaid.  The Office of Management and Budget (2013) proposed cuts in 

2014 to areas of the economy considered more crucial than benefits for veterans.  The 

VA (2015) reported spending $42 billion in 2014.  The Office of Management and 

Budget (2013), the Senate Hearing on Pending Benefits Legislation (2015), and Wulf 

(2005) recognized the financial burden of the VA and argued that the amount of current 

spending could not continue without changes.  

There is both a positive and negative outlook for veterans.  If deals are made 

between U.S. lawmakers, strict budget cuts could be the result.  The Office of 

Management and Budget (2013) depicted a clear picture that if budget cuts are made 

across the board, cuts will be made to veterans benefits in the future.  Frydl (2009) and 

Murphy (2011) highlighted that the Post-9/11 GI Bill was introduced, in part, to address 

the rising education cost that prevents veterans from attending most schools without out 

of pocket expenses.  Cuts to the program will prevent some veterans from attending some 
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aspects of their schools.  The extent of the effects depends on the cuts that are made and 

the specific budget guidelines that are associated with the cuts.  The growth of the GI Bill 

program is a positive aspect for veterans.  Cohen and Kisker (2010) and Murray (2008) 

provided a historical context of higher education which has shown that with each major 

military conflict has come a new wave of veteran education benefits.  Future veterans can 

expect enhanced benefits as benefits have progressively improved.  The Office of 

Management and Budget (2013) showed a budget that cannot stand to grow much more, 

so the GI Bill management and operations will need to become much more efficient in 

the way that business is conducted.  The VA (2015) acknowledged the current budget and 

employed a Veterans Affairs oversight committee carried out by the House of 

Republicans GI Bill Oversight Act (2016) to review and prosecute cases of wasted assets 

that has become the stigma of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, but this will subside in the future as 

advancements in technology are expected to facilitate the tracking and necessary 

oversight management and senior personnel within the Veterans Administration need to 

carry out. 

Financial Importance of Veterans on Campus 

Devarics (2011) and Larry (2012) showcased how higher education institutions 

nationwide, especially for-profit and small community institutions, have relied on the 

funds from veterans’ benefits.  Veteran enrollment determines the financial compensation 

that higher education institutions get.  The Texas Legislative Budget Board Staff (2014) 

provided specific information on the funds that colleges receive.  To put the financial 

contributions into perspective, the Texas Legislative Budget Board Staff (2014) reported 

that Texas Tech University (excluding its sub-systems) had 311 veteran students enrolled 
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in 2012 and received $1,920,551 associated with their attendance.  According to the 

Texas Legislative Budget Board Staff , 80,534 veterans, including spouses and children 

who were able to utilize the education benefit, applied for benefits afforded by the Post-

9/11 GI Bill at public institutions in Texas from August 1, 2009 (when the bill went into 

effect) through June 30, 2013, costing the VA $440.1 million in tuition and fees 

(Murdock, 2015). 

Impact of Post-9/11 GI Bill on Higher Education Institutions  

Field (2008) and Vacchi (2012) declared that higher education institutions are 

rapidly adding services and infrastructure, such as veteran inclusion programs, dedicated 

facilities, and training for faculty and administrators to enable faculty and administrators 

to accommodate veterans’ needs.  McGaughe (2014) and Persky and Oliver (2011) 

agreed that higher education institutions have been making changes to welcome veteran 

students to their respective campuses and added that institutions prepared to meet the 

needs of veterans will demonstrate that they are veteran friendly; therefore, these 

institutions have provided an attractive option for students returning to the classroom 

after military service.  Offering veteran-specific programs, veterans’ affairs departments 

to assist veterans, and veteran services programs on campus will help attract veterans 

(Green, 2012; McGaughe, 2014; Persky & Oliver, 2011).   

Attracting veterans to campus requires an investment.  Each of the programs 

listed above has an associated cost.  Veteran-only courses, veteran services and 

departments, and the education and training of campus veterans affairs administrators and 

staff increase institutions’ budgets.  Field (2008) provided an example of one college with 

campuses located on naval bases that spent $400,000 on veterans’ services and planned to 
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increase that amount by $200,000 in the fall semester of 2008.  The cost of sustaining 

veterans’ programs, which are created and maintained to attract veterans to campus, is 

high, yet a smart investment made by the higher education institution leaders to ensure a 

proper return; veterans pick those respective schools at which to utilize their Post-9/11 GI 

Bill benefits (O’Herrin, 2011; Sander, 2012b).    

Cohen, Brawer, and Kisker (2014) explained how community colleges have been 

advanced by the GI Bill.  The GI Bill influenced higher education by requiring schools to 

be accredited.  In the mass higher education era, a period between 1945 and 1975, 

schools needed to be accredited to receive the funds associated with the GI Bill.  This 

requirement caused schools to become accredited on a large scale to enhance 

enrollments.  Cohen and Kisker (2010) also explained that the GI Bill played a large role 

in public colleges surpassing private colleges in enrollment.  The influence of the GI Bill 

on higher education will likely continue in the future.   

The U.S. House of Representatives’ Update on the Post-9/11 GI Bill (2010) 

worked on solutions to regulate for-profit schools to limit their unfavorable practices.  

The U.S. Department of Education has continued to reform its practices to correct the 

disproportionate enrollment of students receiving GI Bill education benefits in for-profit 

colleges (Dervarics, 2011; Larry, 2012).  Deming et al. (2013) and Field (2008) described 

the disproportionate cost at for-profit colleges.  Community colleges are perceived to do a 

much better job of educating students at a much lower cost based on graduation and 

tuition rates (Cohen et al., 2014; Field, 2008).  The for-profit community will continue to 

be scrutinized until costs and the alarming rate at which students default on their loans 
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decreases and graduation and certificate rates increase (Cohen et al., 2014; Fulton et al., 

2015). 

Impact of Post-9/11 GI Bill on Tuition 

Following deregulation in 2004, public higher education institutions in Texas 

began to charge a higher rate of tuition for high-cost programs, such as graduate-level 

courses, nursing, and engineering courses, to improve the quality of these programs by 

generating additional resources (Hurley et al., 2015; Stange, 2015).  Public institutions in 

Texas have begun to offer a break to students that attend school part-time (Stange, 2015). 

The tuition situation is not atypical; other states have begun to charge differential tuition 

following financial cost scrutiny in some states (NCSL, 2014; Stange, 2015).   

Cellini and Goldin (2014) suggested that the Post-9/11 GI Bill caused tuition to 

rise.  This was especially the case with for-profit colleges and universities.  These 

colleges have been accused of raising their tuition rates to the maximum allowed by the 

GI Bill to gain as much profit as possible and to appease private investors.  When tuition 

rises, this affects other students who do not have tuition supplemented by the Post-9/11 

GI Bill.  Tuition hikes are especially deleterious in community colleges where students 

attend principally due to the low tuition cost.  Cellini and Goldin also pointed out the 

relationship for-profit have had with the private sector in providing specific skills for the 

job.  Students have been able to obtain certificates and specific skills to meet job 

requirements.  However, scrutiny has been placed on the tuition costs because students do 

not typically earn enough to pay back tuition loans based on the type of work that is 

obtained (Cellini & Goldin, 2014; Williams, 2006).  For-profit colleges continue to be a 

primary choice for veterans because of the flexibility and accelerated class schedules that 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

44 

accommodate the working professional (Dervarics, 2011; Field, 2008).  Cellini and 

Goldin recognized veteran students’ choices but argued that for-profit schools would 

need to be more cost-effective, especially for veterans, to continue receiving funds from 

the GI Bill.   

Veterans will continue to flood into the higher education and vocational 

institutions to use the education benefits of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, according to Howard 

(2009) and NCSL (2014).  Although the veteran student enrollment numbers will 

continually rise for quite some time, the spike will likely subside after the number of 

veterans returning to the United States from military tours of duty in the Afghanistan and 

Iraq wars tapers and those who use their benefits expend them (Green & Hayden, 2013; 

Sander, 2012a).  Cohen and Kisker (2010) and Field (2008) noted the spike and leveling 

in the number of veterans attending school were the case as veterans returned home from 

World War II.   

Conceptual Framework of the Study 

Vacchi (2012) listed the Post-9/11 GI Bill procedures as the first of five 

challenges that prevent veteran students’ persistence in higher education.  Vacchi and 

Hurley et al. (2015) listed the Post-9/11 GI Bill as the primary obstacle because the Post-

9/11 GI Bill process affects veteran students’ retention and enrollments.  One example of 

how the Post-9/11 GI Bill affects students’ ability to enroll in courses can be found in the 

restricted course model at some higher education institutions where the instructor must 

grant access.  Veteran students face difficulty in obtaining instructors’ permission to 

enroll in courses early enough to allow the necessary paperwork processing times for the 
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Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit and financial hardship as a result of the delayed processing 

times (Dortch, 2012; Vacchi, 2012).   

The research shows that campus veterans affairs administrators have the greatest 

impact on veteran student’s ability to utilize their educational benefits, and these 

administrators are the primary points of reference for veteran students in understanding 

and navigating the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Steele et al., 2010; 

Vacchi, 2012).  Many higher education institutions have created institution-specific 

policies based upon administrators understanding of the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative 

policies.  The way that the administrative policies regarding Post-9/11 GI Bill may differ 

from institution to institution.  Campus veterans affairs administrators build a relationship 

with VA officials, campus leadership, and students in a quest to provide guidance to 

students.   

Campus veterans affairs administrators are responsible for submitting claims on 

behalf of veteran students, which enables the VA to compensate institutions for courses 

that eligible veteran students enroll in and compensate eligible veteran students for books 

and supplies in accordance with the administrative policy.  The VA quickly updated its 

infrastructure of its claims process within the span of just above a year from June of 2008 

to August of 2009, and this expediency caused difficulties in processing educational 

claims that resulted in delayed and erroneous payments and overpayments to veteran 

students (Dortch, 2012; GI Bill Processing and Improvement Act, 2015; Pending 

Montgomery GI Bill Legislation, 2008; Steele et al., 2010). 

The concept that concerns policy and policy improvement in a setting such as 

higher education is Berry and Berry’s (1990) policy diffusion framework.  Braun and 
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Gilardi (2006) and Sabatier and Weible (2014), policy researchers, described the policy 

diffusion framework as a framework used to explain the adoption of a specific policy 

innovation.  This framework was designed to explain a phenomenon across political 

jurisdictions (Berry & Berry, 1990; Sabatier & Weible, 2014).  Policy diffusion is 

commonly utilized to understand government policies at the national, state, and local 

levels; however, the policy diffusion framework has been adopted by higher education 

leaders to change educational policies (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan, Van Veen, 

& Bergen, 2011).  

The policy diffusion framework forms a continuous cycle beginning with change 

knowledge (Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  Change knowledge refers to an in-depth 

knowledge of the concepts, processes, and values of a specific subject and is the driving 

force that creates any change (Berry & Berry, 1990; Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  The 

change knowledge can be holistic or individualistic.  The stakeholders that possess the 

deep knowledge of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and its processes and values are the campus 

veterans affairs administrators; based on the policy diffusion framework, campus 

veterans affairs administrators’ change knowledge is needed to create change to the Post-

9/11 GI Bill policy.  The next step in the cycle is the dialog between the change owners 

about the issues associated with the current policy to create an improved policy 

(Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  Braun and Gilardi (2006) explained that the policy diffusion 

framework assumes that there is at least one alternative to the current policy. The change 

owners are ordinarily policymakers, researchers, and administrators.  The change owners 

for this study are the VA, campus veterans affairs administrators, and the qualitative 

researcher.   
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Karakhanyan et al. (2011) explained that the following step in the policy diffusion 

cycle is the reaction to the change.  Reaction to change consists of resistance, imitation, 

theoretical adoption, and practical adoption.  Many higher education institutions initially 

resisted the change to the policy enhancements due to the limited guidance and stern 

requirements that were mandated.  Institutions imitated each other within their campus 

veterans affairs departments and begin to adapt to the policy conceptually and practically.  

The final step in the continuous cycle is the outcomes (Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  

Karalhanyan et al. stated that the three possible outcomes are: (1) no change 

implemented—the current policy is left in place; (2) first-order change or structural 

changes to the policy; and (3) second-order change, which are changes in behavior or 

culture. 

This policy diffusion conceptual framework works well within this study because 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill is a policy derived from a government entity that has been 

implemented nationally.  Braun and Gilardi (2006) claimed that the experience of the 

experts influences policymakers.  The goal of this study is to capture the experience of 

the campus veterans affairs administrators (the experts in this study) and use it to 

positively impact the administrative policy and procedures of the Post-9/11 GI Bill to 

relieve unjust hardship on veteran students and increase veteran students’ retention rates.  

The tenets of this framework will assist in framing the experiences of the campus 

veterans affairs administrators and will further support the recommendations and 

implications of this study by providing a predetermined set of parameters.  Braun and 

Gilardi and Spitzer (1997) also recognized coercion by powerful organizations as an 

aspect of policy change within the policy diffusion framework.  Organizations with a 
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vested interest in affecting the policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, such as veterans, 

organizations that represent veterans, politicians, and higher education representatives, 

may, therefore, attempt to coerce the policy change process and possibly impact this 

study (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Spitzer, 1997). 

Summary 

In summary, stakeholders of the Post-9/11 GI Bill have catapulted the 

administrative obstacles of the education benefits of the VA into the national spotlight 

(Hurley et al., 2015).  Pope (2009), the National Conference of State Legislators (2014), 

and Persky and Oliver (2011) reported that veteran students have been flooding into 

higher education institutions in mass numbers, causing the veteran group to become one 

of the fastest growing non-traditional student populations in the United States.  The VA 

(2015) has contributed billions of dollars to the education of veterans, and the United 

States simply cannot afford to have preventable waste within the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

In all, the GI Bill has been credited with helping to transform the American 

society by democratizing education and inspiring citizens to attain an education to move 

into or maintain the middle-class status (Field, 2008; Murray, 2008).  The name of the GI 

Bill may change, but the controversy, stigma, objectives, and successes remain the same.  

Through the controversy, the GI Bill has been a staple of American higher education 

institutions for decades.  Wulf (2005) and Simon et al. (2010) found that the GI Bill has 

been used as a military recruiting tool to attract college-bound students because it 

provides a means to higher education for students who might not otherwise attend college 

due to low affordability and limited access.  The administrative process must be 

addressed for veterans to employ the benefits without the administrative quandary, for 
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campus veterans affairs administrators to operate with clear guidelines, and to prevent the 

fraud and waste that has been associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter III describes the methodology that was used to conduct this study.  The 

following components are discussed in this chapter: (a) restatement of the purpose, (b) 

restatement of the research questions, (c) research design, (d) data collection, (g) data 

analysis, (h) trustworthiness of the study, and (i) the context of the study and researcher. 

Restatement of the Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore community college campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the U.S. Department of Veteran 

Affairs’ (VA) administrative process of providing education benefits to veterans through 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  More specifically, this study explored the experiences with and 

perceptions of campus veterans affairs administrators in three key areas: (a) specific 

guidelines, in relation to the practice of processing education claims within the 

administrative process; (b) their role in Post-9/11 GI Bill implementation; and (c) how 

well they perceived higher education institutions adapt to the numerous administrative 

procedural changes of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.   

Restatement of Research Questions 

The four research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of and experience with the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill?  
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2. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of specific guidelines (rules, regulations, and official procedures) 

regarding the processing of education claims through the Post-9/11 GI Bill? 

3. How do community college campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 GI Bill at their respective 

institutions? 

4. What do community college veterans affairs administrators identify as the 

benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative 

policies and procedures at their respective institutions?  

Research Design 

Establishing the Paradigm 

Creswell (2014) defined qualitative research as “an approach for exploring and 

understanding the meaning that individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human 

problem” (p. 4).  A qualitative approach to research affords the researcher, the framework 

in which to follow themes and patterns that are developed during research and explore 

open-ended questions through interview data, observations, and audiovisual data (Flick, 

2009). Qualitative research is conducted in a natural setting, allowing researchers to 

retrieve data using one of the aforementioned methods (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; 

Creswell, 2014).  The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of community 

college veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of the administrative policies of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill. Therefore, qualitative research was the appropriate methodology 

through which to conduct this study because it is allowed the researcher to gain an 

understanding of the meaning of individuals or groups’ contribution to a problem 
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(Bryman & Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 2008, 2014), which for this study were the 

experiences with and perceptions of the veterans affairs administrators on the phenomena 

or concept of the administrative policies pertaining to the Post-9/11 GI Bill at community 

colleges. 

The structure of a qualitative study is related to the worldview or paradigm of the 

researcher, and the assumptions that guide how he or she conducts the study (Creswell, 

2013).  Flick (2009) and Lincoln, Lynham, and Guba (2011) defined a paradigm as a 

belief that drives specific actions.  Qualitative methods complement a naturalistic 

paradigm because qualitative methods come easier to the researcher as a research 

instrument (Lincoln et al., 2011).  Naturalistic inquiry focuses research efforts on how 

people behave in their natural setting while involving life experiences (Lincoln et al., 

2011).  The naturalistic paradigm was important to this study because this paradigm 

drives the researcher to act as a research instrument and extract data from campus 

veterans affairs administrators in a natural setting resulting in authentic data (Beuving & 

Vries, 2015; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  The understanding of reality is constantly changing 

based on human experiences, so the researcher must employ a naturalistic inquiry to 

explore the participants and relate their experiences to gain an understanding to form a 

new reality about a phenomena (Linloln & Guba, 1985; Shenton, 2004).  This study was 

developed within a naturalistic paradigm, which allowed the researcher to draw 

conclusions about the policies and practices utilized in processing Post-9/11 GI Bill 

benefits through the interrelated data collected from the participants. 
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Type of Study 

Creswell (2008) defined research designs as “the specific procedures involved in 

the last three steps of the research process: data collection, data analysis, and report 

writing” (p. 59).  In qualitative research, researchers use qualitative designs to help plan 

and answer questions posed in their studies (Creswell, 2014; Flick, 2009; Maxwell, 

2012).  Researchers marry the qualitative research design with the goal(s) of their 

respective studies.  There are five research designs commonly used in qualitative 

research: (1) narrative, (2) phenomenology, (3) grounded theory, (4) ethnography, and (5) 

case study (Creswell, 2013).  

The purpose of narrative research was to explore the stories of participants to 

describe the lives of individuals (Creswell, 2008, 2014).  Phenomenology research is 

used when the researcher wants to describe the life experiences of the participants based 

on a phenomena that is being researched (Creswell, 2014; Shenton, 2004).  Grounded 

theory research enables the researcher to explore the common experiences of individuals 

using systematic procedures to develop theoretical concepts grounded in the information 

derived from the participants (Beuving & Vries, 2015; Orcher, 2005).  Beuving and Vries 

(2015) noted that naturalistic inquiry builds upon the grounded theory.  Ethnographic 

research allows the researcher to explore the shared culture of a group, consisting of 

shared languages, behaviors, and actions, over a prolonged period of time (Creswell, 

2008, 2014).  The case study research approach is an in-depth analysis of a case, often a 

program event or process (Bryman & Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 2014).  Case studies can 

be single or multiple cases, and various types of case studies exist to aid researchers in 

exploring a specific case (Creswell, 2014). A case study research design is an approach to 
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research that facilitates the exploration of a phenomena within its context by using 

various data sources to answer how and why research questions (Baxter & Jack, 2008).  

Merriam (2001) noted that findings gathered from case study research can directly 

influence the role of policies and procedures in educational institutions. 

Stake (2005) discussed three approaches to case studies:  (1) intrinsic, (2) 

collective, and (3) instrumental.  An intrinsic case study focuses on a particular as the 

case itself is the primary interest.  Collective case studies are conducted when there are 

multiple cases that the researcher wants to explore.  An instrumental case study is used to 

gain an understanding of a specific problem or theoretical question, and is often used 

when a greater insight and understanding of the theoretical basis of a practice or issue is 

the intent of the study. Stake discussed that in an instrumental case study "The case is of 

secondary interest, it plays a supportive role and it facilitates our understanding of 

something else" (p. 445).   

This study was conducted through the instrumental case study approach because it 

illuminated a particular issue (Creswell, 2008).  The particular issue in this study was the 

administrative policies that govern the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The external issue was the 

effects that the administrative policies have had on campus veterans affairs 

administrators’ ability to assist veteran students and the effects on veteran students’ 

ability to persist.  Baxter and Jack (2008) explained that multiple data sources should be 

used in a case study to enhance the study, so an in-depth analysis of the administrative 

policy, processes, and procedures of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was conducted by gathering 

information from multiple data sources which included the lens of the researcher, semi-
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structured face-to-face interviews, documents, field notes, and the researcher’s reflexive 

jouranl.  

Study Setting 

This study took place at three public, community college campuses that are a part 

of a large multi-campus community college district.  The multi-campus district has four 

campuses and 12 extension centers, all located in a heavily populated metropolitan city in 

Southeast Texas.  In 2017, the college system was servicing over 28,000 students across 

the college district.  Each campus houses a veteran center, staffed with veteran student 

success coordinators who assist veteran students in utilizing their educational benefits.  

The institution offered over 185 degrees and certificates for career opportunities in the 

local workforce.  Nearly 4,800 associate degrees, as well as approximately 900 

certificates were awarded from Fall 2013 to the Summer 2014 academic semester (The 

Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2014).  Of the four main campuses, three 

campuses served as the study settings for this study.  They are herein referred to as 

Campuses A, B, and C. 

Campus A is centrally located in relation to the other two campuses.  The campus 

had a well-staffed veterans affairs campus center, which accommodated the senior most 

veterans affairs administrator at the institution, an education planner, and a part-time 

administrator.  Nearly 600 veteran students used the services at Campus A yearly for 

assistance in receiving federal and state education benefits in the 2016 academic school 

year. 

Campus B is the northernmost campus and had the smallest veteran center and 

veteran student population of the three campuses.  The center was staffed with one full-
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time veteran service coordinator as well as four part-time administrators.  Veterans affairs 

personnel at this campus serviced roughly 300 veteran students in the 2017 academic 

school year. 

Campus C is located south of the other two campuses.  The veterans affairs center 

was staffed by an educational planner, three part-time administrators, and a manager of 

veteran services.  Campus C had a sizeable campus veterans affairs center and the largest 

veteran student population.  The veteran services staff supported more than 600 veteran 

students during the 2017 academic school year. 

The college district where this study took place is known as a veteran-specific 

campus.  Students that attend the campuses attend them based on the proximity in which 

they live and work.  The size of the campuses are relevant to the surrounding populations.  

Veteran students do not enroll at one campus over another with the exception of course 

availability. 

Participants and Sampling 

The participants in this study were campus veteran program coordinators, 

advisors, education planners, program managers and other administrators at the three 

campuses of the higher education institution to gain a perspective of the perceptions at 

different levels of management.  Campus veterans affairs administrators were expected to 

provide a unique perspective because they worked with both veteran students and the 

VA, and are responsible for certifying students’ enrollments and reporting students’ 

education activities such as attendance and changes in courses, which enable veteran 

students to receive educational benefits to attend college.  Inclusion criteria for the 

participants were that they: (a) were a campus veterans affairs administrator, and (b) had 
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at least one year of experience working with veteran students who utilize the Post-9/11 

GI Bill.   

Purposive sampling is often the sampling method used in qualitative research. 

According to Creswell (2008), “Researchers intentionally select individuals and sites to 

learn or understand the central phenomenon” (p. 214).  The participants of this study 

included a total of 10 veterans affairs administrators from the veterans affairs offices at 

the three study settings.  The participants for this study were not chosen  as they had the 

specific knowledge and experience necessary to answer the research questions (Creswell, 

2008).   

Data Collection 

Bitsch (2005), Creswell (2014), and Maxwell (2014) stated that qualitative 

researchers are an integral instrument in the data collection process as they collect data 

themselves through established data collection methods.  Qualitative researchers need to 

constantly engage in analytic strategies such as narrowing the focus of the research, 

constantly reviewing field notes to determine if relevant new questions can be asked and 

writing memos about what is found during the study (Anney, 2014; Bryman & Burgess, 

2002). Data collection methods such as observation, focus groups, examining documents, 

and individual interviews are the major strategies for much qualitative research (Bryman 

& Burgess, 2002; Shenton, 2004).  Observations allow the reseaercher to view 

participants in their natural setting and collect first-hand informantion suchas fieldnotes 

and drawings in the form of unstructured text data and pictures taken during observation 

(Creswell, 2008; Flick, 2009).  Documents are public or private records that researchers 

obtain about the subject that is being researched (Creswell, 2008).  Documents can be in 
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any record form and is used to useful information to assist qualitative researchers in 

answering research questions. 

Creswell (2008) and Silverman (2013) stated that interviewing is a popular data 

collection approach to qualitative research.  Creswell (2008) and Silverman also 

described the types of interviews such as: (a) one-on-one interviews, (b) focus group 

interviews, (c) telephone interviews, (d) electronic E-Mail interviews, and (e) open-ended 

interviews.  Creswell (2014) explained that open-ended interviews should be conducted 

with qualitative interviews to allow the participants to voice their experiences that are 

unconstrained by the researcher.  Anney (2014) and Orcher (2005) explained that semi-

structured, open-ended interviews can be conducted utilizing a set of open-ended 

interview questions (known as an interview schedule) or a set list of topics to be 

discussed during the interview.  Orcher and Creswell (2008) expressed that additional 

interview questions known as probes may be asked to attain additional insight to a 

specific research question or topic.  Semi-structured, open-ended interviews follow a 

protocol or a way of conducting an interview which is planned prior to the interview 

(Orcher, 2005). 

The data collection tools used in this study included the lens of the researcher, 

semi-structured face-to-face interviews, field notes, the researcher’s reflexive journal, and 

documents.  The researcher’s field notes and reflexive journal were used to ensure 

accuracy of the data collected, as well as to maintain the potential bias of the researcher.  

Creswell (2014) defined field notes is descriptions of observations made during interview 

and while on site at the study settings.  A reflexive journal is used by the researcher to 
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document perceptions and observations throughout the data collection process (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).   

The data collection of this study began by setting collection parameters.  The 

researcher was the key instrument in this study (Bitsch, 2005; Creswell, 2014; Maxwell, 

2014). One of the first parameters set for the study was the boundaries of the study.  This 

study was limited to three physical campuses that are a part of a community college 

district.  The next parameter that was set was the data collection types.  Multiple sources 

and forms of data were collected rather than relying on a single source (Bryman & 

Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 2014; Flick, 2009).  Data were collected from face-to-face 

semi-structured interviews with the participants, as well as from official documents 

regarding the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Documents included transcripts from Congressional and 

Senate hearings, public laws, and acts concerning the Post-9/11 GI Bill were used.  

Additionally, institution-specific Post-9/11 GI Bill checklists, the VA School Certifying 

Official Handbook, and VA training material were also analyzed.  These documents 

allowed the researcher to obtain the language and words of participants as well as 

information from key individuals to whom the researcher did not have access.  A 

researcher’s reflexive journal was kept throughout the research study to record 

methodological decisions and the reason for them, the logistics of the study, and a 

reflection of what happened in terms of the researcher’s values and beliefs (Bryman & 

Burgess, 2002; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Shenton, 2004).  Furthermore, the data sources 

that were chosen were perceived to be ideal for providing answers to the key questions of 

this study, and ultimately informing modifications to enhance the administrative policy 

and processes of the VA to increase veteran student persistence.   
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An interview protocol was used to conduct each of the semi-structured interviews.  

Creswell (2014) describes an interview protocol as “a form designed by the researcher 

that contains instructions for the process of the interview, the questions to be asked, and 

space to take notes of responses from the interviewee” (p. 244).  The interview protocol 

included the following seven components: (1) a heading that includes the personnel 

present and date and time, (2) instructions for the interviewer to follow, (3) icebreaker 

questions, (4) probes to acquire clarity to responses, (5) space to record the responses, (6) 

a thank-you statement, and (7) a log to keep a record of the documents (Creswell, 2014, 

p. 194; Orcher, 2005).  The interview protocol developed followed Creswell’s (2008) 

checklist for interviewing, which included identifying the participants, choosing an 

interview style, and recording the interview.   

Participants were specifically identified once the approval to contact them was 

received.  Second, the researcher chose the type of interview to be conducted.  Face-to-

face, semi-structured interviews were utilized that allowed the researcher to capture 

individual ideas articulated by the participants (Bryman & Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 

2008; Shenton, 2004).  The interviews were recorded using a digital audio device to 

ensure that each participant’s words were captured accurately (Bryman & Burgess, 2002; 

Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  In addition, field notes were taken during each of the 

interviews to capture additional researcher observations (Creswell, 2008).  

Data Analysis 

Data analysis involves segmenting and taking apart the data to make sense out of 

the text and image data that were collected during the research study (Bryman & Burgess; 

Creswell, 2014).  Anney (2014) and Baxter and Jack (2008) explained that various 
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sources of data are necessary to ensure that a research study is conducted through 

multiple lenses; therefore, data must be compartmentalized to make them meaningful to 

the reader.  The collection of data in a qualitative research study is contingent on other 

data within the study, and the researcher is responsible for deciphering and organizing the 

data into a manageable, readable format (Anney, 2014; Baxter & Jack, 2008).  The 

various data collected in this study were organized, reviewed, and coded accordingly. 

Creswell (2014) listed four steps of data analysis that were followed in this study.  

The first step was to organize and prepare the data that were received for analysis 

(Creswell, 2014; Silverman, 2013).  All of the data from the interviews were transcribed 

verbatim and organized.  The documents were then organized by topic.  The next step in 

data analysis was to read or look at all of the data that were collected (Bryman & 

Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 2014).  All of the data were reviewed thoroughly to gain an 

overall understanding of the contents.  The third step of the analysis was to begin coding 

the data, which involved organizing the data into categories, and the final step was to use 

the coding process to develop themes (Creswell, 2014; Orcher, 2005).  

For the data collected in this study, the constant comparative method of gathering 

large quantities of data and labeling them with code words were employed (Creswell, 

2014; Orcher, 2005).  The constant comparative method is a procedure for interpreting 

data.  Researchers code the data and classifications that are made over and over to reveal 

themes (Flick, 2009).  The responses from the interviews and existing documents were 

coded and organized by themes.  Data were repeatedly compared to similar data sources 

to find the emerging themes.  The information was coded as well using the same 

codeword technique.  Each group of data were re-reviewed for consistency and to 
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validate the accuracy of the data that were received (Bryman & Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 

2014).  Another round of emerging themes and reclassifying and regrouping data based 

on the coding technique took place.  Documents, such as: (a) transcripts from 

Congressional and Senate hearings, (b) public laws, (c) acts concerning the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill, (d) institution-specific Post-9/11 GI Bill checklists, (e) the VA School Certifying 

Official Handbook, and (f) VA training material, were coded by dividing them into 

labeled segments known as codes.  The redundant codes were reduced to broad themes 

(Beuving & Vries, 2015; Creswell, 2012).  The themes that emerged from the analyzed 

data were used to answer the research questions (Beuving & Vries, 2015; Flick, 2009).   

Trustworthiness of the Study 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) asserted that the trustworthiness of a qualitative 

research study is important to the value of the research.  Trustworthiness is described as 

both a criterion to test the quality of research design and the goal of research (Lincoln & 

Guba 1985; Morse,  Barrett, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2002).  Trustworthiness involves 

establishing credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Flick, 2009; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Orcher, 2005; Shenton, 2004) in the study.   

Anney (2014) defined credibility as the confidence that can be placed in the 

research findings.  Credibility establishes whether the research findings correctly 

represent the information that is drawn from the data (Anney, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 

1985).  Lincoln and Guba (1985) argued that ensuring credibility is one of the most 

important factors in establishing trustworthiness in qualitative research because it is the 

researcher who is a major instrument of data collection and analysis.  The following 
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credibility strategies: (a) reflexivity (field notes), (b) triangulation, (c) member checking, 

and (d) interview techniques were used in this study to establish rigor of the inquiry. 

Transferability is the degree to which the results of a qualitative study can be 

transferred to other contexts with different respondents (Anney, 2014; Shenton, 2004).  A 

technique for establishing transferability, or showing that the study is applicable in other 

contexts, is using thick description (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Thick description involves 

the researcher indicating all of the research processes to help other researchers replicate 

the study in similar conditions in other settings (Anney, 2014).  Purposeful sampling is 

another way of ensuring transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Orcher, 2005).  

Purposive sampling is a technique used to select individuals for a study based on specific 

characteristics for the purpose of answering research study questions (Anney, 2014; 

Bitsch, 2005).  The participants in this study were similar in that they were all involved in 

the administrative process of the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  Nevertheless, they differed in their 

experiences and perceptions of the VA administrative policies.  The purposeful sampling 

allowed for greater in-depth findings than random sampling would have afforded, and the 

descriptive data collected enhanced the comparisons of this context to other possible 

contexts (Anney, 2014; Orcher, 2005). 

Bitsch (2005) defined dependability as the stability of findings over time.  A 

technique for establishing dependability is the code-recode strategy (Anney, 2014; 

Orcher, 2005).  The code-recode strategy is also known as code agreement, and it 

involves the researcher coding the data twice.  Creswell (2014) defined coding as 

organizing the data by categories that are sectioned by a word that represents each 

category.  The code-recode strategy has a gestation period of two weeks between the two 
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times that the data are coded, which allows the researcher time to digest the information 

and code it at a later date (Anney, 2014).  “If the coding results are in agreement, it 

enhances the dependability of qualitative inquiry” (Anney, 2014, p. 278).  The code-

recode strategy allowed the researcher to review the data collected in two separate 

instances to ensure that the coding matched, thereby ensuring the dependability of the 

findings. 

Confirmability refers to the bias and prejudices of the researcher (Anney, 2014; 

Bitsch, 2005). Triangulation is also a technique to establish confirmability.  To ensure 

reliability and trustworthiness, the researcher must perform the triangulation strategies as 

noted above; most importantly, the research study must be written in a manner that 

allows for the reader understand that the data as it is presented is based on the 

participant’s narratives and words rather than potential researcher bias (Baxter & Jack, 

2008; Flick, 2009; Shenton, 2004).   

Qualitative reliability means that the researcher’s data are authentic by purposive 

sampling, and ensuring that the approach to data collection was consistent throughout the 

study.  Reflexive journaling is also a method for establishing confirmability as noted 

above (Anney, 2014).  The reflexive journal for the researcher in this study included all 

events that happened in the field and personal reflections in relation to the study.  

Establishing the context of the researcher is another strategy for confirmability.  The 

context of the researcher is presented in this study to reduce the effect of researcher bias, 

and enhance the quality of the results by showing the predispositions of the researcher, 

which shapes research (Anney, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
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Context of the Study and the Researcher 

Context of the Study 

This study was conducted at three public, higher education community college 

campuses that are a part of a multi-campus district located in a large metropolitan area in 

East Texas.  Each of the three community college campuses has a veterans affairs office 

where Post-9/11 GI Bill requests are processed.  These institutions have similar and 

unique concerns in their employment of processing Post-9/11 GI Bill requests from 

veteran students.   

The participants of this study were campus veterans affairs administrators who 

were responsible for managing and carrying out the administrative functions of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill.  The participants were purposefully selected.  Participants who were 

selected to participate in this study were administrators who have assisted students while 

working in the VA departments at their respective campuses for at least one year and 

have experience processing Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefits for veteran students.   

Context of the Researcher 

Qualitative research is a product of the researcher’s interpretation of the data 

collected during the study.  The perspective of the researcher shapes all research (Flick, 

2009; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  A researcher’s background and position on the study will 

affect what they choose to investigate, the approach to the investigation, and the findings 

that are deemed important, so it is necessary to understand the context of the researcher. 

I grew up in Houston, Texas.  I have always been attracted to large cities because 

of the attractions that are available.  I had received several offers for partial academic 

scholarships to some of the top schools in the country while I was in high school, yet I 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

66 

decided to enlist in the U.S. Air Force nine months before graduating.  I chose to enlist in 

the Air Force specifically because of the opportunities to establish a career while earning 

money; however, the most important benefit was the opportunity to attend college 

financed by the Air Force, Department of Defense, and VA programs, because my 

parents could not afford to finance my education at the institutions where I had received 

partial scholarship offers. 

Six years after officially joining the Air Force, I received a technical degree from 

the Air Force’s community college and an associate degree and bachelor’s degree in 

business management from an online, for-profit university.  The online university had 

vast resources that made the process of using the 100% tuition assistance provided by the 

Air Force trouble-free.  Two years later, I completed a master’s degree in education with 

a concentration in curriculum and instruction from a mid-size university with a campus in 

East Texas and other campuses around the globe.  I coupled the GI Bill and Air Force 

tuition assistance to completely cover the cost of the master’s program.  This college 

experience was my first exposure to the problematic administrative policies of the GI Bill 

process.  I was able to talk to fellow veteran students who had experienced financial 

hardship as a result of utilizing the education benefits of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  I 

personally experienced very few problems because of the vast resources of the institution 

that I attended.  I was able to talk to veterans affairs administrators who fully understood 

the process and was able to inform me of steps to take when working with the VA. 

After working to advance my military career, I became an education and training 

manager for my organization.  I am responsible for duties that include: conducting 

routine training such as sexual assault awareness, drug prevention, safety, etc.; 
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coordinating professional military education and technical job training at Air Force 

formal schools; and training command post personnel to coordinate air defense 

operations in South Texas and the Gulf of Mexico—a function that I perform as well.  

Working in an educational capacity has afforded me the opportunity to speak with 

hundreds of Air Force students who attend public and private colleges while utilizing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill to offset the cost of their education.  These students have willfully 

explained the positive and negative aspects of utilizing education benefits, such as the 

fact that 100% of tuition is covered and that the process of utilizing the education benefits 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill is cumbersome.   

After talking to stakeholders, I decided to utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill myself 

when I enrolled in a doctoral program in higher education at a large, public, research 

university in West Texas.  The veterans affairs department was well staffed and very 

knowledgeable on the latest Post-9/11 GI Bill procedures.  In fact, the institution’s 

veterans affairs department had its own specific process to ensure that Post-9/11 GI Bill 

users follow systematic steps that are in unison with the VA policies.  Although the 

veterans affairs department at my institution was stellar and had a process in place to 

track the VA’s required documentation for Post-9/11 GI Bill usage, the VA still charged 

me for an overpayment as a result of the current policy and antiquated systems.  Tuition 

and fees were waged to my institution on my behalf after I had apparently depleted my 

Post-9/11 GI benefit, even though the VA issued me a certificate of eligibility which 

confirmed that the tuition for the course would be covered.  

I have helped many other students understand and utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill to 

offset the expense of their education; however, the process that they encountered was not 
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as smooth as my process at the large university in West Texas.  I became interested in 

improving Post-9/11 GI Bill policies and procedures across institutions so that veteran 

students can focus on their academics and maximize the benefits that they have earned 

rather than encounter burdensome paperwork and the financial hardships that are 

currently associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

Summary 

In summary, this qualitative study was conducted to explore community college 

administrators’ perception of the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The 

participants of the study were community college veterans affairs administrators.  This 

study was conducted at three public higher education community college campuses that 

are a part of a very large community college district located in a heavily populated 

metropolitan city in Southeast Texas.  The qualitative data collection methods included 

semi-structured interviews and existing documents.  The data analysis was validated by 

comparing data and coding them to create emerging themes.  Trustworthiness was 

established by enhancing credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability to 

ensure the findings were drawn from the data.  These methods were employed to elicit 

the necessary data to responsibly answer the research questions in this study.  Chapter IV 

will present the results of this study.  



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

69 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Chapter IV presents the results of the study.  The following components are 

included in this chapter: (a) summary of the research design, (b) overview of the study 

institutions and the participant profiles, and (c) the findings of this study.  The purpose of 

this study was to explore community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

experiences and perceptions of the U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs’ (VA) 

administrative process of providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 

GI Bill.  More specifically, this study explored the experiences with and perceptions of 

campus veterans affairs administrators in three key areas: (1) specific guidelines, in 

relation to the practice of processing education claims within the administrative process; 

(2) their role in Post-9/11 GI Bill implementation; and (3) how well they perceived higher 

education institutions adapt to the numerous administrative procedural changes of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.   

The four research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of and experience with the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill?  

2. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of specific guidelines (rules, regulations, and official procedures) 

regarding the processing of education claims through the Post-9/11 GI Bill? 
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3. How do community college campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 GI Bill at their respective 

institutions? 

4. What do community college veterans affairs administrators identify as the 

benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative 

policies and procedures at their respective institutions?  

Summary of the Research Design 

This qualitative instrumental case study was conducted from a naturalistic 

perspective to enable the researcher to learn about the participants’ views of the Post-9/11 

GI Bill administrative policies.  An instrumental case study research design was used to 

conduct this study as it allows for a particular issue to be illuminated through the research 

(Creswell, 2008).  The case study design also allowed the researcher to explore the 

experiences and perceptions of veterans affairs administrators at multiple campuses of a 

multi-campus community college district, to gain their insight into the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

administrative policies and procedures.  To gather the data needed to address the research 

questions of the study,  multiple data collection sources were used including the lens of 

the researcher, semi-structured face-to-face interviews, documents, and researcher’s field 

notes (Creswell, 2014).  Approval to collect data for this study was sought from the 

Texas Tech Human Research Protection Program and the study institution. After 

approval from both institutions, the data collection for the study began (see Appendices A 

and B). 
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Data Collection Process 

The first step in the data collection process was to contact the Chancellor of the 

community college district identified as the potential study setting to seek approval to 

conduct the study on the campus.  An e-mail was sent introducing the study and included 

a Description of the Study document (see Appendices B and C). The email sought 

approval to conduct the study, as well as if permission was granted, a  point of contact 

who could help the researcher with participant recruitment.  Inclusion criteria for the 

potential participants were that they were current veterans affairs administrators who had 

at least one year of experience working with veteran students who utilized the Post-9/11 

GI Bill at the time of the study.  The chancellor approved the conduction of the study 

after IRB requirements of the college were met.  A point of contact was also provided to 

assist the researcher with the study 

After approval was received to conduct the study, the point of contact identified 

potential participants at three of the campuses at the multi-campus institution (hereinafter 

referred to as Campus A, Campus B, and Campus C).  The point of contact emailed the 

Script for Potential Participants (see Appendix F) and the Description of the Study 

document to each of the individuals who were perceived to meet the inclusion criteria for 

the study.  Of the participants who were contacted, three agreed to participate from 

Campus A, three from Campus B, and four from Campus C.   

Once potential participants had voluntarily responded to the research and 

expressed an interest in participating in the study, interview dates and times were 

established.  Each of the participants were provided with a copy of the Interview Guide 
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for In-Person Interviews (see Appendix G) and an Informed Consent form (see Appendix 

H), prior to the scheduled interview date. 

Multiple methods of data collection were utilized for this study.  The researcher 

served as the primary data collection tool.  Qualitative research requires the researcher to 

immerse him or herself in the participant’s world to help the researcher gain insight into 

the context of the study (Bitsch, 2005).  Semi-structured face-to-face interviews were also 

utilized that allowed the researcher to capture individual ideas articulated by the 

participants based on a predetermined set of open-ended questions (Bryman & Burgess, 

2002; Creswell, 2008; Shenton, 2004).  Field notes and a researcher’s reflexive journal 

were also used to record a description of the people, events, and the researcher’s personal 

thoughts throughout the conduction of the study (Creswell, 2008).  In addition, official 

documents comprised of transcripts from Congressional and Senate hearings, public laws, 

and acts concerning the Post-9/11 GI Bill were used.  Additionally, institution-specific 

Post-9/11 GI Bill checklists, the VA School Certifying Official Handbook, and VA 

training material were an important data source. 

The semi-structured interviews took place in the offices and conference rooms of 

the study settings where the participants were employed.  Prior to the beginning the 

interview, the informed consent process occurred.  The Informed Consent form was 

explained to the participants, with emphasis given to their option to decline to participate 

in the study, skip any question they did not choose to answer, and that they could 

withdraw from the study at any time.  All participants signed the Informed Consent form.   

Participants were given the opportunity to ask preliminary questions and opt out 

of the study prior to the interview beginning.  The interview protocol was followed with 
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each participant, which consisted of an introduction, an ice-breaker conversation at the 

beginning, and an explanation of the purpose of the study (Creswell, 2014).  The 

participants were asked permission to audio record their interview.  All agreed to have 

their interview audio recorded and then each participant was asked to select a suitable 

pseudonym in order to ensure the confidentiality of the information they provided and 

were assured that their responses and identities would be kept confidential.   

Each structured interview included the same interview questions and followed the 

same format that was published in the Interview Guide for In-Person Interviews.  

Questions were presented uniformly to avoid influencing the participants’ responses.  

Probing and follow-up questions were asked as necessary throughout the interview 

process when lucidity was required to gain a complete understanding of the participants’ 

responses to the interview questions (Creswell, 2008).  The researcher kept field notes 

throughout the entire interview process, as well as journaled any thoughts and 

observations.  The length of the interviews varied, ranging from approximately 30 

minutes with participants who were relatively new in their administrative positions to 

approximately 90 minutes for more experienced campus veterans affairs administrators.  

Member checking occurred throughout each of the interviews by the researcher 

constantly checking and probing participants for clarification on their responses as 

needed (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, Shenton, 2004). 

The audio recording of each interview was transcribed by a professional 

transcription service after all interviews were recorded.  The transcribed text was 

compared to the audio recording to ensure that the information was accurately 

transcribed.  The transcription was then checked for spelling, grammar, and punctuation 
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errors that occurred during the transcription process.  Finally, each transcription was sent 

to each participant to ensure that the information captured presented an accurate depiction 

of their interview.  No participants alerted the researcher to changes that needed to be 

made to their transcriptions.  

Existing documents were also used as a data collection source in this study.  

Documents included transcripts from Congressional and Senate hearings, public laws, 

and acts concerning the Post-9/11 GI Bill were used.  Additionally, institution-specific 

Post-9/11 GI Bill checklists, the VA School Certifying Official Handbook, and VA 

training material were also analyzed.  The documents collected in this study were 

necessary to corroborate the data gathered through participant interviews, create themes, 

and answer the research questions (Creswell, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).   

Data Analysis Process 

Bryman and Burgess (2002) stated data analysis is closely related to research 

design and data collection.  That is to say, data analysis methods vary and are matched to 

the design of the study and the data collection methods.  Data analysis is the point at 

which data are integrated (Terrell, 2012). The constant comparison method of analysis as 

well as open and axial coding were used to analyze the data in this study.  The constant 

comparison method prescribes that each piece of new data is compared to data that has 

been previously collected (Beuving & Vries, 2015; Creswell, 2014).  Coding refers to 

making sense of the data by dividing it into segments and labeling the segments 

accordingly (Creswell, 2008; Orcher, 2005).  Thus, each piece of data that was collected 

was constantly compared to previously collected data and categorized into a coding 

category. 
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All data collected during this study were organized into participant folders and 

computer files and sorted by data types such as interview data, field notes, and 

documents.  All data collected in this study were analyzed manually so the researcher 

could remain close to the data without the intrusion of computer software (Creswell, 

2008).  A preliminary exploratory analysis of the data was conducted first so the 

researcher could obtain a general sense of it and gauge whether additional data were 

needed.  The data were constantly compared during exploratory analysis, and ideas, 

concepts, similarities, and differences were written in the margins of the data as the 

researcher begin to make sense of the data collected (Bryman & Burgess, 2002; Creswell, 

2008; Shenton, 2004).  Keywords and phrases were noted as well as similarities and 

differences while comparing the data. 

The data were then coded using open coding.  The data were re-read again and 

grouped based on similar information (Flick, 2009; Orcher, 2005).  Specific data began to 

emerge, which helped the data labeling process of color coding key experiences, phrases, 

and words and to then reduce overlap and redundancy of codes (Creswell, 2008). Open 

coding was conducted on the remainder of the data by examining the data line-by-line 

and highlighting categories and keywords that supported the emerging themes, using a 

color-coding method of highlighting key experiences, phrases, and subjects (Creswell, 

2008; Flick, 2009).  A key to the color codes was kept in the researcher’s journal, 

indicating the meaning of the codes. 

Axial coding was then applied.  Axial coding consists of selecting one open 

coding category and relating other categories to it (Creswell, 2008).  Axial coding was 

employed to combine and reduce the list of codes to a more manageable number of 
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codes, which were then grouped into detailed charts by category.  The codes were 

regrouped into smaller groups until themes emerged that answered the research questions.  

After axial coding, the code-recode strategy was applied to the data.  The code-

recode strategy requires the researcher to code the data twice (Anney, 2014; Creswell, 

2008).  Between the initial and secondary coding, a gestation period of one to two weeks 

took place.  Once the required time elapsed, the second coding took place.  The coded 

information was then compared to determine if the coding results were in agreement 

(Anney, 2014). 

Participant Profiles 

The participants in this study were community college veterans affairs 

professionals who had a role in veteran students’ utilization of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, and 

who had been in a position of assisting Post 9/11 GI Bill student recipients for at least 

one year.  For the purposes of this study, campus veterans affairs administrators consisted 

of VA certifying officials advisors, coordinators, education planners, and program 

managers who assist veteran students with administrative and education matters 

concerning the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  A total of 10 participants participated in the study, 

three from Campus A, two from Campus B, and five from Campus C.  The profiles of the 

participants follow. 

Marie.  Marie is an Education Planner in the veteran services department at 

Campus A, and she had three and one-half years of experience at the institution at the 

time of the study.  She has been involved with the management of assisting veteran 

students during her tenure and is spending the bulk of her time assisting 500–600 veteran 

students per year.  Marie’s additional responsibilities, in addition to her primary 
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management functions, are processing veteran students’ initial documents to be submitted 

to the institution’s business office and reconciling veteran students’ accounts.  Marie 

holds a Doctor of Education degree and was previously employed by another community 

college in Southeast Texas.   

Nina.  Nina is a VA Certifying Official in the veteran services department at 

Campus A and had three years of experience at the institution at the time of the study.  

Her primary duty is certifying up to 600 veteran student enrollments a year.  Nina’s 

additional responsibilities are processing veteran students’ initial documents as well as 

scanning and indexing the documents.  Nina holds an associates degree in an unrelated 

field from Campus A and was previously employed at another campus within the same 

community college system.   

Eli.  Eli is a Veteran Center Advisor with approximately one year of experience at 

Campus A at the time of the study.  He has been involved with the veterans affairs 

department at Campus A for approximately one year, where he advises 15–20 veteran 

students per day on how to utilize their education benefits.  Some of his advising 

experiences are derived from his time in the armed forces and as a veteran student 

utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Eli’s additional responsibilities include general office 

work.  Eli is working on an associate degree at the college.   

Mary.  Mary is a Veteran Center Advisor with over one year of experience at 

Campus B at the time of the study.  She assists an average of five veteran students per 

day in utilizing their Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits.  Mary has a high school diploma and a 

wealth of experience in customer service in other industries.  She utilizes her customer 

service background to promote an environment in which veteran students are the priority.  
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Mary’s duties include documenting students’ records; assisting students in using E-

Benefits, a Department of Veterans Affairs website that permits veteran students to apply 

for education benefits; filing documentation; and assisting students when payment issues 

arise. 

Rose.  Rose is an Education Planner in the veteran services department of 

Campus B, and she has over 19 years of experience.  She has been involved with the 

management of assisting veteran students during her tenure and spends the bulk of her 

time assisting 250 veteran students per year.  Rose allocates 100% of her time to assisting 

veteran students as an education planner, veterans affairs coordinator, and career advisor.  

Her additional responsibilities are processing veteran students’ initial documents 

submitted to the institution’s business office and reconciling veteran students’ accounts.  

Additionally, she is the campus liaison to the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, and a 

board member of the Western Association of Veterans Education Specialists, an 

organization that promotes communication across institutions and agencies on matters 

affecting veteran students and hosts a conference designed to train certifying officials.  

Rose holds a Bachelor of Science degree and has devoted her professional career to 

Campus B.   

Francis.  Francis is a Veteran Center Advisor with over a year of experience at 

Campus B at the time of the study.  He assists a diverse group of veteran students in a 

range from hardly any students some days to students all day during peak times, to do his 

part in assisting approximately 250 students who use Post-9/11GI Bill benefits at the 

college.  He assists veteran students by helping them work with their professors to 

accommodate their specific veteran’s needs.  He also provides support to the senior 
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veterans affairs coordinator by assisting students in applying for and continuing their 

education benefits. Francis has completed some college at Campus B.   

Tony.  Tony is a Veteran Center Advisor with over one year of experience at 

Campus C at the time of the study.  He assists an average of four veteran students per day 

in utilizing their Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits.  His duties include informing veteran students 

of their available benefits, managing course enrollments, and general office work.  Tony 

has completed some college courses at the institution.   

Lilly.  Lilly is an Education Planner in the veteran services department at Campus 

C, and had one and one-half years of experience at the time of the study.  She had gained 

prior experience assisting veteran students at another community college while stationed 

on an active duty base with her military spouse.  Lilly is an education planner involved 

with the management of assisting veteran students, and spends the bulk of her time 

assisting over 600 veteran students per year.  Lilly is also responsible for managing the 

campus veterans affairs office at Campus C, processing veteran students’ initial 

documents submitted to the institution business office, and certifying veteran students 

information to the VA.  She holds a Bachelor of Science degree from a large university 

located in Southeast Texas.   

Alex.  Alex is a Veteran Center Advisor with over one year of experience 

assisting veteran students at Campus C at the time of thes tudy.  He is responsible for 

advising approximately 10 veteran students per day on how to utilize their education 

benefits.  Some of his advising experience is derived from his time in the U.S. Navy and 

as a veteran student who utilized the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Alex’s additional responsibilities 
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include helping veteran students find and apply for applicable education benefits.  Alex is 

working on an associate degree at the institution at which he is employed.  

Demetrius.  Demetrius is the veterans affairs district manager of Campus A, B, 

and C at the time of the study.  He is responsible for overseeing each veterans affairs 

office, as well as managing the education benefits for over 1,400 veteran students.  

Additionally, Demetrius is a certifying official -- he organizes the training for all staff 

members and aligns his organization’s processes with the requirements of the VA.  He 

has 13 years of experience working at the community college where he focuses 100% of 

his time on veteran students initiatives.  Demetrius holds a master’s degree in an 

unrelated field from a large college system in Southeast Texas.   

Findings 

Experiences With and Perceptions of Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy 

Research question one sought to understand the specific experiences and 

perceptions of community college campus veterans affairs administrators regarding the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, which governs their respective processes and procedures.  The 

analysis of the data produced three themes specific to campus veterans affairs 

administrators’ experiences and perceptions: (1) veteran student persistence, (2) clarity of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and (3) financial aspects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy. 

Veteran student persistence.  A major theme that emerged in the analysis of the 

data was that the policy of the Post-9/11 GI Bill affects veteran students’ ability to 

persist.  The participants in this study perceived that veteran students do not persist as it 

relates to the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy because the policy hinders 

persistence by adding administrative obstacles such as minimum and maximum courses 
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that can be taken in any given semester, and how the courses must be taken regarding 

parts of term in order for veteran students to receive the appropriate compensation.   All 

of the participants in this study perceived that the VA designs policy with veteran 

student’s best interest, and Rose clarified that “sometimes the outcome is to the detriment 

of the student [persistence].”  Persistence for veteran students are disrupted when they 

experience hardships that prevent them from enrolling in courses (Devarics, 2011; 

Simon, Negrusa, & Warner, 2010; Steele, Salcedo, & Coley, 2010).  

The participants did not all share the same view on whether the administrative 

policies affect students’ ability to persist positively or negatively.  Alex (Veteran Center 

Advisor, Campus C) identified a positive aspect of the policy, stating “It motivates 

veterans [students] to do their work” to achieve the necessary grades to pass their courses 

so that they can advance in their studies and meet the administrative criteria to continue 

receiving education benefits.  Tony (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) supported 

Alex’s perception of how the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy affects student persistence in 

stating that it was “fair” for the VA to hold students accountable for every class they 

enroll in and force students “to give back money to the VA” for classes that they drop. 

To further support the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy effect on veteran students’ ability 

to persist, Demetrius (veterans affairs district manager) explained that “The Post-9/11 GI 

Bill does a wonderful job of closing the loop for our students.” He added that traditional 

students do not have “checks and balances” to ensure that they are taking the classes they 

were advised to take.  He provided the following example of how the administrative 

policy positively supports veteran student persistence: 
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The GI Bill encompasses all of those different attributes, and it helps the students 

stay in alignment with what their degree ambitions are. So many times we have so 

many students that come in, and I use this as an example; out of this population of 

students [veterans], I probably have around 20% to 30% of the students that I 

have to come back and [I] say, “Hey! You are not taking the right classes; you 

need to be taking these classes for this particular degree plan.”  Me and that 

student, we have a conversation, we have a plan set out. And so, that student can 

do whatever they want to do, go and register for the classes themselves or 

whatever the case may be, but when they turn that paperwork back to me and I 

have to certify to the VA, I'm going to be double checking to make sure that that 

student did exactly what we talked about. And that’s what the traditional [student] 

doesn’t have. 

Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) further explained that some students find the 

application of the Post-9/11 GI Bill too difficult.  She supported this argument by stating 

that she “didn’t end up using the benefits [as an eligible veteran student] because it just – 

it was too difficult [to meet the administrative requirements].”  Lilly perceived that 

persistence rates were negatively affected because the students “end up getting 

discouraged.  It’s just too much work.”  Lilly noted that one of the differences in what 

she experienced as a student who attempted to use the benefits as a recipient of her 

veteran spouse’s VA education benefits and her role now is that she did not have 

someone explain the policy and exercise the checks and balances such as those that are in 

place with the current Post-9/11 GI Bill. 
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Eli (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus A) supported Lilly’s perception of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill policy’s negative effects on veteran students’ persistence by explaining that 

the parameters of the policy do not allow veteran students to deviate from their initial 

education goal.  He explained that students who change their major take classes that do 

not apply.  When they start their degree plans over to take applicable classes, they are 

unable to reach graduation because there is “no GI Bill left.”  Eli also explained that the 

parameters of the policy are not conducive for students who require additional courses to 

complete degrees in the medical and engineering career fields.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policy does not offer enough time to accomplish a degree.  The policy affords veteran 

students 36 months of enrollment“but it takes 48 months to get a four-year degree.”  All 

participants voiced the same concern that students are not left with enough eligibility to 

complete the intended four year degree beyond community college. 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) expounded upon Eli (Veteran 

Center Coordinator, Campus A) and Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) regarding 

veteran students’ persistence by explaining: 

I explain it to them [veteran students], [they] need to begin with the end in mind, 

and so with that, the students are taking the three-week mini-courses.  They are 

taking the summer classes, and that’s how you can really maximize your benefits 

that way so that you are not wasting your entitlement because it doesn’t matter if 

you take one class during the fall semester or if you take five classes during the 

fall semester.  You are still using four to five months of entitlement, so it’s really 

a race on the months of entitlement and how many classes you are actually taking.   
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Demetrius emphasized how veteran students can maximize their benefits by effectively 

utilizing the various term lengths of their courses at community colleges that offer 

courses at different lengths to their advantage.  All participants sought to assist veteran 

students by helping them understand how to utilize their education benefit during the 

appropriate term to maximize their benefit and increase persistence.   

Clarity of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The second theme that emerged from 

the data analysis was the clarity of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The participants 

perceived that the lack of clarity in the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy negatively affects veteran 

students’ persistence. 

All of the participants perceived that the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is unclear in that 

the exact formula used to calculate how courses taken subtract from veteran students’ 

education benefit was confusing.  Demetrius  (Veterans Affairs District Manager) 

explained the formula as the number of credit hours, times 18, divided by the number of 

weeks of the course in which the students are enrolled.  Rose (Veterans Affairs Manager, 

Campus B) explained the importance of ensuring that students are enrolled according to 

the formula presented above, stating “If [veteran] students are not considered at least 

more than half-time, the student doesn’t get paid anything, and that’s a detriment to some 

of our students because it affects [their] persistence.”  

Nina (VA Certifying Official, Campus A) and Marie (Education Planner, Campus 

A) supported Rose’s perception of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy not being conducive to the 

institution’s terms by adding that the length of the courses at their institution are less than 

a full semester (known as parts of the term at this institution), while the VA operates 

solely on full semesters.  Nina stated that she and other administrators work to ensure that 
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students have a continuous course load of 12 hours, but students find it difficult to satisfy 

the course requirements of the VA administrative policy with the short courses at the 

institution.  Nina declared, “I’ve actually had students who couldn’t quite figure out the 

summer semester and say, ‘Screw it.’”  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) 

pointed out that taking off summer semesters when mini-courses are offered causes 

veteran students to exhaust their benefits; thereby, affecting their persistence rates. 

The participants also perceived that communications with the VA were very slow 

which presents an obstacle when the participants attempted to gain clarification of 

benefits from the VA.  Tony (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) explained that the VA 

directs students to their websites for information to speed up communications, but 

claimed, “Oftentimes, the websites [are unreliable and] actually go down.”  The VA 

(2015) acknowledged that websites such as the E-Benefits website were created to 

provide veteran students access to information to reduce the time they spent on the 

telephone to collect information.  The participants also noted that the Vas websites are 

not user-friendly that delays communication which then delays the processing of 

education claims and benefits.  The participants in this study agreed that the 

communication delays further contribute to the lack of clarity surrounding the Post-9/11 

GI Bill policy. 

Tony and Alex (both Veteran Center Advisors, Campus C) also added that clear 

and concise communication with the VA is vital because the VA produces 

documentation, such as a certificate of eligibility, that enables veteran students to enroll.  

Rose concurred with Alex and Tony’s perception of the communication with the VA and 

the effects of the communication on veteran students’ persistence by explaining that there 
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is one education liaison representative (ELR) per region.  An ELR works at the VA’s 

Department of Education and is responsible for answering policy questions from the 

field.  Rose further added that:  

The communication [with the VA] is slow because there are not enough people at 

the higher level that we can come back to and ask, so if I have a problem with 

VA-ONCE [an online application for submitting forms to the VA], I almost have 

to go to my ELR, which creates a problem.   

Tony added that the campus veterans affairs office provides students with a hotline 

number to the VA; however, the wait times can be substantial during peak times of 

registration. The participants in this study explained that the VA hotline information is 

distributed to veteran students, so that information that the VA is responsible for 

communicating to veteran students does not get distorted in the transfer of information, 

yet Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C), Rose (Education Planner, Campus B), and 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) explained that the information received 

from the VA is not consistent or standard adding to the imprecise nature of information 

that veteran students use to stay informed and utilize education benefits. 

Financial aspects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The final theme that emerged 

from the analysis of the data collected to address this research question was the financial 

aspects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The most important aspect of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill is the financial compensation that veteran students receive for tuition and education-

related expenses (Vacchi, 2012).  All participants agreed that the problems exist when 

students receive erroneous payments, accrue financial debts that must be paid back to the 
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VA, and violate institution financial policies as a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy 

(Committee on Veterans' Affairs Update on the Post-9/11 GI Bill, 2010; Vacchi, 2012). 

All of the participants acknowledged that the housing and tuition stipends 

provided by the Post-9/11 GI Bill enabled college affordability for veteran students.  

They also stated that the most important aspect of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was the tuition 

payment, which covers the cost of courses that fall within the parameters of the Post-9/11 

GI Bill policy.  Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) noted that “[The] Post-9/11 has a 

unique purpose in that it helps students pay for tuition and fees up front.”  Nina (VA 

Certifying Official, Campus A) added that  “Funding is the most important [aspect of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill], followed by the housing stipend because students do not have to work 

a 40-hour work week and go to school.”   

Marie’s (Education Planner, Campus A) perspective of the financial aspects of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill was that the tuition, housing stipend, and book allowance were all 

positive outcomes of the financial aspects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, but she also noted 

both pros and cons to the financial aspects: 

On the plus side, [the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy affords veteran students the 

opportunity to] go to school and [they] don’t have to worry about working so 

many hours. So, by having their housing stipend, maybe they can work a part-

time job or not work at all depending on their situation to really focus on their 

school work. So that’s a plus. But on the negative side, this debt really gets them.  

If [any portion of their enrollment] change, the debt hits and then it’s like, “I’ve 

got work, now. I’ve got to pay this debt back.”  
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Although Tony (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) explained that a part of an 

administrator’s service to students is to “make sure students understand before they make 

any [educational] decisions and inform students of the consequences [of their decisions],” 

many debts for payments are borne by the students.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District 

Manager) and Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) explained that some of the debts 

incurred are caused by veteran students who do not attend class.  Rose also explained that 

some of the debts that students incur are due to a difference in the policies of the 

institution and the VA.  She went on to provide a hypothetical example of a student who 

withdraws on the first day of class, stating “The VA will come back and ask for 100% of 

those funds back and then the student is left with a debt when, in fact, the student will not 

receive 100% refund based on the institution's policy.”  Rose further explained that the 

VA assigns the debt to the school in some cases.  If a debt is left with the school, the 

school subsequently bills the student, and the student can not enroll in further classes or 

transfer to another institution with a financial obligation to the institution. 

Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) and Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, B) 

shared similar perceptions and experiences as Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) and 

Demetrius’s (Veteran Affairs District Manager) relative to the financial aspects of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill, adding that any time students make changes to their enrollment or 

courses, they can be subject to a debt by the VA.  Lilly further explained that the campus 

veterans affairs office must submit all changes “within 30 days, which is unrealistic.”  Eli 

(Veteran Center Coordinator, Campus A) stated that the hardest part of helping students 

deal with the financial aspects of the VA is that the campus veterans affairs offices “don’t 

pay them.”  He stated, “Everything can be input in the systems and applied, but we wait 
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on the VA to pay them, and it’s hard for them to understand that we’re just middlemen.”  

Demetrius further clarified other participants’ perspective in the following example of the 

institution and the VA’s refund and debt policies: 

So, depending on how the student drops the classes and things like that, you have 

to also abide by the school’s refund policy.  So, let’s say that the student comes in 

to register for a class for 12 credit hours, and then they drop down to nine credit 

hours.  Well, they didn’t completely withdraw from the courses, but that means 

now the student is going to have a debt, and now the school has to refund back to 

the student. [In another case,] a student comes in and they register for the class.  

Did they completely withdraw from the institution?  [If so], then that issue is a 

school debt, which means that school debt has to pay back directly to the VA.  

And then you also have to think about – if the course that they withdrew from was 

within the refund policy.  If they withdraw within the first couple of days, it’s 

going to be a 70% refund after the first day of the class, then it drops down to a 

25% refund after so many days. And then you get to the point where it’s a 0% 

refund, which means that we keep all the money that has been sent by the VA.  

And that student is going to still be responsible for repaying the amount back to 

the VA, but you have to abide by your school’s, your institution’s refund policy. 

All of the participants acknowledged that the payments to veteran students were 

not timely.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) perceived that the payments 

were delayed when students were not continuously enrolled or when there was a change 

in the students’ enrollment.  Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) stated that the 

basic allowance for housing stipend was delayed, but he also noted that the delay was a 
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“temporary issue because [the finances] will be resolved, and students will get back pay 

for the funds that they should have received.”  Eli (Veteran Center Coordinator, Campus 

A) noted that delays in payments were also caused when veteran students registered for 

classes late.  Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) and Lilly (Education Planner, 

Campus C) perceived that the delay of payments caused students to give up on their 

education to tend to life matters, such as supporting their families, which affects veteran 

student persistence rates. 

Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy Guidelines for Processing Education Benefits 

Research question two sought to understand the community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of the specific guidelines (rules, regulations, 

and official procedures), regarding the processing of education benefit claims through the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific related to this 

research question: (1) sluggishness of the administrative processes, (2) antiquated 

processes and systems, and (3) campus veterans affairs administrators’ training. 

Sluggishness of the Administrative Process 

A major theme that emerged in the analysis of the data is that the administrative 

process of the Post-9/11 GI Bill is a time-consuming task.  The participants in this study 

spent an exorbitant amount of time with veteran students to meet their unique counseling 

needs (Green & Hayden, 2013; Lum, 2009) as a result of the processing time that is 

required to carry out the Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy.  These administrators must adhere to 

the processing guidelines of their respective institution, but they must also follow the 

guidelines and policies associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill (GI Bill, 2013).  All 

participants perceived that the policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill mandate processes that 
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are sluggish such as extended processing times and a manual system update for every 

change in a veterans student’s enrollment. 

Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) perceived that the administrative 

processes of the Post-9/11 GI Bill took an unreasonable amount of time to accomplish.  

She added that the campus veterans affairs administrators cannot afford to wait on the 

timely processes of the Post-9/11 GI Bill “because sometimes there are a lot of other 

areas [functions and responsibilities] of the department to deal with [that requires time 

and attention] in addition to the administrative [requirements] from the college [and Post-

9/11 GI Bill].   

Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) supported Mary’s (Veteran Center 

Advisor, Campus B) perception of the time-intensive processes.  She noted that she had 

to constantly monitor the VA systems based on the “30-day limit” in which the Post-9/11 

GI Bill policy requires veterans affairs administrators with institutions’ veterans affairs 

departments to make changes.  She further explained that she monitored the systems to 

discover when students made changes so that she can report the changes to the VA before 

the 30-day time period expires.  Mary also noted that the processes are longer and in 

some cases, shorter based upon the institution because each institution has individual 

processes in place to meet the time requirement. 

Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) shared Mary’s (Veteran Center Advisor, 

Campus B) perception of the Post-9/11 GI Bill processes being time-consuming.  She 

stated, 

The greatest challenge is how long it takes for [veteran students] to get their 

certificate of eligibility.  The processing time takes too long.  After [Veteran 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

92 

students complete] their application, [the certificate of eligibility] can take four to 

six weeks [to arrive].   

Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B)also confirmed the time it takes for 

veteran students to receive their certificate of eligibility, and Eli (Veteran Center 

Coordinator, Campus A) added that campus veterans affairs administrators cannot start 

the education benefits process without the certificate of eligibility.  Lilly (Education 

Planner, Campus C) concluded by staing that campus veterans affairs administrators 

“mail documents to the VA, and their [turnaround] times are not good at all.” 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) agreed with all the other 

participants regarding the extensive time-commitment required by the policy processes, 

but he stated that the slow process and the methodical nature prevents overpayments and 

debts.  He clarified, “If you are not processing the information and keeping it up-to-date, 

then that means that [the VA] is going to overpay the student, which is going to cause 

more hardship.”  Based on the requirements of the policy and the processes, Demetrius 

reported that he created a report every Friday to see who has dropped classes to ensure 

that the VA is updated so that the campus veterans affairs office can report the necessary 

information to the VA and get “payments back in for those students, so it doesn’t create a 

hardship to where three months have gone by, and the information is unreported, and now 

the student owes [an] unexpected astronomical amount of debt.” 

Antiquated processes and systems.  The second major theme that emerged in 

the analysis of the data is that the administrative process of the Post-9/11 GI Bill is 

hindered by the antiquated systems that were used to process education claims.  The 

previous section discussed how the processes that are prescribed by the Post-9/11 GI Bill 
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are not timely.  The participants in this study further attributed the sluggishness of the 

administrative processes to the design and lack of automation of the systems that are 

mandated by the administrative policy.  The use of the systems (i.e., websites and 

programs) were mandated by the VA for community college campus veterans affairs 

administrators to carry out administrative functions in support of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.   

Community college campus administrators use various systems, mainly VA-

ONCE, to communicate with the VA and input information on the veteran students’ 

behalf.  Students also use these systems to retrieve information from the VA to submit to 

campus veterans affairs administrators, which facilitates veteran students’ enrollment into 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill program.  All participants in this study declared that the system’s 

design caused them to negatively discern the guidelines, which mandate the use of the 

systems.   

Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) noted that the systems that veterans 

use to retrieve information were routinely “down for maintenance for whatever reason” 

when students are trying to get information to get enrolled.  Tony (Veteran Center 

Advisor, Campus C) consented to Francis’ perception by adding that the system is down 

during peak times of enrollment.  Their negative perception was caused by the effect that 

an unreliable system had on students.  In some cases, students had course enrollment 

delayed or missed enrollment deadlines, waiting for the systems to produce a certificate 

of eligibility.  Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) acknowledged Francis and Tony’s 

perception by adding that the documents received from the systems have to be mailed to 

students, which typically take “four to six weeks” to be processed.   
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The VA systems that administrators use have fostered a negative perception by 

the participants in this study of the guidelines set forth by the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy 

because the systems are outdated and far behind many of the computer application 

systems that are currently in use.  Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) supported this 

idea by stating:  

We actually have a program where you can put in the last name and you hit enter, 

right.  You can’t hit enter [in the VA mandated system].  You literally have to put 

your mouse on the cursor and go up and hit search because if you hit enter, [the 

system] doesn’t do anything.   

Additionally, Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) stated that the system that she 

used had not had a substantial upgrade in at least 10 years.  The antiquated systems cause 

extra paperwork and make the benefits enrollment process more cumbersome.  Lilly 

(Education Planner, Campus C) came to terms with this situation and acknowledged 

Rose’s perception by adding, “All that paperwork and things like that – I perceive causes 

students to give up because [the outdated processes] are too much [for veteran students].”  

The participants’ chief complaint of the systems was that they were not 

automated.  Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) stated, “We have to manually report 

graduations, probations, and [basically] everything.”  Lilly (Education Planner, Campus 

C) acknowledged that the VA’s systems require constant updates, performed manually, 

for every change that a veteran student makes.  Rose(Education Planner, Campus B) 

further clarified Lilly’s perception by adding, “By the time you run all of your 

calculations, [complete] the backup or supporting documentation, because you need to be 

able to document when the last day is, [each process] takes 20 minutes.” 
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Participants in this study perceived that the lack of automation creates the 

conditions for student debts that were discussed earlier in this chapter.  Demetrius 

(Veterans Affairs District Manager) explained that some student debts are caused by 

student changes that campus veterans affairs administrators are not aware of and, 

therefore, are not updated in the applicable system.  Marie (Education Planner, Campus 

A) supported Demetrius’ explanation of student debt by adding that students and the VA 

“don't always notify us” when there is a change in enrollment or benefits.  When this 

happens, students receive partial payments and then report the pay gap to campus 

veterans affairs administrators.  Once the administrators receive the shortage information 

from students, they research the shortfall with the VA.  Rose (Education Planner, Campus 

B) explained how the inadequate systems affected their ability to research issues through 

their systems.  She stated,  

[The systems] don't allow the schools to communicate with it where we can 

upload information about the students’ enrollment to a report or anything that 

would automatically update [veteran students’]records which would run weekly 

and the VA would get drop information. 

Additionally, Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) provided examples of other 

areas of the institution, such as financial aid, for which the system is automated; thus, if 

the student drops, the financial aid advisor is automatically notified, and the system 

automatically bills the student for repayment.  Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus 

B) explained that administrators struggle to help students through financial woes because 

the system that campus veterans affairs administrators use does not allow administrators 
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to view any payment information regarding stipends and tuition.  Marie (Education 

Planner, Campus A) concurred with Francis’s perceptions by adding: 

We have run into that [veteran student pay issues] several times where students 

come in and they say, “Hey, I didn’t get my book stipend.”  And we’ll look 

through, and they’ll say, “See here.  Look on my checking account.”  And they’ll 

show their statement.  I inform them that [a deposit] looks like the stipend, but it 

is not labeled [as such].  So, it is very difficult for the students to tell the book 

stipend, from a housing [allowance], or a disability payment. 

Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) also offered an alternative perception 

regarding system automation.  She explained that some veteran students are not computer 

savvy and more automation would put these students further behind in their 

comprehension of the process. 

Campus Veterans Affairs Administrators’ Training 

The final theme that emerged from the analysis of the data collected to address 

this research question was the campus veterans affairs administrators’ training.  The 

administrative policy of the VA set forth guidance that all certifying officials, 

administrators who are responsible for certifying veteran student enrollment for the Post-

9/11 GI Bill Policy, complete VA-managed training in order to be a certifying official.  

Of the participants in this study, eight perceived that the training is inadequate and does 

not prepare them to confidently perform their administrative duties. 

The eight participants in this study that perceived that the training, which 

prescribes how to follow the applicable VA processing guidelines, required by the 

administrative policy of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was inadequate because the training was 
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outdated.  Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) classified the training as “slow and 

boring.”  She admitted that she was able to use the quizzes to understand the material.  

Nina (VA Certifying Official, Campus A) concurred with Mary’s perception of the 

training being slow and boring by adding that the training is dated and situational.  She 

further described her first months in her current administrative position as “trial by fire.”  

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) sided with Mary and Nina’s perception of 

the VA training when he explained that the “Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is difficult to apply, 

and training is outdated because the VA is always changing.” Eli (Veteran Center 

Coordinator, Campus A) and Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C), neither of 

whom are certifying officials, contradicted the other eight participants by evaluating the 

quality of training provided by the VA as good.  Eli explained that he learned through 

repetition and commitment.  Alex explained that the training consisted of “a lot of 

reading and [learning] different forms.”  As a veteran himself, Alex took the training 

personally because he understood the effect of directing veteran students in the wrong 

direction based on a lack of training or understanding.  

In addition to the outdated VA training, participants’ perception of the training 

was that it is contradictory between the training platforms. Lilly (Education Planner, 

Campus C) provided an example of the contradicting documents.  She explained, “[The 

VA has] a certifying handbook and a training [module] that is supposed to reflect the 

certifying handbook, but they do not mirror each other.”  Nina (VA Certifying Official, 

Campus A) described the certifying handbook as the governing document that the 

institution certifiers are to use when assisting veteran students in accessing the Post-9/11 

GI Bill education benefits based upon the guidance of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

98 

administrative policy.  Her perception was also that the current policy “kind of 

contradicts [the handbook].”  Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) acknowledged that 

this book is the “certifiers’ bible” but it is not always up-to-date and can contradict other 

training related information that is published by the VA. 

In addition to the VA certifying handbook and training modules, some of the 

other training platforms that the VA used are conferences and webinars.  Rose (Education 

Planner, Campus B) explained that each conference is held on an annual basis.  The 

conferences are not mandated by the VA, and each higher education institution is 

responsible for funding each member attended in the conference.  The primary 

conference that the participants had attended was the Western Association of Veterans 

Education Specialists (WAVES) conference.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District 

Manager) explained that their institution makes a “concerted effort to go [to the WAVES 

conference].”  Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) agreed with Demetrius’s 

explanation that they made an effort to attend the WAVES conference each year, but she 

admitted that “sometimes everybody can’t go.”  She further explained that everyone 

cannot go because “the conference is very expensive.”  According to Marie, the cost to 

attend the conference is $480 per person, which does not include airfare and hotel 

accommodations.  Rose agreed that the training is costly, but she urged administrators to 

“keep communicating to their supervisors, the importance of going to conferences.”  She 

and Marie concurred that the conference is the best training platform to have questions 

answered. 

Webinars were a supplemental source of training that the VA provided.  Rose 

noted that the webinars are a cost-savings solution for campus veterans affairs 
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administrators who cannot afford the conference.  These conferences have been offered 

synchronously, online, enabling campus veterans affairs administrators to ask questions 

and attain up-to-date administrative policy changes.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District 

Manager) confirmed that the VA completed training through its webinars and recognized 

that the webinars were the VA’s attempt “to make sure all certifying officials are up-to-

date with all the new policies and regulations as much as possible, but I can understand 

[the webinars are] quite difficult [to produce].”  Rose agreed that the webinars are 

“extremely important” when she explained: 

It’s a great way to communicate to the masses.  The last webinar was so well 

attended that they did not have enough space for everyone to attend.  You could 

not see the official presentation, and then they never send it out.  So, it made it 

very hard to connect.  I mean I listened for the simple fact that it was like, “At 

least I’m getting something.”  I want to make sure [that the information presented] 

does not affect me. 

Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) echoed Rose’s (Education Planner, 

Campus B) perception of the webinar training.  She explained that she had called into 

webinars but was unable to hear anything.  Furthermore, she lamented that the 

PowerPoint presentation that is supposed to be sent out after the conclusion of the 

webinar rarely is.  When it is sent out to campus veterans affairs administrators, it “is not 

very good [because] it has fewer points and not all of the information that you need.” 

Campus VA Administrators’ Role in Implementation of Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy  

Research question three sought to understand how community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators perceived their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 
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GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific to this research question: 

(1) a personal and institutional connection, (2) liaisons between the policy and 

implementation, and (3) a communication avenue to the VA.   

A Personal and Institutional Connection 

A major theme that emerged in the analysis of the data is that the participants 

perceived a personal connection to veteran students in assisting them to apply the policies 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The participants’ viewpoint is that they were personally 

responsible for students persisting while expending their education benefits.  Campus 

veterans affairs administrators in this study also understood that the veteran students were 

not the source of obstacles in many cases, so they took ownership of helping veteran 

students through the financial and administrative challenges that they experienced as a 

result to the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy. 

Eli (Veteran Center Coordinator, Campus A) perceived that he is responsible for 

ensuring that veteran students were on the correct degree plan that is conducive to their 

long-term education goals.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) concurred 

with Eli’s perception in explaining how he advised students to utilize their education 

benefits to maximize their education benefits based upon their goals beyond the 

community college when he added: 

So, it’s very easy for students to get off on the wrong path, so I’m advising them 

that they only have 36 months of entitlement.  That’s only three years and you are 

trying to go for a four-year degree.  [If that’s the case], you are going to be paying 

out of pocket for your courses when you get to the four-year [institution].  The 
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four-year school is going to be a whole lot more expensive than here at [the 

community college].  We help students utilize their benefits. 

Tony (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) acknowledged Eli and Demetrius’s 

perceptions by adding that he ensures that veteran students understand their course load 

and what it takes to achieve their goal.  He stated, “We make sure students know [how 

courses at impact their education benefit] before they make any decisions and inform the 

student of the consequences.  Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) concurred with the 

perceptions of other participants and added, “We are working to try and help our students 

be more aware, sort of what financial aid does with the students during incoming loan 

counseling.  Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) concurred that the 

administrators at the veteran affairs office of his institution worked hard to prevent 

disruptions in pay and benefits for the students because it “negatively affects them.” 

Participants also perceived that the institution shared a major role in executing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill at their institution.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) 

noted that the administrative staff of the institution provided resources support to the 

veteran centers at each campus.  The participants all concluded that the support that their 

respective offices received from the institution was unparalleled.   

First, the participants acknowledged that the institution invested in the veteran 

centers which includes the facilities, staff, and associated costs.  All participants 

conceded that similar community college institutions do not have staffed veteran centers 

that offer the personnel and space such as the campuses in this study.  Community 

college campus veterans affairs administrators perform their duties in the veteran centers.  

Additionally, veteran students use these centers to study, utilize computers, relax, and to 
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work with veterans affairs administrators to manage their enrollment and Post-9/11GI 

Bill benefits.  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) recounted that the initial 

veteran center for the institution as a whole was funded by a Fund for the Improvement 

Post-Secondary Education grant.  The $400,000 grant allowed the institution to develop 

and staff the veteran center.  He further explained that the institution founded and grew 

the veteran centers beyond the initial grant.  The institution also provides funding for 

applicable training that was discussed in the previous section. 

In addition to funding, training, and staffing the campus veterans center, 

institutional leaders at the institution where this study was conducted provided financial 

support to aid campus veteran administrators in assisting Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit 

recipients.  Rose (Educaiton Planner, Camus B), Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District 

Manager), and Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) concurred that the institution 

funded an expensive software upgrade for the campus veterans affairs centers.  Marie 

declared that the campus veterans affairs had to “redesign our software to track when a 

student dropped [which would allow campus veterans affairs administrators to report] 

changes to the VA.” 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) explalined that the institutional 

leaders of their community college district waived many of their administrative policies 

for veteran students who received the Post/9/11 GI Bill benefit.  Waiving benefits such as 

payment due dates and mandated testing allows veterans to persist and remain enrolled.  

All participants acknowledged the various administrative procedures and that the veteran 

students must abide by.  The participants perceived that the institution did an excellent 

job of adjusting the policy for veteran students.  Rose (Educaiton Planner, Campus, C) 
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further clarified why participants perceived that their institutional connection to the Post-

9/11 GI Bill was significant  in the following example: 

Any time that you have federal rules and regulations, you got the state rules and 

regulations, and you got the school’s rules and regulations, everybody has their 

own rules. And in some cases, students are utilizing all of those different rules at 

the same time, so there is bound to be something that’s going to clash.  

We have a payment deadline for the institution, all of the tuition fees have to pay 

by the certain day or you have to have an established payment plan on your 

account. Well for the VA, they pay in parts of term [based on course start and end 

dates]. So, if you have these terms . . . that means that this is the start date, this is 

the end date, right [specific start and end dates of courses]. So, you are going to 

get a payment for these courses, these two classes here at the beginning of this 

term [based on the start and end date that the Post-9/11 GI Bill guidelines]. 

Then you go to the next term, you are not going to receive the full payment 

[because the term is an extension of the first term of which the veteran student has 

already been compensated for], then you’ll receive the next payment in the next 

part of the term.  I think that [this institution], done a great job with 

accommodating the needs of our students, but if we waited for the VA to pay us 

[the institution] in full for all the classes that these students are taking, every 

student will be dropped from their classes because they wouldn’t meet the 

payment requirements [based on deadlines determined by the institution]. 

Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) echoed Rose’s (Education Planner, 

Campus B) statement by adding, “[the institution] has been good about when we say VA 
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says this is how it’s going to be and they say okay and adjust [by applying waivers based 

on an expected payment from the VA].” Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) 

added that the institution encourages veteran students to visit the student veterans centers 

even when they bypass the veterans office to enroll in school to avoid higher tuition and 

fees and standard university administrative policies.  Veteran students were not mandated 

to utilize the campus veterans affairs office at the institution in this study, and veteran 

students who do not utilize the services afforded to them by the campus veterans affairs 

office may be forced to abide by intitutional policies although they are veteran students 

because their student accounts were not notated by campus veterans affairs 

administrators. 

Liasons Between the Policy and Implementation 

The second major theme that emerged from data analysis is that the participants 

perceived their role as being a liaison to the VA.  Participants settled that many students 

confuse the campus veterans office with that of the Department of Veterans Affairs’ 

education department.  Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) explained this perception 

when she stated, “We are doing a lot of what the VA supposed to be doing [in terms of 

explaining administrative processes and payments] even though we're not telling students 

how much they are eligible for, we're still telling them what [education benefits] they are 

eligible for.”  Eli (Veteran Center Coordinator, Campus A) added that advising and 

assisting students is harder because the students do not understand that the campus 

veterans office is not the VA and payments cannot be issued from the campus [veterans 

affairs] office.  Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) also agreed with the perception of 

other participants.  She stated, “Well, it makes it harder for me to answer questions [about 
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pay and benefits] without sending them back to the VA which then the student feels like 

they’re being bounced around.”  Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) and Rose 

explained that the campus veterans office is now, more than ever, a “one-stop shop” for 

veteran students to accomplish many tasks; however, Demetrius acknowledged that there 

are functions of the VA that veteran students would like for the campus veterans office to 

do, but they simply cannot. 

Participants in this study created mechanisms to help students persist, reduce the 

number of errors in processing, and meet the guidelines of the administrative policy of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Students follow specific guidelines and checklist in the process of 

applying for or continuing Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits.  All participants acknowledged that 

the checklists provided by the campus veterans affairs office had a positive impact on 

administrators and students to include students’ understanding of the administrative 

policies.   

Tony (Veteran Center Adviso, Campus C) recognized that the checklists are in 

place to ensure that all of the guidelines are met in the procedure of processing 

educational claims.  Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) described the checklist as 

the “VA Checklist” which students received in addition to the certifying official’s contact 

information at the respective campuses within the community college district.  She 

further added that the checklist gave veteran students a step-by-step list of the documents 

that are needed to apply for education benefits.  Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus 

C) and Lilly’s (Education Planner, Campus C) perception of the checklists was the same 

as Tony and Mary’s outlook of positive aspects that the checklists provide.  Lilly 

explained that the checklists were in place to ensure that everything is “perfect” before it 
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is sent to the VA to avoid information being returned which would delay enrollment or 

continuation of benefits. 

In addition to the checklists that were put in place to follow the guidelines, all 

participants explained that they placed institutional holds on veteran students’ accounts.  

The participants perceived that institutional holds prevented veteran students from 

making changes to their enrollment without campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

knowledge.  Doing so would cause errors in payment as the changes would not have been 

reported to the VA by the campus veterans affairs administrators as prescribed by the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  Campus veterans affairs administrators in this study perceived 

their role to be checks and balances for the VA to ensure that the students could receive 

education benefits. Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) explained her perception of the 

holds that campus veterans affairs administrators placed on veteran students’ accounts: 

Our holds prevent them . . . [veteran students from enrolling in courses without 

the proper documentation on file].   We need to have all your [veteran students] 

college transcripts. We need you to have your DD-214 [military discharge 

documents]. We give them this huge list, and we won’t let them continue [move 

forward in the enrollment process] without having everything they need up front.  

VA requires all documents up front before they really begin, in the first semester. 

So, that way there isn’t a delay for them [receiving their education benefits] after 

that.  Even something as simple an address change, name change, not just holds 

for guidelines and regulations, but we're flagging these students as much as we 

can.  Even if your name doesn’t match up with [veteran student’s documents on 
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file with the VA] or if your e-mail address or address isn’t the same that’s going 

to prevent you [veteran students from getting benefits. 

Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) agreed with Lilly’s (Education Planner, 

Campus C) measure of the holds on students accounts as a method to fulfill the role of a 

checks and balances avenue for the VA to ensure veteran students meet the guidelines of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill, which she explained when she stated: 

The one thing I always tell [veteran] students is that withdrawing from classes for 

any reason generates a hold on their account.  It's [holds on veteran students’ 

accounts] a burden and it's a positive and it has consequences.  It's a barrier for 

students because we [campus veterans affairs administrators in this study] put that 

hold on them so they can't just go out and drop classes and so they can't just go 

out and register when they want.  They have to call in and then we create a 

conversation with them which is the positive side that need to remind them that 

they need to turn in updated schedules when needed so that we can either update 

VA or we can increase their awarding amount so we can pay for it but also to so 

that we can have that conversation about well if you are withdrawing this is a 

consequence.  It's a way to check and balance to make sure the students getting 

the appropriate information but it's a barrier because it keeps them from being 

able to register. 

Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) also provided the sole account for the holds 

that had been a barrier to student success.  She perceived that when holds were placed on 

veteran students’ accounts, the holds prevented them from enrolling.  However, she 
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agreed with all other participants in that she perceived the holds as a part of her role to 

help veteran students adhere to the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy guidelines. 

Communication Avenue to the VA 

The final theme that emerged from the analysis of the data collected to address 

this research questions is that the participants perceived their role as being a 

communication avenue between veteran students and the VA.  Similar to the perception 

of being a liaison, participants perceived that their role in assisting veteran students to 

meet the guidelines is creating or enabling the vital communication avenue between 

veteran students and the specific areas of the VA that students need to communicate with.  

In addition to calling the VA on behalf of veteran students, the participants in this study 

contact the VA for policy guidance that is not clear in some situations. 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) shared his perception of his role as 

a communication avenue to the VA through explaining his former practice of contacting 

the VA on a daily basis while exercising his role as a communication avenue.  When he 

needed information, namely the formula for the required number of courses as they 

related to veteran students’ compensation or benefits, he recalled the following: 

So, what I would do, I would call the VA every single morning, at 7:58.  As soon 

as I get in I'm dialing the number at 7:58 [to] get in the cue to be one of the first 

people right.  I kept calling every single day for about a month and a half until I 

got a constant answer because as you know when you call a VA, they are not 

going to give you a consistent answer.  It depends on what you are asking.   

Demetrius’s (Veterans Affairs District Manager) account for his contact with the 

VA was echoed by the remaining participants in this study, albeit the contact was for 
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different reasons.  Demetrius and Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) explained 

his perception of how the process to contact the VA changed based on the call volume 

assessed by the VA in an effort to give administrators a direct line of communication.  

Alex stated, “We’re also a point of contact for [veteran students]. If they need to talk to 

the VA hotline, we give them the information to utilize the hotline.”  According to the 

participants, a certifying official hotline was created in addition to a standard VA hotline 

number that veteran students can call which participants noted further verified their 

perception of their role as a communication avenue to the VA.   

Participants noted that the communication avenue to the VA is exercised when 

students experience delayed, erroneous, and missed payments.  Although the VA is 

directly responsible for payment, students utilize their campus veterans affairs offices to 

rectify pay issues because they can have a face-to-face conversation without experiencing 

the long wait times associated with the VA.  Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) 

explained that campus veterans affairs administrators at his institution collected the 

information regarding the payment or enrollment issue and contacted the VA using a 

hotline that is set up for certifying officials on behalf of the veteran student to understand 

and remedy the issue. 

Participants in this study perceived that they are responsible for communicating to 

students why their Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits changed.  Rose explained: 

Students receive letters [debt letters, notification of remaining and dispersed 

education benefits, etc.], but the active participating school gets no notification 

from the VA to let us know that the students time is running out or that they only 

have so many days left.  The communication is always with the vet [veteran 
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student] and because of that [lack of communication], some nice size debts are 

created for the veteran student. 

Rose’s [Education Planner, Campus B] perception was echoed by all participants 

who understood their roles were to explain the benefits changes once the student brought 

the information to their attention.  In order to get accurate information without seeing the 

student’s educational veterans file, administrators must create a communication link to 

the VA to retrieve answers to the issues. 

Benefits and Challenges of Implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill Administrative 

Policies 

Research question four sought to understand what community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators identify as benefits and challenges of implementing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific to the 

participants’ identification of benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill Policy: (1) administrative policy conflicts, (2) the time required to follow the 

guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and (3) veteran students’ understanding of the 

administrative policy of the Post-9/11 GI BIll.   

The first theme that emerged in the analysis of the data was that the participants 

perceived that abiding by multiple policies makes the process of employing the Post-9/11 

GI Bill more challenging.  Veterans affairs administrators described how they had to 

abide by the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, institutional policies, and state and federal policies.  

Many of the policies were the same or similar.  The challenge arose when one policy 

contradicted another policy.   
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Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) clarified the challenge to 

implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill with conflicting rules when he stated:  

Any time that you have federal rules and regulations, you have the state rules and 

regulations, and you have the school’s rules and regulations.  Everybody has their 

own rules, and in some cases, students are utilizing all of those different rules at 

the same time. There is bound to be something that’s going to clash. 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) futher explained that some veteran 

students who receive Post-9/11 GI Bill benefits, especially students who are not eligible 

to receive 100% of their benefit, offset the cost of tuition and fees by using state veteran 

programs, loans, and other forms of financial aid.  Using these financial aid tools obligate 

students to follow the policies of the entity from which the student is receiving benefits.  

Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) agreed with Demetrius explanation of how rules 

and regulations for veteran students clash and shared her perception through providing an 

example of the school financial due dates that are not compatible with the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill policies and VA practices: 

When we first started the GI Bill it would take 45 to 60 days [for the institution to 

receive tuition].  It takes about 15 to 30 days now more on the 15 than the 30, but 

during peak periods, . . . [veteran students can wait] 30 days before they will get 

that certificate of eligibility [a document that prescribes veteran students’ 

remaining education benefits] so that slows veterans down as well because most 

schools will want to be guaranteed because they put a waiver on the account.  We 

actually flag [veteran students’] accounts as paid [to meet institution payment 
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requirements] because we have that certificate of eligibility that tells us we are 

going to get our funds. 

Community college campus administrators in this study explained that they 

needed to stay abreast of all policies to ensure that students were in good standing.  Alex 

(Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) stated that he researched the policies to ensure that 

veteran students did not get dated or “bad information.”  Marie (Education Planner, 

Campus A) and Nina (VA Certifying Official, Campus A) provided their perception of 

the application of various policies as they related to veteran students’ grades.  Minimum 

grade requirements from the institution, state, and VA all identify with a different 

meaning.  For an example, the grade that the institution categorizes as a poor grade does 

not allow entry into other programs, yet it is acceptable for tuition according to the Post-

9/11 GI Bill policy. 

The Time Required o Follow the Guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy 

The second theme that emerged in the data analysis was the time required to 

follow the guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Participants perceived that an exorbitant 

amount of time was required of them to follow the guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

Policy.  All participants of this study were overjoyed with the opportunity to help 

veterans persist as noted earlier in this chapter, but they perceived the time requirement to 

assist veteran students was excessive.  Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) explained 

that advising veteran students took 30 minutes to an hour to get all of their questions 

answered and to gather and complete VA specific paperwork.  She described her 

perception of the time requirement in her statement below: 
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So they come here and ask [for assistance], and that’s fine.  We walk those 

[veteran students] through it [the administrative processes].  But it’s a lot [of time 

required to assist veteran students] when someone comes in, that’s brand new.  

It’s like okay, we’ve got about 30 minutes here to cover—that’s a long advising 

session. But there are some [advising sessions]where we [campus veterans affairs 

administrators] get up to an hour because we may have difficulty working through 

something or trying to help them get all their documents and they're missing one 

[VA mandated document necessary to process the education claim].  So, we have 

to go and figure out how you're going to get that. It can take a long time. We have 

a planning department . . . for all the rest of the students on campus. And when we 

compare our advising time to their advising time, they are so much shorter than 

we are. 

Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) further provided her perception of why the 

advising time is lengthened for campus veterans affairs administrators by explaining that 

the advising time is lengthened for campus veterans affairs administrators because they 

complete all parts of the Post-9/11 Gi Bill processing.  Mary (Veteran Center Advisor, 

Campus B) perceived that much of the time spent on processing “unnecessary 

paperwork.”  Nina (VA Certifying Official, Campus A) shared the same perception as 

other participants and explained that much of her time is allocated to “answering 

repetitive questions.”  She estimates that three in every five students ask the same 

question, so she has to allow time to answer the questions for each student.  Rose 

(Educaiton Planner, Campus B) perceived the same time challenges as other participants 

as well, but she further clarified the additional time required to update the applicable 
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systems in accordance with the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  She estimated that the process 

of inputting information into the VA mandated systems takes about 20 min, and further 

clarified her perception by stating: 

I'm going to say [the processes to input data] probably [takes] 20 minutes by the 

time you do all your calculations, run all the backups, and gather and upload all 

supporting documentation that you need to have because if you are audited you 

have to be able to document when the last day of attendance is.  So, it just takes 

time to do the reports and VA [system] is so slow from time to time. 

Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District Manager) shared the same perception of the 

time challenge that veterans affairs administrators experience in implementing the Post-

9/11 GI Bill.  He further clarified his perception of the time required to follow the 

guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy when he stated: 

The amount of work that we have to do is immense. So, . . . those 1,200 students 

and that’s where we kind of run into a hardship with our institution too because, 

from an institution standpoint, they look at it [the time required of campus 

veterans affairs administrators] as if, okay this is only a population of 1,200 

students, they [institution administrators] have 30,000. This is only 1,200 

students, so why do you need three certifying officials or two educational 

planners or three or four . . . all these staffings when you are only serving a 

population of 1,200, but there are so many different [VA] reports that we have to 

do with so many ins and outs that we have to monitor with those students to keep 

us in compliance with the federal government and the state that.  That is why you 

see a lot of institutions that have limited [campus veterans affairs] staffing.  
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Veteran Students’ Understanding of the Administrative Policy of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill 

The final theme that emerged from the analysis of the data collected to address 

this research question was the veteran students’ understanding of the administrative 

policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The participants perceived that veteran students in large 

part did not understand the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy.  The previous seciton 

discssed the time required to follow the guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and all 

participants in this study perceived that the time requirement in assisting veteran students 

resulted form veteran students’ lack of understanding of the Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy.  

Participants also perceived that veteran students’ lack of knowledge of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill was a challenge to implementing the policies. 

Eli (Veteran Center Coordinator, Campus A) summarized his perception of 

veteran students’ lack of knowledge by stating that the military “train you 60 to 90 days 

to become a sailor, a soldier, or an Airman, but they only give you four days be a 

civilian.” Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C), and Marie (Education Planner, Campus 

A) concurred with Eli’s perception of veteran students’ VA training by explaining that 

veteran students attend a Transition Assistance Program that is designed to help military 

members transition out of the military which includes describing all of the VA benefits.  

Lilly provided examples of veteran students at other institutions who did not understand 

the policies and felt as though the Transition Assistance Program briefing was not 

informative enough.  Alex (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) agreed with other 

partipants perceptions of veteran students’ knowledge of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy by 
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explaining that he thought that veteran students “should be more informed” before 

leaving the military. 

Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) explained his alternative perception 

of veteran students’ lack of knowledge concerning the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy a 

challenge when he stated: 

I think it just comes down to individual comprehension because some people have 

a hard time understanding what they have to do.  The [Post-9/11 GI Bill] policies, 

I don’t think they’re that hard to follow.  The [Post-9/11 GI Bill] guidelines, I 

think they’re not that hard to keep track of. 

Marie (Education Planner, Campus A) shared the same perceptions as all other 

participants with the exception of Francis (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus B) regarding 

the challenges when she stated: 

We’ve [the campus veterans affairs office] developed a workshop for incoming 

students. We just piloted this in February. . . . . We did the first one [workshop] 

just to kind of see how it goes. But that was not mandatory and obviously, we did 

not get a huge turnout. So, I hate to [make the workshop] mandatory, but it’s just 

so much for them to take in when they come and sit down with me for the first 

time and I’m going over everything they have to do to get into the school.  I’m 

going over how the [Post-9/11 GI Bill] benefits work and you can see it in their 

faces.  It is too much all at once.  So we’re working on that to try to help our 

students to be more aware, sort of what financial aid [the campus financial aid 

department] does with the students when they do incoming loan counseling. 
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Rose (Education Planner, Campus B) and Demetrius (Veterans Affairs District 

Manager) recognized the perceptions of other participants regarding the challenges of 

working with veteran students who do not understand the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and 

provided a different perception.  Rose perceived that another portion of the challenge in 

implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is because veteran students are not interested 

in learning the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and she added, “20% of the [veteran student] 

population come [enter into higher education] because of the housing stipend.”  

Demetrius (Veteran Affairs District Manager) shared his perception in his statement 

when he recounted veteran students that told him to “just tell me how I get paid.”  He 

also explained that some students do not want to learn the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.   

Summary 

Chapter IV presented the findings and the themes that developed as a result of 

analyzing the data that was collected during this study to address the research questions.  

Research question one sought to understand community college campus veterans affairs 

administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 

providing benefits to veteran students through the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The three themes 

that emerged from the data analysis were: (1) veteran student persistence, (2) the clarity 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and (3) the financial aspects of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policy.  Research question two sought to understand the community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of the specific guidelines (rules, regulations, 

and official procedures), regarding the processing of education benefit claims through the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill, which resulted in three themes: (1) sluggishness of the administrative 

processes, (2) antiquated processes and systems, and (3) campus veterans affairs 
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administrators’ training.  Research question three, what community college 

administrators perceive as their role in Post-9/11 GI Bill implementation, resulted in three 

themes: (1) a personal and institutional connection, (2) administrators as a liaison 

between the policy and implementation, and (3) administrators as a communication 

avenue to the VA.  The final research question explored what community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators identify as the benefits and challenges of implementing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes: (1) administrative 

policy conflicts, (2) the time required to follow the guidelines of the policy, and (3) 

veteran students’ understanding of the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

Chapter V will explore discussions of the study’s findings, implications and  

recommendations for higher education practice.  In addition, recommendations for future 

research will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Chapter V contains a discussion of the findings of this study.  The following 

components are included in this chapter: (a) overview of the study, (b) discussion of the 

findings, (c) implications for higher education, (d) recommendations for higher education 

practice, and (e) recommendations for future research.  

Overview of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore community college campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the U.S. Department of Veteran 

Affairs’ (VA) administrative process of providing education benefits to veterans through 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  More specifically, this study explored the experiences with and 

perceptions of campus veterans affairs administrators in three key areas: (1) specific 

guidelines, in relation to the practice of processing education claims within the 

administrative process; (2) their role in Post-9/11 GI Bill implementation; and (3) how 

well they perceived higher education institutions adapt to the numerous administrative 

procedural changes of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The findings of this study can be used to 

inform higher education practice on the challenges of administering Post-9/11 GI Bill 

administrative policies and procedures, and how these challenges may affect the 

persistence of veteran students.  

The four research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of providing 

education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill?  
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2. What are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

perceptions of specific guidelines (rules, regulations, and official procedures) 

regarding the processing of education claims through the Post-9/11 GI Bill? 

3. How do community college campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 GI Bill at their respective 

institutions? 

4. What do community college veterans affairs administrators identify as the 

benefits and challenges of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative 

policies and procedures at their respective institutions?  

The participants of this study included 10 campus veterans affairs administrators 

from the veterans affairs offices at three public, community college campuses that are a 

part of a large multi-campus district.  In this study, the participants were identified 

because they had the specific knowledge and experience necessary to answer the research 

questions of this study.  The inclusion criteria for this group were that they must be 

administrators who had at least one year of experience working with veteran students 

who utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Table two describes the participants and the 

community college study setting. 
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Table 2   

Study Setting and Participants 

Participant Primary Responsibilities Institution 

Name: Marie 

Title: Education Planner 

Tenure: 3 ½ years 

Manage veteran students 

accounts/ campus center 

Campus: A 

No. Veteran Students: 600 

Name:  Nina 

Title: VA Certifying Official 

Tenure: 3 years 

Oversee Students VA documents Same as above 

Name: Eli 

Title: Veteran Center 

Coordinator 

Tenure: 1 year 

Advise veteran students Same as above 

Name:  Mary 

Title: Veteran Center Advisor 

Tenure: > 1 year 

Documenting students’ records Campus: B 

No. Veteran Students: 300 

Name:  Rose 

Title: Education Planner 

Tenure: > 19 years 

Career advisor/campus center 

manager 

Same as above 

Name:  Francis 

Title: Veteran Center Advisor 

Tenure: > 1 year 

Advise veteran students Same as above 

Name:  Tony 

Title: Veteran Center Advisor 

Tenure: > 1 year 

Advise veteran students Campus: A 

No. Veteran Students: 600 

Name:  Lily 

Title: Education Planner 

Tenure: 1 1/2 

Certifying official/campus center 

manager 

Same as above 

Name:  Alex 

Title: Veteran Center Advisor 

Tenure: > 1 year  

Advise veteran students Same as above 

Name:  Demetrius 

Title: Veterans Affairs District 

Manager 

Tenure: 13 years 

Manage district veterans affairs A, B, and C 
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Discussion of the Findings 

Experiences With and Perceptions of Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy 

Research question one sought to understand community college campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 

providing benefits to veteran students through the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the 

data resulted in three themes specific to addressing this research question: (1) veteran 

student persistence, (2) clarity of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and (3) financial aspects of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy. 

All of the participants discussed the housing and tuition stipends provided by the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill that enabled college affordability for veteran students, which they 

considered the best attribute of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Nina (VA Certifying Official, 

Campus A) explained the tuition supplement of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was the most 

important followed by the housing stipend because the housing payment afforded veteran 

students the ability to complete their studies without having to work a 40-hour work week 

to fund expenses. 

Participants acknowledged that one of the primary issues regarding the financial 

aspect of the Post-9/11 GI Bill are overpayments, shortages, and late payments in terms 

of stipends to veteran students.  Though not all, some participants noted that veteran 

students brought about the financial issues by not following Post-9/11 GI Bill Guidelines.  

Tony (Veteran Center Advisor, Campus C) explained that he ensured that veteran 

students knew the consequences of their actions prior to enrolling to prevent financial 

issues.  Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) perceived that the financial issues caused 
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veteran students to give up on their education to tend to life matters, such as supporting 

their families, which affects veteran student persistence rates.   

Rumann and Hamrick (2009) further clarified that payments are delayed and a 

streamlined process is not in place partly because the requirements differ among 

institutions and students must rely on their campus veterans affairs administrators to 

certify or verify their enrollment with the VA so that payments can be processed and 

disbursed.  Fulton, Sponsler, and the Education Commission of the States (2015) and 

Simon, Negrusa, and Warner (2010) explained some of the pay and benefits errors and 

concluded that the pay problems are a result of the administrative policy.  These authors 

further explained the results of the pay issues by stating that some veteran students had 

received reimbursements one to five months after their enrollment.  Some participants 

perceived that delayed payments are sporadic and do not have much of an effect on 

students’ ability to persist, while other participants explained how delayed payments 

directly relate to veteran students’ persistence.  These factors make academic persistence 

for veteran students challenging, leaving campus community college administrators to 

implement the Post-9/11 GI Bill to the best of their abilities to ensure that veteran 

students persist (Gonzalez, Miller, Buryk, & Wenger, 2015; GI Bill Processing and 

Improvement Act, 2015; Pending Montgomery GI Bill Legislation, 2008; Steele, 

Salcedo, & Coley, 2010). 

The findings in this study support Dervarics (2011) and Sander (2012b) who 

indicated that veteran students do not have a financial foundation or the financial support 

to overcome the financial challenges that are presented by the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The 

findings in this study were further supported by Dervarics (2011) and Sander (2012b) 
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who explained that veteran students often drop out of college due to the financial strain 

placed upon them and their families as a result in the delay in payment from the VA.  

This study also supported Deming, Goldin, and Katz (2013) and Senate Hearing 114-182 

(2015) that confirmed that financial strain exists in veteran students as a result of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill which is the subject of continued congressional hearings.  These 

findings underscore the importance of Devarics’s (2011) findings, as Devarics described 

the seriousness of delayed, erroneous, shortened, and over-payments.  He also stated that 

veteran students often do not have the financial support to overcome the shortcomings of 

the VA’s payment deficiencies.   

Financial distress proved to be one of the largest contributing factors that affected 

veteran students ability to persist to graduation as highlighted by the participants, yet 

financial hardship is one aspect of the Post-9/11 GI Bill that participants in this study 

were unable to assist veteran students with.  Campus veterans affairs administrators 

emphasized that they would like to help students resolve all issues, but they are not able 

to assist students with benefits payments or errors because VA ONCE does not enable 

campus administrators to view payments and stipends that are paid to the students or 

benefit changes.  The limited access, as explained by the participants, creates a barrier to 

campus veterans affairs administrators’ ability to perform their duties.  The only way that 

these administrators are made aware of payment issues is when students notify them that 

an error in payment has been made.  Add to that, veteran students reported to participants 

in this study that they had difficulty tracking payments to understand where overages and 

shortages were received because the VA does not clearly label payments, nor does the 

VA have a modernized system to describe allotments.  This lack of clarity in the 
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dispersement process is too difficult to figure out for some veteran students, so they give 

up as to not incur further debts. 

Veteran students often pause their education as the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy as 

well as institution policies forbid students from enrolling in further classes until the 

financial debt has been satisfied.  This policy is in effect even when the veteran student 

debt is erroneous.  This study also highlighted that veteran students are dropped form 

classes that they enroll in due to late payments to the education institution by the VA in 

cases where the campus veterans affairs office does not have a policy in place to permit 

veteran students to continue with their education pending Post-9/11 GI Bill tuition 

payments. 

Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy Guidelines for Processing Education Benefits 

Research question two sought to understand the community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of the specific guidelines (rules, regulations, 

and official procedures), regarding the processing of education benefit claims through the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific related to this 

research question: (1) sluggishness of the administrative processes, (2) antiquated 

processes and systems, and (3) campus veterans affairs administrators’ training.   

All of the participants in this study acknowledged that it was challenging to meet 

the guidelines set forth by the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy because the administrative 

processes are too tedious, requiring an inordinate amount of time engaged in updating 

information.  The time-consuming procedures impede community college campus 

administrators’ abilities to assist more students and tend to other assigned responsibilities.  

The participants also articulated that they are required to submit veteran students’ status 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

126 

changes, such as adds, drops, and cancellations, to the VA within 30 days to avoid 

infractions on the audit that the VA conducts at their respective institution.   

Lilly (Education Planner, Campus C) claimed that it still takes veteran students 

four to six weeks to receive documents from the VA that they request through systems 

that are not constructed to handle the volume of veteran students’ requests during peak 

times of enrollment.  Rose, (Education Planner, Campus B) explained that it takes 

approximately 20 minutes to not only complete an enrollment but also make a minor 

change to a previously submitted enrollment using the VA’s system.  Other participants 

also shared the extended times that it takes to counsel students, retrieve mandated 

documents, and transfer information to the VA. 

The VA (2015) has acknowledged these unacceptable delays and argued that 

attempts have been made to streamline operations by creating regional facilities to 

disperse the workload and track and maintain students’ files.  Rosales (2011) refuted the 

VA’s claim.  Rosales discussed the systems that were developed by the VA and argued 

that the VA’s systems are of poor quality and their processes are unpolished.  

Furthermore, enrollments can only be completed after the veteran student is able to 

produce a certificate of eligibility, which could take four to six weeks to receive.   

The VA created the online websites such as VA Once, used by veterans affairs 

administrators to input data, and eBenefits, used by students to get documents and 

information associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill, to expedite the process, but the VA 

have been unsuccessful in large part due to the lack of coordination with higher education 

practice.  The current systems are too slow and require an unreasonable amount of 

campus veterans affairs administrators’ time to meet the guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI 
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Bill.  In addition to processing VA claims and assisting veteran students, the participants 

in this study maintained additional responsibility to their institution.  The community 

college district where this study took place was well staffed, yet these participants were 

overwhelmed by the time commitment to process education claims.  The participants in 

this study as well as McGaughe (2014) and Persky and Oliver (2011) explained that 

staffing of the campus veterans affairs office is well above staffing and community 

college institutions do not have the resources to support the time commitment required by 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

The National Conference of State Legislatures (2014) confirmed that the overall 

population of veterans in higher education increased 42% after the Post-9/11 GI Bill took 

effect.  Although the increase in veteran students is not currently on the same incline as 

when the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy was reduced and when the majority of veterans who 

served in Iraq and Afghanistan have returned to their home states, the number of veteran 

students in higher education continue to rise (Howard, 2009; Sander, 2012a).  It is 

imperative that future systems account for the increased number of veteran students that 

are estimated to flood into community colleges, according to Howard (2009), to allow the 

systems to function as they were intended (Steele et al., 2010; Vacchi, 2012).   

The findings of this study continue to support previous research that the policy 

does not meet the expectations of community college campus veterans affairs 

administrators.  Rosales (2011) and Sander (2012a) noted that administrative data 

requirements are antiquated and not equipped to meet the current needs of veteran 

students and campus administrators, although Persky and Oliver (2011) argued that the 

VA is working to update the antiquated systems, which will enable campus 
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administrators to better meet the needs of veteran students.  This study also supports 

Devarics’s (2011) findings, which addressed the outcomes of the administrative policy 

such as delayed, erroneous, shortened, or over-payments which this study concluded 

negatively affect veteran student persistence rates. 

This finding fits well within the policy diffusion framework.  Braun and Gilardi 

(2006) explained that the policy diffusion framework assumes that there is at least one 

alternative to the current policy.  The antiquated systems and procedures are the portion 

of the policy that requires change.  The verticle influence policy diffusion framework is 

used to explain the adoption of a specific policy innovation, as well as is designed to 

explain phenomena across political jurisdictions (Sabatier & Weible, 2014).  In this case, 

the administrative Post-9/11 GI Bill policy that concerns the data delivery methods needs 

to be changed and adopted across echelons of higher education and the federal 

government.  According to Braun and Gilardi (2006), there are three components to the 

policy diffusion framework: (1) a general model of policy change; (2) diffusion, in which 

the choices of actors are influenced by the policy choices of other actors; and (3) the 

nature of the pattern emerges from the aggregation of individual actors (Braun & Gilardi, 

2006). 

Campus VA Administrators’ Role in Implementation of Post-9/11 GI Bill Policy  

Research question three sought to understand how community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators perceived their role in the implementation of the Post-9/11 

GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific to this research question: 

(1) a personal and institutional connection, (2) liaisons between the policy and 

implementation, and (3) a communication avenue to the VA.   
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All of the participants indicated a personal connection to ensure that veteran 

students are able to utilize their Post-9/11 GI Bill educational benefit with minimal 

administrative issues.  Community college campus administrators in this study boasted 

that they feel personally responsible for veteran students’ persistence.  Campus veterans 

affairs administrators gave accounts of the added time spent advising veteran students on 

how to maximize their education benefit to ensure that the veteran students are able to 

achieve their educational goals.  

Campus administrators reported that they also perceive themselves as a policy 

liaison in the process of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The administrative policy 

of the Post-9/11 GI Bill mandates that the tuition be paid directly to the institution that a 

veteran student attends and other financial stipends (i.e., compensation for books and 

housing are directly mated to the enrollment that is reported to the VA), thus institutions 

have created policies that include checklists and rubrics to meet the prescribed 

administrative policies to limit error on behalf of the campus veteran affairs department.   

Campus administrators in this study worked to create processes, developed based 

on years of experience, to prevent veteran students from making changes to their 

enrollment that, without the knowledge of the campus administrators, could cause 

payment issues that might be difficult to rectify.  This finding is supported by Rumann 

and Hamrick (2009) who explained that the requirements to receive veteran education 

benefits differ among institutions, so veteran students must rely on the local processes in 

place and the personal care of campus veterans affairs administrators who certify and 

verify their information to the VA which enables compensation for courses and stipends. 
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The personal responsibility that administrators in this study accepted led them to 

develop these systems to reduce the number of errors in processing and meet the 

requirement that the VA be notified within 30 days of changes made to a student’s 

enrollment.  Although systems to prevent errors are in places as well as processes to 

ensure that the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is complied with at the institution in this study, 

participants claimed that their practices are not a higher education practice standard.  

According to the policy diffusion model in this study, it is incumbent upon the VA to 

adjust policies and enact systems, in concert with campus veterans affairs administrators 

who have change knowledge, at their level to be filtered to institutions nationally through 

policy and effective training (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan, Van Veen, & Bergen, 

2011; Spitzer, 1997).  Campus veterans affairs administrators’ acceptance of the personal 

responsibility to prevent financial hardship for veteran students and ensure their 

persistence is the current best practice until the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is adapted to 

prevent such pay and administrative issues (Sander, 2012b). 

The findings of this study continue to support prior research that campus veterans 

affairs administrators are critical to the relationship between the VA and veteran student.  

Campus administrators recognize the shortcomings of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy and 

compensate for the deficiencies in the policy by accepting personal responsibility for 

students’ ability to utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefit and persist.  The 

processes that are in place at the community college district in this study is being 

duplicated at other community colleges to meet the needs of veteran students, which 

entices veteran students to enroll based upon the quality of assistance and ease of 

employing the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Green, 2012; Lum, 2009; McGaughe, 2014).  The VA 
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(2015) and Deming et al. (2013) emphasized the ongoing administrative challenges of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill and the effect that these challenges have on veteran students.  The 

personal roles that campus administrators assume allow students to persist without 

education and financial hardships that are associated with the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

According to the policy diffusion model in this study, it is incumbent upon the 

VA to adjust policies and enact systems, in concert with campus veterans affairs 

administrators who have change knowledge, at their level to be filtered to institutions 

nationally through policy and effective training (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan et 

al., 2011; Spitzer, 1997).  Campus veterans affairs administrators’ acceptance of the 

personal responsibility and locally created procedures to prevent financial hardship for 

veteran students and ensure their persistence is an example of change knowledge required 

in the policy diffusion model (Karakhanyan et al., 2011). 

Benefits and Challenges of Implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill Administrative 

Policies 

Research question four sought to understand what community college campus 

veterans affairs administrators identify as benefits and challenges of implementing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill.  The analysis of the data produced three themes specific to the 

participants’ identification of benefits and challenges of implementing the Post 9/11 GI 

Bill Policy: (1) administrative policy conflicts, (2) the time required to follow the 

guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, and (3) veteran students’ understanding of the 

administrative policy of the Post-9/11 GI BIll.   

Campus veterans affairs administrators in this study recognized helping veteran 

students understand the Post-9/11 GI Bill policies as rewarding.  The participants in this 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

132 

study arrived at the determination that students who understand how to utilize the Post-

9/11 GI Bill are better equipped to maximize the education benefit, resulting in students 

who persist through graduation.  Participants also noted veteran students’ lack of 

understanding of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy as a challenge.  It became apparent that 

administrators utilized time allocated to advise students on the appropriate courses and 

paths to pursue to teach veteran students the aspects of the Post-9/11 administrative 

policy.   

This study highlighted that veteran students departed military service without the 

proper knowledge of their VA benefits, although military service components are 

required to advise veterans who are exiting military service of their VA benefits through 

a U.S. Department of Defense transition assistance program before the veteran departs 

military service (Dortch, 2012; Gonzalez et al., 2015).  The education received through 

exit meetings and briefings that veteran students are mandated to attend prior to departing 

military service is vital to the success of the Post-9/11 GI Bill (Gonzalez et al., 2015; 

Senate Hearing on Benefits Legislation, 2015).  Although not all, some of the 

administrative hurdles, financial hardships, and persistence issues can be attributed to 

veteran students lack of knowledge of the Post-9/11 GI Bill as highlighted by all 

participants in this study.  This finding is important because veteran students’ 

understanding of Post-9/11 Gi Bill policies and procedures are perceived to assist campus 

veterans affairs administrators adapt to the number of veteran students that they assist by 

reducing the time that it takes to meet with a veteran student exponentially (Persky & 

Oliver, 2011; Rumann & Hamrick, 2009).  Further, students are perceived to have a 
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better understanding of how to utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit with a better 

understanding of the policy (Senate Hearing on Benefits Legislation, 2015). 

The findings of this study continue to support the limited prior research that 

veteran students’ understanding of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is critical to the success of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  Gonzalez et al. (2015) and the Senate Hearing on Benefits 

Legislation (2015) recognized the lack of knowledge that veteran students possess 

regarding the GI Bill and how the lack of knowledge affected the application of the 

guidelines and procedures of Post-9/11 GI Bill implementation.  This study further 

supports Green and Hayden (2013), Lum (2009), and McGaughe (2014) prior research 

that veteran students knowledge level of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policies affect the level of 

student needs that need to be catered to by campus veterans affairs offices. 

The policy diffusion model supports veteran students understanding of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill in that stakeholders, in this case, veteran students, will make it difficult to 

adopt policies and move forward if they do not possess the baseline understanding 

regarding the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  

Policy diffusion is used to further understand government policies at the national, state, 

and local level where students must understand the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy (Braun & 

Gilardi, 2006; Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  The policy diffusion framework shows that it is 

imperative for students to understand the policy as this framework forms a continuous 

cycle beginning with change knowledge, in-depth knowledge of the concepts, processes, 

and values of a specific subject (Berry & Berry, 1990; Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  

Veterans students knowledge of the Post-9/11 Gi Bill policy is necessary to begin change 

knowledge (Berry & Berry, 1990; Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

134 

Implications for Higher Education Practice 

The findings of this study suggest several implications for higher education 

institutions.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill policy needs to be enhanced and implemented by the 

VA, a government entity that creates educational policy, and carried out at higher 

education institutions, which fits well within the policy diffusion model, so this study was 

framed by the policy diffusion framework (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; Vacchi, 2012; VA, 

2014).  The concept of the policy diffusion framework concerns policy and policy 

improvement in a higher education setting, and it is also used to explain the adoption of a 

specific policy innovation (Sabatier & Weible, 2014).  The policy diffusion framework 

forms a continuous cycle of three steps: (1) change knowledge, an in-depth knowledge of 

the concepts, processes, and values of a specific subject; (2) the reaction to change, which 

consists of resistance, imitation, theoretical adoption, and practical adoption; and (3) the 

possible outcomes, which are no change, structural changes, and changes in behavior or 

culture (Karakhanyan et al., 2011). Braun and Gilardi (2006) explained that the policy 

diffusion framework assumes there is at least one alternative to the current policy. VA 

administrators must understand the policy limitations of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and 

enhance the administrative policy in order for a greater number of veteran students to 

persist through graduation. 

The first implication for higher education practices is that Post-9/11 GI Bill will 

continue to have a negative financial impact on veteran students if the guidelines (rules, 

regulations, and official procedures) of the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy are not 

enhanced (GI Bill Processing and Improvement Act, 2015; Steele et al., 2010; Vacchi, 

2012).  Veteran students receive reimbursement from one to five months after their 
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enrollment date as a result of the VA administrative process (Simon et al., 2010).  The 

financial strain placed upon veteran students, as many rely on the monetary benefits of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill to support themselves while attending higher education institutions, 

is unbearable as many veteran students do not have a solid financial foundation after 

departing military service (Devarics, 2011).  Additionally, higher education institutions 

could also be directly affected by the financial hardship that veteran students experience.  

Students who experience financial difficulty as a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy are 

not as likely to persist, resulting in a loss of revenue for higher education institutions, as 

tuition is dispersed directly to higher education institutions based upon veteran student 

enrollment (Field, 2008; Gonzalez et al., 2015; Stewart, 2014).  Many institutions heavily 

rely on funds from the veteran student population who receive educational benefits 

(Devarics, 2011; Larry, 2012).   

The second implication for higher education practice is that the process of 

processing Post-9/11 GI Bill claims will become too cumbersome for campus veterans 

affairs administrators to process large numbers of students, especially while there is an 

influx of veteran students entering higher education institutions and a lack of effective 

training (National Conference of State Legislators, 2014; Persky & Oliver, 2011)  The 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy must be refined and clarified to minimize the time required by 

community college campus veterans affairs administrators to effectively assist and help 

retain veteran students.  In the absence of a clear policy and robust training, campus 

administrators will also be left to interpret the administrative policy and improvise where 

the policy is not clear.  Furthermore, veteran students will be unclear about the necessary 

requirements and their responsibilities surrounding education-related benefits.  
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Institutions differ based on their education levels and the quality of their respective 

veterans affairs departments.  Runmann and Hamrick (2009) explained that the 

requirements for veteran students to receive education benefits are different among 

institutions, and they will continue to differ if a clear policy that reduces processing times 

is not produced by the VA because veterans affairs administrators will continue to create 

institution-specific policies based upon administrators’ understanding of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill administrative policies.  Institutions are making necessary investments to staff 

veterans affairs centers and amending policies to support veteran students (McGaughe, 

2014; Vacchi, 2012).  Campus veterans affairs administrators have the greatest influence 

on veteran students’ ability to utilize their education benefits, so if these administrators 

are not supported or trained properly, it will directly affect veteran students (Steele et al., 

2010).  

The third implication for higher education practice is that veteran students and 

administrators will continue to experience administrative and financial obstacles at a 

more aggressive pace if the campus veterans affairs do not actively seek a personal 

connection to veteran students in assisting them to apply the policies of the Post-9/11 GI 

Bill.  The current Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is inadequate in fulfilling the current needs of 

veteran students and administrators who rely on the policy and procedures for education 

(DiRamio, Ackerman, & Mitchell, 2008; Dortch, 2012; Steele et al., 2010).  The 

participants must fill in where the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is not clear or lacks clarity. 

The VA can not currently keep pace with specific needs of veteran students at each 

unique campus, and the VA will only fall further behind in keeping pace with the number 

of veteran students as number of veteran students will continue to increase as 
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servicemembers exit the military after military conflicts decrease in the Middle East 

(Dortch, 2012; Sander, 2012a).  Not capturing campus veteran affairs administrators’ 

products and practices and adding automation where necessary will increase the variance 

in how campus veteran affairs administrators carry out the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, 

diminish veterans students’ ability to receive expert advisement, and increase payment 

errors House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Contruction, 2010).  

The final implication for higher education practice is that the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policy will continue to be timely and difficult to carry out if veteran students are not 

properly educated about the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The needs of veteran students and 

institutions will not be captured by VA policymakers unless an avenue is created to 

capture community college veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of the Post-9/11 

GI Bill policy to understand the shortcomings and strengths which will provide the 

necessary information from the field to assist policymakers in continuously enhancing the 

policy.  The policy diffusion model appears to be a policy change model that is able to do 

this.  Steele et al. (2010) and Gonzalez et al. (2015) acknowledged the challenges that 

result from the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy: delayed payments, erroneous payments, and 

overpayments resulting from an inefficient allocation tracking system; convoluted usage 

procedures; and misuse of the Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefits.  Veteran students 

who do not understand the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy further exacerbate the issues with the 

policy.   Stakeholders such as the VA and lawmakers hold hearings to understand the 

challenges that result from the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy, but community 

college veterans affairs administrators are not involved in the process to voice their 

perceptions of students level of education and Post-9/11 GI Bill shortcomings although 
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these challenges create an extra burden on-campus veterans affairs administrators who 

attempt to assist veteran students in navigating the procedures of the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

(Deming et al., 2013; Steele et al., 2010).  Challenges will continue to exist if veteran 

students are not properly educated on the education benefits that support their education 

and the campus administrators, who are responsible for employing the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

policy, are not included in policy decisions.  In the policy diffusion framework, the 

experience of the experts, community college campus veterans affairs administrators in 

this study, influence policymakers. 

Recommendations for Higher Education Practice 

The results of this study have produced multiple recommendations for higher 

education practice.  Steele et al. (2010) explained that, although the VA is responsible for 

issuing payments to students and institutions, the process is complex and involves 

institutions, campus veterans affairs administrators, and students.  The complications 

surrounding the Post-9/11 GI Bill are a result of the administrative policy (Boulton, 2005; 

Simon et al., 2010).  The policy diffusion model for enhancing government policies 

supports that the experiences of the campus veterans affairs administrators provide a 

predetermined set of parameters for policy improvement based on their recommendations 

and implications.  Change owners, such as policymakers, the VA, campus veterans affairs 

administrators, and associated support entities, are all necessary parties to enhancing the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy. 

The first recommendation for higher education is to work with the VA to develop 

an automated electronic system to manage veteran student enrollment that meets the 

needs of both the VA and the institution.  The quality and speed of the programs and 
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applications that administrators must work with was a chief complaint of the participants 

in this study.  According to the findings of this study, the VA’s antiquated systems 

exacerbated the complications of the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy (Rosales, 

2011; VA, 2015).  The current systems were not designed to handle the number of 

veteran students who utilize the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit today (O’Herrin, 2011).  

According to Demetrius and Rose, participants in this study, the current system does not 

allow campus veterans affairs administrators to see veteran students’ Post-9/11 GI Bill 

information in any electronic systems, and campus veterans affairs must make each 

manual enrollment change for veteran students.  A modernized system is recommended 

for higher education practice and the VA to enable institution and VA administrators 

oversight which should reduce the administrative and financial shortcomings associated 

with the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  

The next recommendation for higher education is that institutions must work with 

the VA to voice their concerns with the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  The VA (2015) is 

aware of some administrative policy shortcomings, but it is incumbent upon institutions 

to advise the VA of the policy weaknesses that the institution experiences, as it is 

impossible for the VA to wholly comprehend the policy from the institutions’ viewpoint.  

Therefore, the VA must create an avenue for communication so that representatives from 

higher education institutions can add critical input to policies above and beyond the 

current institution representatives to the VA that Rose highlighted during the interview 

process.  Karakhanyan et al. (2011) expressed that, in the policy diffusion framework, 

entities with change knowledge are required to change policy.  Braun and Gilardi (2006) 

explained that, in the policy diffusion framework, the experience of the experts influences 
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policymakers.  In this study, the experts are campus community college veterans affairs 

administrators, who deal with the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy on a daily basis, 

and representatives of the institutions that have existing administrative systems in place 

that are efficient and provide stakeholders the ability to track and maintain students’ 

financial records to include requiring advisors’ approval to advance to the next step in the 

enrollment process.   

According to the participants in this study, an automated system is perceived to 

decrease processing times, prevent administrative errors, and provide oversight.  The next 

recommendation for higher education practice is that institutions, in concert with the VA, 

must mandate that veteran students receiving education benefits be advised by a campus 

veterans affairs administrator prior to taking courses.  Many of the problems resulting 

from the Post-9/11 GI Bill administrative policy exist because campus administrators are 

unaware of changes that students make independently to their enrollment (Rumann & 

Hamrick, 2009).  Any change to veteran students’ enrollment for Post-9/11 GI Bill 

education benefits must be reported to the VA within 30 days (Sander, 2012a; VA, 2015).  

The VA (2015) describes this process as a checks-and-balances system to award financial 

compensation to institutions directly based upon veteran student enrollments.  Requiring 

that veteran students seek the assistance of campus administrators in making enrollment 

changes should eliminate errors and delays in payments (Fulton et al., 2015; Simon et al., 

2010).  Additionally, interaction with campus administrators provides the opportunity for 

them to deliver warnings such as course hour requirements necessary to receive 

maximum education benefits and information regarding how to best schedule courses 

within the academic semester to reduce breaks in financial awards that veteran students 
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receive as an education benefit, which this study shows decreases persistence rates 

(Vacchi, 2012).  Finally, the VA must put additional checks and balances in place to 

prevent veteran students from suffering unnecessary financial hardships. 

The third recommendation for higher education practice is for the VA to provide 

adequate training and for higher education administrators to support their veteran affairs 

offices by allocating resources, specifically to support required training.  This 

recommendation stems from the study participants’ recognition, based on experience, that 

institutional buy-in is important to the successful implementation of a veterans affairs 

office on campus.  Veteran students, with their unique needs, require special 

accommodations, and institutions who wish to attract and retain veteran students must 

invest in enhancing the veteran student experience on campus (Murphy, 2011; Sander 

2012b).  Additional funding must be earmarked for annual training for campus 

administrators, which this study shows has the greatest impact on the campus 

administrators’ ability to perform their assigned duties (O’Herrin, 2011; Vacchi, 2012).  

Rumann and Hamrick (2009) emphasized that veteran students must rely on their campus 

veterans affairs administrators to certify or verify their enrollment; so if these individuals 

are not trained in accordance with current national policies, the likelihood of veteran 

students experiencing difficulty in utilizing their education benefit increases, which 

lowers veteran students’ persistence rates.   

A final recommendation for higher education practice recommendation to help 

veteran students overcome their lack of Post-9/11 GI Bill policy knowledge is to enforce 

training for veteran students who are first-time benefit users at the beginning of each 

semester.  Lilly, Eli, and Marie concurred that veteran students attend a Transition 
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Assistance Program that is designed to help military members transition out of the 

military which includes describing all of the VA benefits, yet one of the core ideas that 

was captured during this study is that veteran students are unaware of how to utilize the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefit (Dortch, 2012; Gonzalez et al., 2015; Senate Hearing 

on Benefits Legislation, 2015).  Participants of this study explained that advising veteran 

students, especially veteran students who are unfamiliar with the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy, 

is very time-consuming.  Incorporating mandatory training for students who use VA 

education benefits for the first time at the beginning of each semester will help veteran 

students understand the administrative requirements of the Post-9/11 GI Bill, as well as 

the required documentation.  Therefore, the time to process and advise veteran students 

should decrease as a result of correct and complete documentation and an understanding 

of the administrative policy by veteran students. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study on the administrators’ perceptions of the administrative 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy have led to the recognization of the necessity for future research.  

One study to expand the knowledge base of community college campus administrators’ 

perceptions of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy is a qualitative study to gain the perspectives 

of community college veterans affairs administrators on a wider scale.  This study should 

also seek to understand how community college veterans affairs administrators perceive 

the VA collaborates with higher education institutions regarding policy implementation.  

There are no studies besides this study that document campus administrators’ 

perceptions, and this study was limited to their perceptions of specific aspects of the Post-

9/11 GI Bill policy.  These findings could benefit institutions as they work to create or 
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improve their campus veterans centers, as well as help policymakers enhance the Post-

9/11 GI Bill policy. 

A quantitative correlational research study should be conducted to compare the 

persistence and completion rates of veteran students who have access to and utilize the 

campus veteran center to those of veteran students who do not.  A quantitative analysis of 

the data will help quantify the impact of the services provided by campus veterans centers 

and administrators on employing the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy (2008) and veteran students 

persistence and graduation achievement.   

Another quantitative correlational research study should be conducted to compare 

persistence and completion rates of veteran students who experience financial hardship as 

a result of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy to those of students who do not.  There has been 

some research (e.g., Coley, 2010; Dervarics, 2011; Simon et al., 2010; Steele et al., 2010) 

that has focused on the specific financial hardships and the effects of the financial 

challenges that veteran students face, but there is limited research on how the financial 

hardships affect veteran students’ persistence and completion.  This study may help 

policymakers and institutions understand how the financial hardships affect veteran 

students and the effect that the financial hardships have on their persistence. 

The findings of this study as well as prior research such as Gonzaez et al. (2015) 

and Green (2012) identified that veteran students do not capitalize on the transition 

assistance provided to them prior to departing military duty.  Wladis, Hachey, and 

Conway (2014), as well as research of veterans with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, 

noted that there is a gender difference regarding veterans ability to seek and take 

advantage of services offered to them as male veterans are less like to seek and utilize 
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avenues of assistance.  Therefore, a quantitative study should be conducted to identify the 

difference in the gender of veteran students who utilize transition services and how the 

gender difference influence outcomes.  Additionally, a quantitative survey research study 

should be conducted to study the trends of institutions to determine the point in which 

institutions are reaching out to veteran students and participating in the transition process.    

Frydl (2013) identified that the Post-9/11 GI Bill is comprised of all of the aspects 

of the previous versions of the bill, which has been updated over time to serve the present 

needs of veteran students.  Since there is limited information on the impact of the 

administrative policy on veteran students’ persistence, additional research is needed to 

historically analyze the persistence rates in light of the changes in the administrative 

policy made since 1944 when the original GI Bill was implemented.  This expanded 

qualitative case study research may help policymakers and institutions understand the 

aspects of the policy that help veteran students persist and additions or changes to the 

policy that have hindered persistence and completion. 

A final study that is recommended to further promote policy improvement is a 

mixed methods study to capture campus administrators’ perceptions of the quality of 

training provided by the VA.  This study should capture the quality of training among 

institutions as measured by the institutions’ respective persistence rates.  Steele et al. 

(2010) recognized that campus veterans affairs administrators have the greatest impact on 

veteran students’ ability to utilize their education benefit; therefore, the quality of training 

directly affects veteran students’ ability to utilize their benefit.  The results of this 

research could be used to identify training practices that enhance or disrupt veteran 

students’ ability to persist. 
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Conclusion 

The Post-9/11 GI Bill is the most comprehensive education benefit that has ever 

been enacted (Sander, 2012a).  Though the intent of the Post-9/11 GI Bill was to increase 

access and college affordability for veteran students, the administrative policy that 

accompanies the Post-9/11 GI Bill has created unforeseen administrative problems 

(Steele et al., 2010).  Previous research showcases that the administrative policy of the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill has been updated numerous times with input from stakeholders, such as 

politicians, veterans, and groups that represent veterans; yet campus veterans affairs 

administrators’ input has not been solicited by policymakers, according to Steele et al. 

(2010).  The purpose of this study was to explore community college campus veterans 

affairs administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post-9/11 GI Bill at three 

community colleges in a very large community college system in Southeast Texas.  More 

specifically, this study explored the experiences with and perceptions of campus veterans 

affairs administrators in three key areas: (1) specific guidelines, in relation to the practice 

of processing education claims within the administrative process; (2) their role in Post-

9/11 GI Bill implementation; and (3) how well higher education institutions have adapted 

to the numerous administrative procedural changes of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. 

This qualitative study utilized a instrumental case study design to address the four 

research questions in this study.  This study was framed by the policy diffusion 

framework, a framework used to explain the adoption of a specific policy innovation, 

which is commonly utilized to understand government policies and has been adopted by 

higher education leaders to change educational policy (Braun & Gilardi, 2006; 
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Karakhanyan et al., 2011).  Ten campus administrators were participants: three from 

Campus A, three additional from Campus B, and four from Campus C.  Data were 

collected for this study through multiple avenues including face-to-face semi-structured 

interviews, existing data and documents, and field notes.  Constant comparing and axial 

coding were used to analyze the data collected, and trustworthiness was used to establish 

credibility in the research process. 

The overall findings in this study support that the participants perceived that the 

Post-9/11 GI Bill policy must be enhanced to overcome the administrative policy lapses 

that create hardship for veteran students and barriers for administrators to employ the 

policy.  Campus administrators’ perceptions were formed by their unique experience in 

carrying out the policy, which has required them to capture veteran students data to be 

transmitted to the VA. 

The participants also identified that they perceived the administrative policy of 

the Post-9/11 GI Bill affects veteran students’ ability to persist.  Additionally, they 

highlighted that the terms of the administrative policy are difficult to understand because 

the directions of the policy cannot be clearly interpreted.  Lastly, participants perceived 

the financial compensation of the Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit is the most important aspect 

of the education benefit because it gives students the financial means to attain a higher 

education.  However, they asserted that delayed payments and erroneous debts caused 

veteran students financial hardship and contributed to their lack of persistence and 

completion.  

The results of this study also show that campus veteran affairs administrators 

perceived that the guidelines (rules, regulations, and official procedures) of the Post-9/11 
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GI Bill slow the administrative processes.  Due to the lack of automation, campus 

veterans affairs administrators must constantly monitor their required systems for 

changes in veteran students’ enrollment so they can make changes when necessary, 

which they perceive is a time-intensive process.  The manual, labor-intensive aspect of 

the administrative guidelines increases the likelihood of errors, which creates financial 

complications for veteran students.  Additionally, campus administrators perceived that 

the systems and processes mandated by the VA are antiquated.  Participants noted that 

the systems are not designed to accommodate the number of veteran students who are 

currently using education benefits or the number of changes and multiple inputs required 

by the guidelines of the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy.  Lastly, campus administrators 

perceived that the education and training of the procedures are expensive and inadequate.  

Training that is delivered to institutions in the form of a governing handbook does not 

match other sources of VA training, leaving campus administrators to discern between 

the correct and incorrect procedures.  Campus veterans affairs administrators perceived 

that VA conferences provide the best source of information and training, but they are 

expensive.  For this reason, they turn to webinars; yet, the online platform of the webinars 

has insufficient space and time allocated for all attending campus administrators. 

Participants perceived their role in implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

administrative policy as being personally responsible for veteran students’ success in 

higher education.  Campus veterans affairs administrators go above and beyond their 

assigned duties by creating institution-specific tools to help students persist, reduce errors 

in processing, and meet administrative guidelines to ensure that students are able to 

utilize their education benefit with the fewest number of issues.  This study also 
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discovered that institutions have a role in veteran students’ success by amending 

institutional policies to align with the administrative policies of the Post-9/11 GI Bill and 

by making the necessary investments to ensure the administrative policies can be carried 

out.  Participants also reported that they have assumed the role of policy liaison and a 

communication link between students and the VA. 

The results of this study show that campus veterans affairs administrators 

perceived that a benefit of implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy was helping veteran 

students understand the administrative policies which permit veteran students to 

maximize their education benefits to their full potential. Participants also identified the 

time required to follow the administrative guidelines and distinguish between 

contradicting policies as a challenge to implementing the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy. 

Policymakers and higher education administrators need to welcome the input of 

campus veterans affairs administrators in framing the administrative policies that pertain 

to the Post-9/11 GI Bill policy because campus veterans affairs administrators are 

responsible for policy employment, and administrators have the greatest impact on 

veteran students’ ability to utilize their education benefit.  The policy diffusion model 

provides a way forward for policy improvement that addresses how a governmental 

policy can be enhanced and adopted by higher education.  The Post-9/11 GI Bill is the 

largest educational benefit in the history of the GI Bill (1944), as it covers more living 

expenses and provides a living allowance commensurate with the mid-grade enlistment 

force for veterans who qualify.  If policymakers and higher education administrators 

understand the experiences of campus veterans affairs administrators, it is possible to 

bring about change at the national level that would flow down to higher education 
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institutions, which could prevent veterans from suffering undue hardships and increase 

veteran student retention. 
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Once your research is complete, please use a Closure Submission to terminate this protocol. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Kelly C. Cukrowicz, Ph.D.  
Chair, Texas Tech University 

Institutional Review Board Associate 

Professor, Department of 

Psychological Sciences 357 

Administration Building, Box 41075  
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1075  
806.742.3947 www.hrpp.ttu.edu 
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Nov 21, 2016 1:34 PM CST 

 
Dimitra Smith  
Educational Psychology Leaders 

 
Re: IRB2016-955 A Multiple Case Study of Community College Administrators’ 

Perceptions of the Administrative Policies of the Post 9/11 GI Bill 

 
Findings: Approved. Good luck! 

 
Dear Dr. Dimitra Smith, Bennie Bellvin: 

 
A Texas Tech University IRB reviewer has approved the proposal referenced above. The 

approval is effective from Nov 21, 2016 within the exempt category of:  
Category 2. Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, 

achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, 

unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be 

identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the 

human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk 

of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, 

or reputation. 

 
Exempt research is not subject to annual review by the IRB. Any change to your protocol 

requires a Modification Submission for review and approval prior to implementation. 

 
Your study may be selected for a Post-Approval Review (PAR). A PAR investigator may 

contact you to observe your data collection procedures, including the consent process. You 

will be notified if your study has been chosen for a PAR. 

 
Should a subject be harmed or a deviation occur from either the approved protocol or 

federal regulations (45 CFR 46), please complete an Incident Submission form. 

 
Once your research is completed, please use a Closure Submission to terminate this 
protocol. 

 
Sincerely, 
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Kelly C. Cukrowicz, Ph.D.  
Chair, Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board  
Associate Professor, Department of Psychological Sciences  
357 Administration Building, Box 41075  
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1075 
T 806.742.2064 F 806.742.3947 www.hrpp.ttu.edu 

 

  

http://www.hrpp.ttu.edu/
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Appendix B 

Institutional Review Board Application 
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Appendix C 

Request to Conduct the Study and Request for Assistance 

Dear Chancellor _________________ 

 

My name is Bennie Bellvin, and I am currently a doctoral candidate at Texas Tech 

University in the Higher Education Community College Administration program.  My 

dissertation research focuses on the administrative policies of the Post 9/11 GI Bill, 

specifically: (1) what are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of providing education 

benefits to veterans through the Post 9/11 GI Bill; (2) what are community college 

campus Veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of specific guidelines regarding the 

processing of education claims; (3) how campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post 9/11 GI Bill; and (4) what veterans affairs 

administrators identify as the benefits and challenges of implementing the Post 9/11 GI 

Bill.  For the purpose of this study, the definition of campus veterans affairs 

administrators is a community college administrator who is involved in assisting veteran 

students in receiving veteran benefits.  These individuals are normally campus veteran 

liaisons, advisors, coordinators, and program managers. 

 

I am requesting your permission to conduct this study at your institution.  If you are 

willing to allow the study to be conducted, I also need your assistance in identifying a 

point of contact within your institution who can assist me in identifying potential 

participants for this study.  The contact individual will be asked to send out a Description 

of the Study to administrators at the institution who have at least two years of experience 

working with veteran students who utilize the Post 9/11 GI Bill. The administrators will 

be asked to correspond directly with me through their preferred method of 

communication (e-mail or telephone) if they are willing to participate.  I will travel to the 

institution where the administrator works or to a location of their choosing to conduct the 

interview.  

 

If you have any questions in regard to this research study, you can contact me by e-mail 

at bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu or telephone (832) 630-0979.  You may also contact Dr. 

Dimitra Jackson Smith, who is supervising this study, at (806)-834-1558 or via e-mail at 

dimitra.jackson@ttu.edu.  

 

Upon completion of the study, I undertake to provide you with a bound copy of the 

dissertation. 

 

Your permission to conduct this study will be greatly appreciated 

 

Sincerely, 
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Bennie Bellvin 

Texas Tech University Doctoral Candidate 



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

165 

 

 

Appendix D 

Study Description 

Title of Study:  Implementation of the Administrative Policies and Procedures of the 

Post 9/11 GI Bill: An Instrumental Case Study Analysis of Community College 

Veterans Affairs Administrators 

  

What is this research project about?  

 

The purpose of this study is to explore the experiences and perceptions of campus 

veterans affairs administrators to gain a perspective of how they view the benefits and 

challenges of carrying out the administrative functions of the Post 9/11 GI Bill at their 

respective institutions as it relates to veteran student success. 

This study focuses on the administrative policies of the Post 9/11 GI Bill, specifically: (1) 

what are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ experiences and 

perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of providing education benefits to 

veterans through the Post 9/11 GI Bill; (2) what are community college campus Veterans 

affairs administrators’ perceptions of specific guidelines regarding the processing of 

education claims; (3) how campus veterans affairs administrators perceive their role in 

the implementation of the Post 9/11 GI Bill; and (4) what veterans affairs administrators 

identify as the benefits and challenges of implementing the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  For the 

purpose of this study, the definition of campus veterans affairs administrators is a 

community college administrator who is involved in assisting veteran students in 

receiving veteran benefits.  These individuals are normally campus veteran liaisons, 

advisors, coordinators, and program managers. 

 

What would you do if you participate?  

  

Participants will be asked to participate in one (1) 60-90 minute in-person interview 

where you will be asked a series of questions about:  

• 1. your perception of specific guidelines in relation to the practice of processing 

education claims within the administrative process  

• 2. your role in Post 9/11 GI Bill implementation  

• 3 how well you believe higher education institutions adapt to the continuous 

administrative procedural changes in support of the Post 9/11 GI Bill.   

You can select the date and time for the interview, and the researcher will travel to your 

institution to conduct the in-person interview.  Interview days and times will be set after 

your expressed interest in participating in this study.  We will use your preferred 

communication method to schedule the interview day and time.  
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The interview will follow a semi-structured interview approach, and will be audio 

recorded.  You will have an opportunity to review your interview transcript to ensure you 

approve your documented responses.  

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  

 

Yes, you can quit the interview at any time if you become uncomfortable.  The 

researchers and the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board have reviewed the 

questions included for the interview and perceive you can answer them without 

discomfort.  Participation is completely voluntary, and it is your choice to participate. 

 

How are you protecting my privacy?  

 

All participants will be given an opportunity to select a pseudonym to be used in the 

study, and all study data will be secured in a locked storage.  Electronic information will 

be saved on a device that requires a password to log into.  The only individuals privileged 

to view data will be the researchers.   

 

If I have some questions about this study, who can I ask?  

 

1. If you have any questions in regard to this research study, you can contact me by 

e-mail at bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu or telephone (832) 630-0979.   

2. You may also contact Dr. Dimitra Jackson Smith, who is supervising this study, at 

(806)-834-1558 or via e-mail at dimitra.jackson@ttu.edu. 

3. TTU also has a Board, the Institutional Review Board that protects the rights of 

people who participate in research.  You may contact them with questions by 

calling (806) 742-2064. You may also contact them by mail at Institutional 

Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of the Vice President 

for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  

How will I benefit from participating in this study?  

 

There is no monetary compensation for your participation in this study. However, 

participants will benefit from the knowledge that they contributed to a study that aims to 

broaden the understanding of faculty perceptions related to the administrative policy of 

the Post 9/11 GI Bill.   

 

How can I participate in the study?  

 

If you would like to participate in this study, please send an e-mail to Bennie Bellvin 

stating your willingness to participate (bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu) or contact him at (832) 

630-0979.    

mailto:dimitra.jackson@ttu.edu
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Appendix E 

E-Mail Request for Assistance  

Dear Gatekeeper _________________:  

 

My name is Bennie Bellvin and I am currently a doctoral candidate at Texas Tech 

University in the Higher Education Community College Administration program.  The 

chancellor of your College, Dr. XXXXXXX, has given me permission to conduct my 

study at the institution and has provided me your name to contact for help in conducting 

my study.  My dissertation research focuses on the administrative policies of the Post 

9/11 GI Bill, specifically: (1) what are community college campus veterans affairs 

administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post 9/11 GI Bill; (2) what are 

community college campus Veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of specific 

guidelines regarding the processing of education claims; (3) how campus veterans affairs 

administrators perceive their role in the implementation of the Post 9/11 GI Bill; and (4) 

what veterans affairs administrators identify as the benefits and challenges of 

implementing the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  For the purpose of this study, the definition of 

campus veterans affairs administrators is a community college administrator who is 

involved in assisting veteran students in receiving veteran benefits.  These individuals are 

normally campus veteran liaisons, advisors, coordinators, and program managers. 

 

I am requesting your assistance in identifying potential Veterans Affairs (VA) 

administrators to participate in this study.  Veterans affairs administrators should be those 

at the institution who have at least one year of experience working with veteran students 

who utilize the Post 9/11 GI Bill. The administrators will be asked to correspond directly 

with me through their preferred method of communication (e-mail or telephone) if they 

are willing to participate.  I will travel to the institution where the administrator works or 

to a location of their choosing to conduct the interview.  Administrators will be asked to 

take part in an interview lasting between 60 and 90 minutes.  I have attached a 

Description of the Study.  I am asking your assistance in forwarding the e-mail script and 

the attached Description of the Study to veterans affairs administrators that meet the 

criteria outlined above.  As noted in the script, the veterans affairs administrators will be 

asked to reply directly to me through e-mail if they are willing to participate in the study.  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have.  You can contact 

me by e-mail at bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu or telephone (832) 630-0979.  You may also 

contact Dr. Dimitra Jackson Smith, who is supervising this study, at (806)-834-1558 or 

via e-mail at dimitra.jackson@ttu.edu. I greatly appreciate your assistance.  

  

Sincerely, 

   



Texas Tech University, Bennie Bellvin, May 2018 

168 

 

 

 Bennie Bellvin 

Texas Tech University Doctoral Candidate 
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Appendix F 

E-Mail Script for Potential Participants 

Dear Study Participant_________________:  

 

My name is Bennie Bellvin and I am currently a doctoral candidate at Texas Tech 

University in the Higher Education Community College Administration program.  My 

dissertation research focuses on the administrative policies of the Post 9/11 GI Bill, 

specifically: (1) what are community college campus veterans affairs administrators’ 

experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of providing education 

benefits to veterans through the Post 9/11 GI Bill; (2) what are community college 

campus Veterans affairs administrators’ perceptions of specific guidelines regarding the 

processing of education claims; (3) how campus veterans affairs administrators perceive 

their role in the implementation of the Post 9/11 GI Bill; and (4) what veterans affairs 

administrators identify as the benefits and challenges of implementing the Post 9/11 GI 

Bill.  For the purpose of this study, the definition of campus veterans affairs 

administrators is a community college administrator who is involved in assisting veteran 

students in receiving veteran benefits.  These individuals are normally campus veteran 

liaisons, advisors, coordinators, and program managers. 

 

I am requesting your assistance in participating in this study.  Your participation would 

entail an in-person interview lasting between 60 and 90 minutes.  The day and time of the 

interview will be set based on your preference and availability.  I will contact you 

through your preferred method of communication to set the interview.  Once set, I will 

travel to your institution to conduct the in-person interview.  One week prior to the 

interview, I will send you a list of the interview questions (see Appendix G), and you will 

have the opportunity to ask any questions you would like prior to beginning the 

interview.  Interviews will be audio recorded, and you will be provided an opportunity to 

select a pseudonym to represent you in the study, in order to ensure confidentiality.  In 

addition, a copy of the transcription from the interview will be sent for your review two 

weeks after the interview to provide you an opportunity to make any necessary edits or 

changes.  A Description of the Study is attached and provides additional information 

about the study. 

 

If you are interested and willing to participate in this study, or if you have questions you 

would like me to clarify, please e-mail me at bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu.  In your e-mail 

response, please provide your preferred method of communication for me to contact you 

through to further discuss your participation in this study.  If you prefer to communicate 

by telephone, I can be reached at (832) 630-0979. You may also contact Dr. Dimitra 

Jackson Smith, who is supervising this study, at (806)-834-1558 or via e-mail at 

dimitra.jackson@ttu.edu. I greatly appreciate your assistance.  
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I greatly appreciate your time and consideration in participating in this study.  I know 

your time is very valuable. Your participation will provide great insight into this study’s 

topic of the administrative aspects of the Post 9/11 GI Bill policy.  I look forward to 

hearing from you.  

Sincerely,   

  

Bennie Bellvin  

Texas Tech University Doctoral Candidate 
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Appendix G 

Interview Guide for In-Person Interviews 

Interview Protocol Project:  A Multiple Case Study of Community College 

Administrators’ Perceptions of the Administrative Policies of the Post 9/11 GI Bill 

 

Time of Interview:  

Date:  

Place:  

Interviewer:  Bennie Bellvin  

Participant: 

 Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today.  Your time and willingness to 

participate in this research are greatly appreciated.  The purpose of this study is to capture 

community college campus veterans affairs (VA) administrators’ perceptions of the 

administrative issues of the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  Your identity will be concealed in this 

research by using a pseudonym in place of your actual name.  A total of 10 campus 

veterans affairs administrators will be interviewed from three large community college 

systems in Southeast Texas.  Your fictitious name will be linked to your input to prevent 

your real name to be revealed with the data that you provide. 

 I will analyze the data and through the dissertation process, my chair and 

committee members will have the final approval of the study’s content.  Participation in 

this study is voluntary, questions can be skipped or revisited, and we can stop the 

interview process anytime.  I will begin audio recording at this time.  Before we focus on 

the administrative issues associated with the Post 9/11 GI Bill specifically, I would like to 
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start with a few questions outlining your demographic and professional background with 

the institution.   

1. To begin, please inform me at any time if I can get you anything or change 

anything to make this interview process more comfortable.  If not, please tell me 

about your experience at Community College X, how long have you worked at 

Community College A, B, or C (as applicable)?  

a. Tell me how much time do you devote to the veterans department per 

semester? 

b. What are your specific responsibilities in the veterans affairs office?  

c. Have you worked in other institutions’ veterans affairs office prior to 

Community College X, if so where?  

d. What is your highest level of education?  

e. Where did you attain your degrees?  

f. Do you mind sharing your age with me?  

2.  How long have you been in an administrator role with the responsibility of 

assisting veteran students who utilize the Post 9/11 GI Bill?   

a. Do you have any specific or additional responsibilities associated with the 

Post 9/11 GI Bill? 

3. How many veteran students do you assist with utilizing the Post 9/11 GI Bill each 

semester?   
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Now I am going to ask specific questions about your perception of the 

administrative issues of the Post 9/11 GI Bill 

 

4. What is your perception of the Post 9/11 GI Bill and the administrative policies 

and guidelines? 

a. Follow-up questions may be necessary to clarify perception. 

5. Tell me, in detail, what administrative issues have you experienced in the process 

of helping veteran students utilize the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  

a. Please specify if these actions are consistent for each student, or if any 

actions are only provided to a certain population of students.    

6. How would you describe your personal and your organization’s support of the 

Post 9/11 GI Bill administrative policies? 

7. Do you perceive the Post 9/11 GI Bill policies and as effective policies? 

a. May need to specify what contributes to effectiveness or barriers to 

effectiveness. 

8. How do you perceive, if any, the Post 9/11 GI Bill create an undue hardship on 

administrators and/or students? 

a. May need to specify the specific portion of the policy that creates hardship 

and the associated effects. 

9. How do you perceive the Post 9/11 GI Bill policies affecting veteran students 

persistence and graduation rates? 

10. What do you perceive as the most important elements of the Post 9/11 GI Bill? 
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11. What is your perception of the quality of training and guidance on implementing 

the Post 9/11 GI Bill policies? 

12. What do you perceive as the greatest challenges for assisting students to employ 

the Post 9/11 GI Bill as a result of the current policies? 

a. May need to expand on the specific challenge or clarify challenge.   

13. What do you perceive as the greatest challenges for assisting students to employ 

the Post 9/11 GI Bill as a result of the current policies in community colleges? 

a. May need to expand on the specific challenge or clarify challenge.  

 

Okay, we are almost finished.  I am going to ask a couple of concluding 

questions.   

 

14. How do you perceive the feasibility of applying the policies of the Post 9/11 GI 

Bill? 

a. How do you perceive the VA can curtail the policy to make it more 

feasible? 

i. Follow-up questions may need to be asked for clarification or 

reasons why 

15. How do you perceive the institution supports and adheres to the Post 9/11 GI Bill 

policies? 

16. Is there anything else that you would like to add? 

Again, thank you for your time and vital responses given in this interview.
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Appendix H 

Informed Consent  

 

TITLE OF STUDY 

 

Implementation of the Administrative Policies and Procedures of the Post 9/11 GI Bill: 

An Instrumental Case Study Analysis of Community College Veterans Affairs 

Administrators  

 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR  

 

Bennie Bellvin 

Doctoral Student, Texas Tech University 

832-630-0979 

bennie.bellvin@ttu.edu 

 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

 

The purpose of this study is to explore community college campus veterans affairs (VA) 

administrators’ experiences and perceptions of the VA’s administrative process of 

providing education benefits to veterans through the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  This study will 

also explore the how campus VA  administrators view specific guidelines, in relation to 

the practice of processing education claims, within the administrative process; how they 

perceive their role in Post 9/11 GI Bill implementation; and how well higher education 

institutions adapt to the continuous administrative procedural changes in support of the 

Post 9/11 GI Bill.  One of the primary goals of this study is to use the information 

retrieved from campus veterans affairs administrators to assist the community of practice 

in retaining veteran students and to help a veteran student attend higher education free of 

the convoluted administrative process of the Post 9/11 GI Bill.  

 

STUDY PROCEDURES 

 

Data will be collected using face-to-face interviews that will be recorded using a digital 

recording device.  Additional interviews will be conducted by telephone.  

The amount of time that the interview will take is one hour. 

 

RISKS and BENEFITS 

 

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this study. 

There will be no direct benefit to you for your participation in this study. However, we 
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hope that the information obtained from this study may contribute to veteran students 

persistence in higher education.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

Your responses to this interview will be anonymous. Please do not write any identifying 

information on any documents throughout the interview process.  Every effort will be 

made by the researcher to preserve your confidentiality including the following:  

• Assigning code names/numbers for participants that will be used on all research 

notes and documents 

• Keeping notes, interview transcriptions, and any other identifying participant 

information in a locked file cabinet in the personal possession of the researcher. 

Participant data will be kept confidential except in cases where the researcher is legally 

obligated to report specific incidents. These incidents include, but may not be limited to, 

incidents of abuse and suicide risk. 

 

CONTACT INFORMATION  

 

If you have questions at any time about this study, or you experience adverse effects as 

the result of participating in this study, you may contact the researcher whose contact 

information is provided on the first page. If you have questions regarding your rights as a 

research participant, or if problems arise which you do not feel you can discuss with the 

Primary Investigator, please contact the Institutional Review Board at (806) 742-2064, 

hrpp@ttu.edu.  

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. It is up to you to decide whether or not to 

take part in this study. If you decide to take part in this study, you will be asked to sign a 

consent form. After you sign the consent form, you are still free to withdraw at any time 

and without giving a reason. Withdrawing from this study will not affect the relationship 

you have, if any, with the researcher. If you withdraw from the study before data 

collection is completed, your data will be returned to you or destroyed.  
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CONSENT 

 

I have read and I understand the provided information and have had the opportunity to 

ask questions. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to 

withdraw at any time, without giving a reason and without cost. I understand that I will 

be given a copy of this consent form. I voluntarily agree to take part in this study.  

 

 

Participant's signature ______________________________ Date __________ 

Investigator's signature _____________________________ Date __________ 

 

 


