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Article

According to the U.S. Census, there are approximately 56 
million people with disabilities living in the United States 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Among them, four in 10 indi-
viduals with disabilities were participating in the labor mar-
ket compared with eight in 10 individuals without 
disabilities (Brault, 2012). Although there have been a num-
ber of studies focused on understanding the factors that may 
influence the hiring of individuals with disabilities who 
wish to participate in the workforce (Erickson, von Schrader, 
Bruyère, & VanLooy, 2014; Jans, Kaye, & Jones, 2012), 
there is a need to understand the factors that may help these 
individuals in maintaining their current employment 
(Rumrill, Roessler, Battersby-Longden, & Schuyler, 1998). 
In addition, maintenance of employment is ranked as the 
biggest problem faced by persons with disabilities based on 
the number and nature of discriminatory allegations filed 
with the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC) under Title I of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act (ADA; 1990; West et al., 2008).

To ensure that persons with disabilities enjoy the same 
rights as those without disabilities at the workplace, the 
ADA (1990) mandates the requirement for employers to 

provide individuals with disabilities with reasonable accom-
modations, allowing them to perform the essential func-
tions of their job if the accommodation does not cause 
undue hardship for employers (Crosgrove, Fink, Dillion, & 
Wedding, 2015). According to the EEOC,

a reasonable accommodation is any change in the work 
environment (or in the way things are usually done) to help a 
person with a disability apply for a job, perform the duties of a 
job, or enjoy the benefits and privileges of employment. 
(EEOC, 2015)

By helping individuals perform the duties inherent to their 
jobs, job accommodations remove barriers and provide the 
opportunities for individuals to achieve a longer tenure and 
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career maintenance (Al Dhanhani, Gignac, Beaton, Su, & 
Fortin, 2014; McDowell & Fossey, 2015).

Retaining employment for individuals with disabilities 
has implications at the individual, family, and societal lev-
els. On an individual level, maintaining employment may 
increase psychological well-being by enhancing financial 
resources, social support, and engagement in meaningful 
activities (Hogan, Kyaw-Myint, Harris, & Denronden, 
2012). In addition, maintaining employment may contribute 
to growth in both mental (Linn, Sandifer, & Stein, 1985; 
Turner & Turner, 2004) and physical (Linn et  al., 1985) 
health. On a larger scale, if individuals with disabilities 
maintain employment, their purchasing power may be posi-
tively affected due to their income not being based solely on 
Social Security Disability Insurance and/or Supplemental 
Security Income (Imparato, Houtenville, & Shaffert, 2010). 
The job retention of individuals with disabilities may also 
help to relieve the financial burden on family members and, 
possibly, society (Dell Orto & Power, 2007).

Despite ADA mandates and benefits of maintaining 
employment, an underutilization of job accommodations 
among individuals with disabilities still exists in the work-
place (Allen & Carlson, 2003; Gignac, Cao, & McAlpine, 
2015). Thus, there is a need to gain a better understanding 
of the job accommodation request process and potential 
interventions that may facilitate individuals with disabilities 
in taking advantage of their legal rights in this area, which 
may help them fully engage in work and maintain their 
employment over time.

While early accommodation literature has focused on 
environmental and personal variables (Chirikos, 1999; 
Fesko, 2001; Frank & Bellini, 2005; Friedman, 1993; Gates, 
2000) to help explain the underutilization of job accommo-
dations, recent research has brought to light the importance 
of cognitive processes (such as self-efficacy and outcome 
expectation) that may also play a role in requesting accom-
modations (Baldridge & Swift, 2013; Baldridge & Veiga, 
2006; Dong, 2011).

The research indicated that individuals with disabilities 
conducted a cognitive assessment of the perceived risks and 
the potential benefits of requesting a needed accommoda-
tion (Baldridge & Veiga, 2006; Nadler, Ellis, & Bar, 2003). 
Some of the perceived risks include psychological and 
social costs, such as the sense of incompetence and depen-
dence (Baldridge & Swift, 2013; Lee, 1997). For example, 
requesting an accommodation may mean risking one’s 
social standing and public image to improve his or her work 
performance (Baldridge & Swift, 2013). Thus, the job 
accommodation request process can be thought of as a 
“high stakes” behavior in which the perceived risks may 
often outweigh the perceived benefits (Baldridge & Swift, 
2013; Baldridge & Veiga, 2006). In turn, individuals with 
disabilities may not ask for help when the help is needed 
and available (Lee, 1997).

Social cognitive career theory (SCCT; Lent, Brown, & 
Hackett, 1994) offers a framework for understanding the 
cognitive processes (self-efficacy and outcome expectation) 
involved with career interest, choice, and performance. In 
addition, SCCT provides a platform to comprehend the 
mechanisms and processes of career development and job-
related behaviors for individuals with disabilities (Fabian, 
2000). Lent et  al. (1994) also noted that an individual’s 
affect acts as a filtering mechanism through which self-effi-
cacy and outcome expectation are processed. Dong (2011) 
found support for the impact of positive affect, self-efficacy, 
and outcome expectations on requesting workplace accom-
modations for individuals with disabilities through an 
accommodation request model. Within the proposed model, 
positive affect refers to a mood state in which an individual 
experiences positive feelings such as enthusiasm and inter-
est (Watson, Clark, & Tellegan, 1988). Self-efficacy refers 
to one’s belief that he or she possesses the necessary skills 
and abilities to conduct relevant job behaviors and reach a 
desired work goal (Lent et al., 1994). Outcome expectation 
refers to one’s belief that the completion of a specified task 
will result in the intended outcome (Lent et al., 1994).

Despite the above-mentioned advancements in accom-
modation research and associations of mindfulness with 
positive affect (Brown & Ryan, 2003) and self-efficacy 
(Wei, Tsai, Lannin, Du, & Tucker, 2015) in the psychologi-
cal literature, no research has been conducted to examine 
the impact of mindfulness in the workplace accommodation 
process to the best of our knowledge. Mindfulness is a com-
plex construct with several definitions. Bishop et al. (2004) 
defined mindfulness as a two-component model, involving 
the “self-regulation of attention” and “a particular orienta-
tion towards one’s experiences in the present moment . . . 
that is characterized by curiosity, openness, and acceptance” 
(p. 232). Bishop et al. suggested that mindfulness is a psy-
chological process that is more closely related to a state 
rather than a trait. However, Brown and Ryan (2003) found 
evidence to support the construct of mindfulness to exist as 
both a state and a trait. Brown and Ryan (2003) referred to 
mindfulness as an inherent state of consciousness that 
involves “enhanced attention to and awareness of current 
experience or present reality” (p. 822). Awareness can be 
thought of as monitoring the internal and external environ-
ments, whereas attention is focused on an immediate range 
of experiences. State mindfulness refers to the variability of 
mindfulness within an individual, whereas trait mindfulness 
refers to the general tendency of an individual to act mind-
fully in his or her daily life. As this study examined the 
influence of trait mindfulness on the job accommodation 
request process, Brown and Ryan’s definition was used.

Higher levels of trait mindfulness may contribute to the 
decision to request accommodations in several ways. First, 
being mindful may allow a person with a disability to bal-
ance cognitive assessments and presenting needs, while 
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fostering an informed and self-aware regulation of his or 
her behavior (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Mindfulness may 
assist individuals with disabilities to gain a balanced per-
spective of their workplace needs and the associated costs 
and benefits of request accommodations, thus helping them 
to make an informed decision regarding a job accommoda-
tion request. Second, being mindful has been found to share 
a relationship with behavior intention in past research. For 
example, Dane and Brummel (2013) found that a higher 
level of mindfulness was negatively associated with turn-
over intention in the workplace. In addition, the interaction 
between mindfulness and intention was found to have a sig-
nificant impact on whether one engaged in physical exer-
cise behavior (Chatzisarantis & Hagger, 2007). The results 
may suggest that similar relationships exist in the job 
accommodation request process. Third, being mindful may 
assist individuals to cope with the emotional experience of 
requesting an accommodation or having their requests 
denied/ignored, by helping the individual to cultivate a non-
judgmental stance to the emotional experience (Erisman & 
Roemer, 2010). This is especially important as requesting 
accommodations in the workplace and resolving EEOC 
accommodation-related charges can be a complex process, 
which may elicit an individual’s strong feelings and emo-
tions (M. B. Miller, n.d.).

Literature on Mindfulness and Study 
Key Variables

Mindfulness and Positive Affect

Past research has shown mindfulness and positive affect 
share a positive relationship (Brown & Ryan, 2003). For 
example, scores on the Mindful Attention Awareness Scale 
(MAAS; Brown & Ryan, 2003) were associated with higher 
scores of positive affect on the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). Mindfulness was 
found to decrease emotional reactivity through the cultiva-
tion of a nonjudgmental attitude to emotional experiences 
and led to a greater engagement in experiences of positive 
emotions (Erisman & Roemer, 2010). Erisman and Roemer 
(2010) found that a brief mindfulness intervention served to 
increase positive affect among a college sample. In addi-
tion, more recent studies found that mindfulness training 
promotes positive affect among individuals with depression 
(Garland, Geschwind, Peeters, & Wichers, 2015). Given the 
previously mentioned associations between mindfulness 
and positive affect, we hypothesized that mindfulness 
would share a positive relationship with positive affect in 
the job accommodation process.

Mindfulness and Self-Efficacy

Mindfulness has been positively associated with awareness 
of daily activities and job-seeking self-efficacy, and 

negatively associated with the symptoms associated with 
stress (de Jong, Hommes, Brouwers, & Tomic, 2013). 
Mindfulness also played a role in increasing work-related 
self-efficacy by decreasing one’s self-focused attention on 
his or her disability and increasing engagement in work-
related activities (Shapiro, Oman, Thoresen, Plante, & 
Flinders, 2008; Wei et al., 2015). Research has found that 
mindfulness significantly predicted counseling self-efficacy 
among counseling graduate students (Greason & Cashwell, 
2009) and resulted in greater pain management self-efficacy 
among individuals experiencing chronic pain (Wright & 
Schutte, 2014). Given the associations between mindful-
ness and self-efficacy outlined above, we hypothesized that 
mindfulness would share a positive relationship with self-
efficacy in the job accommodation process.

Mindfulness and Outcome Expectations

Past research indicated a relationship between outcome 
expectation and mindfulness-based treatments. More spe-
cifically, Snippe et al. (2015) found that participants’ treat-
ment outcome expectations predicted completion of 
homework during treatments and a decrease in posttreat-
ment depressive symptoms. In addition, C. K. Miller, 
Kristeller, Headings, and Nagaraja (2014) found significant 
improvements in participants’ outcome expectations (regard-
ing health food choices) following the Mindfulness-Based 
Eating Awareness Training program. As one of the key con-
cepts of mindfulness is an awareness and attention to the 
present moment (Brown & Ryan, 2003), it is possible that 
those who are acting mindfully do not get lost in possibilities 
of future outcomes and are more likely to make decisions 
based on present information. Given the associations 
between mindfulness and outcome expectations, we hypoth-
esized that mindfulness would share a positive relationship 
with outcome expectations in the job accommodation 
process.

Mindfulness, Intention to Request, and Request 
Behavior

The process of successfully translating intention into action 
is facilitated by an individual’s increased attention and 
awareness to both the internal and external environments 
(Chatzisarantis & Hagger, 2007). By gaining awareness to 
environments, an individual has greater self-control over 
cognitive and emotional responses. Thus, as mindful indi-
viduals are more attuned to present reality and demonstrate 
stronger self-regulation, they are more likely to follow 
through on their intentions and engage in the desired behav-
ior (Chatzisarantis & Hagger, 2007). Chatzisarantis and 
Hagger (2007) found that both mindfulness and the interac-
tion between mindfulness and intention had significant 
impacts on behavior regarding physical exercise. Based on 
these findings, we hypothesized that mindfulness might 
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contribute additional variance to the prediction of one’s 
intention to request accommodations, above and beyond 
that of positive affect, self-efficacy, and outcome expecta-
tions. In addition, we hypothesized that mindfulness and the 
interaction between mindfulness and the intention to request 
would both contribute additional variance to the prediction 
of request behavior.

Study Purpose and Research 
Questions

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship 
between mindfulness and the cognitive and affective con-
structs (i.e., self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and positive 
affect) found in Dong’s (2011) accommodation request 
framework. In addition, this study aimed to examine the 
impacts of mindfulness and these cognitive and affective 
factors on intention to request accommodations and request 
behavior. Given the purpose of this study, the research ques-
tions were as follows:

Research Question 1: What are the relationships 
between mindfulness and positive affect, self-efficacy, 
outcome expectations, intention to request, and request-
ing behavior?
Research Question 2: What are the impacts of mindful-
ness, positive affect, self-efficacy, and outcome expecta-
tions on intentions for requesting accommodations?
Research Question 3: What are the impacts of mindful-
ness, positive affect, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, 
and the interaction between mindfulness and intention to 
request accommodations on request behavior?

Examining these questions may open the possibility for 
future research and practice into applying mindfulness-
based intervention strategies as a way to increase the likeli-
hood of requesting job accommodations, and maintain 
employment among individuals with disabilities.

Method

Participants

The sample for this study consists of 150 individuals with 
disabilities. The sample was composed of 101 females 
(67.3%), 46 males (30.7%), and three individuals who did 
not provide their gender (2%). Of the included sample, 127 
participants self-reported as Caucasian (84.7%), 13 as 
African American (8.7%), two as Asian American (1.3%), 
six as Latino/Hispanic (4%), six as Native American (4%), 
and six as Other (4%). Participants included individuals with 
different age ranges: 18 to 34 years (29.4%), 35 to 54 years 
(44%), and ≥55 years (25.4%), with 1.2% not reporting age 
information. In terms of the level of education, 29 reported 

having an associate’s degree, vocational training, or high 
school degrees/experiences (19.3%); 118 reported having a 
bachelor’s degree or higher educational levels (78.7%); and 
three participants did not provide the education information 
(2%). Nineteen participants reported holding unskilled or 
semiskilled job positions (12.7%), 127 reported technical or 
professional job positions (84.7%), and four participants did 
not supply the information (2.6%). Twenty-seven partici-
pants reported working part-time at the time of survey com-
pletion (18%), 107 reported working full-time (71.3%), 10 
reported not working (6.7%), and six participants did not 
provide the information (6%). In addition, 21 participants 
self-reported their disability type(s) as hearing impaired/
deaf (14%), 27 reported as visual impaired/blind (18%), 15 
reported as psychiatric/mental (10%), 12 reported as cogni-
tive (8%), 34 reported as mobility impairment (22.7%), 63 
as physical impairment (42%), and 27 reported as other 
(18%). Overall, the sample for this study was female, 
Caucasian, highly educated, and experiencing a physical 
disability.

Measures

Demographic questionnaire.  A demographic questionnaire 
was used to gather descriptive statistics and included ques-
tions on age, gender, race, education, work status, job level, 
and disability type.

Mindfulness.  The MAAS, trait version (Brown & Ryan, 
2003), is a 15-item survey that is used to measure the “indi-
vidual differences in the frequency of mindful states over 
time” (Brown & Ryan, 2003). The MAAS uses a 6-point 
Likert-type scale response format ranging from 1 (almost 
always) to 6 (almost never). Scores range from 15 to 90, 
with higher scores indicating higher levels of trait mindful-
ness. The MAAS demonstrates strong psychometric prop-
erties with an internal consistency ranging from .80 to .90, 
a high test–retest reliability, and strong convergent and  
discriminant validity (Brown, n.d.). The alpha level for the 
current study was .88.

Positive affect.  The PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) consists of 
20 items that assess for two emotional dimensions: positive 
affect and negative affect. The PANAS demonstrates high 
reliability (positive affect = .86–.90; negative affect = .84–
.87), as well as strong convergent and discriminant validity 
(Watson et al., 1988). To reduce the response burden on par-
ticipants, we adopted a revised version from Dong’s (2011) 
study, in which five items from the Positive Affect subscale 
were used on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 
(not at all) to 5 (extremely). Scores on the revised version 
range from 5 to 25, with higher scores indicating a greater 
level of positive affect. The alpha level for the current study 
was .86.
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Self-efficacy.  This scale consisted of two different measures 
to assess participants’ accommodation requests–related 
self-efficacy and work goal–related self-efficacy.

Accommodation requests–related self-efficacy.  The Situ-
ational Self-Efficacy Scale (Rumrill, 1993) is a seven-item 
instrument used to measure participant’s confidence (self-
efficacy) in requesting accommodations. Dong (2011) 
revised the scale by changing the wording of “my needs” to 
“my accommodation needs,” converting the response for-
mat to a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all confident 
to 5 = very confident), and using four items to reduce the 
participants’ response burden. Scores on the revised version 
ranged from 4 to 20, with higher scores indicating greater 
levels of accommodation requests–related self-efficacy. 
The current study adopted the revised scale, with the alpha 
level of .89.

Work goal–related self-efficacy.  This current study adopted 
Dong’s (2011) modified version of Karoly and Ruehlman’s 
(1995) goal self-efficacy instrument. The revised scale was 
used to assess the extent to which participants felt that they 
were capable of reaching an important work-related goal. 
This scale uses a 5-point Likert-type scale response format 
(1 = not at all confident to 5 = very confident). Scores on 
the revised version ranged from 4 to 20, with higher scores 
indicating greater levels of self-efficacy in setting work-
related goals. The alpha level of the scale was .92.

Outcome expectations.  The outcome expectation measure 
consisted of four subscales representing Anticipated 
Employer Compliance for Accommodations (three items), 
Perceived Help-Seeking Appropriateness (three items), Per-
ceived Accommodation Usefulness (three items), and Non-
personal Cost (three items). The items are assessed by 
asking participants to recall a time in the last 3 months in 
which they were in need of a job accommodation. The mea-
sure uses a 5-point Likert-type scale format that ranges 
from 1 (disagree) to 5 (agree). A higher overall score indi-
cates positive outcome expectancy.

The three items that were used to assess anticipated 
employer compliance came from Dong’s (2011) modified 
version of Baldridge’s (2001) five-item measure. Dong 
modified Baldridge’s measure by replacing the word 
“adjustment” with “accommodation.” The alpha level for 
the current study was .93.

The three items that were used to assess for perceived 
help-seeking appropriateness came from Dong’s (2011) 
modified version of Florey’s (1998) three-item measure. 
Dong modified Florey’s measure by replacing the word 
“adjustment” with “accommodation.” The alpha level for 
the current study was .95.

The three items that were used to assess for perceived 
accommodation usefulness came from Dong’s (2011) 

modified version of Baldridge’s (2001) five-item scale. 
Dong modified Baldridge’s measure by replacing the word 
“adjustment” with “accommodation.” The alpha level for 
the current study was .85.

The three items that were used to assess for personal cost 
came from Dong’s (2011) modified version of Baldridge’s 
(2001) measure. Dong modified Baldridge’s measure by 
replacing the word “adjustment” with “accommodation” 
and reducing the number of items to three from seven. The 
alpha level for the current study was .74.

Intention to request accommodations.  Florey (1998) origi-
nally used a two-item measure to assess for readiness and 
commitment to request job accommodations. The items 
were as follows: “How do you rate your readiness in asking 
for adjustments (or job accommodations) in the past 3 
months?” and “How do you rate your commitment in ask-
ing for adjustment (or job accommodation) in the past 3 
months?” Each question is followed by a 5-point Likert-
type response format that ranged from 1 (not at all ready to 
ask/not at all committed to ask) to 5 (definitely ready to 
ask/strongly committed to ask). Florey found a reliability of 
.94. The alpha level for the current study was .73.

Requesting behavior.  To assess whether participants fol-
lowed through on their intentions to request job accommo-
dations, they were asked to respond (yes or no) to the 
following question: “Did you ask for the job 
accommodation(s) in the above-mentioned work 
situation?”

Procedure

Participants for this study were recruited through email 
invitations sent to the program directors of the following 
organizations: the National Mental Health Self-Help 
Clearinghouse, the Disability and Business Technical 
Assistance Center (DBTAC), the National Multiple 
Sclerosis Society, the American Council of the Blind, the 
National Association of the Deaf, the Association of 
Assistive Technology Act Program, the national and state 
centers for independent living, and state vocational reha-
bilitation divisions. The email invitation included a brief 
description of the study, the link to the online Qualtrics sur-
vey, and a request to share the link with constituents of their 
organizations.

Upon opening the survey link, the participants were 
directed to the informed consent page for the study, which 
briefly discussed the nature of the study, the potential risks 
and benefits of participation, any costs associated with par-
ticipation, identification of the researchers, and the rights of 
human participants. The participants were then asked to 
“agree” that they had read (or had it read to them) and 
understood the informed consent before moving forward 
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with the survey. Participants were asked to recall a work-
place situation in the past 3 months in which they needed a 
workplace accommodation. They were asked to report the 
level of intention to request accommodation and whether 
they requested or received accommodations. In addition, 
they were asked to respond to the survey, which included 
demographic information, job information, and the mea-
sures that assessed mindfulness, positive affect, self-effi-
cacy, outcome expectations, and job accommodation 
request. Instructions on how to respond to the items of each 
measure were included. The survey took approximately 20 
to 30 min to complete and was active for 5 months.

Data Analysis

Cases that did not complete any items for the PANAS, Self-
Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, Intention to Request, and/
or MAAS scales or were missing more than half of the 
items on the subscales for these scales were excluded from 
the data. There were 150 cases remaining in the data set 
after the data cleaning process was complete. Missing data 
within these 150 cases were rectified by taking an average 
score of the total items completed for each subscale, then 
replacing missing data with the average (Dodeen, 2003). 
Once the data were clean, the dependent and independent 
variables were assessed for normality, outliers, and multi-
collinearity. Next, descriptive statistics including the range, 
mean, and standard deviation were examined for each vari-
able. To address the first research question, correlational 
analyses were run to determine the relationships among all 
variables of interest. To address the second and third 
research questions, a multiple linear regression analysis and 
a logistic regression analysis were used, respectively.

Results

Preliminary Analysis

Of the 150 participants in this study, 138 (92%) of them did 
request an accommodation(s). Of those who requested, 114 
(76%) reported receiving the accommodation(s). No statis-
tically significant differences were found in accommoda-
tion request for education level, job level (professional, 
technical, semiskilled, or unskilled), race (minority and 
nonminority), age, and gender. However, significant differ-
ences (p < .01) were found between accommodation request 
and work status. Individuals who were not employed (at the 
time of filling out the survey) were lower in terms of 
requesting accommodations compared with those working 
either full-time or part-time (during the time of filling out 
the survey).

The descriptive statistics for the intention to request 
accommodations, positive affect, self-efficacy, outcome 
expectations, and trait mindfulness totals and subscales are 

presented in Table 1. Hopkins and Weeks (1990) and 
DeCarlo (1997) suggested that normality is achieved if the 
skewness value does not exceed the absolute value of 1 and 
kurtosis does not exceed the absolute value of 3. Almost all 
of the measured variables came close to or met the neces-
sary criteria for achieving normality. However, the subscale 
of Usefulness in outcome expectations was found to be non-
normally disturbed, with kurtosis of 8.019, and was found 
to share a very weak relationship with intention to request 
accommodations and request behavior; thus, the Usefulness 
subscale was excluded from the data analysis.

Correlational Analysis

Pearson correlation analyses were calculated for the overall 
scale scores and subscales (see Table 1) of intention to 
request, request behaviors, positive affect, self-efficacy, 
outcome expectation, and mindfulness variables. The over-
all scale scores of all variables appear to share a significant 
relationship in the positive direction. More specifically, 
mindfulness was found to have a significant relationship 
with the following scales: Self-Efficacy (r = .338, p < .01), 
Outcome Expectation (r = .323, p < .01), Positive Affect (r 
= .179, p < .05), Intention to Request (r = .238, p < .01), and 
Request Behavior (r = .163, p < .05).

Mindfulness was found to have a significant relationship 
with the Intention to Request subscales of Readiness (r = 
.220, p < .01) and Commitment (r = .203, p < .01). 
Significant correlations were found between mindfulness 
and the Self-Efficacy subscale of Requesting 
Accommodations (r = .359, p < .01) and the subscale of 
Work Goals (r = .198, p < .05). Mindfulness was found to 
have a significant correlation with the Outcome Expectations 
subscale of Nonpersonal Cost (r = .355, p < .01), and sub-
scales of Compliance (r = .172, p > .05) and Appropriateness 
(r = .178, p < .05).

Intention to request was found to have a significant cor-
relation with request behavior (r = .360, p < .01), self-effi-
cacy (r = .515, p < .01), outcome expectation (r = .475, p < 
.01), and positive affect (r = .427, p < .01). See Table 1 for 
details.

Regression Analysis

We first conducted a hierarchical multiple regression to 
examine whether positive affect, self-efficacy, and outcome 
expectation (the first step of the hierarchical regression), 
and mindfulness (the second step of the hierarchical regres-
sion) predicted intention to request accommodations. The 
results indicated that although positive affect, outcome 
expectation, and self-efficacy predicted intention to request 
accommodations (F = 19.535, p < .01), mindfulness did not 
add any additional variance to the prediction (ΔR2 = .01, 
p > .05; see Table 2 for details).
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We also conducted a logistic regression to examine 
whether positive affect, self-efficacy, outcome expectation, 
mindfulness, and interactions between mindfulness and 
intention to request would have an impact on accommoda-
tions request behavior. We first examined the impact of posi-
tive affect, self-efficacy, and outcome expectation on request 
behavior. We then examined the impact of the above-men-
tioned variables—along with mindfulness and interactions 
between mindfulness and intention to request—on the depen-
dent variable of request behavior. Self-efficacy was found to 
be significant in predicting request behavior in the first block 
of examination, although outcome expectation was found to 
be approaching statistical significance. When mindfulness 
and the interaction between mindfulness and intention to 
request were entered on top of the previous variables, two 
factors emerged as significant predictors of request behavior: 
self-efficacy and the interaction between mindfulness and 
intention to request. With one unit of increase in self-efficacy, 
the odds of requesting accommodation would increase 3.53 
times; with one unit of increase in the interaction between 
mindfulness and intention, the odds of requesting accommo-
dation would increase 0.28 times. The results of a Nagelkerke 
R2 indicated that mindfulness and the interaction between 
mindfulness and intention to request accounted for 8% of the 
additional variance in requesting accommodations. The 
model demonstrated a good model fit (−2 log likelihood = 
54.87); Hosmer and Lemeshow, χ2(df = 8) = 8.857, p = .354. 
See Table 3 for details.

Discussion

The study aimed to explore the relationship between mind-
fulness and the cognitive and affective constructs of self-
efficacy, outcome expectation, and positive affect in the 
workplace accommodation process. In addition, this study 
aimed to examine the impact of mindfulness and the cogni-
tive and affective factors on the intention to request accom-
modations and request behavior.

In this study, mindfulness was found to have a signifi-
cant and positive relationship with positive affect, self-effi-
cacy, outcome expectations, and intention to request, as 
well as request behavior. Further exploration of mindful-
ness in the job accommodation field may be warranted due 
to the practical and research implications of both this study 
and previous research findings (de Jong et  al., 2013; 
Erisman & Roemer, 2010; Snippe et al., 2015; Wei et al., 
2015). For example, the positive relationship between 
mindfulness and positive affect in the current study seems 
to echo with what Erisman and Roemer (2010) found: that 
a brief mindfulness intervention served to increase the 
experience of positive affect. They suggested that the facili-
tation of positive affect through mindfulness-based inter-
ventions might help in emotional regulation. As requesting 
a job accommodation can be a highly emotional process, 
mindfulness-based interventions could be used to help 
increase positive affect and overall emotional regulation, 
and thus increase the likelihood of an individual requesting 
accommodations. By fostering positive affect, individuals 
respond to highly emotional experiences in a more adaptive 
way. When difficult situations arise, mindfulness may help 
individuals to respond with equanimity, which may reduce 
emotional reactivity and distress (Erisman & Roemer, 
2010). Thus, being mindful on their internal thought pro-
cesses and environments could be particularly important for 
individuals with disabilities who filed EEOC claims related 
to job accommodations that were normally not ruled in their 
favor (McMahon et al., 2004).

Due to high-stakes nature of requesting accommoda-
tions, individuals may experience internal distractions and 
anxieties while planning and requesting accommodations. 
Wei et al. (2015) referred to the awareness of this experi-
ence as hindering self-focused attention. Several research-
ers examined the impact of mindfulness on offsetting the 

Table 2.  Multiple Regressions on Request Intention.

Factor R R2 β T p F p ΔR2

Model 1 .592 .351 3.532 ≤.01 26.295 <.01  
  Positive affect .186 2.953 ≤.01  
  Self-efficacy .305 3.083 <.01  
  Outcome 

expectation
.254 3.50 <.01  

Model 2 .593 .351 2.957 <.01 19.535 <.01 .001
  Positive affect .185 2.917 ≤.01  
  Self-efficacy .297 3.928 <.01  
  Outcome 

expectation
.248 3.006 ≤.01  

  Mindfulness .034 0.485 .628  

Table 3.  Logistic Regression on Request Decision.

Factor R2a B SE Wald df p Exp(B)

Model 1 .33  
  Self-efficacy 1.582 .606 6.803 1 .011 4.863
  Outcome 

expectation
1.056 .549 3.694 1 .050 2.873

  Positive affect −0.306 .401 0.585 1 .444 0.736
Model 2 .41  
  Self-efficacy 1.511 .660 5.247 1 .022 4.531
  Outcome 

expectation
0.605 .606 0.998 1 .318 1.832

  Positive affect −0.594 .446 1.776 1 .301 0.562
  Mindfulness −0.576 .558 1.068 1 .301 0.562
  Intention to Request 

× Mindfulness
0.248 .110 5.046 1 .025 1.281

aNagelkerke R2.
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hindering self-focused attention and stress in a variety of 
domains (Shapiro et al., 2008; Wei et al., 2015). The self-
focused attention in the course of requesting accommoda-
tions could be attributed to the perceived cost of request and 
internalized stigma related to disability and requesting. The 
relatively high relationship between mindfulness and non-
personal cost and self-efficacy in the current study indicates 
that mindful individuals may exhibit less hindering self-
focused attention and more task-focused attention; that is, 
people who are more mindful are more likely to engage 
themselves in the task at hand (such as requesting a job 
accommodation) rather than becoming distracted by rumi-
nations over the perceived potential negative consequences 
of requesting accommodations. Thus, mindfulness-based 
interventions may help individuals to reduce their internal 
barriers to requesting job accommodations while also 
increasing their work accommodation self-efficacy.

The present study found that positive affect, self-effi-
cacy, and outcome expectations accounted for 35% of the 
variance in intention to request accommodations among 
individuals with disabilities. This finding partially supports 
Dong’s (2011) finding that a great amount of variance 
(50.2%) in the intention to request accommodations was 
accounted for by these variables. Mindfulness and the inter-
action between mindfulness and intention to request accom-
modations contributed an additional 8% of variance on 
accommodations request behavior. Furthermore, self-effi-
cacy and the interaction between mindfulness and intention 
to request emerged as significant predictors of request 
behavior within this study. These findings suggest that indi-
viduals who reported greater amounts of self-efficacy and 
mindfulness were more likely to act on their intentions and 
follow through with requesting accommodations. The find-
ings in the current study seemed to resonate with 
Chatzisarantis and Hagger’s (2007) results in that mindful-
ness and its interaction with intention to physical exercise 
were found to be significant in predicting actual physical 
exercise behavior.

Mindfulness was not found to be significant in the pre-
diction of intention to request job accommodations and 
request behavior. The current findings are consistent with 
Chatzisarantis and Hagger’s (2007) results in which mind-
fulness was not found to be a significant predictor of inten-
tion to actual behavior (i.e., physical exercise). The findings 
that mindfulness was not found significant in predicting the 
intention to request and request behavior directly might be 
associated with the potential diminished effect of mindful-
ness due the limitation of the sample as a large percent of 
them were highly educated and made the accommodation 
request.

Study Limitations

Several limitations are present within this study. First, the 
measures used were modified to reduce the response burden 

on participants. The use of modified versions of the scales 
might not allow for the full construct to be captured within 
the response items. Second, self-report measures were used. 
As the items required participants to reflect both on them-
selves and their experiences, and to report potentially sensi-
tive information, the responses may not have been objective 
or accurate. Future research may want to incorporate a 
mixed-methods approach, incorporating observations and 
reports from others, such as coworkers and supervisors. 
Third, the sample is one of convenience, and participants 
self-selected to participate. The sample was predominately 
Caucasian, female, and well educated, which may not be 
representative of all individuals with disabilities. Perhaps 
one of the biggest limitations of this study is that an over-
whelming majority of the participants requested accommo-
dations (92%); thus, only 8% did not request accommodations. 
Although no statistically significant differences were found 
in accommodation requests for race, gender, education level, 
and job level, individuals who do not choose to request 
accommodations may be inherently different with regard to 
their trait mindfulness, positive affect, self-efficacy, and out-
come expectations. Future research to capture the perspec-
tives and characteristics of individuals who do not request 
accommodations in the workplace is needed so that the  
barriers to requesting accommodations can be better 
understood.

Implications

This is the first study to explore mindfulness within the job 
accommodation request literature. Although the results 
indicate that mindfulness may not play a direct role in the 
decision to request accommodations, there are indications 
that it had an interactive role through its relation with inten-
tion to request accommodations. As mindfulness has been 
found to be positively associated with cognitive and affec-
tive factors (i.e., self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and 
positive affect), future research may want to examine the 
relationships between mindfulness and these factors through 
a more sophisticated approach (e.g., structural equation 
modeling) to further define the role of mindfulness within 
the job accommodation request process. In addition, future 
research should focus on recruiting participants who with-
hold their accommodation requests to gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the role of mindfulness in the accommo-
dation request process. Future research may also need to 
examine potential impact of workplace mindfulness (mind-
fulness of supervisors, employers, and coworkers) on 
accommodation request.

Although this study was exploratory in nature, there are 
a number of practical implications for the findings. In par-
ticular, the accommodation intention–behavior relationship 
may be of interest to professionals who aim to support indi-
viduals with disabilities in the workforce. The results of the 
current study suggest that working with individuals to 
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enhance their self-efficacy may help to increase the likeli-
hood of following through with an accommodation request. 
Rehabilitation professionals may provide workshops or 
trainings to foster self-efficacy in terms of developing skills 
to identify and communicate accommodation needs, as well 
as negotiate accommodation requests. Furthermore, reha-
bilitation professionals may assist individuals with disabili-
ties to understand how their accommodation requests may 
facilitate them to reach their work goals, and help them gain 
the skills to communicate the links between accommoda-
tion requests and work goals in the accommodation process 
to their employers. In addition, professionals may need to 
recognize the interactive impact between mindfulness and 
the intention to request on accommodation request behav-
ior. Rehabilitation professionals may consider utilizing 
mindfulness-based interventions (such as deep breathing 
and relaxation techniques) to help people with disabilities 
to focus on the present and to approach the task of request-
ing an accommodation with equanimity, rather than rumi-
nating on the perceived personal costs that may be associated 
with the accommodation request. It appears that mindful-
ness may be an underresearched area that could have practi-
cal implications for helping individuals with disabilities to 
take advantage of their right to reasonable job accommoda-
tions, which in turn may help them to maintain and/or 
advance in their employment.
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