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ABSTRACT 

Despite laws such as the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with disabilities, 

employment levels for people with disabilities remain low. One of those employment 

sectors were employments levels for people with disabilities is lower than the average is 

education. However, there is little information on the teachers with disabilities, and 

therefore, no evidence to help explain so low levels. Prior research conducted has focused 

mainly on the dilemma of disclosing teachers’ disabilities. What has not been explored is 

teachers with disabilities’ perceived work experiences and teachers with disabilities’ job 

satisfaction levels. This survey study explored teachers with disabilities’ perceived work 

experiences and job satisfaction levels in order to provide information for future research 

on the employment of teachers with disabilities. The results from this study indicated that 

teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of their work experiences are far from positive 

although teachers with disabilities have average to above average job satisfaction levels. 

The implications of this study are as follows: 1) addresses the gap in the literature on 

teachers with disabilities, 2) provides new information on the work experiences of 

teachers with disabilities, 3) provides information on teachers with disabilities’ job 

satisfaction levels, 4) provides some information on the workplace culture of K-12 

schools, and 5) provides a census. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vii 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY .................................................1 

Historical Background and Disability Employment Laws ...........................................1 

Sections 501 and 503 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 .........................................2 

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 ..........................................................4 

The Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Act of 2008 ............................7 

Statement of Problem ...................................................................................................7 

Employment of People with Disabilities .................................................................7 

Employment of Teachers with Disabilities ..............................................................8 

The Purpose of the Study ..............................................................................................8 

The Significance of the Study .......................................................................................9 

Research Questions .....................................................................................................10 

Theoretical Framework ...............................................................................................10 

Key Terms and Definitions .........................................................................................11 

Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations ............................................................12 

Assumptions ...........................................................................................................12 

Delimitations ..........................................................................................................12 

Limitations .............................................................................................................13 

Chapter Summary .......................................................................................................13 

CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW .................................................................15 

The Employment of People with Disabilities .............................................................15 

Work Experiences and Job Satisfaction………………………………………… 15 



 

viii 

 

General Workplace Supports and Work Conditions .........................................16 

Disclosure Dilemma ..........................................................................................18 

Organizational Culture ......................................................................................20 

Workplace Accommodations ............................................................................21 

Discrimination and Discrimination Rates .........................................................23 

Employers’ Attitudes, Beliefs, and Perceptions ................................................24 

Differences in Industries ...................................................................................25 

Impact on Employees with Disabilities’ Well-Being and Their Lives .............28 

The Employment of Teachers with Disabilities .........................................................29 

Teachers without Disabilities .................................................................................30 

Special Education Teachers ...................................................................................30 

Black and Hispanic Teachers .................................................................................33 

Teachers with Disabilities ......................................................................................34 

Disclosure Dilemma ..........................................................................................34 

Other Ethical Dilemmas ....................................................................................35 

Experiences of Teachers with Disabilities ........................................................36 

Coping Strategies, Family and Support, and Teaching Practices .....................38 

Litigation ...........................................................................................................38 

Gaps in the Literature .................................................................................................39 

Theoretical Framework ...............................................................................................40 

The Medical Model of Disability ...........................................................................40 

The Social Model of Disability ..............................................................................41 



 

ix 

 

Critical Disability Studies Model of Disability .....................................................43 

Disability Models Shaping Perceptions of PWD ...................................................44 

Positionality ................................................................................................................45 

Chapter Summary .......................................................................................................47 

CHAPTER THREE METHODS ...................................................................................48 

Research Design and Rationale ..................................................................................48 

Sampling Methods, Recruitment, and Data Collection ..............................................49 

Survey Design and Measurements..............................................................................52 

Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale ...........................................53 

Requesting Permission ......................................................................................54 

Reliability and Validity .....................................................................................55  

The Everyday Discrimination Scale ......................................................................56 

Requesting Permission ......................................................................................57 

Reliability and Validity .....................................................................................57 

Support for Workers with Disability Scale ............................................................57 

Requesting Permission ......................................................................................58 

Reliability and Validity .....................................................................................59 

Mohrman-Cooke-Mohrman Job Satisfaction Scales .............................................59 

Requesting Permission ......................................................................................60 

Reliability and Validity .....................................................................................60  

Design Layout and Participation Procedures ..............................................................60 

Data Collection Timeframe ........................................................................................63 



 

x 

 

Data Analysis ..............................................................................................................63 

Chapter Summary .......................................................................................................64 

CHAPTER FOUR ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS .......................................................65 

Data Cleaning and Analysis........................................................................................66 

Quantitative Data ...................................................................................................68 

Quantitative Data ...................................................................................................68 

Results.........................................................................................................................69 

Demographics and Background Characteristics of Participants ............................69 

Position Areas Educators Teach or Have Taught .............................................69 

Grade Levels Taught .........................................................................................70 

School Setting ...................................................................................................72 

Educational Attainment .....................................................................................72 

The Main Effect or Nature of Disability ...........................................................72 

Disability Visibility ...........................................................................................75 

Disability Disclosure .........................................................................................75 

Requesting Accommodations ...........................................................................78 

Gender ...............................................................................................................78  

Race/Ethnicity ...................................................................................................81 

Number of Years Taught ...................................................................................81 

Data Analysis of the Research Questions ...................................................................81 

Perceptions of Work Experiences ..........................................................................81 

Situations Arising At Work ...................................................................................85 



 

xi 

 

Unfairly Given Tasks ........................................................................................85 

Opinion Not Asked For .....................................................................................86 

Watched More Closely ......................................................................................89 

Disability-Related Derogatory Remarks ...........................................................89 

Derogatory Remarks Towards Participants ......................................................89 

Working Twice as Hard ....................................................................................92 

Ignored or Not Taken Seriously ........................................................................92 

Not Receiving Leadership Opportunities ..........................................................95 

Being Humiliated ..............................................................................................95 

Lower Job Status ...............................................................................................98 

Treated with Less Respect ................................................................................98 

Less Smart .......................................................................................................102 

Afraid or Uncomfortable .................................................................................102 

Threatened or Harassed ...................................................................................102  

Administrative Support ........................................................................................105 

Knowledge of Disability .................................................................................105 

Not Patronizing or Condescending .................................................................107 

Value Contributions ........................................................................................107 

Fair Feedback on Job Performance .................................................................111 

Providing Accommodations After Requesting Them .....................................111 

Accommodations Provided in a Timely Manner ............................................111 

Demonstrates Trust in Job Performance .........................................................114 



 

xii 

 

Supportive of Accommodations Needed ........................................................114 

Talking about My Concerns ............................................................................114 

Main Reason for Experiences ..............................................................................118 

Level of Job Satisfaction ......................................................................................118 

The Feelings of Self-Esteem or Self-Respect .................................................122 

Growth and Development ...............................................................................122 

Worthwhile Accomplishment .........................................................................122 

Expectations of Job .........................................................................................122 

Amount of Respect and Fair Treatment ..........................................................123 

The Feeling of Being Informed .......................................................................123 

Amount of Supervision Received ...................................................................123 

Opportunity for Participation ..........................................................................123 

Chapter Summary .....................................................................................................125 

CHAPTER FIVE DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH .126 

Summary of Results ..................................................................................................126 

Perceptions of Work Experiences ........................................................................126 

Situations That Arise At Work ........................................................................126 

Administrative Support ...................................................................................129 

Main Reason for These Experiences....................................................................131 

Job Satisfaction Levels ........................................................................................132 

Limitations ................................................................................................................133 

Implications ..............................................................................................................135 



 

xiii 

 

Future Research ........................................................................................................137 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................138 

APPENDICES .............................................................................................................177 

Appendix A ...............................................................................................................177 

Appendix B ...............................................................................................................196 

Appendix C ...............................................................................................................197 

Appendix D ...............................................................................................................199 

VITA ............................................................................................................................200 

  



 

xiv 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. Number of Years Worked .....................................................................................84 

Table 2. Themes for Experiences .....................................................................................120 

Table 3. Level of Satisfaction of Various Facets of Job………………………………. 124 

 



 

xv 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Teaching Areas ...................................................................................................71 

Figure 2. School Setting .....................................................................................................73 

Figure 3. Educational attainment ......................................................................................74 

Figure 4. Nature of disability .............................................................................................76 

Figure 5. Visibility of disability  .........................................................................................77 

Figure 6. Disability disclosure ...........................................................................................79 

Figure 7. Requested accommodations................................................................................80 

Figure 8. Gender ................................................................................................................82 

Figure 9. Race/ethnicity .....................................................................................................83 

Figure 10. Unfairly given tasks no one else wants to do ...................................................87 

Figure 11. Opinions are not asked .....................................................................................88 

Figure 12. Are watched more closely than others..............................................................90 

Figure 13. Supervisors use disability-related derogatory remarks ...................................91 

Figure 14. Supervisors direct disability-related derogatory remarks at them...................93 

Figure 15. Have to work twice as hard as others work .....................................................94 

Figure 16. Ignored or not taken seriously ..........................................................................96  

Figure 17. Not receiving leadership opportunities ............................................................97 

Figure 18. Humiliated in front of others at work ...............................................................99 

Figure 19. Lower status job .............................................................................................100 

Figure 20. Being treated with less respect .......................................................................101 

Figure 21. Acts as if they think participants are not smart ..............................................103 



 

xvi 

 

Figure 22. Are afraid of or uncomfortable with your disability ......................................104 

Figure 23. Been threatened or harassed by your supervisor ...........................................106 

Figure 24. Knowledge of my disability ............................................................................108 

Figure 25. Not patronizing or condescending towards me ..............................................109 

Figure 26. Lets me know my contributions are valued ....................................................110 

Figure 27. Provides me with fair feedback on my job performance ................................112 

Figure 28. Provides me with accommodations after I request them ................................113 

Figure 29. Ensures accommodations are provided in a timely manner ..........................115 

Figure 30. Demonstrates that they trusts my job performance ........................................116 

Figure 31. Supportive of accommodations that I need ....................................................117 

Figure 32. Open to talking about my concerns ................................................................119 

 

 

 



 

1 

 

CHAPTER ONE  

INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL INFORMATION 

 This chapter examines why teachers with disabilities would have certain 

perceptions of work experiences and levels of job satisfaction. This chapter also 

introduces the research approach for this study, a survey, to learn more about teachers 

with disabilities' perceptions of their work experiences, what teachers with disabilities 

think are the main reasons for the experiences, and teachers with disabilities' levels of job 

satisfaction. This chapter will address the following: 1) the historical background of 

employment for persons with disabilities and the laws surrounding employment for 

persons with disabilities, 2) a statement of the problem, 3) the purpose of the study, 4) the 

significance of the study, 5) theoretical framework guiding the study, 6) research 

questions, 7) key terms and definitions, and 8) assumptions, limitations, and 

delimitations.  

Historical Background and Disability Employment Laws 

 People, regardless of their abilities, share a common desire to work and find 

fulfillment, identity, and social connection through their jobs. This is no different for 

people with disabilities. However, since the 1970s, they have faced and continue to face 

significant challenges in their quest for employment rights. 

 Beginning in the 1970s with the disability rights movement, a series of laws were 

enacted to ensure that people with disabilities would have the right to work the same as 

those without disabilities. The first significant legislation regarding this issue was the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973. This law gave people with disabilities the right to access and 
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participate in programs that were receiving federal funding. In 1990, the Americans with 

Disabilities Act was signed into law. This Act stated that people with disabilities have the 

right to work in the public and private sectors. And finally, the Americans with 

Disabilities Act Amendments Act of 2008 was signed into law. This Act was intended to 

make it easier for people with disabilities to claim a disability and to provide additional 

protections against discrimination. All acts were designed to make it easier for people 

with disabilities to gain access to employment without being discriminated against by 

employers. However, having these acts in place has not increased employment for those 

with disabilities. 

Sections 501 and 503 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

 The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 resulted from the Civil Rights movement of the 

1960s (Marini et al., 2017). In the 1960s, Congress created several pieces of legislation 

prohibiting discrimination, including the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Fair Housing 

Act of 1968 (Marini et al., 2017). In 1972, Senator Hubert Humphrey wanted to amend 

the Civil Rights Act to include people with disabilities (Marini et al., 2017). However, 

many other legislators disagreed with him, saying that it diluted the Act, so Senator 

Humphrey decided to add a bill called the Rehabilitation Act (Marini et al., 2017). This 

Act was vetoed twice by President Richard Nixon (Marini et al., 2017). President Nixon 

thought the bill was financially irresponsible because the bill proposed funding for 

independent living centers (Marini et al., 2017). In May of 1973, the bill was 

reintroduced by Congressman John Brademas without funding the independent living 



 

3 

 

centers (Marini et al., 2017). This bill was passed on September 26, 1973 (Marini et al., 

2017). 

 The Rehabilitation Act prohibited only those organizations receiving funding, 

including those employers receiving federal funding. The Rehabilitation Act marked the 

first time people with disabilities could enter into employment. Sections 501 and 503 

specifically target employers, including contractors and subcontractors, that receive 

federal funding, and provide guidelines that are meant to prohibit discrimination. Section 

501 provides guidelines for federal agencies. Section 503 provides guidelines for federal 

contractors and subcontractors. Those guidelines include 1) protection against disparate 

and harassment (United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2023), 2) 

providing reasonable accommodations to individuals with physical and mental limitations 

without causing undue hardship to the federal agencies, contractors, and subcontractors 

(United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2023), 3) limiting the ability 

of the federal agencies, contractors, and subcontractors to ask individuals questions about 

their disability or require individuals to take a medical exam (United States Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission, 2023), 4) requiring federal agencies, contractors, 

and subcontractors to keep medical records confidential (United States Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission, 2023), 5) prohibiting retaliation against any 

applicants or employees who participate in the Equal Employment Opportunity complaint 

due to unlawful actions of the employer (United States Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission, 2023), and 6) requiring federal agencies to recruit and retain individuals 

with disabilities.  
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 Although these guidelines helped increase the employment of individuals with 

disabilities, Sections 501 and 503 of the Rehabilitation Act still restricted employment for 

individuals with disabilities for two reasons. First, this Act was intended for employers 

receiving federal funds. In other words, employers that did not receive federal funds were 

exempt from this Act. The second reason is that the Act did not clearly define a disability 

(Johnson, 1981). Even when a new definition was created in 1974 for the Act, the 

definition was still very vague and left room for interpretation (Johnson, 1981). Many 

criticized the Act for being overly inclusive, arguing that it could potentially cover 

conditions that did not significantly limit a person's ability to work (Johnson, 1981). 

 Because the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was vague and only pertained to federal 

employers, contractors, and subcontractors, beginning in the 1980s, legislators, the 

National Council on Disability, a federal agency that advises the President, Congress, and 

other federal agencies on disability policy, and people with disabilities made many 

attempts to create a law with clear definitions of disability (Fleischer & Zames, 2011). In 

addition to providing explicit definitions of disability, the law would enhance the 

Rehabilitation Act by adding regulations for employers who do not receive federal 

funding. This law was called the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

 The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) expanded the Rehabilitation 

of 1973. However, the ADA was much more complex in its definition of disability and 

regulations. The ADA had a three-prong definition of disability. The three prongs 

definition was as follows: 1) “a person with a physical or mental impairment that 
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substantially limits one or more major life activities; or 2) a person with a record of such 

a physical or mental impairment; or 3) a person who is regarded as having such an 

impairment” (Golden et al., 1994, p.4).  

 Within this three-prong definition, the ADA of 1990 goes on to define what 

"physical or mental impairment" (Golden et al., 1994, p. 5) and "substantially limit" 

(Golden et al., 1994, p. 5) means. The ADA of 1990 defined a physical or mental 

impairment as: 1) "any physiological disorder or condition, cosmetic disfigurement, or 

anatomical loss affecting one or more of the [body systems]" (Golden et al., 1994, p.4) or 

2) "any mental or psychological disorder, such as [intellectual disability], organic brain 

syndrome, emotional or mental illness, and specific learning disabilities" (Golden et al., 

1994, p.5). The ADA of 1990 defined that an impairment must substantially limit "some 

form of major life activity, such as caring for oneself, performing manual tasks, walking, 

seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, or working" (Golden et al., 1994, p.5) or 

"significantly restricted as to the condition, manner, or duration under which an 

individual can perform a particular major life activity as compared to the condition, 

manner, or duration under which the average person in the general population can 

perform the same major life activity" (Golden et al., 1994, p.11). 

 In addition to the definitions of disability being more complex, so were the ADA 

of 1990 regulations. The ADA of 1990 regulations consist of five titles: 1) Title I - 

Employment, 2) Title II - Access to state and local government services and programs, 

including public transportation, 3) Title III – "Public accommodations and services 

operated by private entities," (adata.org) including private transportation, 4) Title IV – 
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Telecommunications, and 5) Title V – Miscellaneous provisions (Americans with 

Disabilities Act National Network, 2017).  

 For this survey research study, the focus will be on Title I for employment. Under 

Title I, any employer with 15 or more employees must adhere to the regulations of the 

ADA of 1990 (Golden et al., 1994). Employers cannot discriminate against any qualified 

individuals with disabilities during the job application process, hiring and firing 

employees, compensation, advancement, etc. (Golden et al., 1994).  

 The ADA of 1990 goes on to define what the term “qualified individual with a 

disability” means: “an individual with a disability who satisfies the requisite skill, 

experience, education, and other job-related requirements of the employment position 

such individuals holds or desires, and who, with or without reasonable accommodation, 

can perform the essential functions of such position” (Golden et al., 1994, p.18). The 

ADA of 1990 goes on to define what the term “essential functions” of the job means: 

“job tasks that are fundamental and not marginal” (Golden et al., 1994, p.19). 

 Title I also expects employers to offer reasonable accommodations to all qualified 

applicants or employees (Golden et al., 1994). Under the ADA of 1990, the term 

"reasonable accommodations" means 1) "modifications or adjustments to a job 

application process, 2) modifications or adjustments to the work environment, or 3) 

modifications or adjustments that enable an employee with a disability to equal benefits 

and privileges" (Golden et al., 1994, p.22). For the employer, "reasonable 

accommodations" also mean providing changes to help employees with disabilities do 

their job without creating undue hardships for the employer (Golden et al., 1994). These 
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undue hardships could mean the accommodations are too challenging to implement or too 

expensive for the employer (Golden et al., 1994). 

The Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Act of 2008 

 After some time, the ADA of 1990 began to be seen as too complex and 

restrictive, particularly in its definition of disability. Because of its restrictive definition, 

Congress decided to amend the ADA of 1990, and on September 25, 2008, President 

Barrack Obama signed into law the Americans with Disabilities Act Amendments Act of 

2008 (United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2023). This Act 

broadened the definition of disability. This change is supposed "to make it easier for an 

individual seeking protection under the ADA" (United States Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission, 2023). 

Statement of the Problem 

Employment of People with Disabilities 

 However, the number of people with disabilities currently working has changed 

very little since the enactment of those laws. Despite wanting to work and having the 

ability to work, people with disabilities continue to have lower rates of employment 

compared to people without disability. 21.3% of individuals with disabilities were 

employed in 2022, compared to 65.4% of individuals without disabilities (Erickson et al., 

2022). This percentage has remained unchanged since 1981 (United States Department of 

Labor, 2020), and by some estimates since the United States Civil War over 150 years 

ago (Friedman, 2020). 
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 Further evidence indicates that those with disabilities have a lower chance of 

obtaining a job compared to those without disabilities. The University of New 

Hampshire's Institute on Disability (2023) found that individuals with disabilities have a 

41% chance of obtaining a job. Individuals without disabilities, however, have a 77% 

chance of obtaining a job. In other words, individuals with disabilities have a 36% lower 

chance of obtaining a job compared to individuals without disabilities.  

Employment of Teachers with Disabilities 

 One employment sector where people with disabilities particularly have low 

levels of employment is education. Indeed, teachers with disabilities in K-12 settings 

represent four to five percent of the teaching population. Compared to other employment 

sectors, very little research has been done examining teachers with disabilities' 

perceptions of their work experiences, the main reason for these experiences, and 

teachers with disabilities' levels of job satisfaction, particularly in K-12 settings. The 

research has consisted of qualitative studies focusing mainly on disclosing teachers' 

disabilities and perceived attitudinal barriers. Currently, no survey research studies have 

been conducted on teachers with disabilities' work experiences and job satisfaction. Many 

studies have demonstrated a correlation between school administration support and the 

impact of teachers without disabilities’ working conditions, job satisfaction, attrition, and 

retention. 

The Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of the survey study is to determine teachers with disabilities’ 

perceived levels of support from administrators and whether the perceived amount of 
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support impacts their working conditions and job satisfaction. The independent variables 

are situations that arise at work, the level of support by the supervisor, and various facets 

of the job. The dependent variables are working conditions and overall job satisfaction. 

The Significance of the Study 

 This study is critical because it will help determine how much or little support 

teachers with disabilities receive. This information will be useful to school administrators 

and school districts looking to diversify their workforce by including teachers with 

disabilities. The study will help them understand how to support teachers with disabilities 

so that they can be successful in the classroom. This study will also help create an 

inclusive school environment and/or school district by providing information on areas of 

strength and areas needing improvement. 

 The results could also benefit teachers with disabilities. It could show that their 

experiences are not isolated. Knowing their experiences are not isolated, teachers with 

disabilities may feel more confident in their teaching ability. This increase in confidence 

could help them better advocate for themselves, their needs, their students, and their 

students' needs. 

 This study will contribute to the field of education by highlighting the importance 

of having teachers with disabilities. It will show that by supporting teachers with 

disabilities, we are providing a more inclusive environment in which children with 

disabilities can see themselves working, thus increasing potential future teachers in a 

field where there is a shortage crisis. This study will show that supporting teachers with 

disabilities would help to eliminate institutional ableism. 
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Research Questions 

1. What are current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of 

their work experiences in K-12 schools? 

2. What do current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities think is the 

main reason for these experiences? 

3. How satisfied are/were current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities 

with their jobs in K-12 schools? 

Theoretical Framework 

 To understand what and why teachers with disabilities would have certain 

perceptions of work experiences and job satisfaction, this study explores four theoretical 

frameworks: 1) the medical model of disability, 2) the social model of disability, and 3) 

the critical disability studies model of disability. The medical model of disability is the 

theoretical model of disability that states that the disabled body is abnormal, damaged, 

and unhealthy (Ma & Mak, 2024) and that the individual with the disability must be 

cured, fixed, or rehabilitated to a healthy, standard, and undamaged state (Guevara, 2021; 

Degener, 2016). Because of this theoretical view, the medical model is often considered a 

deficit model (Guevara, 2021). The social model of disability is the theoretical model of 

disability that states that the disabled body itself is not the issue, but rather society itself 

because of all of the barriers in society that kept people with disabilities from fully 

participation (Dirth & Branscombe, 2017; Borsay, 1984). The critical disability studies 

(sometimes referred to as critical disability theory and not to be confused with the 

disability studies view beginning in the 1970s that is associated with the social model of 
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disability or DisCrit) model of disability is a theoretical model that includes both the 

social oppression of those with disabilities and the impairment of disability as well as 

including the intersectionality of race, gender, sexual orientation, and social class 

(Meekosha & Shuttleworth, 2017; Hosking, 2008). These theoretical models of disability 

can be used to help discover what and why teachers with disabilities have certain 

perceptions of their work experiences and job satisfaction. 

Key Terms and Definitions 

The following is a list of key terms, and their definitions used throughout this study: 

Ableism – “the widespread preference for "healthy" (not having [a disability or] any 

impairments) individuals that are considered to be normative along with a wide 

range of stigma against people with disabilities" (Campbell, 2009; Ma & Mak, 

2024) 

Critical disability studies model of disability – a theoretical model that includes both 

the social oppression of those with disabilities and the impairment of disability, as 

well as including the intersectionality of race, gender, sexual orientation, and 

social class (Meekosha & Shuttleworth, 2017; Hosking, 2008). 

Disability disclosure – disclosing the diagnosis or disability in order to receive 

accommodations (Reed et al., 2017) 

The medical model of disability – a theoretical model of disability that states that the 

disabled body is abnormal, damaged, and unhealthy (Ma & Mak, 2024; Zaks, 

2023) and that the individual with the disability must be cured, fixed, or 
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rehabilitated to a healthy, standard, and undamaged state (Guevara, 2021; 

Degener, 2016) 

Reasonable Accommodations – "modifications or adjustments to a job application 

process, [the work environment, or that enable an employee with a disability to 

have equal benefits and privileges] (Golden et al., 1994, p.22); also mean 

providing changes to help employees with disabilities do their job without 

creating undue hardships for the employer (Golden et al., 1994). 

Social model of disability – theoretical model of disability that states that the disabled 

body, itself, is not the issue, but rather society, itself, because of all of the barriers 

in society that kept people with disabilities from fully participation (Dirth & 

Branscombe, 2017; Borsay, 1984) 

Teachers with disabilities - educators in kindergarten through 12th-grade settings who 

have been diagnosed with a disability or self-identify as having a disability. 

Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations 

Assumptions 

 The first assumption is that this is a sample of current, former, and retired teachers 

with disabilities. The second assumption is that the teachers with disabilities respond to 

the survey accurately, which will help us better understand their perceptions of their work 

experiences and job satisfaction levels. 

Delimitations 

 This survey only included teachers with disabilities who use social media, 

teachers with disabilities who belong to specific professional organizations, and teachers 
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with disabilities pursuing graduate degrees. This survey only focuses on current, former, 

and retired teachers with disabilities' perceptions of work experiences and job satisfaction 

levels. 

Limitations 

 This study has several limitations. The first limitation is the research design. The 

research design is a survey design. Data from surveys often only produce surface-level 

information and nothing too in-depth. However, this survey has two open-ended 

questions. With these questions, participants can provide more information. The second 

limitation is the sample size. The sample size consists of participants who use Facebook, 

belong to specific professional organizations, and are pursuing graduate degrees. The 

third and final limitation is the possibility for participants to respond to the survey in a 

way that is considered socially desirable. 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter provided brief information on the historical background and 

disability employment laws surrounding employees with disabilities. This chapter also 

described the purpose of this survey research study: to learn about teachers with 

disabilities' overall perceptions of their work experiences, the main reason for such 

experiences, and their job satisfaction levels. This chapter also reviewed the study's 

significance and the theoretical framework guiding this study. The research questions, 

key terms, and definitions were given. Finally, the study's assumptions, delimitations, and 

limitations were discussed. The next chapter reviews key literature on employees with 
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disabilities, including teachers with disabilities, and will discuss how this study will help 

fill the gaps in the existing literature. 
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CHAPTER TWO  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This chapter discusses the literature on the employment experiences of people and 

teachers with disabilities. First, the chapter discusses the literature on the employment 

experiences of people with disabilities, including reasons for lack of employment like 

lack of support. Then, the chapter discusses the literature on the employment experiences 

of teachers with disabilities. This discussion includes literature on the employment 

experiences of teachers without disabilities and teachers from other marginalized groups 

due to a gap in the literature regarding the employment experiences of teachers with 

disabilities. Following that literature review, the chapter discusses the use of this survey 

to fill the gap in the literature regarding the lack of employment experiences of teachers 

with disabilities. Next, the theoretical framework guiding this survey is examined. 

Finally, this chapter ends with my position and a summary. 

The Employment of People with Disabilities 

 People with disabilities have always struggled with gaining meaningful 

employment. Even after the enactments of Sections 501 and 503 of the Rehabilitation Act 

of 1973, the ADA of 1990, and the ADAAA of 2008, the employment rate for persons 

with disabilities continues to be less than half of people without disabilities (United 

States Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022). What could be some 

potential factors for such low employment rates? 

 Examining the literature revealed several potential factors contributing to the 

lower employment rates. These factors included 1) general workplace supports and 
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working conditions, 2) disclosure dilemma, 3) organizational culture, 4) workplace 

accommodations, 5) discrimination and discrimination rates, 6) employers' attitudes, 

beliefs, and perceptions, 7) differences among industries, and 8) the impact of 

discrimination on employees with disabilities' health and well-being.  

 Many of these factors are either directly or indirectly linked to discrimination 

against individuals with disabilities, which could be contributing to their lack of 

employment. Many of these factors could be contributing to or be a part of their 

perceived work experiences, such as situations rising at work and administrative support, 

and their level of job satisfaction. However, many factors are intertwined and can impact 

both variables, making categorizing the factors into work experiences or job satisfaction 

difficult. 

Work Experiences and Job Satisfaction 

General Workplace Supports and Working Conditions 

 Padkapayeva et al. (2017) identified several studies discussing the benefits of 

'natural workplace support ', which refers to the informal assistance and encouragement 

provided by coworkers and supervisors. Padkapayeva et al. (2017) found that studies 

indicated that having coworkers who assisted employees with disabilities were effective 

natural supports. Padkapayeva et al. (2017) also found mentoring to be an effective 

natural support (Erickson et al., 2014; Klimoski & Donahue, 1997; Lee et al., 1997; 

Weiner & Zivolich, 1998; Younes, 2001). A positive attitude and equal opportunities 

were also cited as effective natural supports (Detaille et al., 2003; Klimoski & Donahue, 

1997).  
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 Schaap et al. (2022) examined the relationships between natural support, working 

conditions, and sustainable employment for individuals with disabilities. Schaap et al. 

(2022) found that the tasks and conditions of the jobs impacted sustainable employment. 

Optimal work conditions included the availability to work independently, the ability to 

work at one's own pace, and having diverse tasks. Less than favorable working conditions 

included completing tedious and energy-draining tasks, concentrating a lot, working 

many hours, and working outside in bad weather. For natural support, Schaap et al. 

(2022) specifically looked at the relationships between supervisors and their employees 

with disabilities. Schaap et al. (2022) found that the relationships between supervisors 

and employees with disabilities impacted their sustainability. Schaap et al. (2022) 

identified specific supervisor support as particularly important. Those supports included 

showing appreciation for the work completed by employees with disabilities, providing 

help when needed, dealing with issues, having good communication skills, and having a 

positive attitude towards their employees with disabilities.  

 Lindsay et al. (2023) identified seven studies examining the lack of general 

support (Bevan, 2014; Brown et al., 2006; Guitard et al., 2010; Lund et al., 2014; Matt, 

2008; Neal-Boylan & Guillett, 2008; Smith et al., 2016) in the health science fields. One 

study described rehabilitation science students as having difficulties accessing the 

university's disability services. Another study discussed nursing students with physical 

disabilities' experiences with faculty and supervisors who lacked awareness and 

knowledge about disabilities and how that created an unsupportive work (Neal-Boylan & 

Guillett, 2008). However, another study described how many psychology students with 
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disabilities lacked mentorships in their programs (Brown et al., 2006). Finally, two 

studies described the lack of general support (e.g., providing feedback and 

empowerment) from supervisors (Brown et al., 2006; Matt, 2008). 

Disclosure Dilemma 

 Reed et al. (2017) conducted a qualitative study on the perspectives of disclosure 

on workers with multiple sclerosis. Reed et al. (2017) interviewed 74 participants and 

discovered multiple themes regarding disclosure. Reed et al. (2017) found that one theme 

was educating, preparing, and explaining. Some participants wanted to disclose their 

condition to explain their symptoms. The participants stated that their symptoms got in 

the way of their work. When this happened, the participants felt they had to explain the 

cause of their MS. Some wanted to educate their employers because they were either 

unaware of or uneducated about MS. Still, some wanted to prepare their employers for 

future flare-ups. General Disclosure – Some individuals with MS had no general 

concerns about disclosure. Some stated they did not fear disclosure, and some even told 

their employers from the beginning. Some individuals stated that they did not care if their 

employers had a negative reaction or not. They wanted to get it over with anyway. Right 

Away, Limit, or Delay – Some participants chose not to disclose immediately because 

they were unsure how they might be treated. Some participants decided to limit who they 

told to people they could trust. Some participants decided to delay disclosure until after 

they were hired, when their symptoms were flaring up, or they needed accommodations. 

 Similarly, some participants decided to delay disclosure until symptoms showed 

up, and then, they had to explain why they had those symptoms. However, some 
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participants delayed disclosure because they wanted to be in control over their narrative. 

Reactions – Some participants experienced negative reactions upon disclosing to their 

previous employers. Therefore, the same participants felt they would fear future 

employers would discriminate against them. Many participants stated they received 

positive reactions when disclosing to employers, co-workers, and supervisors. Some 

stated they received no positive or negative reactions after disclosure, while others stated 

they received mixed reactions after disclosure.  

 Lindsay et al. (2023) found that disclosure was the most reported issue after 

conducting a systematic review of the literature on healthcare professionals with 

disabilities in Australia (Battalov et al., 2020; Bevan, 2014; Brown et al., 2006; Bulk et 

al., 2020; Elliott & Ragsdale, 2020; Harris & Sholtis, 2016; Jain, 2020; Jung et al., 2014; 

Lindsay et al., 2019; Luckowski, 2016; Lund et al., 2008; Kiesel et al., 2018; Kiesel et 

al., 2019; Miller et al., 2009; Morris & Turnbull, 2006; Morris & Turnbull, 2007; Neal-

Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 2012; Neal-Boylan & Guillett, 2008; Neal-Boylan & 

Miller, 2017; Shaw & Anderson, 2018; Stanley, 2011; Waugh et al., 2017). Professions 

ranged from social worker to health care assistants and included a range of disabilities, 

the two most common being dyslexia (Evans, 2014; Illingworth, 2005; Morris & 

Turnbull, 2006; Morris & Turnbull, 2007; Ridley, 2011; Shaw & Anderson, 2018) and 

mental health disorders (Elliott & Ragsdale, 2020; Harris et al., 2016; Joyce & McMillan, 

2007; Waugh et al., 2017). Studies indicated a variety of reasons for nondisclosure. 

Reasons included: 1) supervisor's lack of awareness and knowledge (Brown et al., 2006), 

2) competitive and professional cultures in the work environment allow for stigma to 
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remain or increase (Battalova et al., 2020; Harris et al., 2016; Shaw & Anderson, 2018), 

3) co-worker’s attitudes, 4) patient safety, 5) perceived expectations of support, 6) fear of 

rejection, 7) problems with confidentiality, and 8) fear of discrimination (Evans, 2014; 

Hill & Roger, 2016; Jung et al., 2014; Morris & Turnbull, 2006; Morris & Turnbull, 

2007; Neal-Boylan & Guillett, 2008; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 2017; Yeowell et al., 2018). 

Organizational Culture  

 Padkapayeva et al. (2017) synthesized the literature on workplace 

accommodations for individuals with physical disabilities. Organizational culture merged 

as one theme. Discussions on disability in organizations varied. Some studies indicated 

that some organizations tried to employ various strategies to reduce negative attitudes 

toward employees with disabilities. Such strategies included training human resource 

specialists to be more knowledgeable about various disabilities and the Americans with 

Disabilities Act in order for them to promote disability inclusivity in the workplace. 

Other suggestions included: 1) have employees with disabilities be a part of the decision-

making process, including any development of policies and procedures regarding 

employees with disabilities, 2) provide discussion time to promote social inclusion, and 

3) provide positive stories of individuals with disabilities during meetings. 

 Lindsay et al. (2023), in continuing their review of healthcare providers with 

disabilities, uncovered nine studies that examined institutional ableism and the 

organizational culture of healthcare institutions and facilities (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; 

Bevan, 2014; Broad et al., 2018; Bulk et al., 2017; Carter et al., 2015; Neal-Boylan, 

2012; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 2015; Stergiopoulos et al., 2018). 
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One study (Bulk et al., 2017) found evidence of students with disabilities in various 

healthcare majors struggling in their programs due to a lack of flexibility within the 

programs. The same study and another cited difficulties in disclosing disability status due 

to complex bureaucracies, thus impacting the ability to request accommodations and 

access information and other services (Bevan, 2014; Bulk et al., 2017). Yet, another study 

described how medical students with various disabilities experienced explicit and implicit 

school messages of preferring able-bodied students and linking being able-bodied to good 

academic performance (Stergiopoulos et al., 2018). Additionally, Lindsay et al. (2023) 

found studies providing evidence of healthcare providers with disabilities receiving 

messages of what is considered normal social interactions, practicing styles, and 

communication (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 

2012;). 

Workplace Accommodations 

 Evidence from academic and industry literature suggests that most employees 

with disabilities require no workplace accommodations. If requested, the average cost 

associated with providing accommodations is relatively low. However, some industry 

literature suggests that this is still not widely known among employers (Baker et al., 

2006; Linden, 2014; Loy, 2015; Moon & Baker, 2012). 

 Dong et al. (2012) conducted a study to compare employees with disabilities', 

employers', and service providers 'perceptions of the job accommodation process. Dong 

et al. (2012) found that employers and employees thought communication influenced the 

accommodation process. Dong et al. (2012) found that some studies showed that 
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breakdowns and miscommunications during the accommodation process led to 

unsuccessful accommodation requests and employees with disabilities receiving 

accommodations that did not fit them or their jobs. Additionally, Dong et al. (2012) 

found that employees were more likely to request accommodations if they thought they 

were easy to use. 

 Cheng et al. (2022) reviewed the literature on people with inflammatory bowel 

disease and their work challenges, support, and accommodation. Cheng et al. (2022) 

discovered themes of workplace flexibility and accommodations, social support, and 

physical environment. Studies revealed that employees with severe IBD symptoms and 

higher levels of distress had a higher need for accommodations and needed a more 

significant number of accommodations. Of those people, nearly all needed at least one 

accommodation, and at least 80 % needed two. Many studies indicated that many 

employees with IBD did not make arrangements for their symptoms nor take time off. 

Some employees only leave work when they need surgery. Studies indicate that most 

employees had supportive employers. 

 In their review of the literature on employees with physical disabilities, 

Padkapayeva et al. (2017) discovered three broad categories of accommodations being 

addressed: 1) physical and technological accommodations for reducing physical barriers 

and enhancing the employee’s workspace, 2) work flexibilities and autonomy, and 3) 

social accommodations. Regarding physical and technological accommodations, studies 

revealed that many employers lack the training and knowledge to accommodate 

employees with disabilities best. This led to employees with disabilities frequently 
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receiving accommodations that did not meet their needs. In order to address these issues, 

studies have indicated that on-site training and evaluations work best. Some studies 

indicated that providing workstation modifications, including ergonomic adjustments and 

positioning stations, helped promote the collaboration with and inclusion of employees 

with disabilities.  

Discrimination and Discrimination Rates 

 Friedman (2020) conducted a study to determine if there was a relationship 

between disability prejudice and employment rates. Using data from the Annual 

Disability Statistics Compendium on disability employment rates and The Project 

Implicit’s Disability Attitudes Implicit Association Test from 270,000 people without 

disabilities residing in all 50 states and the District of Columbia, Friedman found that 

there is a relationship between disability prejudice and employment rates. Information 

revealed that states with higher levels of disability prejudice had lower levels of 

employment for people with disabilities. 

 Lindsay et al. (2023), in their systematic review of healthcare providers with 

disabilities, discovered studies that examined the rates of discrimination among such 

workers. The studies indicated that rates of discrimination were higher in health 

institutions with healthcare providers with disabilities than in health institutions with 

healthcare providers without disabilities. Healthcare providers with disabilities saw 

higher rates in these particular areas: 1) bullying, 2) harassment, 3) microaggressions, 4) 

retaliation, and 5) stereotyping. 
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Employers’ Attitudes, Beliefs, & Perceptions  

 Chan et al. (2010) conducted a study to determine the relationship between 

demand-side issues (e.g., knowledge of the ADA, work accommodations, managing 

people with disabilities, employers' attitudes towards individuals with disabilities, and 

organizational culture) and companies' and managers' intentions to hire and retain 

individuals with disabilities. Chan et al. (2010) found that overall, managers were neutral 

in how productive and reliable they thought individuals with disabilities were, their 

knowledge about the ADA, and the companies' efforts to include disability in increasing 

diversity or retaining diversity in their organizational culture. Chan et al. (2010) found 

that managers and companies with an inclusive mindset or culture that included people 

with disabilities were likelier to hire individuals with disabilities. After running a 

hierarchical regression, Chan et al. (2010) found that the demand-side issues impacted 

managers' and companies' commitment to hiring and retaining individuals with 

disabilities. Three demand-side issues significantly contributed to those efforts: 1) 

Managers knowledgeable about the ADA hired and retained individuals with disabilities 

more often than those who did not; 2) Managers who were more likely to accommodate 

individuals with disabilities were more likely to hire and retain them; and 3) Companies 

committed to having a disability-inclusive environment were more likely to hire and 

retain individuals with disabilities. Finally, Chan et al. (2010) found that managers 

generally do not view individuals with disabilities as productive or reliable workers. 

 Copeland et al. (2010) conducted a study "assessing cognitive and affective 

reactions of employers toward people with disabilities in the workplace" (p. 427). 
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Copeland et al. (2010) found that employers did not have significant negative ideas, 

beliefs, feelings, and reactions toward employees with disabilities. Copeland et al. (2010) 

found that employers had a moderately positive attitude toward providing 

accommodations for individuals with disabilities. Copeland et al. (2010) found that 

employers have high positive attitudes towards employees with disabilities.   

Differences in Industries 

 Kontosh et al. (2007) studied workplace issues related to registered nurses with 

disabilities. Kontosh et al. (2007) are particularly interested in the perceptions of two 

groups towards nurses with disabilities: 1) employers and 2) co-workers or other nurses. 

Kontosh et al. (2007) found that co-workers were more likely to work with nurses with 

disabilities if they had previously worked with them. Kontosh et al. (2007) found that the 

nurses with disabilities they interviewed did not feel discriminated against but said that 

the jobs they were in were the only jobs available to them. Kontosh et al.'s (2007) other 

findings indicate that nurses were willing to work with specific types of disabilities and 

not others. Nurses stated that they would work with accommodated nurses with 

wheelchairs and walkers. However, nurses said they would not work with other nurses 

who have back and neck problems. Kontosh et al. (2007) found that 11 administrators 

and personnel directors in the study were willing to hire nurses with disabilities. Those 

administrators and personnel directors believed the job performances of nurses with 

disabilities were consistent with those of nurses without disabilities. The same 

administrators and personnel directors indicated that they would hire nurses with 

disabilities in the future. 
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 Lindsay et al. (2023) concluded a systematic review of the work experiences and 

discrimination against healthcare providers with disabilities. Upon the review, several 

themes merged. Those themes included what Lindsay et al. (2023) considered to be two 

broad categories: institutional ableism and individual-level ableism. Each category 

included subthemes. Institutional ableism included inaccessible and unsupportive work 

environments and actual physical barriers. Lindsay et al. (2023) identified thirty studies 

reporting individual-level ableism. Four studies found negative attitudes common 

(Bevan, 2014; Chacala et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2009; Waugh et al., 2017). Fourteen 

studies described stigmas as being familiar (Brown et al., 2006; Easterbrook et al., 2015; 

Elliott & Ragsdale, 2020; Harris et al., 2016; Illingworth, 2005; Jain, 2020; Joyce et al., 

2007; Lund et al., 2016; Morris & Turnbull, 2006; Morris & Turnbull, 2007; Neal-

Boylan & Guillett, 2008; Shaw & Anderson, 2018; Waugh et al., 2017; Yeowell et al., 

2018). Six identified bullying (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; Carter et al., 2013; Kattari et al., 

2020; Shaw & Anderson, 2018; Smith et al., 2016; Yeowell et al., 2018). Two indicated 

harassment towards employees with disabilities as being familiar (Broad et al., 2018; 

Cencirulo et al., 2021). Fifteen studies identified issues of overt and covert 

discrimination, including being rejected, receiving retaliation, being stonewalled, and 

experiencing prejudice and intolerance (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; Broad et al., 2018; 

Elliot & Ragsdale, 2020; Joyce et al., 2007; Lund et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2009; Morris 

& Turnbull, 2006; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 2015; Ridley, 2011; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 

2017; Shaw & Anderson, 2018; Waugh et al., 2017; Yeowell et al., 2018). Eleven other 

studies reported incidences of exclusion, microaggressions, being marginalized, 
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inappropriate comments, and hostile work environments (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; 

Brown et al., 2006; Cencirulo et al., 2021; Chacala et al., 2014; Easterbrook et al., 2015; 

Illingworth, 2005; Kattari et al., 2020; Morris & Turnbull, 2006; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 

2015; Neal-Boylan & Miller, 2017; Ridley, 2011).      

 Foster and Hirst (2022) studied legal professionals with disabilities and their 

experiences in England and Wales. Foster and Hirst (2022) found that legal professionals 

with disabilities faced issues of disclosure dilemmas, negative perceptions of individuals 

with disabilities in the profession, trying to request and receive accommodations, and a 

professional culture that promotes ableism due to competition. More than half of them 

decided not to disclose their disabilities for the following reasons: 1) past negative 

experiences, 2) beliefs that the legal profession views having a disability as a penalty, 3) 

fear of being stigmatized, and 4) fear of being discriminated. Many cited experiencing 

refusals for accommodations or receiving partial accommodations. Some cited receiving 

accommodations that were no longer needed due to waiting a long time to receive the 

accommodations. Some even mentioned receiving the wrong accommodations. 

 Additionally, the participants described the legal profession as having a 

competitive merit-based culture, and because of this, the culture was rooted in ableism 

(Foster & Hirst, 2022). Participants cited incidences of being made fun of, undermined, 

and experiencing attitudinal barriers. Participants stated that many policies and 

procedures did not allow flexibility due to the competitive environment. Many described 

the atmosphere as more business-like and less focused on social justice issues (Foster & 

Hirst, 2022).   
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 Oud (2019) conducted a study to examine academic librarians with disabilities' 

work experiences and any potential systemic barriers they faced. From the findings, 

several significant themes merged: 1) lack of disability awareness, 2) negative cultural 

stereotypes about disabilities, 3) structural workplace barriers, 4) competitive workplace, 

and 5) impacts and implications of barriers. Participants stated that their supervisors were 

sympathetic but lacked awareness about disabilities, mainly invisible disabilities. 

Participants explained how they felt they were being judged by their ability to control 

their disability. Participants with invisible disabilities reported more incidences of 

negative judgments by supervisors and co-workers. The participants also mentioned how 

competitive the workplace had become. This meant the librarians had to increase their 

speed and turnaround time, making their jobs more difficult. The participants mentioned 

having an ambiguous work structure and how that made their job more difficult. They 

stated that there was a lack of structural support for those with disabilities. Additionally, 

the participants discussed issues of dealing with the discomfort of their co-workers and 

supervisors when mentioning their disability, the dilemma of disclosure, and a reluctance 

to request accommodations.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

Impact on Employees with Disabilities’ Well-Being and Their Lives 

 Koch et al. (2022) discovered that mistreatment and discrimination can have an 

impact on employees with disabilities’ well-being and their lives. Employees reported 

having lower levels of self-efficacy. Employees reported having to focus solely on their 

work and keep to themselves. Employees with disabilities struggled with loneliness. 

Employees with invisible disabilities reported being treated even more poorly than those 
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with visible disabilities. Many employees with disabilities did not report the mistreatment 

because they feared losing their jobs. Some employees with disabilities reported the 

mistreatment, and nothing was done. 

 Lindsay et al. (2023) found eight studies examining the impact of discrimination 

and workplace ableism on health and well-being. Several themes merged: 1) poor mental 

health (Carter et al., 2013; Cencirulo et al., 2021; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 

2012; Smith et al., 2016), 2) learned helplessness (Cencirulo et al., 2021; Shaw & 

Anderson, 2018), 3) feeling vulnerable (Battalova et al., 2020; Cencirulo et al., 2021), 

and feeling devalued (Bulk et al., 2017). Several factors contributed to these issues that 

have merged. Those factors included: 1) being bullied, 2) being under-utilized, 3) lacking 

understanding from managers and supervisors, and 4) having to share their experiences as 

a person with a disability (Bulk et al., 2017; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 

2012). 

The Employment of Teachers with Disabilities 

 Currently, there is very little literature on teachers with disabilities, and there is no 

literature on work experiences that include administrative support. Therefore, an 

examination of the literature on work experiences that include administrative support for 

other marginalized teacher groups, special education teachers, and teachers, in general, 

was conducted in order to get a general idea of how administrators support teachers and 

how the support might affect teachers with disabilities. Also, an examination of the 

research literature on teachers with disabilities was conducted in order to get a general 

idea of the research that has already been done. 
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Teachers without Disabilities 

 Martinez and McAbee (2020) systematically reviewed school administrators 

supporting teachers. From the review, Martinez and McAbee (2020) identified beneficial 

support and lack of support as well as the impacts of such support. Beneficial supports 

included hiring and training, mentoring, encouraging support among teachers, changing 

course assignments if necessary, providing resources and professional development 

opportunities, increasing autonomy and agency, providing beneficial evaluations, 

lessening workload requirements, supporting teachers' discipline policies, and providing 

support when working with challenging parents. Beneficial administrative supports were 

linked to positive job satisfaction and increased job retention (Boyd et al., 2011; Curtis, 

2012; Djonko-Moore, 2016; Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Podolsky et al., 

2016; Redding & Henry, 2018; Ronfeldt & McQueen, 2017; Tickle et al., 2011). Lack of 

support and lack of communication included not being included in the decision-making 

process. Both were linked to job dissatisfaction and decreased retention (Boyd et al., 

2011; Dizon-Ross, 2018; Ingersoll, 2003; Ladd, 2011; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

Special Education Teachers  

 Gilmour and Sandilos (2023) conducted a literature review on administrative 

support for special education teachers instructing students with emotional and behavioral 

disorders. Gilmour and Sandilos (2023) identified school administrators as having the 

most critical impact on working conditions. Gilmour and Sandilos (2023) defined 

working conditions as “collegial supports, workload and time pressure, professional 

development and in-service training, and safety, and teachers’ affect and training” 
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(p.108). Gilmour and Sandilos (2023) also indicated that the relationships between school 

administrators and teachers impact the school's climate and culture (Hoy et al., 2002; 

Kraft et al., 2016; Supovitz et al., 2010).  

 Aldosiry (2022) conducted a nationwide survey to determine the types of support 

school administrators provide to special education teachers in Saudi Arabia using House's 

(1981) theory of social support. This theory consists of four types of support: 1) 

emotional support, 2) instructional support, 3) instrumental support, and 4) appraisal 

support. Emotional support is "showing appreciation, maintaining open communication 

or being attentive to teachers' work" (Aldosiry, 2022, p. 1874; House, 1981). Instrumental 

support is defined as providing time, required materials, space, resources, helping 

teachers deal with discipline problems, and confrontations with parents,” (Aldosiry, 2022, 

p. 1874; House, 1981). Informational support is defined as “offering helpful information, 

which they can use to improve classroom programs and practices, in-service training, 

workshops, opportunities to attend conferences, and develop workshops,” (Aldosiry, 

2022, p. 1874; House, 1981). Appraisal support is defined as “showing trust and 

confidence in teachers’ actions and decisions along with providing them with constant 

meaningful feedback and personal appraisal,” (Aldosiry, 2022, p. 1874; House, 1981). 

Aldosiry’s (2022) findings indicate that all supports were important in special education 

teachers' job satisfaction, work well-being, attrition, and retention. However, the findings 

indicate that emotional and appraisal support are the most contributing factors. 

 Conley and You (2017) studied why secondary special education teachers often 

left their positions. Their findings indicated several work environment factors that 
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contributed to whether they stayed. Two factors included administrative support and 

teacher team efficacy (collegial support). Conley and You (2017) defined administrative 

support as "supportive behaviors, backing teachers up when needed, communicating the 

kind of school the principal wants, and recognizing staff members" (p. 533). Conley and 

You (2017) defined teacher team efficacy as "supportive and cooperative colleagues 

[that] encourage or assist special education teachers' work efforts" (p. 534). Results 

indicated that those two factors directly affected secondary special education teachers' 

decision to leave.  

 Billingsley et al. (2020) reviewed the literature regarding special education 

teachers' working conditions. A central theme in their findings was having multiple 

supports. Those supports included school culture and leadership, colleagues and 

collaboration, professional development, and logistical support. Billingsley et al. (2020) 

also found that school leadership significantly contributed to Special Education Teachers' 

work conditions. Those contributions included impacts on school culture, a sense of 

purpose, opportunities for additional training, relations with colleagues, supporting 

special education teachers' work, allowing autonomy and vision for the school and the 

students, allowing special education teachers to be part of the decision-making progress, 

and special education teachers' well-being (Bettini et al., 2017; Bettini et al., 2019; 

DeMathews, 2014; Gersten et al., 2001; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013; McLeskey et al., 

2014; Waldron et al., 2011).  

 Recently, Brunsting et al. (2023) conducted a longitudinal study on the working 

conditions and burnout of special education teachers who taught students with emotional 
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and behavioral disorders. Their results indicated that administrative support given in the 

fall impacted the teachers' emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishments in the 

winter and spring. Brunsting et al. (2023) defined administrative support as "autonomy 

support, emotional support, appraisal support, and instrumental support" (p. 52). 

Brunsting et al. (2023) found that no single type of administrative support was as 

effective as another. 

Black and Hispanic Teachers  

 Stanley (2021) conducted a qualitative case study using five black teachers to 

identify a relationship between administrative support and teacher turnover. Stanley 

(2021) identified three key themes. One was administrators' efforts to prevent social 

justice efforts from being carried out by the teachers. Second, there was little to no 

support from the administration in disciplining the students. Third was the lack of or bad 

relationships with the administrators. This lack of or bad relationships with administrators 

was due to teachers feeling like they were not a part of the decision-making process on 

discipline procedures and policies, feeling invisible, and lack of instructional support.  

 Aguirre-Munoz et al. (2023) conducted a qualitative case study of two bilingual 

education teachers. From semi-structured interviews, Aguirre-Munoz et al. (2023) 

identified several themes. One theme was having unique instructional demands, such as 

double differentiation as bilingual education teachers compared to general education 

teachers, which essentially goes unseen by administrators. A second theme was having to 

advocate for their students because they were not considered in the critical program 

decision-making process. A third theme was experiencing workplace bullying, such as 



 

34 

 

microaggressions, mobbing, and verbal bullying by administrators and colleagues. A 

final theme was the lack of administrative support, meaning that the teachers were 

excluded from decision-making and leadership positions.  

Teachers with Disabilities 

Disclosure Dilemmas 

 Marshall et al. (2020) conducted a study using semi-structured interviews to 

explore the issues around teachers' disability disclosures in vocational and technical 

schools in England. Marshall et al. (2020) interviewed administrators and teachers. Key 

findings included wanting teachers with disabilities to disclose their disabilities and 

perceptions of disability. The majority of the teachers believed teachers needed to 

disclose but believed they would not, particularly those with mental health disabilities. 

Interestingly, half of the participants stated that they had disabilities but did not know of 

others that they worked with that also had a disability. Four participants stated that they 

regretted disclosing their disabilities. Two participants with physical disabilities stated 

that they had received the resources they needed in order to be successful and, therefore, 

felt supported, while four participants with disabilities stated that they did not. 

 Neca et al. (2022) conducted a literature review on teachers with disabilities. One 

of the themes throughout the literature was the dilemma of disclosure. Findings indicated 

that factors in disclosing were complex. Some teachers did not want to be seen as 

incompetent by school administrators and colleagues (Valle et al., 2004) because they are 

considered good teachers (Riddick, 2003). Some teachers indicated that the school 

climate was hostile towards people with disabilities because of the way school 
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administrators and teachers labeled students with disabilities as being dumb (Valle et al., 

2004). Disclosing could impact their sense of self-esteem (Valle et al., 2004), as well as 

being unable to obtain recognition for their work and being pushed into working in 

special education (Ferri et al., 2001). 

Other Ethical Dilemmas 

 In addition to disclosure, Tal-Alon and Shapira-Lishchinsky also examined other 

ethical dilemmas teachers with disabilities faced. Using in-depth interviews, Tal-Alon 

and Shapira-Lischinsky's (2019) findings indicated four ethical dilemmas: "the coming 

out of the disability closet dilemma, the classroom management dilemma, the 

equality/equity dilemma, and the healthy/self-dilemma" (p. 5). With "the coming out of 

the disability closet dilemma," teachers with disabilities struggled with hiding or not 

hiding their disabilities. Hiding their disabilities made them feel that they were being 

dishonest with school administrators and colleagues. Hiding also meant they could not 

get the resources needed to be good teachers. However, they are worried about losing 

their jobs if they disclose the information. With the classroom management dilemma, 

teachers with disabilities struggled with teaching the standard curriculum or using their 

disability for learning purposes. With the equality/equity dilemma, teachers with 

disabilities struggled with taking advantage of accommodations or forgoing 

accommodations, and with the healthy/self-dilemma, teachers with disabilities struggled 

with wanting to live a full life or taking care of their health.  

 Brock (2007) also conducted a study where the dilemma of disclosure was also a 

theme. All participants with invisible disabilities chose not to disclose their disabilities 
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for fear of looking incompetent, less talented, or less reliable. However, some with 

disabilities did disclose their disabilities, particularly those with visible disabilities, 

stating that honesty is the best policy. 

 Macleod and Cebula (2009) conducted a study to determine factors surrounding 

disability disclosures and the positive and negative experiences at a Scottish university 

and teaching placements for student teachers with disabilities. Their findings indicated 

that 58.3% of the student teachers chose to disclose. Out of the remaining, those who did 

not want to disclose their disability cited negative previous experiences of disclosure. 

Such experiences included fear of not being believed, not having control over 

confidentiality, lack of understanding or knowledge about disabilities, and stigmatization 

surrounding their disabilities. Regarding experiences, most student teachers did not have 

negative experiences attending the university or at their teaching placements. All but one 

student had positive experiences at their placement. Of those who had negative 

experiences at the university, their struggles included attending classes, completing 

assignments, and using the university's facilities. 

Experiences of Teachers with Disabilities 

 One theme that occurred in the literature was teachers with disabilities' own 

school experiences impacting their lives and, therefore, their career decisions. In 

reviewing the literature on teachers with disabilities, Neca et al. (2022) discovered results 

from several studies revealed that teachers with disabilities often chose the teaching field 

because they, as students, had teachers who had low expectations of them (Duquette, 

2000; Hankebo, 2018; Riddick, 2003; Vogel & Sharoni, 2011). These low expectations 



 

37 

 

often contribute to low self-esteem (Glazzard & Dale, 2015; Vogel & Sharoni, 2011). 

However, they knew they could provide a better educational experience than they had 

received (Duquette, 2000; Dvir, 2015; Ferri et al., 2001; Riddick, 2003). 

 Ware et al. (2022) conducted a study on the working lives of teachers with 

disabilities. In their interviews, Ware et al. (2022) discovered the following themes: 

"reasons for becoming a teacher; teaching experiences; and changes needed in order to 

make schools more inclusive for teachers with disabilities" (p. 1422). When asked why 

they became teachers, participants stated three reasons: personal (a childhood dream, 

loved learning, sharing passion about the subject, and having teaching skills), social 

justice (being a role model and empowering students), and pragmatic (cannot work other 

types of jobs). When discussing relationships with their experiences with students, again, 

the topic of social justice came up with teachers with disabilities stating they see 

themselves as role models and want to empower students. They also mentioned wanting 

to make a difference in the student's educational experience (unlike the ones they had 

had) and using their disability for teachable moments. However, they discussed students 

struggling with the teachers being absent a lot. 

 When asked about their experiences with school administration, the teachers with 

disabilities in Ware et al.’s (2023) study stated they felt undervalued by them. Some 

teachers with disabilities indicated that they had faced formal disciplinary action. Some 

indicated being forced out or being forced to work part-time. All indicated that the school 

administrators frequently dismissed their needs or concerns, including requests for 
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accommodations. Some cited that school administrators would be more than willing to 

accommodate students with disabilities but not them.  

Coping Strategies, Family and Social Support, and Teaching Practices 

 Neca et al. (2022) discovered three other themes that reoccurred in the literature 

on teachers with disabilities. Those were coping strategies, family and social support, and 

teaching practices. Teachers in those studies described specific strategies that helped 

them persevere through the attitudinal and physical barriers they faced (Burns et al., 

2013; Duquette, 2000; Griffiths, 2012; Lamichhane, 2016; Solis, 2006; Vogel & Sharoni, 

2011). Some teachers with disabilities indicated that having family and social support 

while growing up, during their academic studies, and carrying out tasks related to 

teaching contributed to their success as teachers (Burns et al., 2013; Duquette, 2000; 

Grenier et al., 2014; Vogel & Sharoni, 2011). Teachers with disabilities listed specific 

strategies, new pedagogical practices, and showing empathy as ways to help them teach 

and connect with the students that teachers without disabilities do not teach 

(Brueggamann et al., 2005; Burns et al., 2013; Duquette, 2000; Ferri et al., 2001; Gabel, 

2001; Glazzard & Dale, 2015; Griffiths, 2012; Hickman & Brens, 2014; Riddick et al., 

2003; Solis, 2006). 

Litigation 

 Chan et al. (2021) systematically reviewed discrimination litigation among 

teachers with disabilities. After conducting a thorough review, they examined 116 cases. 

Of the 116, most plaintiffs were female, making up 91 cases. The most common 

disabilities were mental health disabilities/disorders, visual impairment, attention deficit-
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hyperactivity disorder, deafness, and diabetes. Ninety-one of the cases of ADA 

discrimination claims were failure to accommodate, followed by adverse employment 

action, wrongful termination, constructive discharge, disparate treatment, hostile work 

environment, denial of meaningful access, and interference, coercion, and intimidation 

leading to the prevention of the use of the ADA. The courts typically sided with the 

schools, winning 62% of the cases. Schools won 50 out of 91 cases due to the failure to 

accommodate claims. In adverse employment action claims, schools won 21 out of 37. 

Schools won 17 out of 26 of the wrongful termination cases. Schools won 14 out of the 

21 cases of constructive discharge. Schools won 17 out of 21 disparate treatment cases, 

16 out of 20 in the hostile work environment cases, and one out of one in the interference, 

coercion, and intimidation cases. In denying meaningful access cases, the plaintiff won 

the only cases. In order to file a discrimination claim, teachers must be able to prove that 

the school district discriminated against them because of their disability and not for some 

other reason. For example, if a teacher with a disability received poor evaluations and 

was terminated, the teacher would have to prove that the evaluations were due to 

his/her/their disability and not because of lacking teaching skills or classroom behavior 

management. Even with proof, though, there is no guarantee that the teacher will win 

his/her/their case. 

Gaps in the Literature 

 As previously mentioned, there is very little literature on teachers with disabilities 

and their work experiences, including administrative support. This study intends to fill 
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that gap in the literature and expand on the existing literature on teachers with 

disabilities. 

Theoretical Framework 

 A theoretical framework can help understand people's perceptions of disability in 

the workplace. Here are three theoretical frameworks that might guide such perceptions: 

1) the medical model of disability, 2) the social model of disability, and 3) the critical 

disability studies model. All three models of disability are connected to ableism. 

"Ableism is broadly defined as the widespread preference for "healthy" (not having [a 

disability or] any impairments) individuals that are considered to be normative along with 

a wide range of stigma against people with disabilities" (Campbell, 2009; Ma & Mak, 

2024). One of the models is based on ableism. Two of the models seek to dismantle 

ableism. 

The Medical Model of Disability 

 Although the medical model of disability has been around since the advent of 

modern medicine in the 1800s (Mackleprang & Salsgiver, 2009; Peterson & Aguiar, 

2004; Williams, 2001; Zaks, 2023), the use of the medical model did not become more 

formalized until after World War II (Williams, 2001). At that time, assessments for 

bodily and mental functions began to be used (Williams, 2001). "The assumption was 

measuring the impairment was a sufficient basis to ass the needs of [a person with a 

disability]" (Williams, 2001). Though the medical model had become more formalized. 

The term, medical model was not coined until the mid-1950s by a psychiatrist, Dr. 

Thomas Szasz, who spoke out against the medical model (Zaks, 2023). Despite Dr. Szasz 
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speaking out against the model, many professionals widely used the term throughout the 

United States and the Western world (Zaks, 2023). 

 However, by the 1970s, people realized that the medical model was problematic. 

The problem with the medical model of disability is that under the model, the disabled 

body is seen as abnormal, damaged, and unhealthy (Ma & Mak, 2024; Zaks, 2023) and 

that the individual with the disability must be cured, fixed, or rehabilitated to a healthy, 

standard, and undamaged state (Guevara, 2021; Degener, 2016). The medical model 

manifests the ableist norm of bodily expressions that only recognize typically 'healthy' 

individuals who are believed to have average [emotional, intellectual, and] physical 

fitness and ability (Friedman & Owen, 2017; Hansen & Philo, 2007; Ma & Mak, 2024). 

This ableist view of the disabled body leads to the institutionalization of people with 

disabilities, such as in mental health institutions, and the use of eugenics to eliminate 

people with disabilities, as seen in historical practices like forced sterilization (Zaks, 

2023). Also, during the 1970s, people began to question whether the environment played 

a role in causing the disability. With this view on disability, a new term was introduced: 

the social model of disability (Oliver, 1983).  

The Social Model of Disability 

 Greatly influenced by the other civil rights movements of the 1960s and 1970s 

(Zaks, 2023), a group of activists with disabilities in the United Kingdom formed an 

organization in 1974 called the Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation 

(UPIAS) (Barnes, 2019). The UPIAS mission was to increase the disability income for 

people with disabilities in the United Kingdom, many living in poverty (Barnes, 2019). 
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The UPIAS's argument for the lack of income for people with disabilities was that society 

put up many barriers, including economic ones, that prevented people with disabilities 

from obtaining an equal income (Barnes, 2019; Zaks, 2023). Thus, the society caused the 

disability. "UPIAS [also] produced a sociopolitical definition of disability that made a 

crucial distinction between the biological (impairments) and the social (disability)" 

(Barnes, 2019). However, the term social model of disability did not get coined until 

shortly after by a UK sociologist with disability by the name of Michael Oliver (Zaks, 

2023). Soon after, the term spread to the United States and the rest of the Western World 

(Barnes, 2019; Zaks, 2023). 

 The social model of disability, a model of inclusivity, redefines the issue. It's not 

the disabled body that's the problem, but rather the societal barriers that hinder full 

participation (Dirth & Branscombe, 2017; Borsay, 1984). This model, in essence, accepts 

and values individuals with disabilities by challenging the notion of ableism, the 

foundation of the medical model of disability, and highlighting the exclusivity of society. 

 The social model assumes that society creates inability (Barnes, 2019; Zaks, 

2023). For example, "if workers [according to society] are expected to energetically labor 

for many hours with few breaks under strenuous conditions, individuals with body and 

brain differences may not be able to participate, leaving them vulnerable to poverty and 

reinforcing the notion that they are unemployable; yet, if the same individuals can access 

slower-paced or less physically rigorous economic opportunities, they may participate 

with ease" (Zaks, 2023, p. 7). The social model of disability led to many social reforms, 

including more social services and enacted laws (Barnes, 2019; Zaks, 2023). However, 
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over time, many people began to see the flaws in the model, such as the lack of 

acknowledgment of impairment and the failure to address the lack of equal human rights 

for people with disabilities (Barnes, 2019; Zaks, 2023). Because of these flaws, in the 

2000s, another model was created, the critical disability studies model. 

Critical Disability Studies Model of Disability 

Critical disability studies model of disability is one of the newer theoretical 

models of disability. This model is a response to systemic ableism found in society. 

“From a critical disabilities studies perspective, ableism represents an ideological 

phenomenon, steeped in the overvaluation of ability or ableness and the ways in which 

the norms of abled bodies are afforded legitimacy in social policy, laws, and cultural 

values” (Campbell, 2009; Ma & Mak, 2024). The origins of CDT can first be traced to 

critical legal studies and then to critical theory (Hosking, 2008; Meekosha & 

Shuttleworth, 2017;). In the 1970s, legal scholars created a Critical legal studies (CLS) 

theoretical framework to challenge the traditional notions of judges arriving at their 

judgment (Hosking, 2008). CLS scholars argued that "legal rules are indeterminate and 

political and social factors outside of those rules have a significant influence on legal 

outcomes" (Hosking, 2008, p. 4). CDT rose out of the inability of CLS to address ableism 

in legal outcomes (Hosking, 2008).  

As previously mentioned, critical disability theory derives from critical theory. 

This derivation includes the basic building blocks of critical theory. Critical theory states 

that theory and practice unite to emancipate oppressed groups (Crotty, 1998). 

Additionally, critical theory seeks to challenge the standard embedded assumptions in 
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society and provide agency to those being oppressed (Crotty, 1998; Pothier & Devlin, 

2006). In critical disability studies, the oppressed group needing to be emancipated 

includes people with disabilities. Critical disability studies outlines how.  

The outline begins by challenging society's beliefs on what is considered to be the 

standard body and stigmatizing those without standardized bodily attributes (Schalk, 

2017). In other words, CDS seeks to identify any ableist ideology. If ableism is identified, 

it is to be dismantled. Often, the dismantling comes from exposing the attitudinal, 

physical, and systemic barriers preventing people with disabilities from becoming fully 

emancipated and being a part of their community. This identification includes sources of 

oppression within the laws and institutions, including but not limited to current 

legislation and educational institutions (Hosking, 2008). Critical disability studies seeks 

to identify current and potential positive interventions or supports for aiding the 

emancipation of individuals with disabilities. 

Disability Models Shaping Perceptions of PWDs 

 According to Smart (2004), models of disability can impact people’s perceptions 

of PWDs (Letšosa & Retief, 2018). Smart (2004) states that models of disability can 

shape policy, are not neutral, "can cause prejudice and discrimination, [and] shape the 

self-identity of PWDs" (Letšosa & Retief, 2018, p.1). If models of disability can impact 

people's perceptions of PWDs, then the models of disability could impact people's 

perceptions of PWDs in the workplace. These models could impact teachers with 

disabilities and school administrators' perceptions of the workplace. Teachers with 

disabilities may have a medical, social, or CDS model view of themselves or perceive 
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that educational institutions or school administrators have a medical, social, or CDS 

model view. 

Positionality 

 The journey to discovering why teachers with disabilities have certain 

perceptions of their work experiences and job satisfaction has been personal. I am a 

person with multiple disabilities. I was born with mild spastic hemiplegic cerebral palsy, 

and in my 20s, I was diagnosed with chronic depression and general anxiety disorder. I 

also believe I have either a learning disability or a processing disorder that has primarily 

gone undiagnosed due to my receiving educational services for my physical and 

emotional health disabilities. In my 20s, I worked for a center for independent living in 

the southeast part of the United States. While there, I discovered my passion for teaching 

people with disabilities and learned about the extensive history of disability and disability 

civil rights, and the medical and social models of disability. 

 After working at the Center for Independent Living, I went back to school to 

obtain my teaching license and earn an educational specialist degree in special education. 

After obtaining my license and degree, I spent another five years trying to get a special 

education teaching job. After trying for so long, I finally obtained a job as an elementary 

resource special education teacher in a school district in the southeastern part of the 

United States. 

 My first four years of teaching went well. Then, during my fifth year, the new 

administration put up barriers that prevented me from doing my job to the best of my 

ability. I was moved further away from my students and the IEP meeting room, which 
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caused me to be exhausted all of the time. My teaching assistant was taken from me 

because the head of administration thought having a teaching assistant was unnecessary 

despite my having students with severe emotional and behavioral disorders. I was being 

evaluated almost daily, sometimes twice daily, by evaluators who often had opposing 

views on my teaching ability. Near the end of the school year, the head administrator 

decided not to renew my teaching contract. 

 This experience had a lasting impact on my life, and I began to reflect upon the 

experience. After reflection, I realized my former head administrator and I had different 

perceptions of disability. My former head administrator operated under the medical 

model of disability framework. She saw me as an individual who was broken and unfit 

for what she considered a normal life. Her perception was that people with disabilities 

could not be a part of the rest of society, including students with disabilities. This 

perception was evident to me in the procedures and policies she put in place in order to 

prevent students and teachers with disabilities from being a part of the rest of the school 

and interacting with those without disabilities. Teachers and students with disabilities 

were placed in trailers outside of the school. 

 At that time, I operated under the social model of disability framework. I 

believed my disability was due to barriers that prevented me from being able to 

participate in society and the workforce. The more my head administrator put up barriers, 

the more difficult my job became and the less opportunity I had to participate. 

 After that job, I decided to go to graduate school to purse a PhD. Once I was in 

graduate school, I learned about the CDS model of disability. This model began to shape 
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my perception of disability and disability in the workplace. This survey was created 

under the guidance of that model.  

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter began with a discussion of the literature on the employment 

experiences of people with disabilities, particularly the lack of employment due to lack of 

support. After that discussion, the chapter discussed the literature on the employment of 

teachers with disabilities. This discussion had to include literature on the employment 

experiences of teachers without disabilities and teachers from other marginalized groups 

due to the lack of literature on the employment experiences of teachers with disabilities. 

Then, the chapter discussed using this survey to fill a gap in the literature regarding the 

lack of employment experiences of teachers with disabilities. Next, the theoretical 

framework guiding this survey is examined. Moreover, finally, this chapter ends with my 

positionality and a summary. 
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CHAPTER THREE  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 This chapter describes the research methodology used for this study. This chapter 

begins with the research design and rationale. Afterward, this chapter discusses the 

sampling methods, recruitment, and data collection processes for this survey study, 

including the scales that were adapted for the survey, requesting permission to adapt the 

scales, and the reliability and validity of each scale. Then, this chapter discusses the 

survey's design layout and participation procedures. Next, this chapter reviews the 

timeframe in which the data was collected. Finally, this chapter discusses how the data 

was analyzed. 

Research Design and Rationale 

 The research design for this study employed a survey research design. The survey 

research study examined teachers with disabilities' perceptions of their work experiences, 

including the main reason for such experiences, school administrative support, and job 

satisfaction levels. Although there are a few qualitative studies on teachers with 

disabilities that address issues such as the disclosure dilemma and family support, there 

are no survey research studies that address teachers with disabilities' perceptions of their 

work experiences. By conducting this survey research study, this study was able to 

provide basic information on teachers with disabilities' perceptions of their work 

experiences in order to fill in the gap in the literature. The following questions guided this 

study:   
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1. What are current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of 

their work experiences in K-12 schools? 

2. What do current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities think is the 

main reason for these experiences? 

3. How satisfied are/were current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities 

with their jobs in K-12 schools? 

 The design was chosen to provide insight and value through the inspection of a 

large data set to answer the research questions. There are other advantages to using 

surveys, too. Unlike qualitative research, where sample population sizes are usually 

small, the survey can provide a large amount of data for each of the research questions 

(Creswell, 2015). Surveys can be administered in a short amount of time (Choy, 2014; 

Morrow, 2020). Surveys that can be administered in a short amount of time can be 

beneficial to participants with physical and other health impairments because the surveys 

can help reduce fatigue (Carey, 2018) as compared to other research designs like 

interviews that can be lengthy. Surveys can also help with researcher bias (Creswell, 

2015). 

Sampling Methods, Recruitment, and Data Collection 

 The participants for this study included teachers with disabilities who use 

Facebook, teachers with disabilities who belong to professional organizations, and 

teachers with disabilities who are in graduate school in order to get an advanced degree. 

Because teachers with disabilities are a hard-to-reach population, trying to obtain a 

targeted sample size was not possible.  
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 To recruit respondents, nonprobability sampling methods, convenience sampling 

(Fink, 2013), and purposive sampling (Rhea & Parker, 2014), were used. Probability 

sampling methods were not used because the respondents were a hard-to-reach 

population. Often, hard-to-reach populations have low response rates on surveys, and 

therefore, such populations are difficult to randomize. 

 First, convenience sampling was utilized to recruit the respondents. A social 

media script, a QR code, and a link were posted on Facebook, Facebook group pages, and 

professional organizations' Facebook pages asking respondents to participate in an 

anonymous online survey (see Appendix A). However, 99.6% of respondents were bots. 

Therefore, the link was moved up on the social media script to where the link was to 

increase visibility, and respondents potentially had a better chance of responding to the 

survey. Then, the survey was posted again on Facebook, Facebook group pages, and 

professional organizations' Facebook pages. However, all the respondents from these 

Facebook postings were bots. Of all of the Facebook postings, only six respondents were 

humans.  

 Since the convenience sampling using Facebook only generated six human 

participants, purposive sampling was used to recruit teachers with disabilities in graduate 

teacher education programs and respondents from the Council for Exceptional Children's 

(CEC) Educators with Disabilities Affinity Group.  

 Teachers with disabilities in graduate teacher education programs were chosen 

because research indicates that college students are more likely to participate in surveys 

than the general population (Hunt-Park et al., 2019) due to their willingness to obtain a 
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degree, social environment, computer literacy skills, and technological environment 

(Hunt-White, 2007). In order to recruit these respondents, the email script (see Appendix 

B) was sent to the chairs and department heads of 264 graduate teacher education 

programs across the United States. Recruiting through graduate teacher education 

programs generated 30 human participants, making up 61% of the overall final 

participation in the survey. 

 In an effort to increase participation, the email script was sent to the president of 

CEC's Educators with Disabilities Affinity Group. The president posted the survey on the 

CEC forum internet page. Recruiting through the CEC Educators with Disabilities 

Affinity Group generated eight participants, making up 16% of the overall final 

participation in the survey. 

 Five $25 Amazon gift cards were presented to all participants as an incentive to 

participate in the survey. To receive the gift card, participants had to enter their email 

addresses into a separate Qualtrics form, which allowed them to keep their anonymity.  

 However, in addition to those participants who participated in the survey being 

allowed to enter the drawing, the University of Tennessee's Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) required that participants who were not interested in participating in the survey be 

allowed to enter the drawing. The only requirement to enter the drawing if a participant 

decided not to participate in the survey was the participant had to be a teacher with a 

disability. In order to participate in the drawing but not the survey, participants had to 

have answered:  
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“No. I do not consent to participate in the research study but want to enter the gift card 

drawing" to question number two on the survey after the consent form.  

 After receiving the responses and seeing that almost all respondents were bots, the 

email addresses had to be filtered out into bot or human responses. In order to filter out, 

the I.P. addresses of human participants had to match the I.P. addresses of the email 

addresses that participated in the drawing. After having to match the I.P. addresses, the 

I.P. addresses were deleted from the survey Excel spreadsheet and the entry for drawing 

Excel spreadsheet and then wiped from the computer's hard drive. By deleting the I.P. 

addresses, the participants were able to keep their anonymity.  

Survey Design and Measurements 

The survey consisted of three adapted instruments as well as demographic items. 

The first instrument used in the survey was adapted from the Chronic Work 

Discrimination and Harassment Scale (Williams, n.d.), which was adapted from the 

Perceived Racism Scale (Bobo et al., 2002; McNeilly et al., 1996). However, a few of the 

items were taken directly from the scale. The second instrument used in the survey was 

adapted from the Everyday Discrimination Scale (Williams et al., 2012). The third 

instrument used in the survey was adapted from the Support for Workers with Disability 

Scale (SWDS) (Lysaght et al., 2012). The fourth instrument used in the survey was 

adapted from Mohrman-Cooke-Mohrman Job Satisfaction Scales (MCMJSS) (Mohrman 

et al., 1977). Parts of these scales were adapted and used to measure perceived workplace 

experiences, supervisor support, and job satisfaction. Some items from the scales were 

used directly in this survey study to measure the same variables. 
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Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale 

 The Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale (Williams, 2007) was 

adapted to measure teachers with disabilities' perceived workplace experiences. The 

Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale itself was adapted from the 

Perceived Racism Scale—Racism on the Job subscales (Bobo et al., 2002; Brandford et 

al., 2024; McNeilly et al., 1996).  

 The Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale consists of 12 items. 

Ten out of the 12 items were used for this survey. Those items were: 1) how often are 

you UNFAIRLY given the jobs that no one else wants to do, 2) at work when different 

opinions would be helpful, how often is your opinion not asked for, 3) how often are you 

watched more closely than others, 4) how often does your supervisor or boss use racial or 

ethnic slurs or jokes, 5) how often does your supervisor or boss direct racial or ethnic 

slurs or jokes at you, 6) how often do you feel that you have to work twice as hard as 

others work, 7) how often do you feel that you are ignored or not taken seriously by your 

boss, 8) how often do others assume that you work in a lower status job than you do and 

treat you as such, 9) how often has a coworker with less experience and fewer 

qualifications gotten promoted before you, and 10) how often have you been unfairly 

humiliated in front of others at work?  

 Five out of the ten items were adapted for this survey. The other seven items were 

directly used for the survey. The three adapted items were: 1) how often does your 

supervisor or boss use racial or ethnic slurs or jokes? 2) how often does your supervisor 

or boss direct racial or ethnic slurs or jokes at you? 3) how often has a coworker with less 
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experience and fewer qualifications gotten promoted before you? 4) how often do you 

feel that you are ignored or not taken seriously by your boss and 5) how often have you 

been unfairly humiliated in front of others at work? The two items using the words "racial 

or ethnic slurs or jokes" were changed to "disability-related derogatory remarks" to 

reflect the type of participants being surveyed, people with disabilities, and the type of 

discrimination being surveyed, disability discrimination. The item on the coworker being 

promoted was changed to "How often has a coworker with less experience and fewer 

qualifications received more leadership opportunities instead of you?" because teachers 

do not get promoted but are often given leadership opportunities for being seen as good 

employees by school administrators. The only change for the items on being ignored and 

humiliated was to add the phrase "because of your disability" to reflect the type of 

participants being surveyed, people with disabilities, and the type of discrimination being 

surveyed, disability discrimination. 

 The item responses from the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale 

were also used for this study. The item responses consist of 1) once a week or more, 2) a 

few times a month, 3) a few times a year, 4) less than once a year, and 5) never. 

However, unlike the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale, the item 

responses were not numbered for this survey study. 

Requesting Permission 

Prior to using the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale, I emailed 

its developer, Dr. David R. Williams, a public health professor at Harvard University, to 

get permission (see Appendix). However, Dr. Williams emailed me back, saying 
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permission was unnecessary because he made the scale publicly available (see Appendix 

C). 

Reliability and Validity for the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale 

 The reliability and validity of the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment 

Scale could not be found in the literature. However, when creating the Chronic Work 

Discrimination and Harassment Scale, Dr. Williams borrowed items from the Perceived 

Racism Scale – Racism on the Job Subscales (McNeilly et al., 1996). The items Dr. 

Williams borrowed were almost worded verbatim from the Perceived Racism Scale – 

Racism on the Job Subscales (McNeilly et al., 1996), so this scale was used to determine 

the reliability and validity of the Chronic Work Discrimination and Harassment Scale 

(Williams, 2007). 

 Reliability. At least two studies have tested the reliability of the PRS – Racism on 

the Job Subscales. The subscales consist of racism on the job yearly (ROTJ-Y) and 

racism on the job lifetime (ROTJ-L) (Brandford et al., 2024; McNeilly et al., 1996). First, 

the creators of the scale, McNeilly et al., 1996, tested the reliability. McNeilly et al. 

(1996) determined that both scales had a coefficient alpha of .91. Then, Brandford et al. 

(2024) tested the reliability of the subscales. Brandford et al. (2024) found the coefficient 

alpha to be .93 for ROTJ-Y and .91 for ROTJ-L. Scores above .80 are considered 

desirable and, therefore, reliable (Brandford et al., 2024). Thus, PRS – Racism on the Job 

Subscales are reliable. 

 Validity. Brandford et al. (2024) used exploratory factor analysis to determine the 

construct validity of ROTJ-Y and ROTJ-L. Brandford et al. (2024) found the results 
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revealed one factor for ROTJ-Y and ROTJ-L and the percentage of variance to be 64% 

and 59%, respectively. Brand et al. (2024) found both subscales to be unidimensional. 

Thus, PRS – Racism on the Job Subscales are constructively valid. 

The Everyday Discrimination Scale 

 The Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS) measures discrimination in a person's 

day-to-day life (William, 1997). The scale comprises nine items and six-item responses 

(Williams, 1997). Four of the nine items from the EDS (Williams, 1997.) were adapted 

for this survey. Those items were: 1) you are treated with less respect than others, 2) 

people act as if they think you are not smart, 3) people act as if they are afraid of you, and 

4) you are threatened and harassed. The item "you are treated with less respect than 

people are" was changed to state "you are treated with less respect by your supervisor 

than other people are." The item "people act as if they think you are not smart" was 

changed to state "your supervisor acts as if they think you are not smart." The item 

"people act as if they are afraid of you" was changed to state "your supervisor acts as if 

they are afraid of or uncomfortable with your disability." The item "you are threatened 

and harassed" was changed to state "you have been threatened or harassed by your 

supervisor." These changes were necessary in order to measure teachers with disabilities' 

perceived work experiences. 

The EDS has six item responses. Those item responses are: 1) almost every day, 

2) at least once a week, 3) a few times a month, 4) a few times a year, 5) less than once a 

year, and 6) never. All item responses were used except for 1) almost every day and 2) at 
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least once a week. The item response, almost every day, was not used in this survey, and 

the item response, at least once a week, was changed to once a week or more. 

Requesting Permission 

Before modifying the scale for this survey, I requested permission from Dr. David 

R. Williams. However, he said requesting permission is unnecessary because the scale is 

part of the public domain (See Appendix C). 

Reliability and Validity for the EDS 

 The reliability estimates were calculated, “yielding a single factor with high 

internal consistency (α = .92)” (Gonzales et al., 2016, p. 51). EDS had a convergent 

validity of p < .001. Divergent validity has also been determined. Gonzales et al. (2016) 

determined in their study “Assessing the Everyday Discrimination Scale Among 

American Indians and Alaska Natives” that “divergent validity was evidenced by the 

absence of an association between EDS and resilient coping” (p. 51). Hence, EDS is 

reliable and valid. 

Support for Workers with Disability Scale 

 The Support for Workers with Disability Scale (SWDS) (Lysaght et al., 2012) 

was designed to measure social support for people with disabilities in the workplace to 

determine their ability to manage work demands and stress. Lysaught et al. (2012) state, 

"Social support in the workplace has been demonstrated to serve as a contributor to a 

worker's ability to manage work demands and to manage stress" (p. 376). The scale 

measures social support from supervisors, coworkers, and family/friends. The scale 

consists of 41 items and a 5-point Likert scale for the item responses. 
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 Nine of the 41 items were adapted for this survey. The nine items measured social 

support from the participants' supervisors and not from coworkers or family/friends. The 

nine adapted items were 1) demonstrates knowledge of my disability, 2) is not 

patronizing or condescending towards me due to my disability, 3) lets me know my 

contributions are valued, 4) provides me with fair feedback on my job performance, 5) 

provides me with accommodations after I request them, 6) ensures accommodations are 

provided in a timely manner, 7) demonstrates that they trust my job performance, 8) is 

supportive of accommodations that I need, and 9) is open to talking about my concerns. 

Requesting Permission 

 Obtaining permission to use SWDS (Lysaught et al., 2012) proved to be 

challenging not only to obtain but also to modify. Initially, I tried to request permission 

from Dr. Rosemary Lysaught, the developer of the scale; however, Dr. Lysaught had 

passed and had given the copyrights of the scale to Sage Publishing, so I emailed Sage 

Publishing. Sage Publishing denied my request to use the scale. Nevertheless, I could use 

a small portion of the scale due to Section 107 of the U.S. Copyright Act, otherwise 

known as the Fair Use Doctrine. Fair use is determined by the purpose, the nature, the 

amount and substantiality, and the effect of use (FindLaw.com).  

The purpose of this survey was to conduct research and use the scale to serve a 

new purpose in academia. The nature of the copyrighted material being used for this 

survey was to publish the survey and provide factual information. The amount being 

copied for this survey is a small portion and is not central to the entire survey. Also, the 
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amount being copied is appropriate for education purposes. The Fair Use Doctrine covers 

all of these uses (U.S. Code, 2006).    

Reliability and Validity of SWDS 

 The Cronbach's Alpha for the scale is .954, meaning the scale is reliable 

(Lysaught et al., 2012). The content validity of the supervisor subscales reveals 

"moderately high correlations between [the] scale and alternate measures suggest this 

factor includes relevant content concerning supervisory input but contributes a reasonable 

portion of unique content relative to the notion of disability support" (Lysaught et al., 

2012, p. 379). In other words, the scale is valid. 

Mohrman-Cooke-Mohrman Job Satisfaction Scales  

I used the Mohrman-Cooke-Mohrman Job Satisfaction Scales (MCMJSS) to 

evaluate teachers with disabilities' job satisfaction (Mohrman et al., 1977). MCMJSS 

consists of two sections of four items for a total of eight items. Each item consists of a 

six-point Likert-type scale, with one being the lowest and six being the highest. One scale 

measures intrinsic satisfaction. For this instrument, intrinsic satisfaction consists of self-

esteem, accomplishment, personal growth and development, and fulfilling expectations 

(Hardman, 1996; McKee, 1991; Herzberg, 1966). Another scale measures extrinsic 

satisfaction. For this instrument, extrinsic satisfaction consists of respect and fair 

treatment from superiors, being informed, the amount of supervision received, and being 

able to participate in determining methods, procedures, and goals. 
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Requesting Permission 

I requested permission from Dr. Susan Mohrman to use the MCMJSS. However, 

the request was not necessary, as Dr. Susan Mohrman informed me that the instrument is 

now in the public domain (See Appendix D). 

Reliability and Validity for MCMJSS 

 The MCMJSS has an established construct validity because MCMJSS is based on 

Herzberg's motivation-hygiene theory (Alfaydi, 2017). The instrument's reliability was 

measured using Cronbach's alpha, ranging from 0.81 to 0.87 for the intrinsic scale and 

from 0.77 to 0.82 for the extrinsic scale (Mohrman et al., 1977).  

Design Layout and Participation Procedures 

 An anonymous online survey was created using the scales mentioned above and 

Qualtrics. The survey (see Appendix A) had 24 items, including a consent form and two 

screening questions, and consisted of five sections: 1) work experiences, 2) supervisory 

support, 3) job satisfaction, 4) demographics, and 5) additional information. Before 

beginning the survey, participants were required to read the consent form and indicate 

whether they agreed to participate in this survey. If participants indicated they did not 

want to participate, they had the option of being able to still participate in the drawing for 

an Amazon gift card. Of course, all the participants who consented had the option to 

participate, too. After reading the consent form, participants had to answer a screening 

question to indicate whether they were teachers with a disability. If the participants 

indicated no, they were exited from the survey unless they wanted to participate in the 

drawing. If they participated in the drawing, they were sent to another screen where they 
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had to put in their email address. The same went for teachers with disabilities who were 

participating in the drawing. Once they had completed the survey, the teachers with 

disabilities were sent to another screen where they had to put their email addresses. 

Halfway through data collection, another screening question was added to the survey to 

help determine whether participants were bots. 

 The first section of the survey concentrated on perceived work experiences by 

asking questions regarding how often certain situations arise at work. This section 

comprised 16 questions (15 closed-ended and one open-ended question). The questions 

were developed by adapting items from the Chronic Work Discrimination and 

Harassment Scale and the EDS. The questions in this section strived to understand 

teachers with disabilities' perceived work experiences, including experiences with their 

supervisors. For example, there are two questions regarding how often teachers with 

disabilities have heard disability-related derogatory remarks, and there is another 

question regarding how often teachers with disabilities have been threatened or harassed 

by their supervisors. 

 The second section of the survey focused on perceived work experiences by 

asking whether teachers with disabilities supervisors were supportive. This section 

consisted of nine questions, all closed ended, adapted from the SWDS. The purpose of 

asking such questions was to understand whether teachers with disabilities thought their 

supervisors were supporting them. For example, there were three questions on 

accommodation support from supervisors and two questions evaluating teachers with 

disabilities' job performance by their supervisor. 
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 The third section consisted of eight questions, all closed ended, that were adapted 

from MCMJSS. The purpose of this section was to determine teachers with disabilities' 

job satisfaction levels and to understand how satisfied teachers with disabilities are with 

their jobs. For example, there was a question that focused on the self-esteem or self-

respect teachers with disabilities get from their jobs, and another question focused on the 

feeling of worthwhile accomplishment teachers with disabilities get from their jobs. 

 The fourth section of the survey focused on the participant's demographics. There 

were 11 demographic questions (ten closed-ended and one open-ended). Those 

demographics were regarding: 1) type of educator, 2) grade levels taught, 3) teaching 

setting, 4) highest level of education, 5) number of years taught, 6) type of disability, 7) 

visibility of disability, 8) disability disclosure to supervisor, 9) requesting 

accommodations, 10) gender, and 11) race/ethnicity. 

 The fifth and final section only had one open-ended question. Participants had a 

chance to provide additional information. There were no specifics surrounding this 

question, so participants could provide any additional information they wanted. 

 Before the survey was created in Qualtrics, I sought IRB approval and received it. 

Then, the survey was created. Questions were developed using Qualtrics desktop and 

mobile views during creation to ensure compatibility on both devices. After the survey 

was created, participants were first recruited through Facebook, Facebook groups, and 

professional organizations on Facebook by posting the social media script (see Appendix 

B) along with a Q.R. code and a survey link. The script was developed for social media 

and email and included the purpose and description of the survey, eligibility 
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requirements, how to participate, and who to contact if participants had questions. After 

recruiting through Facebook, participants were recruited by sending the email script to 

chairs and department heads of teacher education graduate programs to distribute to their 

graduate students and the president of the CEC's Educators with Disabilities Affinity 

Group. 

Data Collection Timeframe 

  Data was collected through Qualtrics over two and a half months. That timeframe 

was necessary because teachers with disabilities are a hard-to-reach population, and 

recruitment and reachability take longer. Once the data was collected, a determination 

had to be made as to whether the responses were bots or humans. Responses determined 

to be bots were labeled bad, and responses determined to be humans were labeled good. 

Then, the responses that were labeled good were filtered out. 

Data Analysis 

 After the labeled good responses were filtered out, they were exported from 

Qualtrics into an Excel spreadsheet to be organized for analysis. Before the analyses were 

conducted, the data was cleaned using Morrow's and Skolits’ (2017) guidelines for 

cleaning data. The data that was left after cleaning were considered to be the final results. 

 Basic descriptive statistics were used to summarize the results from the closed-

ended questions. Percentages were used to summarize the questions on work experiences 

and administrative support. These percentages were displayed using pie charts. 

Calculations using mean and standard deviation were used to summarize the questions 

regarding job satisfaction. These calculations were done because participants responded 
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using numbers. The table consisted of four columns. The first column was questions 

related to various facets of the job. The second column was the mean score for each 

question. The third column was the median score for each question. The fourth column 

was the standard deviation score for each question. A thematic analysis was used to 

analyze the qualitative data collected from the open-ended questions. Results from these 

questions were entered into a Word table and then analyzed using frequency counts to 

determine patterns and themes. 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter described the research methodology that used for this survey. This 

chapter began with the research design and rationale as well as stating the research 

questions. Afterward, this chapter discussed the sampling methods, recruitment, and data 

collection processes for this survey study, including the scales modified for the survey, 

requesting permission to modify the scales, and the reliability and validity of each scale. 

Then, this chapter discussed the survey's design layout and participation procedures. 

Next, this chapter reviewed the timeframe in which the data was collected. Finally, this 

chapter discussed how the data was analyzed. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents the findings or results generated from the descriptive survey 

study. The descriptive survey study examined of current, former, and retired teachers 

with disabilities’ perceptions of their work experiences in K-12 schools, the main reason 

for these experiences, and current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities’ levels of 

job satisfaction. The survey study was conducted in order to gather additional 

information on current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities’ work experiences 

and job satisfaction levels to inform gaps in the literature. The survey was anonymous 

and online and had a total of 50 participants. The following questions provided the 

framework and purpose of the research: 

1. What are current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of 

their work experiences in K-12 schools? 

2. What do current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities think is the 

main reason for these experiences? 

3. How satisfied are/were current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities 

with their jobs in K-12 schools? 

This chapter describes the results of the study and is arranged into several parts. 

The first part describes the cleaning of the data once the survey ended. The second part 

describes the participants’ demographics in detail. The next few parts focus on the data 

analyses that corresponds to each of the research questions. The final section of this 

chapter includes a summary of the overall key findings from the data analysis. 
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Data Cleaning and Analysis 

 Once the survey concluded, survey responses were examined to determine if the 

respondents were bots or humans. The examination was done using a three-step process. 

First, a checklist was used to make this determination. The criteria included the 

reCAPTCHA score, relevant ID duplicate score, relevant ID fraud score, email addresses, 

and IP addresses. Second, a question was added to the survey asking where the 

respondents heard about the survey to further eliminate responses from bots. Third, the 

combination of the previous checklist and the additional question was further used to 

eliminate bot responses. 

 During the first step, each criteria According to Qualtrics, any survey response 

with a reCAPTCHA score of less than 0.5 is considered to be from a bot. Any survey 

response with a relevant ID duplicate score of “greater than or equal to 75 means the 

response is likely a duplicate” (2024). Any survey response with a relevant ID fraud 

score greater than or equal to 30 means the response is considered to be from a bot 

(Qualtrics, 2024). Any email addresses with any abnormalities with spelling, lettering, 

numbering, and punctuating were considered from potential bots. Any survey response 

with identical IP addresses were considered to be from potential bots. If any survey 

response met one of the criteria for being a bot, the response was labeled “bad” quality 

within the Qualtrics platform. 

 Once the first step was completed, a second step was completed to determine if 

the responses were bots. This step involved adding a question asking where the 

respondents heard about the survey in order to determine whether the respondents were 
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bots. An additional question was necessary. After the first time the survey was 

distributed, over 900 participants responded. The large response was unusual for such a 

hard-to-reach population, and the responses to the open-ended questions were well-

written and well-thought out. The criteria for bot detection set forth by Qualtrics could 

not accurately determine whether every response with well-written and well-thought out 

to open-ended questions were bots, so before the survey was sent out again, the additional 

question was added. For the question, the participants selected an answer from the 

following options: 1) Snapchat, 2) TikTok, 3) Facebook, 4) Instagram, 5) X (formerly 

known as Twitter), 6) a person, or 7) other. Any respondents that selected 1) Snapchat, 2) 

TikTok, 4) Instagram, or 5) X (formerly known as Twitter) were automatically 

eliminated. 

For third step, a combination of criteria, particularly with any of the relevant ID 

scores with the reCAPTCHA scores, as well as the question regarding where participants 

heard of the survey was used. If the responses were still determined to be bots, the “bad” 

quality labels for the responses remained unchanged. All other responses were 

determined to be from humans and were considered of “good” quality. Out of the 2315 

survey responses, 49 responses were determined to be of “good” quality. The other 2,266 

responses were determined to be of “bad” quality. In addition to checking for bots, any 

responses where the respondent optioned not to respond, or the respondent only wanted 

to enter the drawing were considered to be of “bad” quality, too. 

 Out of 49 respondents, 31 respondents fully completed the survey. Ten 

respondents only completed the closed-ended questions. Another eight respondents did 
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not answer some of the closed-ended questions. Only responses to questions were 

included in the descriptive analysis. No blank responses were included in the results. 

Quantitative Data 

 Of the 24 questions, 21 were closed-ended questions, and 19 of the 21 questions 

were used for data analysis. Excel was used to conduct descriptive statistics, frequencies, 

and percentages on all 19 questions, including the sub questions. For all sub questions, 

pivot tables located in Excel were used to calculate the percentages (Morrow, 2020). 

Each sub question was cleaned by removing certain themes like titles of questions and 

blank responses (Morrow, 2020). 

Qualitative Data 

 The survey consisted of mostly closed-ended questions with Likert-scales. 

However, the survey did have two open-ended questions. Some participants did not 

answer the open-ended questions, thus leaving the open-ended questions blank. All of the 

open-ended questions that were left blank were deleted before an analysis. To analyze the 

data from the open-ended questions, a thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) using an 

open-coding method (Saldana, 2013) was performed. The responses from the questions 

were analyzed by question within a table in Excel. The first round of open coding 

involved reviewing each response and identifying basic themes. The second round of 

open coding involved reviewing each response in the basic themes and identifying 

specific themes. 
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Results 

Demographic and Background Characteristics of Participants 

 The survey in this study included a demographic section that consisted of 11 

questions focusing on 11 variables: 1) educator position, 2) grade levels taught, 3) school 

setting, 4) highest degree or level of education completed, 5) number of years taught, 6) 

nature of disability, 7) visibility of disability, 8) disability disclosure, 9) request of 

accommodations, 10) gender, and 11) race/ethnicity. Eight of the ten questions were 

closed-ended. One question was open-ended. That question was about the number of 

years participants taught. Another question was allowed participants to provide multiple 

answers. That question covered the grade levels taught. 

Position Areas Educators Teach or Have Taught 

 The first demographic question regarded what position area the participants teach 

or have taught. 47 out of 49 participants responded to the question. The response options 

included: 1) general education across content areas, 2) general education specific content 

areas, 3) special education students with mild/moderate learning difficulties, 4) special 

education students with extensive support needs, 5) special areas music, art, PE, 

computer lab, etc., and 6) other. Participants who teach or have taught general education 

specific content area made up the largest percentage of participants at 26%. Participants 

who teach or have taught special education students with mild/moderate learning 

difficulties made up the second largest percentage of participants at 23%. Participants 

who teach or have taught special education students with extensive support needs made 

up the third largest at 19%. Participants who teach or have taught general education 
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across content areas made up the fourth largest at 15%, followed by participants who 

teach or have taught in other areas at 13%, and then by participants who teach or have 

taught special areas at 4%. See Figure 1. 

Grade Levels Taught 

 The second demographic question was in regards to what grade levels participants 

taught. 48 out of 49 participants responded to the question. The choices were: 1) 

preschool, 2) elementary (Kindergarten – 5th grade), 3) middle school/junior high school 

(6th - 8th grade or 7th - 9th grade), 4) high school (9th – 12th grade), and 5) other. For 

this question, participants had the opportunity to select more than one option. The option 

with the highest response rate was elementary (Kindergarten – 5th grade) at 23%. The 

option with the second highest rate was high school at 21%. The option with the third 

highest response was middle school or junior high school at 15%. The fourth highest 

response was elementary school and middle school at 7%. The fifth highest response rate 

was high school and other at 6%. The response that were second from the lowest at 4% 

were: 1) elementary school, middle/junior school, and high school, 2) middle/junior high 

school and high school, 3) other, 4) preschool and elementary, and 5) preschool. 

Responses with the lowest response rate were responses where participants selected three 

or more options with the exception of elementary and other. All of these responses had a 

percentage of 2%. 
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Figure 1. Teaching Areas 
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School Setting 

 The third demographic question was in relation to what type of school settings 

respondents taught in. 44 out of 49 respondents answered the question. The respondents’ 

choices were: 1) rural, 2) suburban, 3) urban, or 4) other. Most respondents taught in 

suburban school settings at a rate of 46%. Respondents who taught in urban schools 

accounted for the second largest percentage at a rate of 36%. Respondents who taught in 

rural schools accounted for 16% of the respondents. And finally, respondents who taught 

in other types of schools accounted for 2% of the respondents. See Figure 2. 

Educational Attainment 

 The fourth demographic question was in regards to respondents’ level of 

education or educational attainment. 48 out of 49 respondents answered the question. 

Respondents choices were: 1) bachelor's degree, 2) master’s degree, 3) educational 

specialist or advanced graduate degree, or 4) a PhD or an EDD degree. The highest level 

of education or educational attainment respondents had was a master’s degree at a rate of 

48%. The next most common level of education or educational attainment was a PhD or 

an EDD degree at a rate of 21%, followed by a bachelor’s degree at a rate of 19%, and 

then finally, an educational specialist or advanced graduate degree at a rate of 12%. See 

Figure 3. 

The Main Effect or Nature of Disability 

 Participants were asked about the main effect or nature of the participants’ 

disability or health condition. 48 out of 49 participants responded. The participants’ 

options were: 1) physical/motor disabilities, 2) academic disabilities (e.g., specific 
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Figure 2. School Setting 
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Figure 3. Educational Attainment 
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learning disability, dyslexia, dysgraphia, dyscalculia, etc.), 3) health/medical conditions, 

4) emotional/mental health conditions, or 5) other. The option with the highest rate was 

emotional/mental health conditions with a rate of 29%. The option with the second 

highest rate was health/medical conditions with a rate of 25%. The option with the third 

highest rate was academic disabilities with a rate of 19%. The option with the fourth 

highest rate was physical or motor disabilities with a rate of 17%. The option with the 

least number of responses was other with a rate of 10%. See Figure 4. 

Disability Visibility 

 Once participants were asked about the nature of the participants’ disability or 

health condition, participants were then asked the level of visibility of the disability or 

health condition. 48 out of 49 participants responded. The participants’ options were: 1) 

not at all, 2) somewhat if people spend time with me, or 3) very visible. The option with 

the highest number of responses was somewhat if people spend time with me. The 

response rate for that option was 58%. The option with the second highest number of 

responses was not at all. The response rate for that option was 34%. The option with the 

least number of responses was very visible. The response rate for that option was 8%. See 

Figure 5. 

Disability Disclosure 

 A question regarding whether participants disclosed the participants’ disability 

was included in the demographic section. 48 out of 49 participants responded. For this 

question, participants had three options: 1) I have officially told my supervisor I have a 

disability; 2) I have unofficially told my supervisor I have a disability; and 3) I have not 
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Figure 4. Nature of Disability 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19%

29%

25%

17%

10% Academic abilities (e.g.,
specific learning
disability, dyslexia,
dysgraphic, dyscalculia)

Emotional / mental
health

Health / medical

Physical / motor abilities

Other:



 

77 

 

 

Figure 5. Visibility of Disability 
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told my supervisor I have a disability. More than half (56%) of all participants stated they 

had officially told their supervisors they had a disability. Another 33% stated they had 

unofficially told their supervisors they had a disability. Only 11% of all the participants 

indicated they had not told their supervisors at all. See Figure 6. 

Requesting Accommodations 

 After participants indicated whether participants disclosed their disability, 

participants were then asked if participants had requested accommodations. 48 out of 49 

participants responded. For this question, participants had four options: 1) I have 

officially requested accommodations; 2) I have informally requested accommodations; 3) 

I have not requested accommodations, but I could benefit from them; and 4) I have not 

requested accommodations because I do not need any. The most common response was 

“I have officially requested accommodations” at a rate of 37%. The second most common 

response was “I have not requested accommodations, but I probably could benefit from 

them” with a rate of 27%. The second to least common response was “I have informally 

requested accommodations” with a rate of 19%. The least common response was “I have 

not requested accommodations because I do not need any” at a rate of 17%. See Figure 

7. 

Gender 

  Participants were asked about their gender. 47 out of 49 participants responded. 

Participants’ options were 1) male, 2) female, 3) non-binary/third gender, and 4) prefer 

not to say. The majority of participants (92%) indicated they were female. Only 6% of 

participants indicated they were male. And lastly, only 2% of participants indicated they  
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Figure 6. Disability Disclosure 
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Figure 7. Requested Accommodations 
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were non-binary/third gender. No participant selected prefer not to say. See Figure 8. 

Race/Ethnicity 

 Participants were asked to selected their race or ethnicity. 48 out of 49 

participants responded. Participants’ choices were: 1) White, 2) Black/African American, 

3) Hispanic/Latino, 4) Asian, 5) Native American, 6) Pacific Islander, 7) Multiracial, 8) 

Other, and 9) prefer not to say. The majority of participants (90%) indicated they were 

white. The second most common response was multiracial at 4%, followed by Asian 

(2%), Black/African American (2%), and Hispanic/Latino (2%). No participant selected 

Native American, Pacific Islander, Other, or Prefer not to say. See Figure 9. 

Number of Years Taught 

 The question regarding the number of years taught was open-ended, the only 

requirement being that the response be numerical. 45 out of 49 respondents answered the 

question. Respondents gave a wide range of responses from one and a half years to 45 

years. More than half of the respondents (31 participants) have taught or have been 

teaching for 15 years or less. The number of respondents who had taught or have been 

teaching for more than 15 years was less than half (14 participants). However, the mean 

for years taught or have been teaching was 17 years. See Table 1. 

Data Analysis of the Research Questions 

Perceptions of Work Experiences 

 The first research question focused on teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of 

their work experiences in K-12 schools, and four questions, each with sub questions and  
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Figure 8. Gender 
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Figure 9. Race/Ethnicity 
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Table 1. Number of Years Worked 

Years Worked # of Participants 

1 to 5 10 

6 to 10 12 

11 to 15 9 

16 to 20 3 

21 to 25 4 

26 to 30 2 

31 to 35 2 

36 to 40 2 

41 to 45 1 
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a five-point Likert scale, were linked to this research question. Results are provided in the 

following information. 

Situations Arising at Work 

 The first, second, and third questions have to do with some situations that can 

arise at work. The sub questions were as follows: 1) how often are you UNFAIRLY 

given tasks that no one else wants to do; 2) at work, when different opinions would be 

helpful, how often is your opinion not asked for; 3) how often are you watched more 

closely than others; 4) how often does your supervisor or boss use disability-related 

derogatory remarks; 5) how often does your supervisor or boss direct disability-related 

derogatory remarks at you; 6) how often do you feel you have to work twice as hard as 

others work; 7) how often do you feel you are ignored or not taken seriously by your 

supervisor because your disability; 8) how often has a coworker with less experience and 

fewer qualifications received more leadership opportunities instead of you; and 9) how 

often have you been humiliated in front of others at work because your disability? 

 For the first, second, and third questions, the Likert scale consisted of five 

options. The five options were: 1) never, 2) less than once a year, 3) a few times a year, 

4) a few times a month, and 5) once a week or more. 

Unfairly Given Task 

 The first sub question was “How often are you unfairly given the tasks that no one 

else wants to do” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 participants responded to the 

question. 29% of participants indicated they had never unfairly been given tasks that no 

one else wanted to do. 20.5% of participants indicated that they have unfairly been given 
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tasks that no one else wanted to do less than once a year. Another 20.5% of participants 

indicated they had been unfairly given tasks that no one else wanted to do only a few 

times a year. 16% of participants indicated they had been unfairly given tasks that no one 

else wanted to do a few times a month. 14% indicated they had been unfairly given tasks 

that no one else wanted to once a week or more. See Figure 10. 

Opinion Not Asked For 

 The second sub question was “At work, when different opinions would be helpful, 

how often is your opinion not asked for” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 

participants responded to the question. 33% or 16 participants indicated this situation 

occurred a few times a year. 23% or 11 participants said once a week or more. 15.5% of 

participants said less than once a year. Another 15.5% of participants said a few times a 

month. 12% of participants said never. See Figure 11. 
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Figure 10: Unfairly Given Tasks  
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Figure 11. Opinions Are Not Asked 
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Watched More Closely 

 The third sub question was “How often are you watched more closely than 

others” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 48 out of 49 participants responded to this question. 

40% of participants said never. 27% of participants said once a week or more. 19% of 

participants said a few times a year. 12% said less than once a year. Only 2% said a few 

times a month. See Figure 12. 

Disability-Related Derogatory Remarks 

 The fourth sub question was “How often does your supervisor or boss use 

disability-related derogatory remarks” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 

participants responded to the question. 61% of participants indicated that their supervisor 

or boss never used disability-related derogatory remarks. 25% of participants indicated 

that their supervisor or boss used disability-related derogatory remarks a few times a 

year. Another 6% of participants indicated that their supervisor or boss used disability-

related derogatory remarks less than once a year. Only 4% indicated that their supervisor 

or boss used disability-related derogatory remarks a few times a month. Another 4% of 

participants indicated that their supervisor or boss used a disability-related derogatory 

remarks once a week. See Figure 13. 

Derogatory Remarks Towards Participants 

 The fifth sub question was “How often does your supervisor or boss direct 

disability-related derogatory remarks at you” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 

participants responded to this question. The majority of participants (72%) indicated that 

their supervisor or boss never directed disability-related remarks at them. 
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Figure 12. Are Watched More Closely Than Others 
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Figure 13. Supervisors or Bosses Use of Disability-Related Derogatory Remarks 
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14% of participants indicated that their supervisor or boss had directed disability-related 

derogatory remarks at them a few times a year. 8% of participants indicated that their 

supervisor or boss had directed disability-related derogatory remarks at them less than 

once a year. 4% of participants indicated that their supervisor or boss had directed 

disability-related derogatory remarks at them once a week or more. Only 2% of 

participants indicated that their supervisor or boss had directed disability-related 

derogatory remarks at them a few times a month. See Figure 14. 

Working Twice as Hard 

 The sixth sub question was “How often do you feel that you have to work twice as 

hard as others work” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 respondents answered the 

question. The most common response was once a week or more at a rate of 43%. The 

second most common response was a few times a month at a rate of 29%. The third most 

common response was a few times a year at a rate of 20%. The fourth most common 

response was never at the rate of 6%. The fifth most common response was less than 

once a year at a rate of 2%. See Figure 15. 

Ignored or Not Taken Seriously 

 The seventh sub question was “How often do you feel that you are ignored or not 

taken seriously by your supervisor because of your disability” (Carter & Coleman, 

2024)? 49 out of 49 participants responded to the question. 37% of participants said they 

never felt they were ignored or not taken seriously by their supervisor because of their 

disability. 25% of participants said they felt they were ignored or not taken seriously by  
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Figure 14. Supervisors or Bosses Direct Disability-Related Derogatory Remarks at Them 
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Figure 15. Feel That You Have to Work Twice as Hard as Others Work 
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their supervisor because of their disability a few times a year. 14% of participants said 

they felt they were ignored or not taken seriously by their supervisor because of their 

disability less than once a year. 12% said they felt they were ignored or not taken 

seriously by their supervisor because of their disability less than once a year. 12% said 

they felt they were ignored or not taken seriously by their supervisor because of their 

disability once a week or more. See Figure 16. 

Not Receiving Leadership Opportunities 

 The eighth sub question was “How often has a coworker with less experience and 

fewer qualifications received more leadership opportunities instead of you” (Carter & 

Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 respondents answered the question. The most common 

response was never at the rate of 37%. The second most common response was a few 

times a year at a rate of 21%. The third most common response was a few times a month 

at a rate of 18%. The fourth most common response was once a week or more at a rate of 

14%. The fifth most common response was less than once a year at a rate of 10%. See 

Figure 17. 

Being Humiliated 

 The ninth sub question was “How often have you been humiliated in front of 

others at work because of your disability” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 49 out of 49 

respondents answered the question. More than half or 55% of respondents indicated they 

had never been humiliated in front of others at work because of their disability. A quarter 

of respondents, or 25%, indicated they had been humiliated in front of others at work 

because of their disability a few times a year. 10% of respondents indicated they had  
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Figure 16. Feel Ignored or Not Taken Seriously By Their Supervisor Because of Their 

Disability 
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Figure 17. Coworker with Less Experience and Fewer Qualifications Received More 

Leadership Opportunities Instead of Them 
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been humiliated in front of others at work because of their disability less than once a 

year. 8% of respondents indicated they had been once a week or more. 2% of respondents 

indicated they had been a few times a month. See Figure 18. 

Lower Job Status 

 The tenth sub question was “How often do others assume that you work in a 

lower status job that you do and treat you as such” (Carter & Coleman, 2024)? 48 out of 

49 participants responded to this question. The most common response was never at a 

rate of 42%. The second most common response was a few times a month at a rate of 

17%. The two responses came in third. Those responses were a few times a year and less 

than once a year. Both responses had a rate of 14.5%. The least common response was 

once a week or more at a rate of 12%. See Figure 19. 

Treated with Less Respect 

 The eleventh sub question was a statement and stated: You are treated with less 

respect by your supervisor than other people are (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 48 out of 49 

respondents answered the question. More than half or 52% of respondents stated that they 

were never treated with less respect by their supervisors than other people were. Less 

than 20% (19% to be exact) stated that they were treated with less respect by their 

supervisors once a week or more. 15% stated that they were treated with less respect by 

their supervisors a few times a year. 10% stated that they were treated with less respect 

by their supervisors a few times a month. Only 4% stated that they were treated with less 

respect by their supervisors less than once a year. See Figure 20. 
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Figure 18. Being Humiliated in Front of Others at Work Because of Their Disability 
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Figure 19. Others Assume You Work in a Lower Status Job and Treat You as Such 
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Figure 20. Participants Being Treated with Less Respect By Their Supervisor Than 

Others 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

52%

4%

15%

10%

19%

Never

Less than once a year

A few times a year

A few times a month

Once a week or more



 

102 

 

Less Smart 

 The twelfth sub question was a statement. The statement was: Your supervisor 

acts as if they think you are not smart (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 47 out of 49 

respondents answered the question. More than half or 55% of respondents indicated their 

supervisors never acted as if they thought they were not smart. 15% of respondents 

indicated that their supervisors acted as if they thought they were not smart once a week 

or more. 11% indicated less than once a year. Another 11% indicated a few times a year. 

Only 8% indicated a few times a month. See Figure 21. 

Afraid or Uncomfortable 

 The thirteenth sub questions was a statement. The statement was: “Your 

supervisor acts as if they are afraid of or uncomfortable with your disability” (Carter & 

Coleman, 2024). 48 out 49 participants responded to this statement. The most common 

response was never with a response rate of 46%. The second most common response was 

a few times a year with a response rate of 23%. The third most common response was 

less than once a year with a response rate of 13%. The fourth most common response was 

once a week or more with a response rate of ten percent. The fifth most common 

response was a few times a month with a response rate of eight percent. See Figure 22. 

Threatened or Harassed  

 The fourteenth sub question was a statement. The statement was: “You have been 

threatened or harassed by your supervisor” (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 47 out of 49  
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Figure 21. Participants’ Supervisors Acts as If They Think Participants Are Not Smart 
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Figured 22. Your supervisor acts as if they are afraid of or uncomfortable with your 

disability 
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participants responded. The most common response was never with a response rate of 

66%. The second most common response was a few times a year with a response rate of 

17%. Two response were tied for the third most common response. Those responses were 

less than once a year and once a week or more, both with a response rate of six and a half 

percent each. The fourth most common response was a few times a month with a 

response rate of four percent. See Figure 23. 

Administrative Support 

 For the fourth question, respondents had to indicate whether they strongly agreed, 

agreed, were neutral, disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the following statements about 

their supervisor: 1) My supervisor demonstrated knowledge of my disability; 2) My 

supervisor is not patronizing or condescending towards me due to my disability; 3) My 

supervisor lets me know my contributions are valued; 4) My supervisor provides me with 

fair feedback; 5) My supervisor provides me with accommodations after I request them; 

6) My supervisor ensures that accommodations are provided in a timely manner; 7) My 

supervisor demonstrates that they trust my job performance; 8) My supervisor is 

supportive of accommodations that I need; and 9) My supervisor is open to talking about 

my concerns. 

Knowledge of Disability 

 For the first statement, respondents had to indicate whether they agreed with how 

well their supervisor demonstrated their knowledge of their disability. 48 out of 49 

participants responded. The most common response was disagree with a response rate of 

27%. 
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Figure 23. You have been threatened or harassed by your supervisor 
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The second most common was neutral with a response rate of 25%. The third most 

common response was agree with a response rate of 21%. The fourth most common 

response was strongly disagree with a response rate of 17%. The least common response 

was strongly agree with a response rate of ten percent. See Figure 24. 

Not Patronizing or Condescending 

 For the second statement, respondents had to indicate whether they agreed with 

whether their supervisor is not patronizing or condescending towards them due to their 

disability. 48 out of 49 participants responded. 35% of respondents strongly agreed that 

their supervisor was not patronizing or condescending towards them due to their 

disability. 21% of respondents agreed with that statement. 17% of respondents were 

neutral. 15% of respondents disagreed. 12% of respondents strongly disagreed. See 

Figure 25. 

Value Contributions  

 The third statement stated: “My supervisor lets me know my contributions are 

valued” (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 48 out of 49 participants responded. The most 

common response was strongly agree with a response rate of 29%. The second most 

common response was agree with a response rate of 27%. The third most common 

response was disagree with a response rate of 17%. The fourth most common response 

was neutral with a response rate of 15%. The least common response was strongly 

disagree with a response rate of 12%. See Figure 26. 
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Figure 24. My supervisor demonstrates knowledge of my disability 
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Figure 25. My supervisor is not patronizing or condescending towards me due to my 

disability 
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Figure 26. My supervisor lets me know my contributions are valued 
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Fair Feedback on Job Performance 

 For the fourth statement, respondents had to indicate whether they agreed with 

whether their supervisor provided them with fair feedback on their job performance. 48 

out of 49 participants responded. The most common response was agree, with 31% of the 

respondents indicating they agree their supervisor provides them with fair feedback on 

their job performance. Another 29% of respondents said they Strongly Agree that their 

supervisor provides them with fair feedback on their job performance. 15% of 

respondents were Neutral. Another 15% of respondents strongly disagreed. And only ten 

percent of respondents disagreed. See Figure 27. 

Providing Accommodations After Requesting Them 

 The fifth statement was “My supervisor provides me with accommodations after I 

request them” (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 48 out of 49 participants responded. The most 

common response was Neutral with a response rate of 31%. The second most common 

response was Strongly Agree with a response rate of 27%. The third most common 

response was Strongly Disagree with a response rate of 19%. The second to least 

common response was Agree with a response rate of 13%. The least common response 

was Disagree with a response rate of ten percent. See Figure 28. 

Accommodations Provided in a Timely Manner 

 For the sixth statement, participants had to indicate whether they agreed that their 

supervisors provided their accommodations in a timely manner. 48 out of 49 participants 

responded. More than a quarter or 27% of respondents were Neutral. 21% of  

 



 

112 

 

 

Figure 27. My supervisor provides me with fair feedback on my job performance 
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Figure 28. My supervisor provides me with accommodations after I request them 
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respondents strongly agreed. 19% of respondents strongly disagreed. 16.5% agreed, and 

another 16.5% disagreed. See Figure 29. 

Demonstrates Trusts in Job Performance 

 The seventh statement stated: “My supervisor demonstrates that they trust my job 

performance” (Carter & Coleman, 2024). 48 out of 49 participants responded. The most 

common response was strongly agree with a rate of 29%. The second most common 

response was agree with a rate of 27%. The third most common response was disagree 

with a rate of 17%. The second to least common response was neutral with a rate of 15%. 

The least common response was strongly disagree with a response rate of 12%. See 

Figure 30. 

Supportive of Accommodations Needed 

 For the eighth statement, participants had to indicate whether their supervisor was 

supportive of the accommodations that they needed. 48 out of 49 participants responded. 

There were two sets of tied responses. Strongly agreed and neutral were tied for the most 

common responses. Both had a response rate of 25%. Agree and strongly disagree were 

tied for the second highest response. Both had a response rate of 19%. The least common 

response was disagree with a response rate of 12%. See Figure 31. 

Talking about My Concerns 

 The last statement was: “My supervisor is open to talking about my concerns” 

(Carter & Coleman, 2024). 48 out of 49 participants responded. The most common 

response was strongly agree with a response rate of 35%. 
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Figure 29. My supervisor ensures accommodations are provided in a timely manner 
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Figure 30. My supervisor demonstrates that they trusts my job performance 
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Figure 31. My supervisor is supportive of accommodations that I need 
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The second most common response was disagree with a response rate of 21%. There was 

a three-way tie between agree, neutral, and strongly disagree with a response rate of 14% 

for each. See Figure 32. 

Main Reason for Experiences 

 After a series of closed-ended questions about potential situations rising at work, 

participants had the opportunity to respond to an open-ended question asking the 

participants what the participants think is the main reason for these experiences. 

Approximately, 74% of participants responded to the question. By conducting a thematic 

analysis, three overarching themes were identified. These themes were: 1) negative 

experiences being attributed by lack of knowledge and understanding about participants’ 

disabilities, 2) neutral or positive experiences being attributed to having an invisible 

disability and not yet disclosing the disability, and 3) positive experiences being 

attributed to being supportive and understanding. See Table 2. 

Level of Job Satisfaction 

 For the fifth question, participants had to indicate their level of satisfaction to a 

series of statements, by selecting a number on a six-point numeric scale, one being the 

lowest level of satisfaction and six being the highest level of satisfaction. The statements 

are as follows: 1) the feelings of self-esteem or self-respect you get from being in your 

job, 2) the opportunity for personal growth and development in your job, 3) the feeling of 

worthwhile accomplishment in your job, 4) your present job when you consider the 

expectations you had when you took the job, 5) the amount of respect and fair treatment  
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Figure 32. My supervisor is open to talking about my concerns 
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Table 2. Themes for Experiences 

Themes Related Participants’ Quotes 

Negative Experiences Being 

Attributed By Lack of 

Knowledge and 

Understanding about 

Participants’ Disabilities 

“I am hearing impaired and have a chronic pain 

syndrome. For both, the disabilities are relatively 

invisible. For the former, people are misinformed 

about hearing disabilities and hearing aids. They think 

that hearing aids restore hearing; they do not, although 

they will help with volume of the ranges one does 

have, they do not restore hearing.” 

 

“I have MS, and I think it is because I don't "look 

disabled" always on the outside. Many of my 

symptoms are internal or they are hidden by what is 

required of me at work. My supervisor doesn't 

understand these issues. My biggest problem is that 

she doesn't like for me to miss work for a half day 

each month when I have to travel to receive my 

medicine infusions.” 

 

“I believe it is because they lack understanding of 

viewing a person without seeing their disabilities. I 

have Autism and ADHD and teach children with 

Autism and ADHD. In my last teaching position, I 

was viewed and compared to the children I taught and 

treated much like them. I was then terminated on 

Probationary Separation for "not meeting 

expectations" after an administrative investigation for 

false allegations made by a colleague that were could 

not be legitimized due to lack of evidence and only 

one statement against me. I was also forced to notify 

the entire school staff of my disability prior to these 

allegations after complaints were made about my lack 

of social skills, as a way to "lessen tension among 

staff" and "create understanding".” 
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Table 2. Continued 

 

Neutral or Positive 

Experiences Being 

Attributed to Having an 

Invisible Disability and/or 

Not Yet Disclosing the 

Disability 

“I think I'm privileged, as I have an invisible 

disability. I have high functioning anxiety and 

major depressive disorder. I don't even know that 

anyone outside of my department chair knows I 

even suffer.” 

 

“I have had positive experiences, generally. I have 

an invisible disability, so that may impact how 

people see me.  I have had one administrator 

overly focus on my need for time off, making me 

get a doctor note for every absence.” 

 

“As a teacher I think the job itself is what we don't 

get respected for. Based on inservice/PD/talking to 

teachers, neurotypical teachers seem to have the 

same experience as I do, including the bad ones. 

Administrators act like they know what is best 

when they haven't been in a classroom in decades, 

and they often don't respect teacher opinions. I 

don't even think my admins remember I have a 

disability because it's not visible and I am good at 

my job.” 

Positive Experiences Being 

Attributed to Being 

Supportive and 

Understanding 

“My admin is extremely supportive, when I have to 

miss work for appointments or when I am having a 

really rough day physically, he seldom even wants me 

to put in for a sub (we have in-house floating subs). 

He even held my hand after calling an ambulance to 

school for me. My team is the same;” 

 

“My supervisor has children who have disabilities, so 

I believe that my experiences are better than others 

because they are more aware of how disability and 

people with disabilities are often treated. I have 

worked in different school settings where my 

experiences were much worse than where I currently 

am.” 
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you have received from your superiors, 6) the feeling of being informed in your job, 7) 

the amount of supervision you receive, and 8) the opportunity for participation in the 

determination of methods, procedures, and goals. See Table 3. 

The Feelings of Self-Esteem or Self-Respect 

 For the statement, “the feelings of self-esteem or self-respect you get from being 

in your job,” the overall mean (M) was a 3.96, meaning that overall, participants have or 

had slightly above average feelings of self-esteem or self-respect from working at their 

job. The median (Mdn) was 4.00. The standard deviation (SD) was 1.40.  

Growth and Development 

 For the statement, “the opportunity for personal growth and development in your 

job,” the overall M was 3.88, meaning that overall, participants believed that they have or 

had slightly above average opportunity for personal growth and development in their job. 

Mdn was 4.00. SD was 1.30. 

Worthwhile Accomplishment 

 For the state, “the feeling of worthwhile accomplishment in your job,” the overall 

M score was 4.23. This score means that participants have or had above average feelings 

of worthwhile accomplishment in their job. The Mdn was 4.00. The SD was 1.19. 

Expectations of Job 

 For the statement, “your present job when you consider the expectations you had 

when you took the job,” the overall M score was 3.58. This score means that overall, 

participants’ expectations about the job when they first took the job were about average. 

Mdn score was 4.00. SD was 1.51. 
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Amount of Respect and Fair Treatment 

 For the statement, “the amount of respect and fair treatment you receive from 

your superiors,” the overall M score was 3.81. This score indicates that overall 

participants felt like they receive a slightly above average amount of respect and fair 

treatment from their superiors. Mdn score was 4.00. SD was 1.55. 

The Feeling of Being Informed 

 For the statement, “the feeling of being informed in your job,” the overall M score 

was 3.64. This score indicates that overall participants feel or felt they are or were being 

informed in their job at an average level. Mdn score was 4.00. SD was 1.51. 

Amount of Supervision Received 

 For the statement, “the amount of supervision you receive,” the overall M score 

was 3.75. This score indicates that overall participants feel or felt that the amount of 

supervision they receive is or was slightly above average. Mdn score was 4.00. The SD 

was 1.44. 

Opportunity for Participation 

 For the statement, “the opportunity for participation in the determination of 

methods, procedures, and goals,” the overall M score was 3.79. This score indicates that 

overall participants feel or felt that their opportunity for participation in the determination 

of methods, procedures, and goals is or was slightly above average. Mdn score was 4.00. 

SD was 1.38. 
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Table 3. Level of Satisfaction of Various Facets of Job 

Various Facets of Job M Mdn SD 

The feelings of self-esteem or self-respect you get 

from being in your job 

3.96 4.00 1.40 

The opportunity for personal growth and development 

in your job 

3.88 4.00 1.30 

The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment in your 

job 

4.23 4.00 1.19 

Your present job when you consider the expectations 

you had when you took the job 

3.58 4.00 1.51 

The amount of respect and fair treatment you receive 

from your superiors 

3.81 4.00 1.55 

The feeling of being informed in your job 3.64 4.00 1.51 

The amount of supervision you receive 3.75 4.00 1.44 
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Chapter Summary 

 In summary, this chapter described the results from a descriptive survey study on 

current, former, and retired teachers with disabilities. Respondents demographics were 

reviewed in detail, including 1) educator position, 2) grade levels taught, 3) school 

setting, 4) highest degree or level of education completed, 5) number of years taught, 6) 

nature of disability, 7) visibility of disability, 8) disability disclosure, 9) request of 

accommodations, 10) gender, and 11) race/ethnicity. Data was collected for each of the 

three research questions (perceived workplace experiences, main reason for workplace 

experiences, and job satisfaction). The results from the data on the three research 

questions were discussed, and a visualization of the data were represented in figures and 

tables. The findings from this study as well as its implications and limitations are 

discussed further in chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 This chapter, first, discusses the overall findings for each of the three research 

questions regarding perceptions of teachers with disabilities’ work experiences, including 

situations that arise at work and administrative support, the main reason for these 

experiences, and teachers with disabilities’ job satisfaction levels. After a discussion 

about the overall findings for each research question, the chapter discusses the study’s 

limitations and implications. This discussion is followed by a discussion on future 

research. 

Summary of Results 

Perceptions of Work Experiences 

 For the research question on teachers of disabilities’ perceptions of work 

experiences, there were two variables, each with sub questions. One variable was on 

situations that arise at work. The other variable was administrative support. The next two 

sections describe the results of each variable by examining the data from the responses 

from each sub question.  

Situations That Arise at Work 

 The most common response for almost all the sub questions for situations that 

arise at work was never. Only two sub questions had different responses. Those sub 

questions were participants’ opinions not asked for and working twice as hard as others. 

The most common response for opinions not asked for was a few times a year. The most 

common response for working twice as hard as others was once a week or more. 
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 The sub questions with never as the most common response, initially, gave the 

impression that teachers with disabilities have or had positive perceptions of most of the 

various situations that arise at the workplace. Indeed, nine out of the twelve sub questions 

with never as the response have a percentage rating below 60%. Only three sub questions 

with never as the response were above 60%. Those sub questions were 1) supervisors 

saying disability-related derogatory remarks (61%), 2) supervisors saying disability-

related derogatory remarks at the participants (72%), and 3) supervisors threatening and 

harassing the participants (66%).  

However, after a second examination of those sub questions, the evidence 

indicates that many teachers with disabilities had or have had such situations arising in 

their workplace, thus having negative perceptions of their work experiences. For all of 

the sub questions in this section, the other responses count for 28% to 71% of the total 

answer. These other responses include 1) less than once a year, 2) a few times a year, 3) a 

few times a month, and 4) once a week or more. No sub question in this section had a 

100% response for never. For example, the most common response for the sub questions, 

being ignored or not taken seriously and having not received leadership opportunities 

despite being qualified, was never at 37%. However, 63% of the participants experienced 

being ignored or not taken seriously and did not received leadership opportunities despite 

being qualified sometime during the school year. Another examples include the sub 

questions regarding supervisors using disability-related derogatory remarks. For example, 

on the sub question on how often a participant’s supervisor uses a disability-related 

derogatory remarks, 61% said never. However, 39% did indicate that they did experience 
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their supervisors using such remarks as little as less than once a year or as much as once a 

week. For the question on how often supervisors use disability-related derogatory 

remarks at participants, 72% said never. Nevertheless, 28% did experience receiving such 

remarks. 

The qualitative studies and systematic reviews in the literature support some of 

these claims of negative experiences for employees with disabilities. Foster and Hirst 

(2022) found that in the law industry lawyers with disabilities experience being made fun 

of and being undermined. Six studies on healthcare providers with disabilities also 

identified bullying as an issue (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; Carter et al., 2013; Kattari et al., 

2020; Shaw & Anderson, 2018; Smith et al., 2016; Yeowell et al., 2018). Eleven other 

studies on healthcare providers with disabilities cited incidences of exclusion, 

microaggressions, being marginalized, inappropriate comments, and hostile work 

environments (Beagan & Chacala, 2012; Brown et al., 2006; Cencirulo et al., 2021; 

Chacala et al., 2014; Easterbrook et al., 2015; Illingworth, 2005; Kattari et al., 2020; 

Morris & Turnball, 2006; Neal-Boyan & Miller, 2015; Ridley, 2011). Upon conducting a 

study examining academic librarians with disabilities’ work experiences, Oud (2019) 

found that librarians with disabilities dealt with their co-workers and supervisors being 

uncomfortable with their disabilities.  

Nevertheless, literature could not be found either supporting or not supporting on 

the following sub questions conducted in this study: 1) How often are you unfairly given 

the tasks that no one else wants to do? 2) At work, when different opinions would be 

helpful, how often is your opinion not asked for? 3) How often are you watched more 
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closely than others? 4) How often do you feel that you have to work twice as hard as 

others? 5) How often has a coworker with less experience and fewer qualifications 

received more leadership opportunities instead of you? and 6) How often do others 

assume that you work in a lower status job than you do and treat you as such? The data 

presented in this survey study is the first of its kind. 

Administrative Support 

 The most common response to the sub questions on administrative support was 

strongly agree, accounting for four out of the nine questions, and once the response of 

strongly agree is combined with the response of agree, five out of the nine questions 

initially indicated teachers with disabilities do have or did have support from 

administrators and supervisors. However, upon another examination, those combined 

percentages account for 49% to 60% for the overall response for each of those sub 

questions, meaning the combined responses of neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree 

account for 40% to 51% for the overall response between all of those sub questions. 

These results indicated that administrators and supervisors are not or were not as 

supportive as they initially appeared. For example, 49% of participants responded either 

strongly agree or agree on the sub question regarding supervisors being open to talking 

about participant’s concerns. However, another 36% indicated that they either disagreed 

or strongly disagreed, meaning that about a third of all participants felt like they are not 

or were not supported by administrators and supervisors.  

 Prior research examines issues surrounding administrative support employees and 

teachers with disabilities. Schaap et al. (2022) found that letting employees with 
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disabilities know their contributions are value is a very important supervisor support. In 

their study, Ware et al. (2023) found that teachers with disabilities felt undervalued. Chan 

et al., (2010) and Kontosh et al. (2007) discuss issues surrounding supervisors trusting 

employees with disabilities’ job performances. Koch et al. (2022) discusses issues 

surrounding supervisors being open to talking about employees with disabilities’ 

concerns.  

The second most common response in this section of this study was neutral, 

accounting for two out of the nine questions. Neutral and strongly agree tied for the most 

common response on another question. All three questions were regarding 

accommodations. According to Cooper and Johnson (2016), the reasons why participants 

select neutral are that they think do not have enough information to make a decision or 

that they do not want to give what they think might be a less than socially desirable 

choice. Determining the reasons why the participants in this study chose neutral as their 

responses to questions about accommodations are difficult because those questions were 

closed ended. Plus, participants did not discuss their neutral responses in the open-ended 

questions.  

Neutral or indecisive responses toward questions regarding accommodations do 

not appear in the literature. Nevertheless, there is a lot of research on accommodations, 

and most of the literature on employees and teachers with disabilities addresses the 

positive and negative experiences employees and teachers with disabilities have in trying 

to request, receive, and use accommodations (Cheng et al., 2022; Dong et al., 2012; 
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Foster & Hirst, 2022; Marshall et al., 2020; Padkapayeva et al., 2017; Tal-Alon & 

Shapira-Lischinsky, 2019). 

In this section one question was an outlier. The combined percentages of strongly 

disagree and disagree (44%) were higher than the combined percentages of strongly agree 

and agree (31%) on the question about whether administrators are knowledgeable about 

their employees with disabilities’ disabilities, and 25% of respondents were neutral on the 

question. These responses are similar to previous research on individuals with 

disabilities. Previous research shows that a lot of administrators and supervisors are not 

knowledgeable about their employees’ disabilities (Brown et al., 2006; Bulk et al., 2017; 

Lindsay et al., 2023; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 2012; Oud, 2019; 

Padkapayeva et al., 2017; Reed et al., 2017). 

Prior research on two of the sub questions in this section of the study could not be 

found in the literature either on employees with disabilities or teachers with disabilities. 

Those questions were about supervisors not being patronizing or condescending towards 

employees or teachers with disabilities and supervisors providing employees or teachers 

with disabilities. 

Main Reason for These Experiences 

 After conducting a thematic analysis, administrators’ and supervisors’ lack of 

knowledge about their teachers with disabilities’ disabilities was the most common theme 

for participants’ responses to the open-ended question: What is the main reason for these 

experiences? Again, administrators and supervisors’ lack of knowledge about their 

employees and teachers with disabilities is a common theme throughout literature on the 
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employment of people with disabilities (Brown et al., 2006; Bulk et al., 2017; Lindsay et 

al., 2023; Neal-Boylan et al., 2012; Neal-Boylan, 2012; Oud, 2019; Padkapayeva et al., 

2017; Reed et al., 2017). 

Job Satisfaction Levels 

 This study revealed that teachers with disabilities’ job satisfaction levels were 

between average to above average with the most common being slightly above average. 

These results indicate that the teachers with disabilities that took this survey are overall 

slightly satisfied with their jobs. Teachers with disabilities’ expectations about their jobs 

when they took them were average. Teachers with disabilities had slightly above average 

levels for the following aspects of their jobs: 1) the opportunity for personal growth and 

development in their jobs, 2) the amount of respect and fair treatment they receive from 

their superiors, 3) the felling of being informed in their jobs, 4) the amount of supervision 

they receive, and 5) the opportunity for participation in the determination of methods, 

procedures, and goals. Teachers with disabilities had above average feelings of self-

esteem or self-respect from being in their jobs, and teachers with disabilities had above 

average feelings of worthwhile accomplishment from being in their jobs. 

 Unfortunately, prior research on teachers with disabilities’ job satisfaction levels 

could not be found. However, Martinez and McAbee (2020) conducted a systematic 

review on administrators supporting teachers without disabilities. They found that 

administrative supports such as providing resources and professional development 

opportunities and increasing autonomy and agency were linked to positive job 

satisfaction levels (Boyd et al., 2011; Curtis, 2012; Djonko-Moore, 2016; Ingersoll, 2003; 
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Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Podolsky et al., 2016; Redding & Henry, 2018; Ronfeldt & 

McQueen, 2017; Tickle et al., 2011). They also found that when teachers where not 

included in the decision-making process, they had lower job satisfaction levels (Boyd et 

al., 2011; Dizon-Ross, 2018; Ingersoll, 2003; Ladd, 2011; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

Billingsley et al. (2020) reviewed the literature on special education teachers’ job 

satisfaction levels and found that when administrators provided special education 

teachers with a sense of purpose, additional training opportunities, and the ability to be 

part of the decision-making progress special education teachers had better working 

conditions which can lead to higher levels of job satisfaction (Bettini et al., 2017; Bettini 

et al., 2019; DeMathews, 2014; Gersten et al., 2001; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013; 

McLeskey et al., 2014; Waldron et al., 2011). Research needs to be conducted to 

determine if such aspects are true for teachers with disabilities. 

Limitations 

 This study has several limitations. One of those limitations was the time 

constraints. The distribution of the survey and the collection of data took place over the 

summer. A lot of teachers were on vacations during the summer, and therefore, not on 

social media. Because they were not on social media, meaning they were unavailable to 

complete a survey that was posted on social media. Also, the survey was distributed to 

graduate teacher education programs across the United States during the summer. Like 

teachers, a lot of the chairs and department heads of these programs were on vacation 

during the summer. Thus, a lot of the chairs and department heads were not available to 

distribute the survey. The lack of availability made collecting the data difficult. Perhaps, 
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distributing the survey and collecting the data during the school year would have yielded 

better results. 

 A second limitation was a lack of previous research on the topic. This lack of 

previous research was a limitation for several reasons. First, the lack of previous research 

made developing a theoretical framework difficult. Second, the lack of previous research 

made connecting previous research to the results of this study very difficult. What little 

literature was available consisted of qualitative studies and systematic reviews of the 

qualitative studies that have been conducted, whereas the results from the study come 

from a survey. Third, what literature that was available did not always focus on the 

employees’ perspectives but instead focused on the employers’ perspectives, thus 

silencing employees’ voices. Fourth, most of the previous research that was available 

focused on employees with disabilities and were not specifically focused on teachers with 

disabilities. 

 A third limitation is surveys are subject to response biases. This survey could 

have been subjected to two response biases. One was recall bias (Davies, 2020). 

Participants were asked to self-report on situations that arise at work and whether they 

receive administrative support (Davies, 2020). Participants are human. Thus, participants 

do not have perfect memory (Davies, 2020). They may have forgotten about certain 

events or remember the events incorrectly (Davies, 2020). The second was mood bias. 

Participants could have responded in different ways based on their current mood. If they 

were stressed or angry, they could have responded one way. If they were happy, they 

could have responded in another way (Davies, 2020). 
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 The fourth limitation of this study is the research design. This study uses survey 

research design. While surveys can help determine overall generalizations, the data they 

generate lacks the details or depth that are acquired through qualitative research methods. 

This study had two open-ended questions, providing an opportunity for participants to 

provide more details. However, the majority of the survey had close-ended questions that 

generated overall generalizations. 

Implications 

 The implications of this study are as follows: 1) addresses the gap in the literature 

on teachers with disabilities, 2) provides new information on the work experiences of 

teachers with disabilities, 3) provides information on teachers with disabilities’ job 

satisfaction levels, 4) provides some information on the workplace culture of K-12 

schools, 5) provides a census, and 6) indicates more research needs to be conducted. 

 The purpose of this study was to address the gap in the literature on teachers with 

disabilities. Teachers with disabilities are one of the most underrepresented groups in 

research. Very little research has been conducted on them in the past. The results from 

this study adds to the research on teachers with disabilities. 

 The results from this study provides new information such as teachers with 

disabilities’ perceived work experiences, such as situations that arise at work and 

administrator and supervisor support. Prior research only addressed issues regarding 

disability disclosure impacting employment, teachers with disabilities’ childhood school 

experiences impacting their lives and careers, and teachers with disabilities’ own abilities 

to stay in their careers. The new information on work experiences and supervisor support 
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brought forth in this study add to the pre-existing research on teachers with disabilities, 

thus providing more depth research on teachers with disabilities. 

 The results from this study provide information on teachers with disabilities’ job 

satisfaction levels. No research has been conducted on their job satisfaction levels prior to 

this study. This study, therefore, provides new information to the current research on 

teachers with disabilities. 

 The results from this study potentially provide some insight into the workplace 

culture of K-12 schools. The results from this study have indicated that a lot of teachers 

with disabilities have negative perceptions of their work experiences. Though more 

research is needed, these negative perceptions provide insight into how inclusive the 

workplace culture of K-12 schools really are.  

 The results from this study provide a general census of teachers with disabilities’ 

work experiences and job satisfaction levels. Prior research only focused on qualitative 

studies and systematic reviews on qualitative studies. Though the information provided in 

the qualitative studies and systematic reviews provide insight into the lives and work 

experiences of teachers with disabilities, they only provide information on a small 

number of teachers with disabilities.  

 The results from this study indicate that the more research is needed to better 

understand teachers with disabilities’ work experiences and job satisfaction levels. The 

study provided additional and new information that needs to be explored. 
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Future Research 

 This study explored teachers with disabilities’ perceptions of work experiences 

such situations that arise at work and supervisor support, and this study also explored 

teachers with disabilities’ job satisfaction levels. Additional research needs to be 

conducted to expand on the information provided on these experiences. With additional 

information, future research could focus on correlations between teachers with 

disabilities’ work experiences and job satisfaction levels. Future research could also focus 

on correlations among the demographics of teachers with disabilities, teachers with 

disabilities’ work experiences, and job satisfaction levels. Further research is also needed 

to determine if these experiences and job satisfaction levels impact the employment of 

teachers with disabilities. 
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APPENDIX B EMAIL AND SOCIAL MEDIA RECRUITMENT 

We are interested in surveying current or retired teachers who have disabilities to 

explore their experiences and job satisfaction. This research study has been approved by 

the UTK IRB office. Our survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. At 

the end of the survey, teachers can enter an optional drawing for a $25 Amazon gift card. 

(Survey data will be acquired separately from personal information entered for the 

drawing for confidentiality purposes.) Please consider completing the survey and please 

share this email/ post with other teachers who may have disabilities and may be 

interested in sharing their experiences. 

 

If you have any questions, please reach out to us; we will be happy to answer your 

questions. 

 

For questions or concerns about your rights or to speak with someone other than the 

research team about the study, please contact: 

Institutional Review Board 

The University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville Phone: 865-974-7697 

Email: utkirb@utk.edu 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

mailto:utkirb@utk.edu
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APPENDIX C SCALES PERMISSION FROM DR. DAVID R. WILLIAMS 

 

Good to hear from you. 

The scales are freely available. No permission is necessary. 

More information about the Everyday Discrimination scale and other measures of 

Discrimination is available on the “Measuring Discrimination Resource” on my website 

below.  

  

David 

 

------------------—----------------------------------- 

David R. Williams 

(http://scholar.harvard.edu/davidrwilliams/) 

Florence & Laura Norman Professor of Public Health 

Chair, Department of Social & Behavioral Sciences, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public 

Health 

Professor of African and African American Studies and of Sociology 

Harvard University 

Address: Harvard T. H. Chan School of Public Health  

Department of Social and Behavioral Sciences 

677 Huntington Ave 

Boston, MA 02115 

  

Executive Assistant: Mei Y Chang (mchang@hsph.harvard.edu) 

Telephone: 617-432-4794 

  

For research-related assistance: Sandra Krumholz (krumholz@hsph.harvard.edu) 

 

Tel. 617-432-6807 

Fax 617-432-3755  

  

"THE GREATEST EVIL is not done in those sordid dens that Dickens loved to paint, but 

is conceived and ordered (moved, seconded, carried, and minuted) in clear, carpeted, 

warmed, well-lighted offices, by quiet men with white collars and cut fingernails and 

smooth-shaven cheeks who do not need to raise their voices." C.S. Lewis 

 

 

From: Carter, Amanda <acarter5@vols.utk.edu> 

Date: Wednesday, May 1, 2024 at 3:17 PM 

To: Williams, David <dwilliam@hsph.harvard.edu> 

Subject: Discrimination Scales and Surveys 

Hi Dr. William,  

http://scholar.harvard.edu/davidrwilliams/
mailto:mchang@hsph.harvard.edu
mailto:krumholz@hsph.harvard.edu
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    My name is Amanda Carter. I am a doctoral student at the University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville. My focus is on special education and cultural studies in education. I am 

writing my dissertation on teachers with disabilities and the potential discrimination and 

lack of support they may face. I am writing to you to request permission to use your 

discrimination scales and/or surveys. 

 

Thank you, 

Amanda 

 

Amanda Carter, MS, EdS 

Graduate Teaching Associate 

Doctoral Candidate in TPTE 

University of Tennessee, Knoxville 

423 Jane Bailey Complex 

Knoxville, Tennessee 37996 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

199 

 

APPENDIX D SCALE PERMISSION FROM DR. SUSAN MOHRMAN 

Dear Amanda, 

 

I’m very happy that you will be using the Job Satisfaction Scales in your dissertation, 

which sounds interesting and important.  The scales are now in the public domain.  I wish 

you luck in your dissertation. 

 

Sue Mohrman 

 

From: Carter, Amanda <acarter5@vols.utk.edu>  

Sent: Monday, January 15, 2024 9:54 AM 

To: Susan Mohrman <smohrman@usc.edu> 

Subject: Requesting Permission  

 

Dear Dr. Susan Mohrman,  

 

I am writing to request permission to use the "Mohrman-Cooke-Mohrman Job 

Satisfaction Scales" as one of my survey instruments for my doctoral degree. I am 

completing my dissertation through the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. The title of 

my proposed research is "Teachers with Disabilities: Perceived Levels of Administrative 

Support and Job Satisfaction." 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this request. 

 

Sincerely,  

Amanda 

 

Amanda Carter, MS, EdS 

Graduate Teaching Associate 

Doctoral Candidate in TPTE 

University of Tennessee, Knoxville 

423 Jane Bailey Complex 

Knoxville, Tennessee 37996 
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VITA 

 Amanda M. Carter is from Knoxville, Tennessee. She earned a Bachelor of Arts 

degree in Sociology, a Master of Science degree in Educational Psychology with a 

concentration in Adult Education and specialization in Rehabilitation Counseling, and an 

Educational Specialist degree in Teacher Education with a concentration in Special 

Education from the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. While working on her master’s 

degree, Amanda worked a center for independent living, a nonprofit that focuses on 

providing independent living services for adults with disabilities. While there, Amanda 

worked as an advocate to promote civil rights legislation for individuals with disabilities, 

a job readiness trainer, an independent living specialist, a grant writer, and a resource 

developer. During her time at the center, Amanda developed a passion for teaching 

people with disabilities, and therefore, decided to go back to school to get a degree in 

teaching. Upon completing her degree in teaching, Amanda taught elementary special 

education resource at a school in east Tennessee. After five years in this position, 

Amanda decided to go back to school to get a PhD in Special Education and a Graduate 

Certificate in Social Justice in Education. While working on her PhD, Amanda has taught 

college courses on special education to non-special education as well as special education 

majors and worked as a research assistant for.  


