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Abstract
Belonging is an essential human need. Developing a sense of
belonging is important for people for whom academia is a place of
learning, teaching, and employment. Academia – also known as
educational institutions, higher education, post-secondary,
college, or university – is a site of particular interest given the
privilege engagement in this environment may imbue on
individuals and communities. Moreover, academia is also
problematic from the perspective of disabled people due to the
ableist expectations embedded within it. Academia, and
developing a sense of belonging there, may be particularly
important for people from equity-seeking groups, including blind
people. The general topic of this dissertation is an exploration of
belonging in academia, from non-blind and blind perspectives.
Following the introduction, chapter 2 presents a model – the
Belonging in Academia Model - that explicates how sense of
belonging develops in academia through five dimensions:
iii

affiliation, familiarity, acceptance, trusting connections &
interdependent relationships, and equity. The dissertation goes on
to examine blind and partially blind peoples’ experiences of
belonging and non-belonging in academia, elucidating key
nuances such as the importance of interdependence, feeling like
a burden, and needing to perform as a disabled person. In
chapter 3 this dissertation highlights scholarly teaching in the form
of a workshop designed using research-based theatre as an
affective pedagogical tool. Finally, preceding the conclusion,
chapter 4 shares a brief exploration of doing ‘insider’ research as
a blind scholar with blind people.
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Lay Summary
Belonging is an essential human need. To flourish, people need
to have a sense that they are wanted, included, involved, noticed.
For people working or studying in universities and colleges, it is
important to develop a sense of belonging within this
environment. This dissertation explores how sense of belonging
develops through five dimensions: affiliation, familiarity,
acceptance, trusting connections & interdependent relationships,
and equity. It then highlights blind and partially blind peoples’
experiences of belonging and non-belonging, addressing nuances
such as feeling like a burden, being able to act authentically, and
needing to perform as a disabled person. This dissertation
highlights a scholarly (i.e. robust, evidence-based, wellresearched) teaching approach by describing a workshop that
uses research-based theatre as a teaching tool designed to reach
the heart and emotions, not just the head and mind. Finally, the
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dissertation also explores what it means to do research with blind
people as a blind scholar.
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Preface
This dissertation is original intellectual and artistic product built
collaboratively. Although Laura Yvonne Bulk is responsible for the
overall design of this dissertation, the work was informed in
relationship and conversation.
Chapter 2 contains research covered by UBC Behavioural
Research Ethics Board Certificate number H17-02693 and H1702499. Some of the material covered in chapter 2 (covered by
H17-02499) is published as Y. Teng, M., Brown, M. L., Jarus, T.,
& Bulk, L. Y. (2020). How does a sense of belonging develop in
postsecondary? A conceptual Belonging in Academia Model
(BAM) from sighted perspectives. Research in Education, 108(1),
80-103. This work was covered by UBC Behavioural Research
Ethics Board Certificate number H17-02499. Laura took the lead
in co-supervising these students under the mentorship of Dr. Tal
Jarus. With guidance, input, and collaboration from their cosupervisors, Teng and Brown conducted the data collection and
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took the lead on analysing data. They also took the lead on
writing all sections of the published manuscript. Chapter 2 is not
the published manuscript, but rather integrates information,
findings, and the model from Teng et al. (2020).
The research described in chapters 2 and 3 is covered by UBC
Behavioural Research Ethics Board Certificate number H1702693. The research-based theatre was co-created with
participants. Laura Yvonne Bulk conducted focus-groups and data
analysis contributing to the research, and designed the workshop
described in chapter 3.
The reflective conversations that happened as part of chapter 4
were covered by UBC Behavioural Research Ethics Board
Certificate number H19-01916. Laura Yvonne Bulk and Bethan
Collins engaged in collaborative conversations and writing. Laura
took the lead on the initial and final writing.
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Glossary
Words have significance and power and should therefore be used
with care (Titchkosky, 2008). Although some concepts within this
glossary are further discussed throughout the dissertation, it is
important to provide a brief outline of how these terms are being
used in the text. The majority of terms have many possible
definitions and connotations, and therefore carefully chosen,
relevant definitions are provided. Note in co-authored chapters,
words are used slightly differently depending on consensus
among co-authors.
Ableism. A form of prejudice/bigotry that says non-disabled
people are superior (Auterman, 2011). It forms the ideals on
which the normal, able, autonomous, productive citizen is
modelled (Goodley, 2014). Ableism is embedded at a structural
level, for example in curriculum design, admissions procedures
and language (Auterman, 2011).
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Academia. Throughout this document ‘academia’ refers to higher,
postsecondary, or tertiary educational institutions – particularly
colleges and universities. Both research-intensive and teaching
focused institutions are included.
Accessibility. A characteristic of environments and structures physical, social, digital, pedagogical, systemic, etc. - that can be
easily accessed and used by everyone, regardless of personal
characteristics, including disability (UN Enable, 2007).
Blind. The term blind people is being used to include people who
may identify themselves by various terms, such as visually
impaired, legally blind, partially sighted, partially blind, etc. The
definition employed is inspired by Jernigan (1984): a person who,
related to his or her level of blindness, may use alternative (i.e.
non-visual, or less visual) techniques to function efficiently in
everyday life or aspects of life. The term partially blind will be
used only in circumstances where it is necessary to distinguish
that a person uses some vision.
xxiii

Disability. Disability has been defined in various ways, by
different stakeholders, and for different purposes. Power to
determine official definitions of disability rests with the, often nondisabled, few in privileged positions. Many Canadian and
international policy documents use the World Health
Organization’s (2001) definition, where disability is an umbrella
term that links variability in body/mind function or structure with an
activity limitation or a participation restriction in an individual’s
social and/or physical environment. Also, there may be different
definitions for different purposes and one person may choose to
use particular definitions in different contexts. For the purpose of
this dissertation, disability is considered a legitimate way of
knowing, experiencing, and being in the world, the meaning of
which is shaped by context and culture (Levinson, 1997; Linton,
1998). Perspectives on disability will be discussed more fulsomely
throughout the dissertation.

xxiv

Disablism. Where ableism is the elevation of the ideal norm,
disablism focuses on devaluing disabled lives (Dolmage, 2017).
Kumari Campbell (2009) defines disablism as “a set of
assumptions (conscious or unconscious) and practices that
promote the differential or unequal treatment of people because
of actual or presumed disabilities” (p. 4). Disablism involves
exclusion of disabled people from social, political, cultural, and/or
economic participation. It also has psycho-emotional impacts,
whereby disabled people are marginalized through social
interactions in which nondisabled people negatively impact the
self-perception and self-efficacy of disabled people (Bulk et al.,
2017; C. Thomas, 2007).
Occupation. Occupation is a human experience informed by
context and which holds and creates meaning for individuals and
communities (Huot et al., 2019; Kielhofner, 2008; Roley et al.,
2008; Townsend et al., 2002). It often occupies space and time,
and necessitates active engagement (physical, cognitive, spiritual,
xxv

and/or emotional) (Gallagher et al., 2015). Hammell (2009)
suggests four categories for occupations: restorative occupations,
doing occupations, occupations reflecting life continuity and hope,
and occupations fostering belonging and contributing.
Occupational Participation. Within this work, participation is
being referred to as involvement in occupation, or as the World
Health Organization (2001) states it, in a life situation (K. Morris &
Cox, 2017).
Social attitudes. Social attitudes are expressed by people in an
environment and contribute to creating the social environment. An
attitude is the evaluation of a person, situation, or group, and
includes behavioural, cognitive, and affective components (Chan
et al., 2009).
Social environment. The social environment includes the cultural
and social surroundings in an individual or group’s immediate
environment. Its components include, among other things, beliefs
xxvi

about place and community; physical infrastructure; industrial and
vocational structures; labour markets; social and economic
processes; wealth; social, human, and health services; power
relations; government; race relations; social inequality; cultural
practices; the arts; religious institutions and practices; and
traditions and folklore (Casper, 2001).
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 The beginning of a Doctorate
To begin, I share the story of how this PhD came about. I was
doing my Master of Occupational Therapy when Dr. Tal Jarus
(Professor, Occupational Science and Occupational Therapy,
UBC) asked if I want to do a PhD. My thought was, “I’ll have to
google what that means.” Being a first-generation university
student and having previously pursued professional degrees, I did
not have a strong interpersonal reference point for understanding
academia. This became both a challenge and a strength - I
entered with a fresh perspective, unencumbered by some of the
expectations and socialization some might find restrictive. For
example, I expected that the priority of a PhD is to promote justice
for the community with which the research is done, that
researchers should humbly learn from participants, and that
academics should be kind to one another. An academic career
trajectory, getting data as quickly and efficiently as possible, or
1

impressing academics higher in the hierarchy were absent from
my agenda.

Do justice, love kindness, and walk humbly.
Micah 6:8 (The Bible, American Standard Version)

Working alongside people gaining the skills and confidence to
thrive is one of the great privileges of practicing occupational
therapy. I said “yes” to Tal’s invitation to pursue a PhD because I
observed that sometimes people with disabilities cannot thrive
due to social and institutional barriers. I believed that doing a PhD
would provide opportunities for involvement in creating change,
promoting justice, at social and institutional levels. Similar to
Gristy, an “explicit commitment to social justice was a key driver,
perhaps the driver, the ultimate aim” (2015, p. 372) of my PhD.
I began wading through many ideas and areas of passion. I knew
I wanted this process to be emancipatory. I knew I wanted to
contribute to justice. In what arena? For whom? Eventually I
2

chose to pursue working with “my own people” – that is, blind
people. I reflect on that phrase from David Hayano (1979), “my
own people,” as I discuss insider research in chapter 4. I identify
as a blind person, and thus I am referring here to doing research
with the blind community. By blind community, I mean a group of
people who are unified by the characteristic of being, identifying
as, or having been identified as blind. Like Wall (2018, p. 1), I
realized “the power of being guided in my research by my own
experience and trusting in both what I had to say and in my right
to say it.” This is part of what spurred me on toward what might be
called insider research. Not in a narcistic sense of having the right
to speak and be heard, but rather in recognizing the power in a
researcher who has the lived experience asking questions that
concern her own life and to which she is determined to find
answers that are meaningful both to her personally and to the
wider community (Ellis, 1991).

3

I had some ideas, but wanted to make the project as collaborative
as possible. Therefore, I had a series of conversations with
members of the blind community regarding what might be
important questions to ask. What matters to our community? How
might I, or preferably we, address these questions in a way that
would seem right to the community? I am grateful to this
community for contributing to the foundation of this project, and
will include some quotations from these focus groups throughout
the introduction.

“Social isolation is a huge topic” (community member)

After having conversations with over 20 members of the local
blind community about what might be important areas for
research and action, it became clear that social isolation and
belonging were topics of interest. It also became clear that while
people appreciated my desire to be collaborative and include the
community in the process, they felt it was vital that the topic be
4

something I am passionate about. The community was supportive
of me pursuing what seemed best to me as both a scholar and a
member of that blind community. I would also learn through the
process of doing this PhD that doing collaborative research with
one’s own community is even more complex than I knew. I will
touch more on the complexities of this in chapter 4. Through the
frequent ways it came up in our conversations, I concluded that
belonging is a concept that resonated for us as a community, and
therefore I pursued this concept. As a blind person who has been
in academia for over a decade, the context of academia is
certainly relevant for me. Blind people are in academia and, as
evidenced in literature and our own experiences, we face
particular barriers to being in this space. Belonging in academia
emerged as a central focus for this work.

“I went (to the university) because of the isolation…it
was the only way I could get out of the apartment and
talk to people.” (community member)
5

1.1.1 What is academia?
By academia I am referring to higher education, post-secondary,
or colleges and universities, but I also recognize that I am also
referring to a place with particular cultural and social factors. I am
also referring to the culture of academia across what some call
North America, and acknowledge that there are variations even
from one institution to another. There are, however, some
commonalities across many institutions. Powerful work has been
done exploring the nuances of academia and the ableism
embedded within its structures. I will not, therefore, provide an
extended discussion thereof, but will rather gesture toward some
of the people who have written and taught about the subject and
will share some relevant notes about academia. In Academic
Ableism, Dolmage (2017) describes how the very foundations of
academia are based on ideals founded in eugenics and the
segregation of disabled people, Indigenous people, and people of
colour. In academia, disabled people and disability have been
6

more often the subjects of study, rather than the actors in
research and teaching (Dolmage, 2017; Oliver, 1992; Snyder &
Mitchell, 2010). Ableism is encoded within standards of
productivity and performance of the ideal academic (N. J. Evans
et al., 2017; Waterfield et al., 2018). In such an environment,
disabled academics are forced to perform additional labour and
prove the legitimacy of their existence in this space (Bulk et al.,
2017; Dolmage, 2017; Easterbrook et al., 2015; Horton & Tucker,
2014; Titchkosky, 2008; Waterfield et al., 2018). For example,
disabled academics must use their energy and labour to obtain
materials in accessible formats, while continuing to give the same
amount of or more energy and labour to producing publications.
1.1.2 Blind people in academia

“Sadly, I elected to take the program online and I
think it was because I didn’t want to be a blind person
… I was like a closeted blind person … I didn’t belong
there” (community member)
7

In 2012 1.4% of Canadians, over 500,000 people, aged 15-44
had a sight-related disability (Bizier et al., 2016). More recent
estimates indicate that approximately 5% of Canadians have
vision loss (Aljied et al., 2018; Statistics Canada, 2019). The latter
statistic does, however, include individuals over age 44, and as
the prevalence of vision loss increase with age, these statistics
are not directly comparable. Bizier at al. (2016) report that only
44.8% of blind people in the 2012 Canadian Survey on Disability
had obtained post-secondary education, compared with 61.1% of
non-disabled people. Blind people currently in or having been in
school in the past 5 years reported that related to their disability,
people avoided or excluded them (46.3%), they were bullied at
school (39.5%), and some terminated their education early
(37.4%) due to factors such as the negative social environment
(Bizier et al., 2016). Given the impact of higher education on
employment, it is unsurprising that 26.7% of blind people cited
inadequate training or experience as a major cause of their
8

unemployment, or that there is a low employment rate among
blind people aged 15 to 64: 37.6% compared with 73.6% for nondisabled adults (Bizier et al., 2016). Few publications specifically
explore the experiences of blind people in academia, and
therefore blind peoples’ lack of full participation in higher
education, including the vital aspect of belonging, is a hidden
societal issue (Bishop & Rhind, 2011; Fichten et al., 2009; Hewett
et al., 2017; Johnston et al., 2016; Lourens, 2015; Lourens &
Swartz, 2016a, 2016b; C. Morris, 2017; Reed & Curtis, 2012).

“I didn’t feel like I belonged in university … I just went
to class and got it done. Most places I went and
groups I was part of I had to spend a bunch of time
making people comfortable … I’m participating, but
do I feel like I belong? No.” (community member)

Most factors identified as influences on the participation of blind
people in academia relate to accessibility. These factors include
large amounts of reading, difficulties using and obtaining adaptive
9

technology, and teaching methods reliant on vision (Bishop &
Rhind, 2011; Frank et al., 2020; Reed & Curtis, 2012). Reed and
Curtis (2012) found that blind postsecondary students in Canada
experience significant social barriers, including social isolation,
lack of understanding of blindness, and unhelpful attitudes of
others on campus.
There is little literature that examines blind people’s experiences
in academia and mechanisms to support these students. Two
studies specifically explored the experiences of blind people in an
academic library, focusing on the importance of librarians’
empathy for blind students’ experiences and on the impact of
students’ library carrels in providing a second home for blind
students (Bodaghi et al., 2016; Bodaghi & Ngah, 2013). While
there is little research about being a blind student, there is even
less regarding disabled people, and blind people in particular,
playing or desiring to play other roles within academia (such as
teaching or professional staff). There is literature about people in
10

academia playing non-student roles with other disabilities,
including Deaf/deaf and hard of hearing faculty members (Smith &
Andrews, 2015) and people living with mental illness (England,
2016; B. A. Lee & Ruger, 1997; Oxenford & Kuhlenschmidt,
2011). There is also discussion of disabled academics in
geography (Chouinard, 2010; Horton & Tucker, 2014) and
medicine (Steinberg et al., 2002). Only two articles have
specifically identified blind faculty, and they describe that having a
disability may increase empathy toward disabled students (B.
Hong & Himmel, 2009), disclosing to students may not impact
student interactions (H. Evans, 2017), and creating one’s own
accommodations is used to avoid burdening others (H. Evans,
2017). The accounts in this literature, although limited in number,
describe challenges faced by disabled people attempting to enter
or excel within academic environments that demand high
productivity and which perpetuate ableist assumptions and
structures (Bulk et al., 2017; Dolmage, 2017; Easterbrook et al.,
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2015; Horton & Tucker, 2014; Titchkosky, 2008; Waterfield et al.,
2018).
1.1.3 Attitudes, perceptions, behaviours, oh My! How the
social environment influences occupational engagement
Kowalska and Winnicka (2013) directly examined undergraduate
students’ attitudes (cognitive and behavioural components)
toward disabled people, finding that overall attitudes toward
disabled people are positive and recommending further research
in the area. However, given the direct measuring of student
attitudes, it was highly subject to social desirability bias. A few
studies found that even when faculty profess positive attitudes
toward disabled students and desire, in theory, to provide
inclusive education, they often do not implement inclusive
education strategies (Bulk et al., 2017; Cook et al., 2009;
Easterbrook et al., 2015; Lombardi et al., 2015; Zhang et al.,
2010).
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Perhaps more telling than measures of others’ attitudes are
disabled peoples’ perceptions of the attitudes around them and
how these perceived attitudes impact their participation in
academia. Overwhelming evidence reveals that disabled students
perceive attitudes encountered in academia as a major barrier to
their full participation (Bulk et al., 2017; Claiborne et al., 2011;
Coriale et al., 2012; Easterbrook et al., 2015; Foy, 2019; Frank et
al., 2020; B. Hong & Himmel, 2009; B. S. S. Hong et al., 2015;
Hopkins, 2011; Liasidou, 2014; Marshak et al., 2010; Moriña et
al., 2015; Mullins & Preyde, 2013; Ostrowski, 2016; Shevlin et al.,
2004; Strnadová et al., 2015). Blind students experience difficulty
engaging in social and learning aspects of academia related to
what are perceived as negative attitudes from peers (Frank et al.,
2020; Lourens, 2015) and instructors (Foy, 2019; Frank et al.,
2020; Ostrowski, 2016). These negative attitudes are
characterized by lack of understanding about, low expectations
from, avoidance of, staring at, and patronizing blind students
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(Foy, 2019; Frank et al., 2020; Lourens, 2015; Ostrowski, 2016;
Strnadová et al., 2015).
The social environment, which includes elements beyond the
individual’s control, such as social attitudes, interactions,
behaviours, beliefs about community, norms, language used, and
perceived discrimination and/or acceptance, significantly
influences engagement in academia (Chan et al., 2009;
Titchkosky, 2008; Waterfield et al., 2018). One of these elements,
social attitudes – including stigma toward, discomfort around, and
pity for blind people – is particularly deleterious for blind people
(Benoit et al., 2013; Chan et al., 2009; Perkins School for the
Blind, 2016; Resolution in Support of the U.N. Convention on the
Dignity of Persons with Disabilities, 2014). Chan et al. (2009)
describe social attitudes as including affective, cognitive, and
behavioural components. The concepts of stereotyping, prejudice,
discrimination, and stigmatization are closely related to attitudes.
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• Stereotyping is a cognitive process whereby category-based
beliefs are applied to a group/individual, and those
evaluative beliefs then influence and/or justify behaviour
toward them (Chan et al., 2009).
• Prejudice is a negative attitude directed toward a
person/people based upon the presumption or belief (an
affective component) that all individuals in a certain group
possess the negative stereotypes ascribed to that group
(Chan et al., 2009).
• Discrimination is the behavioural outworking of the cognitive
and attitudinal components (stereotyping and prejudice),
whereby people are actively excluded or disadvantaged
(Chan et al., 2009; Fiske, 2020; Fiske & Tablante, 2015).
• Stigmatization is a process whereby prejudice and
stereotyping (cognitive and attitudinal components) based
upon a stigma (or negative mark/blemish) lead to
discrimination (the behavioural component) (Chan et al.,
2009; Fiske & Tablante, 2015).
Employment is a poignant example of the negative impact of
social attitudes. In a 2012 Statistics Canada Survey blind people
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reported that, related to their disability/ies1, their employers
considered them to be disadvantaged at work (55.6%), and that
they were denied jobs (13.7%), promotions (12.7%), and job
interviews (11.5%) (Bizier et al., 2016). Employment is just one
example of how of social attitudes can negatively impact blind
peoples’ occupational engagement. Whereas occupations can
foster a sense of belonging, being barred from equitable
participation also negatively impacts sense of belonging for blind
people within their communities (Hammell, 2014).
1.1.4 Belonging
Belonging is an individual’s sense of being a part of some referent
group in the social environment. Discussions of belonging come
from a range of disciplines, including geography (Antonsich,

1

Note that the survey does not make a distinction between sight-related and other disabilities, so people with

multiple disabilities may be attributing their experiences to one of their other disabilities.
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2010), psychology (L. Brown et al., 2007; Hornsey & Jetten, 2004;
Pickett, 2004), sociology (Strayhorn, 2012a), and occupational
science (Hammell, 2004; Rebeiro, 2001; Wilcock, 2006a).
Belonging can be considered with regard to micro
(personal/subjective level; e.g. a subjective sense of belonging) or
macro (societal; e.g. formal membership in a community, such as
citizenship) systems (Antonsich, 2010; Fenster, 2005; P. Jones &
Krzyzanowski, 2008). The subjective sense of belonging has
been described as having affective and cognitive components,
wherein an individual accumulates and assesses information
regarding their role in the group (cognitive) and subsequently
appraises and responds to their feelings (affective) about
interactions within the group (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990; Strayhorn,
2008). Factors commonly associated with the concept of
belonging include feeling respected, cared about, integral, valued,
needed, connected, socially accepted, and important, as well as
having a sense of harmony and cohesion with the group and
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having the means and opportunity to contribute (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995; Cobigo et al., 2012; Grimes et al., 2017; Hammell,
2004; Strayhorn, 2012a; Vaccaro & Newman, 2016).
A sense of belonging develops based upon a variety of personal
and environmental factors, and is significantly impacted by
encounters with perceived negative attitudes, stereotyping,
stigmatization, and discrimination (Cobigo et al., 2012; YuvalDavis et al., 2006). Moreover, acceptance within a referent group
often results from sharing experiences, behaviours, and
understandings, or accepting and performing the norms of the
group (Cobigo et al., 2012). If a person does not have opportunity
for shared occupation with a group, that person will not be able to
adopt the shared norms and will therefore be less likely to belong.
This may be an additional barrier to some blind people who may
be unable to or unwilling to conform to ableist ideals of normality.
There is a reciprocal relationship, wherein a sense of belonging is
negatively impacted by social barriers, while at the same time a
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lack of belonging and presence of blind people in various spaces
perpetuates social barriers.
A sense of belonging is vital to human wellbeing and flourishing
(Andonian & MacRae, 2011; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Briggs,
2015; Burchett & Matheson, 2010; Isaksson et al., 2007; Painter,
2013; Strayhorn, 2012a). According to Maslow’s hierarchy of
human needs, when safety and physiological needs are met, the
need for belonging must be met before self-actualization occurs
(Maslow, 1943; Strayhorn, 2012a). Baumeister and Leary’s
(1995) seminal work on the belongingness hypothesis proposes
that the need for belonging drives goal-directed behaviour and
that lacking this sense of belonging has adverse effects on the
person. Having a greater sense of belonging is associated with a
higher sense of meaning in life, higher self-esteem, improved
memory, more positive mood, reduced stress, better mental
wellbeing, and greater motivation (Briggs, 2015; Lambert et al.,
2013; Slaten et al., 2016). Belonging is clearly important, and it is
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therefore important to understand more about the experience and
development of belonging.
For older adults with vision loss, the loss of “doing” a specific
occupation was not as distressing as the loss of participating in
that occupation with others, which may relate to the relational
aspect of belonging through occupation (Berger et al., 2013).
Other studies report that finding a sense of belonging through
occupation is important for wellbeing in various groups of people,
such as asylum seekers (Burchett & Matheson, 2010), immigrant
women (Gupta & Sullivan, 2013), and women with spinal cord
injuries (Isaksson et al., 2007).
1.1.5 Belonging and academia
A sense of belonging in academia may be particularly important
for the experiences of people from equity-seeking and historically
marginalized groups; however, developing this sense of belonging
is often more difficult for these same people (Lane-McKinley &
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Roberts, 2018; Strayhorn, 2012a). This highlights the importance
of understanding the experiences of equity-seeking and
marginalized people, including blind people, with regard to a
sense of belonging in academia.
A strong sense of belonging is linked with academic performance,
self-perceived competence, self-worth, and retention (Freeman et
al., 2007; Pittman & Richmond, 2007; Vaccaro et al., 2015). For
students with disabilities, social engagement (Foy, 2019; KonecniUpton, 2010), relationships (Foy, 2019; Vaccaro et al., 2015;
Waterfield et al., 2018), and mastery of the student role (Foy,
2019; Vaccaro et al., 2015) seem to be in reciprocal relationships
with a sense of belonging. The identified barriers to belonging in
academia are systemic, physical, and attitudinal in nature and
limit opportunities to engage socially and develop a sense of
belonging (Douglas et al., 2009; Foy, 2019). No studies have
specifically described an in-depth understanding of blind peoples’
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experiences of belonging in academia, as students, faculty, staff,
post-graduates, or otherwise.
1.1.6 Goals of this PhD
Given what I learned through informal conversations in the blind
community and from the literature, I set out to do a PhD
dissertation aiming to:
1. Share space wherein a particular group of blind people could
articulate our stories of participation in academia, and
through this to examine factors within the social environment
of academia that influence blind peoples’ sense of
belonging;
2. Propose a theoretical model that captures dimensions of
blind peoples’ sense of belonging in the academic setting,
based upon the expertise of blind people and taking into
account perspectives of non-blind people; and
3. Co-design a creative product or pedagogical tool highlighting
the blind experience of belonging in academia.
To address these aims, I articulate three research questions:
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1. How does a sense of belonging develop in academia?
2. What hinders and facilitates a sense of belonging for blind
people within academia?
3. How do blind adults experience academia?
1.2 Positionality & Assumptions: Who is this researcher?
I approach this PhD from a position and with particular
assumptions, perspectives, values, and beliefs. My ontological
perspective is grounded within a critical realist paradigm. Critical
realism contains components of both positivism and social
constructivism, and is useful for explaining social phenomena and
providing practical and policy recommendations (Fletcher, 2017).
Rejecting crude realism, the crux of critical realism is
that social phenomena, be it actions, texts and
institutions, exist regardless of interpretations of them;
the social world is both socially constructed and real.
(Parr, 2013, p. 7)
Ellingson (2009) describes crystallization as a framework for
qualitative research combining “multiple forms of analysis and
multiple genres of representation … building a rich and openly
partial account of a phenomenon” (p. 15). She further explains
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that crystallization necessitates that methodology is seen as a
continuum from positivism through radical interpretivism, with
science and art serving as ends of this continuum and most
researchers positioning themselves somewhere between.
Therefore, as fitting within my critical realist perspective, I employ
her concept of crystallization through a combination of research
approaches to co-construct a thick, or “deep, dense, detailed”
account of belonging for blind people in academia – not the right
description (Denzin, 1989, p. 83). A thick description is not limited
to the accumulation of many details, and it is not tied to the idea
of discovering the singular, true way of understanding a
phenomenon (Ellingson, 2009; Holliday, 2007; Ponterotto, 2006).
A thick description transports the reader by producing Denzin’s
concept of verisimilitude: “statements that produce for the readers
the feeling that they have experienced, or could experience, the
events being described in a study” (Cresswell & Miler, 2000, p.
127). Moreover, I do not disavow my own experience as being
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part of that thick description. I embrace my personal
understanding and position in the research as someone who has
a lived perspective to offer. In taking this approach to insider
research, I explicitly state that I am not an objective observer, but
an insider who is learning from and with other people in the blind
community to build a thicker description of what it means to be
blind and belong in academia.
As someone who is partially blind and able to ‘pass’ as non-blind
much of the time, I have a particular experience of blindness that
comes to bear on the project. This specific experience of
blindness causes me to notice particular aspects of the
experiences of co-researchers and participants. For example, I
relate to statements regarding the grey-zone between belonging
to the blind vs. non-blind community and therefore notice these
nuances in a way someone else might not. My conduct of this
research is impacted by my experience as an insider within the
blind community and by my experiences of passing and not
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passing, and sometimes feeling like perhaps I am not blind
enough (more on this in chapter 4). My experiences impact the
topic chosen, the questions asked, the approach used, the
analysis performed, and the representations created. My
positionality and the importance of this topic to my own life cannot
be set aside. Although I cannot be aware of all my assumptions
and unconscious perspectives, I endeavour through reflective
journaling and conversations to become more self-aware. In an
effort toward transparency, I describe some of my assumptions
and experiences related to relevant concepts.
1.2.1 About Belonging
With regard to belonging, I assume that everyone has some
communities in which they lack a sense of belonging. An
important factor to note is whether the person wants to belong to
the community in question. I assume that some individuals have
more experiences of non-belonging than others, and that
perceived significant differences (such as disability) influence
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experiences of belonging. For example, if I feel that people
perceive me as different or other than themselves, I am likely to
have fewer experiences of belonging. These assumptions
influence my perceptions and interpretations of my own
experiences and the research.
I have varied experiences of belonging in the blind and non-blind
communities. At times I feel as if I belong in non-blind
communities where I have deep connections, such as in my
spiritual community. These experiences of belonging are
influenced by how open I feel people are to my blindness and how
comfortable I am expressing that part of myself alongside other
aspects of who I am. When I am with a group of blind people, I
feel an immediate sense of affinity followed closely by a sense of
belonging. This sense of belonging is sometimes interrupted by a
feeling of outsiderness, of not being blind enough. For example,
sometimes feeling like because I use sight to navigate my
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computer, perhaps I am in some way an imposter in a group of
blind people who use screen readers for access.
1.2.2 About Occupation
I believe that occupation is vital to human wellbeing (Hammell &
Iwama, 2012; Law et al., 1998; Wilcock, 1993, 2007; Yerxa,
1990). As occupational beings, humans find and create meaning
through occupation and our wellbeing is directly impacted by
occupation (Hammell, 2004; Hasselkus, 2011; Huot et al., 2019;
Wilcock, 1998, 2006a; Yerxa, 1990). Our sense of belonging can
be reflected in and developed through occupation (Hammell &
Iwama, 2012; Rebeiro, 2001). For example, I engage with my
spiritual family in a variety of shared occupations, including taking
part in communion, a spiritual practice that involves reading
scripture, praying, and consuming bread and wine. This
occupation reflects belonging – if I did not belong to this group, I
would be unlikely to engage in such an intimate practice. This
occupation also develops my sense of belonging as we serve one
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another and engage in this practice together on a regular basis. I
also believe that all humans have a right to participate in
occupations that foster a sense of belonging, and many, including
blind people, face environmental barriers to doing so (Hammell,
2008, 2017; Hocking, 2017; Mcdermott & Varenne, 1995; Stadnyk
et al., 2010; Townsend & Wilcock, 2004; World Federation of
Occupational Therapists, 2019). For example, as a child attending
elementary school I was excluded from band class because I
could not read the music. Creating music together is an
occupation that may foster a sense of belonging, and I was
excluded from participation in this due to an inaccessibility in the
physical environment (music that was too small) and in the social
environment (efforts were not made to ensure I had equitable
opportunity to participate).
1.2.3 About Meaning
Occupational choices are based, at least in part, upon the
meanings we gain from interactions and engagement in
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occupation, and the meanings ascribed to particular interactions
and occupations change over time and are structured by power
relations and context (Bourdieu, 1991; Halliday, 1975; Watters et
al., 2012). For example, at the time I was excluded from band
class the meaning I ascribed to this was positive – I had some
spare time and could engage in other occupations. This
experience still influences me today. As my awareness grew, the
meaning I began to ascribe to that experience became more
negative as I took into account some of the structural barriers that
were at play.
1.2.4 About Disability
I believe that disability is diversity, not deficit. As blind people, we
are not sighted people with the sight missing: blindness brings a
unique perspective to the world, without which the world would be
disadvantaged. Disability is a positive aspect of my identity, and
throughout this dissertation I use identity first when referring to
myself or a group of people who identify in some way with
30

disability – whether through personal connection to disability
community or through diagnosis. Identity first language implies
that disability or blindness is a positive aspect of identity, not one
to be framed with shame or tragedy (Dunn & Andrews, 2015;
Hodges, 2015; Ladau, 2015). I also use person first language in
the dissertation, particularly in situations wherein a co-author or
participant prefers this language. Person-first language can be
used to highlight the individual’s or group’s personhood, and that
a disability is not the only aspect of identity (although sometimes it
is not recognized as a positive part of identity). These are my
linguistic choices and do not necessarily reflect those of others
involved in the research. I will discuss more about this in the
section about models of disability.
1.2.5 About Research
Although we set out particular plans, as researchers we never
really do exactly what we set out to do in the way we initially
planned. There are delays and shifts in policy and practice. I think
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it is important to be open to changing how we are doing things,
especially in response to what participants and the community
with the highest stakes say.
I also assume that there are inherent power imbalances within the
research process, and this cannot be erased through a
participatory research approach or through insider research. As a
scholar and the project’s leader, I am in a position that holds
greater power in the research process. One of my challenges is to
address this structural power imbalance in such a way that those
involved feel they have capacity to contribute to the research
process and outcomes. As an insider researcher, I am “speaking
from, for, and to the margins” (Boylorn & Orbe, 2016, p. 15).
However, I must be transparent throughout the process and
acknowledge the ways in which I am privileged alongside my
marginality – and perhaps in many contexts how I am more
privileged than I am marginalized (Boylorn & Orbe, 2016). I also
assume that power imbalances exist not only between myself and
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participants, but also among them. Every individual has
intersecting identities that are ascribed various positions within
social hierarchies and power structures.
I also assume it is possible that participants in research may find
the process to be emancipatory in some way. When starting the
research, I had an unconscious assumption that in order for the
process to be emancipatory for someone, they had to be a coresearcher rather than participant. However, this assumption was
challenged and therefore made apparent as I went through the
process. For example, I found that many people were thrilled to
be part of the research, and found the conversations benefited
them, but they did not want to or perhaps did not have capacity to
be involved in all stages of the research. I also elaborate in
chapter 4 about realizing my assumption that research done by a
blind researcher would necessarily be perceived as insider
research compared with that done by a non-blind researcher.
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I am also positioned as someone who has been a participant in
various qualitative research projects. Some of these experiences
have felt very disempowering, while others although not
emancipatory have felt at least cathartic. Finally, in approaching
my own research and my position regarding its quality, I am
asking the following questions, which are well-articulated by
Silverman as gold standards for quality in research (2006, p. 237):
“have the researchers demonstrated successfully why we should
believe them? And does the research problem tackled have
theoretical and/or practical significance?”
1.3 Theoretical Perspectives
Theoretical frameworks sensitize my approach to research – the
questions asked, the ways I go about doing research, and how I
analyze data.
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1.3.1 Occupational science
Occupational science is an interdisciplinary field that explores the
definition, dimensions, and value of human occupation. This lens
invites me to consider the multiplicity of factors that impact
participation in occupation, including issues of class, gender,
ability, income, and so-forth. Occupational science’s exploration
of the value of occupation calls me to describe and examine how
engagement in and dimensions of occupations impact wellbeing.
The theoretical foundation of occupational science is a good
starting point to examine the concept of belonging and its
interaction with occupation and therefore wellbeing. The initial
articulation of the term and inclusion of belonging alongside
Wilcock’s (1998, 2006b) dimensions of occupation – doing, being,
and becoming – are attributed to Rebeiro and colleagues (2001)
and Hammell (2004) respectively. Since its introduction, the
concept has continued to evolve (Hitch et al., 2014). In
occupational science, descriptions of belonging include
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affirmation, reciprocity, friendship, inclusion, contributing to
something, social interaction, connectedness (for example,
Hammell, 2004; Hitch et al., 2014; Lexell et al., 2011; Molineux &
Baptiste, 2011; Pickens et al., 2010; Rebeiro, 2001). Even where
descriptions and definitions of belonging may vary, in
occupational science it is consistently discussed in relation to
occupation – belonging is a dimension that can give meaning to
occupation (Hammell, 2004).
Occupation is a complex phenomenon that is contextuallyinformed and relational, and which holds and creates meaning for
individuals and communities (Huot et al., 2019; Kielhofner, 2008;
Roley et al., 2008; Townsend et al., 2002). Teaching is a
prominent occupation in academia. Teaching is relational in that it
is engaged in with others through collaborative teaching as well
as through interaction with learners. It is contextually-informed in
that various factors within the social, cultural, physical, and
institutional environment influence engagement in teaching. For
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example, the methods one uses in teaching may be influenced by
what kinds of teaching methods are valued in the discipline.
Teaching holds different meaning for different people. For
example, one person may find teaching meaningful because it
involves passing on disciplinary knowledge and values to the next
generation of scholars. Teaching may create meaning, for
example, through the mutual learning and construction of
knowledge that happens via interactions with learners. Hammell
(2009) suggests that occupations might be conceptualized within
four categories: restorative occupations, doing occupations,
occupations reflecting life continuity and hope, and occupations
fostering belonging and contributing. Yerxa (1990) emphasizes
that understanding occupation requires an understanding of
engagement in that occupation – i.e. the perception and
subjective experience of participants in that occupation. Ennals
and colleagues (2016) collaboratively researched their
perceptions and subjective experiences of being academics,
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finding that engagement in various academia-related occupations
contributed to occupational identity, becoming an academic, and
belonging to a scholarly community.
Occupational participation is involvement in occupations that is
generally observable, whereas occupational engagement is
involvement in an occupation that has current positive value and
is not always observable (K. Morris & Cox, 2017; Roley et al.,
2008). While occupational participation can perhaps be imposed
upon someone, occupational engagement cannot, and it is
possible to be disengaged while participating in occupation. For
example, a student collecting samples for a supervisor’s project
may be participating in the occupation, but be disengaged if they
felt forced to do this and find in it no positive value. Occupational
engagement, associated with being part of meaningful, positively
valued occupations that lead to positive consequences (possibly
including sense of belonging) is a sensitizing concept used in the
analysis of this project. In addition, conceptualizations of
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occupation, participation, and engagement inform this project’s
development, and inform my perspectives regarding the
interpretation of data.
Additional concepts from Occupational Science provided a
framework for addressing the research questions. Occupational
justice consists of fair opportunities “to do, be, belong and
become what people have the potential to be and the absence of
avoidable harm” (Wilcock & Hocking, 2015, p. 414). It focuses on
humans as occupational beings and emphasizes the right to
occupational engagement that supports the well-being of one's
self, family, and community (Durocher et al., 2014). Occupational
justice is related to having the resources and opportunity for
participation in occupations to satisfy one’s needs and fulfill one’s
rights (Townsend et al., 2014). In their revised position statement
on human rights, the World Federation of Occupational Therapists
(2019) states that “occupational rights are secured by identifying
and addressing the capabilities, opportunities, and freedom of
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choice for individuals, communities and populations to participate
in society.” Occupational justice emphasizes the need to have
equitable distribution of material and social resources (similar to
social justice), and also the importance of ensuring people have
the right combination of capacities required to use these
resources to enable participation in occupations of choice. For
example, having a handout available in a format that is accessible
to a screen reader is not sufficient to enable participation if the
culture within a department makes the individual uncomfortable
using that screen reader due to perceived stigma. Many
occupational injustices relate to attitudinal factors, and an
exploration of occupational injustices necessarily requires an
understanding and examination of the interplay between
attitudinal, structural, and contextual factors (Gupta, 2016;
Townsend, 2012). As such, throughout the research process, I
actively sought to consider the multiplicity of factors that impact
experiences of belonging, and use occupational justice concepts
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to inform thinking regarding the data. I was sensitized to some
specific concepts associated with occupational justice in this
research process. Occupational imbalance, “a personal
perception of engaging in the “wrong” amount and diversity of
occupations,” may be a factor that hinders experiences of
wellness (Hitch et al., 2014, p. 241). Occupational deprivation is
the exclusion of individuals from participation in meaningful,
necessary, and/or expected occupations due to factors outside
their control, is said to have a significant impact on health, and is
the element of occupational injustice most closely linked with
social exclusion (Burchett & Matheson, 2010; Gupta, 2016;
Sakellariou, 2006; Wilcock, 2006b). Occupational marginalization,
often operating invisibly, occurs when individuals are denied the
choice of participating in meaningful occupations due to informal
and at times unconscious rules, habits, and norms (Durocher et
al., 2014; Townsend & Wilcock, 2004).
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1.3.2 Critically understanding disability
1.3.2.1 Models of disability
Theoretical frameworks and models can be helpful in
understanding and articulating the ways people think and feel
about disability. There are numerous models of disability. In this
section I do not aim to describe all models, or even all the models
that might be useful for readers to consider. Rather, the purpose
of this section is to discuss models in general, using a few models
as examples. It is important to keep in mind that one’s perspective
may not fit concisely within a single model, and that disabled
people will vary in the models/frameworks to which they ascribe. I
aim to represent the diverse perspectives of participants
regarding disability, rather than representing or prioritizing a
particular model of disability. In this section I describe three
models that have influenced my development and which I heard
in conversations with participants: medical, social, and affirmation
models of disability.
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The medical model of disability, sometimes referred to as the
individual model, pathologizes disability and positions the
perceived problem within the individual who has an impairment,
which needs to be cured or fixed (Degener, 2017). This is not to
say that all in the field of medicine hold to this perspective, but
rather ‘medical’ here refers to a lens through which disability is
perceived as a medical issue. The oppression inherent in the
medical model demanded a counter-perspective, and thus
entered social models of disability. A social model emphasizes
disability as socially constructed and maintained (Barnes, 2012).
This is significant given that social structures influence
occupational possibilities and the ways in which we can interact,
and in-turn our occupational engagement and the ways we
interact shape social structures (Degener, 2017; C. Jones &
Novak, 2014; Laliberte Rudman, 2010). Although undoubtedly
important for the emancipation of disabled people, development
of social models is only one part of a response to oppressive
43

medicalized perspectives about disability (Corker, 1999; Davis,
2000; Degener, 2017; Oliver, 1997). Addressing a clear gap left
by the social model, other approaches to disability have
emphasized its embodied nature, recognizing the importance of
subjective embodiment and the impacts this experience has on
people independent of social circumstances or constructions
(Crow, 1996; Marks, 1999). Crow (1996) describes the
importance of recognizing impairment as a relevant part of the
experience for many disabled people. Especially as I strive for a
collaborative and maybe even emancipatory research process, it
is important to realize that a sole focus on any one model may
exclude some peoples’ perspectives and experiences.
Social models do not specifically address the pervasive tragedy
and pity narratives surrounding disability (Garland‐Thomson,
2005) or the personal tragedy model (Oliver, 2009), which frame
the disabled person as an object of pity. The affirmation model of
disability responds by framing disability not as something to be
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feared, pitied, or mourned, but rather as an indispensable aspect
of human diversity (Cameron, 2015; Retief & Letšosa, 2018;
Swain & French, 2000). In proposing the affirmation model, Swain
and French (2000) did not deny that impairment and disability can
cause oppression or other negative impacts in peoples’ lives, but
they highlight that oppression is not all that impairment and
disability are about. I approach my research from a critical realist
perspective, wherein “the models of disability and the paradigms
from which they are generated are not contradictory, but are
instead complementary” (Gable, 2014, p. 94). Critical realist
perspectives recognize disability as a complex phenomenon that
benefits from multiple theoretical perspectives. For example, a
social model, based upon constructivist positions, may allow for
greater recognition of attitudinal barriers, while the affirmation
model may contribute to greater self-acceptance. As I
collaborated with participants, I needed to be open to discovering
varying perspectives.
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1.3.2.2 Critical Disability Theory
Critical Disability Theory (CDT) informs my understanding of
disability and blindness specifically. Evans, Broido, Brown, and
Wilke (2017) propose that CDT is particularly helpful in academia.
Within CDT, disability involves interrelationships between the
subjective embodied experience of disability and the physical,
institutional, and social environments (N. J. Evans et al., 2017;
Meekosha & Shuttleworth, 2009). Therefore, my
conceptualization of disability draws upon critical realism and an
affirmation model, and aspects of social and medical models
(described previously) (Shakespeare, 2013). For example, I take
from the medical model the emphasis on the embodied nature of
disability. Using this perspective opens up possibilities for me to
consider how both various environmental factors and subjective
experiences of blindness may influence belonging in academia.
Finally, using the framework of CDT I consider participant
identities from an intersectional perspective, which leads me to
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view the inequities related to various categories and social
phenomena, such as disability, gender, and race, as coconstructed, interacting, and reinforcing one another (Shildrick,
2009; Varcoe et al., 2007). Oppression and inequity are socially
constructed and are situated in and produced by historical,
personal, and occupational contexts.
I drew upon the aforementioned theories as a lens in forming the
research process, including writing the research questions,
choosing data gathering strategies, analyzing the data, and cocreating outcomes. For example, critical disability theory may
influence the kinds of questions asked toward being directly
aimed at disrupting the status quo. The questions position our
experiences as blind people in the focus of study, but are also
pointed toward examining the environment and structures
impacting the experiences. I explore the experiences of some
individuals and our surroundings in order to gain greater insight
into what may be impacting other blind people. While
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generalizability is not the aim, the exploration of our realities may
contribute to a greater understanding of the possible realities of
other members of the same equity-seeking group (blind people).
I first aimed to explore the realities of blind people in the
academia. This is covered in chapter 2, where I describe how
belonging develops based on realities of blind and non-blind
people. Based on the work described in chapter 2 I concluded,
among other things, that there is a need to help people equip
themselves to better foster sense of belonging for blind people in
the academia. Therefore, in chapter 3 I go on to outline a novel
knowledge translation strategy aimed at helping people learn how
to foster spaces in which blind people and disabled people can
find a sense of belonging. This workshop includes a piece of
research-based theatre that shares stories of blind peoples’
experiences of belonging and non-belonging in academia. Finally,
based on my experience conducting these studies, chapter 4
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includes a discussion of what it is like doing research with blind
people as a blind scholar.
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Chapter 2: Blind people and the Belonging in
Academia Model
The aim of this chapter is to share findings from two studies
exploring the experience of belonging in academia. The first is a
study exploring non-blind perspectives, published in Research in
Education by Teng, M. Y., Brown, M. L., Jarus, T., & Bulk, L. Y.
(2020). This study provided context about the social environment
in which blind people may (or may not) develop a sense of
belonging. The second is a study exploring blind perspectives and
belonging in academia. In this chapter, I integrate findings from
both non-blind and blind participants (called non-blind and blind
cohorts). I use ‘we’ throughout the chapter to highlight that this
work was done collaboratively.
2.1 Introduction
An estimated 1.5 million Canadians have sight loss (Aljied et al.,
2018). Only 20.1% of blind people have completed their
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postsecondary degree, certificate, or diploma (Statistics Canada,
2009), compared with 53% of the general population (OECD,
2014). Despite this stark gap, contributing factors are unknown
and understudied. As having a postsecondary education
contributes to upward social mobility (Haveman & Smeeding,
2006), the startling difference in postsecondary attainment
between blind and non-blind people urgently requires exploration.
Having a degree is associated with higher income (Junor &
Usher, 2002), increased employment opportunities (Junor &
Usher, 2002), better overall wellbeing (Kristoffersen, 2018), and
improved social mobility (Bowers-Brown et al., 2017). For blind
students, academic persistence depends, in part, on social
integration, which indicates the importance of developing a sense
of belonging (Bodaghi et al., 2016; Bodaghi & Ngah, 2013; Kinder
et al., 2002). The positive impact of belonging on individuals in
academia and the negative impact of its absence were discussed
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in Section 1.1.5. With the importance of belonging established, we
investigated the process by which it develops in academia.
Non-blind people, who are the majority, play a major role in
shaping the academic environment. It is important, therefore, to
examine their perspectives so that potential impacts of ableism,
stereotypes, prejudices, and knowledge gaps regarding blind
people can be revealed. One example of an impact of non-blind
people may be found in social acceptance: disabled students
associate belonging with perceived social acceptance and
support from faculty and peers (Hewett et al., 2017; Vaccaro et
al., 2015). One indicator of support from faculty is receiving timely
and adequate accommodations (Freeman et al., 2007). Many
blind students report receiving inconsistent accommodations
throughout their studies (Lourens & Swartz, 2016b). Educational
institutions may have inadequate mechanisms in place for faculty
and staff to receive training about and support for implementing
accommodations and creating access, knowledge of legal and
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professional responsibilities, and resources and recognition for
developing and enacting inclusive teaching strategies (Butler et
al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2010). Therefore, gaps in faculty and staff
knowledge, skills, resources, and supports may lead to students
feeling unsupported. To redress this issue, Lourens and Swartz
recommend education about blindness and accommodations
(2016b), and research exploring perceptions of blindness and
disability among non-blind persons as they are involved in
creating the social environment (2016a). Additionally, it is
important not only to raise awareness, but also to provide the
supports necessary to enact change and recognition of the work
involved in making change. Knowledge or awareness will not
alone change experiences.
Overall, insufficient evidence exists about the experiences and
specific factors that contribute to developing a sense of belonging
in Canadian academic institutions – despite belonging being a
fundamental factor in creating and sustaining participation in
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academia (Almog, 2018; Bodaghi et al., 2016; Bodaghi & Ngah,
2013). Since non-blind people constitute a large proportion of the
social and academic environments, we anticipate that exploring
their perceptions may identify barriers and/or facilitators to
creating an environment wherein blind students, staff, and faculty
can more easily experience belonging. Therefore, this chapter’s
aim is to address the first dissertation research question how
does a sense of belonging develop in academic settings? This
question is explored from both blind and non-blind perspectives.
2.2 Methods
This study is influenced by critical realism, which contains
components of social constructivism, in particular the recognition
that human interactions with social and physical environments
construct individual experiences of reality (Fletcher, 2017; Mills et
al., 2006). We also emphasize the collaboration between
researchers and participants in creating the data and the meaning
generated in the findings (Clarke et al., 2015). Data collection and
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analysis were influenced by a constructivist grounded theory
approach, which is inductive and aims to generate a theory based
in data (Mills et al., 2006). Through iterative processes between
the researchers and the data, a conceptual model, which will be
described following this methods section, was constructed. The
following sections describe two studies differentiated as non-blind
and blind cohorts. Although in some instances blind and non-blind
participants came from the same institutions, the blind participants
came from a larger range of institutions. What follows is a
description of the methods used for each of the two studies.
2.2.1 Non-blind cohort
The study with a non-blind cohort was conducted in 2017-2018
and data were collected by Minnie Teng (MT) and Mary-Lou
Brown (MB).
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2.2.1.1 Research sites and participants: Non-blind cohort
A convenience sample of 25 non-blind individuals from three
urban Canadian universities and one college participated.
Participants included instructors/faculty (5), staff (12), and
students (8) working or studying in a postsecondary institution
within the past 12 months. Ten participants had prior interactions
with blind people, two identified as having a disability, and five
identified as being from an ethnic minority group. We recognize
that being non-blind was not necessarily the most salient aspect
of participants’ identities; however, the purpose was to compare
with blind perspectives and therefore we make this distinction
explicit. Appendix A contains Table 1 with a description of
participants.
2.2.1.2 Data Collection
Data collection involved focus groups and individual interviews, as
they produce rich insights only created through interpersonal
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interaction (Liamputtong, 2011). Focus groups allow for
agreement/disagreement among participants (Pfeffer, 2008),
while interviews accommodate concerns for confidentiality and
scheduling restraints (DiCicco‐Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). The
focus groups included people with similar roles (i.e. any given
focus group consisted only of members from one of the three
groups: students, instructors/faculty, or staff) to foster safer
environments for openness (Liamputtong, 2011). Focus groups
included 2-8 people, were conducted in-person at the
researchers’ university or a local library meeting room, and lasted
about 60 minutes. Data were collected until we were not
uncovering any new concepts in subsequent focus groups and
interviews. This seemed to occur by the seventh focus group. We
conducted one more interview and focus group each to ensure we
would not identify any new theoretical concepts.
We used semi-structured interview and focus group guides to
provide some direction while allowing space for discovery and
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elaboration (Gill et al., 2008). The guides were informed by team
discussions and questions from sense of belonging
questionnaires (Anderson-Butcher & Conroy, 2002; R. Lee et al.,
2001; Malone et al., 2012). With an overall focus on belonging in
academia, semi-structured questions in the guides were:
1. What does belonging mean to you?
2. In what ways is feeling a sense of belonging in the academic
context important to you?
3. What factors have contributed to the development of your
sense of belonging? (assuming you have one)
4. What has made it difficult for you to develop a sense of
belonging here?
5. Do you think sense of belonging develops the same way for
blind/partially blind people? Why or why not?
6. Describe, if any, interactions you had with someone who
was blind or partially blind in your time at the university?
7. What are some differences, if any, between your
experiences of connecting with sighted peers/colleagues and
those who are blind or partially blind?
8. What might be some barriers or challenges to feel a sense of
belonging for peers/colleagues who are blind or partially
blind?
2.2.1.3 Data Analysis
Interviews and focus groups were audio recorded and
transcribed. Transcripts were individually coded and then
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compiled by group type (instructor/faculty, staff, student) to create
a data set for each group. MT and MB (students) conducted open
coding and the team, including LYB and TJ (co-supervisors), met
frequently to discuss codes, findings, and interpretations. Notes,
assumptions, and interpretations were shared as a group to
negotiate how and why particular concepts were important. These
data were analyzed between all participant groups using a
constant comparative coding process, including open coding developing codes to create a core category - and theoretical
coding - constructing the conceptual connectors between
categories (Mills et al., 2006). Axial coding procedures were then
used to explore how categories relate to one another and to
create subcategories and broader thematic categories. Selective
coding was used to identify conceptual ideas that integrate the
existing categories. Finally, concepts were connected and
developed to construct the Belonging in Academia Model.
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2.2.1.4 Trustworthiness
Our efforts toward trustworthiness aim at confidence in data,
interpretation, and methods used to ensure the quality of the
study, not at discovering a reality that exists apart from both
researchers and participants (Polit & Beck, 2014; Richardson,
2000). Field notes and reflections were written following the
interviews and each coding session to weigh the effect of the
researcher value positions on the process, and analyze the
research decisions made at each stage (Charmaz, 2000).
Preliminary themes identified in focus groups and interviews were
summarized and emailed to the participants for review. Two
participants shared their impressions of the themes in general and
how the themes were distinct or linked. These member reflections
provided “opportunities for questions, critique, feedback,
affirmation, and even collaboration” (Tracy, 2010, p. 844) between
participants and researchers. Member reflections helped us learn
that participants found the research understandable and
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meaningful. In our analysis and process, we were working toward
a thick description of experiences of belonging in academia, and
employed multiple modes of re-presenting the data in written text,
a diagram, and spoken presentations (Ellingson, 2009).
2.2.1.5 Limitations
There was limited diversity among our participants. Of the 25
participants, three identified as having a disability, and five as
members of equity-seeking groups including ethnic minorities,
LGBTQ+, or being a female in a male-dominant field. Additionally,
in some focus groups a few participants dominated the
discussion. Compared with the 3-4 person groups, facilitating
open discussion in the group of 8 staff was more challenging.
Social desirability bias (i.e. the tendency to respond based on
what will be perceived more favourably in a social context) may
have influenced the staff who were coworkers. Moreover, power
imbalances within some of the focus groups may skew the data.
For example, some of the participants in a focus group knew one
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another and were in different positions within the institution’s
hierarchy, which may have influenced what and how much they
felt safe sharing.
2.2.2 Blind Cohort
Data collection and analysis for the second study, with a blind
cohort, was conducted by Laura Yvonne Bulk in 2018-2019.
2.2.2.1 The focus groups
The 28 focus group participants played different roles in
academia, and some played multiple: 11 undergraduate
students/alumni, 10 graduate students/alumni, 8 non-academic
staff, 7 instructors/adjunct faculty, 4 faculty, and 1 post-doctoral
fellow. Note that if a participant had a graduate degree, we did not
count them in the number of undergraduate alums. The majority
(11) were involved in social sciences, and only 1 was involved in
a STEM discipline. Participants were recruited via emails sent
through my networks and via university disability services. In
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addition to identifying as blind, participants needed to be able to
communicate in English and be above the age of legal majority
(19 years).
Over a series of ten focus groups conducted via teleconference,
we shared our stories of belonging and non-belonging in
academia. Nine focus groups were role-specific (5 with just
students, 2 faculty, and 2 staff). One focus group involved people
who played a variety of roles in academia. Laura Yvonne Bulk
(LYB) facilitated the focus groups, and disclosed at the beginning
that she is also a blind person. The presence of any researcher
impacts what participants do/do not share, and we hoped that the
presence of a blind researcher would engender a greater sense of
solidarity and comfort leading to more honest sharing. Appendix A
shows a table describing the participants.
Rather than posing a list of pre-determined questions, LYB
shared the story of how she came to this particular research focus
– experiences of belonging/non-belonging in academia – and
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invited conversation. Her roles were to hold the space, pick up the
conversational threads, facilitate sharing from all conversation
partners, and where necessary to bring the conversation around
to the research focus. These last pieces only became necessary
a couple times, when either a single individual began to dominate
the conversation or when the conversation moved toward
discussing tangential topics (such as literature).
2.2.2.1.1 Analysis
My analysis was inspired by Braun and Clarke’s (2018; 2015)
thematic analysis approach, involving six phases:
Becoming familiar with the data. LYB listened to each focus
group multiple times, becoming intimately familiar with the data.
Coding. LYB listened to each focus group while applying codes
(succinct labels identifying important meaning in the data) in an
excel spreadsheet in which the codes were associated with the
relevant data segment. She initially applied semantic codes,
64

capturing what people seemed to be trying to communicate. LYB
then moved into latent codes, reflecting on the social values,
norms, and assumptions that allowed what the participant was
saying to make sense. For example, ‘I can be my true self’ might
be a semantic code, whereas ‘authenticity is important for
belonging’ may be a latent code.
Generating initial themes. LYB then examined and re-examined
the collated data in an effort to identify significant broader patterns
of meaning. She then reviewed the preliminary themes and the
data within each to see if each theme had a central organizing
concept, and to ensure each was not simply a bucket in which
she placed everything participants said about a certain topic. For
example, one of the initial candidate themes was ‘barriers to
belonging’; however, upon re-examination she rejected this
candidate theme as a ‘bucket’ theme that lacked deeper meaning
(Braun & Clarke, 2018).
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Reviewing themes. In this phase LYB again examined the
candidate themes to determine if they told convincing stories
about the data that addressed the research questions. The
themes that came out of this phase were meant to be patterns of
shared meaning centered around an idea.
Defining and naming themes. This phase involves developing
the focus and scope of each theme and choosing an effective
name. Part of my process for this phase involved sending a
summary to participants, inviting reflections and responses. Only
four participants responded, and each of them responded that
they felt the summary of themes was meaningful and fit with their
experience and what they heard in the focus groups.
Writing up. In this process, the final phase involved integrating
the ideas and data extracts into a summary for participants and
into research-based theatre drafts. Keeping in mind that the aim
was not to include every aspect of what participants shared, but
rather she aimed to share some significant ideas. In this phase
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LYB also wrote up a secondary analysis of the data in relation to
the Belonging in Academia Model, described in chapter 2.
2.2.2.2 The Storytelling Conversations
In addition to the focus groups, six people participated in what we
called storytelling conversations. These were conversations in
which participants had the opportunity to share their own story of
belonging/non-belonging in academia. The intention of this group
was to be a participatory research team that would guide the
research process and participate in multiple phases of design,
collection, analysis, and translation. Due to life circumstances of
these collaborators their extensive participation throughout the
research process became challenging and, in the end, we had six
storytelling conversations with varying configurations of the six
individuals.
Data analysis and collection occurred simultaneously. As
described by Riley and Hawe (2004), while we told stories,
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narratives emerged from the analysis of these stories. Riley and
Hawe state that it is the researcher’s role to analyze the stories to
reach underlying narratives. We engaged in an ongoing process
of data analysis through telling and re-telling of stories, which
become distilled to narratives and our stories were ‘regraded’
rather than ‘degraded’ (White, 2005). White (2000, 2005)
describes the process of using outsider witnessing in what he
calls a definitional ceremony. Of particular note, the definitional
ceremony and outsider witness practices were used by Dale
(2011) in her emancipatory project exploring the identity of blind
people. The steps used for this component of the project were
based on the work of both White and Dale. Each storytelling
conversation consisted of a single definitional ceremony, in which
one group member was the storyteller, the center of the
definitional ceremony, and the rest were the outsider witnesses.
The conversation entailed the following steps (which are further
elaborated below):
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1. The telling: The storyteller shared their story of being part
of academia in the presence of the outsider witnesses.
2. First Re-telling: The outsider witnesses will retell the story.
3. Second Re-telling: The storyteller retells the retelling that
was just given.
4. Third Re-telling: The outsider witnesses retell the retelling
that was just given.
5. Fourth Re-telling: The storyteller retells the retelling that
was just given, and so-on.
When in the audience position (i.e. in the telling and second retelling the outsider witnesses are the audience, while the teller is
the audience during the first and third retellings), one was strictly
in that position and was not meant to interject. The usual flow of
dialogue shifted. Moreover, the retellings of outsider witnesses
contrast with usual responses to stories, such as giving
affirmations, passing judgements, providing advice, teaching
strategies, indicating strengths and weaknesses, or role-modelling
good responses. Rather than providing opinions, examples,
summaries, or homilies, outsider witnesses engaged in a dialogue
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with one another regarding what was heard and their responses
(White, 2000).
During the second, fourth, and sixth (if applicable) retellings, the
storyteller likewise did not summarize what was told, but rather
addressed questions such as those suggested by Hernandez
(2008):
• What struck you in the re-telling?
• Why do you think this stood out?
• Do you want to clarify anything with the witnesses?
• Where are you now compared with before hearing the retelling?
The back and forth of telling and re-telling continued until the story
was distilled and we could discuss some broad ideas brought
about by the ceremony. The ceremonies lead to thick plots and
through these the stories of our lives became interconnected.
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2.3 Findings
Based on our thematic analysis of the data from both blind and
non-blind cohorts, we proposed a conceptual model describing a
process by which sense of belonging may develop in academia:
The Belonging in Academia Model (BAM). In our co-authored
published paper (Teng et al., 2020), we provided a visual
representation of the BAM. We have, however, chosen to exclude
the visual from this dissertation and instead invite readers to
imagine the figure using all of their senses. The BAM can be
imagined as a flower comprised of five fanned out petals
representing dimensions of belonging: affiliation, familiarity,
acceptance, trusting connections & interdependent relationships,
sense of equity. Each petal is thicker in texture, deeper in auditory
tone, and darker in colour than the previous petal, denoting
deeper, more nuanced sense of belonging. The BAM is based on
four propositions. First, affiliation and familiarity are fundamental
prerequisites for the development of a basic sense of belonging
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and therefore listed first in the model. Second, the continuum of
belonging is depicted by a gradient of colour in the model’s visual
representation, where sense of belonging becomes deeper with
each shade. Third, a sense of equity is the overarching layer that
governs whether a person feels as if the larger systems fosters
their belonging. Finally, the dynamic nature of the BAM is such
that each person experiences different versions of the model
depending on contexts and times. For example, a person may
experience a sense of equity, feeling that they are being treated
fairly by the system, while not feeling accepted by peers. In this
case, the BAM would show a thinner or complete lack of the
acceptance petal, indicating an incomplete sense of belonging.
In the following paragraphs we present our findings by describing
each petal of the BAM along with salient participant quotations.
Participants are identified by pseudonyms along with the notation
nb for non-blind or b for blind participants.

72

2.3.1 Affiliation
For our participants, affiliation pertained to being closely
associated with particular people within or with the institution
itself. Michelle (nb student) identified membership as a
prerequisite to developing relationships and belonging:
Having something that identifies you, student card or …
taking a course, an idea like that I'm part of this
organization or I'm allowed to be in a space.
It seems from our findings that affiliation via membership with a
particular group, such as a course, can contribute to a sense of
attachment and commonality as a foundation for the development
of belonging. Linda (nb staff) discussed how membership in a
small group focussed on shared occupation created personal
connections among colleagues:
[Our stretching group] was started over a year ago,
when two or three of us attended a workshop that the
university put on about how to stretch in the office … it
started by a few of us attending an event together, and
then it just sort of continued, and now it has spread to
other members of staff.
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Affiliation with a space or geographic location may allow the
development of a history tied to the occupational and relational
experiences people have there. It seems that without affiliation,
further occupational engagement and relationships cannot be
fostered. Michelle (nb student) emphasized this when she stated
“if I don't feel like I associate with the course or the instructor then
I get out. It's not worth my time and energy to put myself through
that to get a grade … [that association] motivates me to go to
class and also study.”
Although this kind of affiliation may form a foundation, belonging
does not necessarily develop from it. Describing affiliation versus
more robust belonging, Luke (b alum) points out that “there are
groups that you belong to … where you need to be present at or
are expected to be present at, but that doesn’t necessarily mean
you will feel included when you get there.” Thus, it is important to
consider the dimensions of belonging that follow in this chapter.
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While both blind and non-blind participants mentioned that
external factors regarding the spaces to which they were
affiliating, such as class size, impacted their belonging, this was
emphasized more by blind participants. For example, for Jason (b
student) affiliation with a cohort, or group of learners who move
through a program together, contributed to his comfort in
engaging with classmates more than affiliation only with a single
course:
To lean over and say to the person next to you ‘hey can
you give me a hand with this?’ … with my cohort that
passes, but outside of the classes that are sort of part
of my program, I don’t think I’ve done that yet.
For blind participants, external factors such as type of program,
size of department, and particularly the culture of inclusion need
to be carefully considered when choosing positions, departments,
and institutions for affiliation.
While all participants identified affiliation as one aspect of
belonging, they emphasized that affiliation is insufficient to create
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belonging. Kendra (b student) said, “membership and belonging
too are two different things.”
2.3.2 Familiarity
As described by participants, familiarity involves consistent
interaction with one’s physical, institutional, and/or social
environment that leads to feelings of knowing and being known.
Michelle (nb student) said that familiarity is “[knowing] the person
that I'm talking to or have a regular routine with similar people.”
Familiarity is built through interaction, and encourages further
interactions and continued development of familiarity. Consistent
interaction contributes to increased familiarity with individuals as
well as different ways of being in the world, including blindness.
For example, Ben (b staff) said, “understanding (about disability)
is only going to come through repetition … if it’s the first time (a
person or system is encountering disability) every time, my
goodness, like I said, it can be really draining.” Offering another
angle, Leah (b staff/alum) said, “in my department where … the
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belonging thing was little bit more, delicate, I didn’t participate.
When they asked for participation, I would often not respond or
find an excuse.” It seems there is a cyclical relationship. Due to a
“delicate”, or precarious, tenuous, fragile sense of belonging,
Leah chose not to interact. Because she had fewer interactions,
there were fewer opportunities to develop the component of
belonging we have called familiarity.
Blind participants, such as Diane (b alum), described particular
challenges associated with developing familiarity within the
environment:
Establishing rapport or sort of just the initial starting
place is easier if you’re sighted. I notice sighted people
generally will comment on something visual, like oh
your earrings are really cute, or that’s a nice top, love
your shoes. Just using a compliment is a really good
way to start a dialogue with somebody that you might
want to connect with on a social level. And when you’re
blind, that’s not easy to do. So, even just visual like
seeing somebody in a class, maybe you notice
somebody has a look on their face and they’re rolling
their eyes to something the teacher said, which you
also feel like rolling your eyes … You can use your
vision to find commonalities with somebody, like smile
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at them or give them a look to say, ‘hey I totally get
what you’re saying, I think what you think.’ And boom,
you totally have a connection. And when you’re blind
you sort of miss out on that stuff initially, but I think the
social, the initial getting connected is a lot harder.
Blind participants also address challenges to having other people
in the social environment develop familiarity with blindness or with
blind individuals. Ava (b faculty) said that familiarity does not
develop because there is “awkwardness around disability. At the
root of all of this is the idea … that disability is somehow
exceptional and weird. And, to me, underneath all the problems
there’s just a reticence to engage with disability.” Non-blind
participants expressed this reticence. For example, Jan (nb
student) mentioned that it may be more difficult to develop
familiarity with a disabled person due to nervousness about
appropriate language and concern about offending someone:
I don't worry about offending people typically, but I think
I might be more self-conscious of offending them if they
have a disability. I feel like you can't be careful enough
these days … I would worry that maybe I would say
something wrong.
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Familiarity involves becoming familiar with peoples’ strengths and
unique ways of doing and being in the world. For both blind and
non-blind participants, other people becoming familiar with their
roles or strengths seemed to contribute to the emergence of
sense of acceptance.
2.3.3 Acceptance
Our interpretation of participant narratives indicates that after a
foundation of affiliation and familiarity is built, acceptance can
develop. Acceptance involved consistently feeling comfortable to
act authentically, and the knowledge that there was a safe space
for opinions to be shared and respected. Shay (nb faculty)
described it as:
When you can be authentically who you are. So, you’re
not feeling you have a place because you’re contorting
yourself or beliefs or how you operate in the world to fit,
but you’re able to be authentically who you are.
While non-blind participants did not describe feeling able to act
authentically in all circumstances, blind participants more
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consistently described sometimes feeling unable to act
authentically related to their blindness, for example how they felt
their blindness was perceived. Elroy (b alum), for example,
described his early university experiences: “I wanted to be
accepted … maybe I thought I would be accepted if I tried to be
less blind and more sighted. And that just wasn’t working.” For
blind participants, being blind was part of being an authentic self.
Having their authentic selves recognized without being diminished
or stereotyped was a vital aspect of belonging. James (b
alum/staff) described his experience, “within academia … I felt
maybe the barrier for me is I didn’t feel like I belong because I felt
like I couldn’t even be me, I couldn’t even be myself because I’m
a person who uses a white cane.” This experience of having the
blind self rejected will be highlighted in chapter 3.
For many participants, blind and non-blind, acceptance related to
feeling understood in some way. To Maggie (nb student),
“belonging means feeling accepted, feeling like your opinions are
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heard and understood.” Mona (b student) said “belonging I feel
like if you can share your story and come to a human agreement
that, ‘this is how I live life, and can we do these things together?’”
Mark (nb faculty) mentioned that he feels a sense of belonging
“as long as I feel like my voice is being heard, my opinion being
respected, and I have space to share.” Ben (b staff/alum)
highlighted the importance of understanding on the part of people
in the academic community:
In terms of belonging I guess for me what that means is
understanding, acceptance, from the folks I work with.
Whether they’re directly in my team or with folks that I
work with in a group fashion during my master’s
degree, or even faculty members when I work with
them.
James (b alum/staff) highlighted the value of shared experience in
academia and shared understanding of what the experience of
being in that “boat” is like:
My PhD program was darn hard … the feeling of
connection, maybe somewhat was even forged a bit, by
the commonality of our experience. We’re going
through this rigorous hardship together, we’re all in the
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same boat at least. And, I think, in moving through that I
felt not so alone.
Having shared experience contributed to understanding and
acceptance for blind and non-blind participants. For blind
participants, the shared nature of the experience sometimes
shifted. They described how their experience of doing additional
work within academia fundamentally changed the experience,
making it no longer shared. For example, the extra work they
needed to do to obtain access extended the time to completion of
a degree or meant making multiple trips to various service
providers on campus. The extra work of being blind in academia
had a negative impact on the sense of shared understanding
because non-blind people do not realize the impact of blind
peoples’ additional work, and did not have a fully shared
experience. More on this in chapter 4.
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2.3.4 Trusting Connections & Interdependent Relationships
Based on our data, this dimension of belonging involves being in
a state of consistent mutual trust and connection and having
relationships of interdependence. This went beyond the sense of
having one’s authentic self and perspectives accepted, to feeling
one’s whole person was embraced and trusted. Our findings
indicated that feeling embraced and taking relationships to a
deeper level involved forming emotional connections with others.
Leanne (nb staff) mentioned that emotional connection and
friendships made at a previous workplace allowed her to realize
that deeper sense of belonging develops with time:
I left a job where my coworkers were really some of my
best friends who I talked about everything with. All
about my life, all that stuff. So now I’ve kind of switched
back in my position, and I think that for me I’m realizing
[belonging is when] I start to open up and be more
honest, and say things a little more. When I first went
over to this new job I was like “my coworkers aren’t like
weird enough, they’re going to think I’m super
weird…like who’s going to joke around with me about
like outrageous things that you probably shouldn’t talk
about at work” or whatever right? And I was like I don’t
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know, they’re pretty professional. And now as I’m
getting into it again, that goes away and they’re just
people who also have a sense of humour, and aren’t
exclusively living in this professional world, which takes
time.
As part of trusting connections, participants highlighted feeling
trusted to contribute within their sphere of influence and having
those contributions valued. Ellen (b faculty) said, “I know I belong
when I have something to contribute.” She described a time when
she contributed to her academic community and witnessed
evidence that mirrored her sense of a deeper connection:
I can give a fine example of that where it was a sense
of belonging when at my last job where I worked for 15
years … I threw a party and just tons of people from
across the university showed up … The mail carriers,
the day care, students, whatever. All showed up and
boy that was a … it was a belonging moment.
Ellen’s contribution was not related to academic productivity, but
rather was a meaningful contribution to the social fabric of the
community. Rena (nb staff) described another kind of contribution:
“I think [belonging is] being able to contribute … feeling that you
have something to bring to the table because, supposedly, you're
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working towards a common goal. You're contributing to realize
that goal together.” For both blind and non-blind participants
contributing to the discipline, class, or team, feeling like they had
something to add, was an important factor to having that sense of
trusting connections with people. This can be thought of as
interdependent relationships – relationships in which one gives
and receives. Contributions were not limited to material
contributions, but also included what one might bring to a
relationship for example.
Blind participants highlighted reciprocal relationships wherein they
were not singled out as the one needing help from another, but
where it was recognized that everyone contributed in unique
ways. Interdependence – supporting and being supported – was
key to belonging for blind participants. As Lynne (b student) put it,
“there wasn’t always people helping me. And I think that’s the
important part, that there has to be give and take, and you’re
accepted for your knowledge and your ability to contribute.” Eve
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(b student) said “that was the ideal, where everyone is give and
take and you have to respect each other … it is very rewarding
when you can be framed as an equal when you’re helping out
them with things they need.” Jason (b student) described an
experience of belonging in academia:
It was belonging to people in community, a village and
being part of that village. Having a role in it. Having a
social group, having support, having the ability to
support others. We’re not a one direction people.
Humans, we want to give and receive.
By contrast, Ava (b faculty) described feeling like the “blind one
who has some issues and just makes all this trouble. And that’s
what was so hard about finally realizing that I didn’t belong there.”
Like non-blind participants, blind participants described having a
sense of connection when their contributions were valued
because this indicated they were trusted as equal members.
Diane (b alum) described:
Once you’re in a group, sort of earning your place in the
group and feeling like you’re an equal part of it … I think
we all want to feel like we’re making a contribution and
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we all want to feel like we’re valued and equal part of
the team.
Adding more complexity, Stewart (b faculty) described how being
recognized as a contributor may be more challenging for blind
people: “as a blind person, if someone’s going to publish six
articles a year, I’ve got to do 10 … You really have to show that
you’re very, very capable.”
In our analysis of the data, it seems building trusting connections
is an important aspect of belonging in academia. Blind
participants expanded upon the petal of trusting connections by
adding further nuance to the ideas of interdependent relationships
and making contributions.
2.3.5 Sense of Equity
Within our analysis, sense of equity represents belonging at a
systems level, where individuals feel there is equitable allocation
of resources and that the broader system supports them and
others fairly. Blind and non-blind participants described a sense of
87

equity. Mark (nb faculty) asked a rhetorical question that
demonstrated an integral role for a sense of equity in the
development of belonging: “if we truly belong to a community, do I
still need to go and ask for special accommodations? Or should
that kind of community be mindful enough to support me as part
of the group?” Mary (b staff/alum) indicated:
Having everything available to me without my having to,
you know, sort of make a big case about it, would
definitely contribute … to feeling like I was worthy and I
belonged in a space and I was no big deal.
Among non-blind participants, faculty addressed equity with far
greater frequency than staff or students. This distinction did not
exist among blind participants. Regardless of status within
academia, all blind participants addressed equity. Particularly,
they addressed how lacking equity created additional work for
blind people and diminished sense of belonging. Participants
advocated for built-in access, but accepted and acknowledged
that for the time-being seeking accommodations was the only
option. Ben (b staff/alum) said:
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We’re going to try to make this universal system …
we’re not going to necessarily get it right the first time or
the second or possibly ever … having tools that can
help me be part of the conversation … technologies
and having them readily accessible I think are also
instrumental in filling in the gaps until we have
something a little bit more robust. And those toys are
not inexpensive.
Ben’s comment regarding the expense of access technology is a
common one among participants, and is directly related to equity
of resource allocation. To “be part of the conversation,” blind
people need to expend resources beyond those expended by
non-blind colleagues for whom the world was designed, as Mary
(b staff/alum) put it:
Our environments are designed for the sighted. It’s
unconscious, our societies, our world is designed for
the sighted … It’s taken for granted because things are
designed for sighted people that it’s. a given. So, in
terms of consciously contributing to a sense of
belonging … I’m not sure how many people if you were
to ask them, would cite being able to read everything,
being able to do my job without asking for assistance as
something they would see as contributing to their sense
of belonging because it’s a given. Because they don’t
experience barriers at all in this arena. So, I think some
of the other things that might influence sighted folks
answering that question would be that whole gamut of
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other things that are important to people. Back to am I
valued, am I worthy, am I in the right job, am I getting
compensated appropriately, do I have a good team. All
of those good things, but I’m not sure that sighted
people would at all consider the fact that they can see
everything. That it’s all designed for sight as something
that would contribute to how they would define a sense
of belonging … Whereas obviously it’s a much bigger
deal for me.
Because the world was designed for non-blind people, blind
participants described bearing added burdens. These burdens
involved expending emotional and practical resources in order to
have equitable engagement in academic occupations. For
example, constantly seeking access, educating others, reminding
people to provide accommodations, and continuously disclosing
details about needs. Ava (b faculty) shared that it felt as if people
were saying “be quiet about all the things that you’re having
trouble with because we can’t fix that, you need to fix that.”
Stewart (b faculty) added that “it’s like a much more individualistic
sense of ‘It’s your blindness after all, you deal with it, you come to
terms with it, you accept it.’” All of this carried an emotional toll
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and, in combination with the lack of accessibility, contributed to
feeling like perhaps they as individuals were a burden. Many blind
participants described feelings similar to Ava:
Something that is hard is when you constantly have to
be the one to raise your hand and say, “Can you
describe…” Like in a faculty meeting, there’s a
PowerPoint and they put an image up and every time
an image comes up, I have to ask again, “Can you
describe what’s on the screen?” That makes you feel
like you don’t belong because you have continually ask
for the same thing and you feel, even if they don’t
perceive you this way, you feel like you’re bugging
them. So, to me, to feel like I belong I don’t want to feel
that I’m bothering anyone. I don’t mind if people
disagree with my ideas and my approaches, but if I feel
like I have to consistently ask for the same thing, that’s
a feeling like, “Why do I have to keep reminding you
about this? Can we put some kind of measure in place
so that I don’t have to remind you?” … You feel like
everything you ask for is a burden. You kind of start to
internalise that, and you start saying, “Well, what if this
isn’t a great environment for me? What if I am too much
of a hassle?”. And, of course, the feminist in me would
say that women probably do this more than men, right?
“What if I am too much trouble? Shouldn’t I be trying
harder to make this work?”
This contrasted to Mary’s statement regarding having a sense of
belonging when she felt as if she “was no big deal.” Stewart
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agreed, speaking of being in places where he consistently had to
ask for access:
These people here do not want me here, and they
would rather that I not be here. Me being here is just
way too much for them, just too much work for them.
They’d rather me not be here. And that’s a feeling that’s
really, really [pause]. I don’t know, probably one of the
worst.
Finally, one nuance of equity was never mentioned by non-blind
participants. Without doubt, having access is important, as Mary
(b staff/alum) said “promotion of UD [universal design] … at a
systemic place … A sense of belonging can be generated at that
place.” As participants such as Stewart (b faculty) highlighted,
“accessibility does not in any way guarantee welcoming at all, or
any sense of belonging. There are places accessible to us, that
does not mean we belong there.” And conversely, one can feel a
sense of belonging without accessibility, as Ava (b faculty)
explained, “you can be in a very awkward situation physically, but
everyone is reaching out a hand to help you and your jerry-rigging
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this whatever you need, and it’s fine … they want you there.” Luke
(b alum) shared:
I think practically, its [making things accessible is]
maybe easier than feeling. You know, you get the
materials you need, you get to participate, those kinds
of things. You may, that may connect you but still if you
aren’t being talked to by your fellow students or
whatever you may still, you may not feel that you
belong.
A sense of equity was a very important petal for all blind
participants, and was discussed at length in relation to equitable
access. Further, blind participants added nuances and layering
around the added work of trying to obtain access and the
emotional tolls that brought.
2.4 Discussion
2.4.1 The BAM and other models
Belonging is deemed so important that it is part of Maslow’s
(1943) motivational hierarchy, which situates belonging after more
basic but critical needs (food, shelter, safety). Postulating the
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belongingness hypothesis, Baumeister and Leary (1995) state
that humans have an innate need to develop interpersonal
relationships and experience a sense of belonging. The
belongingness hypothesis theorizes that repeated interactions
with the same people is more satisfying because this results in
“frequent interaction and persistent caring” (Baumeister & Leary,
1995, p. 497). The belongingness hypothesis, however, does not
provide a process with which to understand how sense of
belonging develops. The BAM contributes to filling this knowledge
gap.
Barriers and facilitators to belonging are also identified in our
findings. Barriers preventing sense of belonging in academia
include stigma, external locus of responsibility, and unconscious
bias. Facilitators to sense of belonging include employing
universal design, valuing diversity in teaching and learning
environments, and having a strength-based approach to teaching
and learning. Marshall et al (2012) found that first-year university
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students’ sense of belonging was “multi-layered and contextdependent, relating to changes in time and space, classroom
pedagogy, and other social, cultural, and linguistic factors”
(p.116). The authors’ findings corroborate ours that a sense of
belonging is influenced by temporality, physical space, and
sociocultural factors.
McMillan and Chavis (1986) conceptualize sense of community
as including four equal components: (1) membership, feelings of
belonging and safety within an identification; (2) influence,
reciprocal influence between an individual and the environment;
(3) integration and fulfilment of needs, having both physical and
psychological needs met; and (4) shared emotional connection, a
sense of mattering to one another (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).
Interestingly, although this conceptual framework describes a
sense of community rather than belonging, it aligns with
components of the BAM. Their definition of community does
contain belonging: “sense of community is a feeling that members
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have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another
and to the group, and a shared faith that members' needs will be
met through their commitment to be together" (McMillan & Chavis,
1986, p. 9). For McMillan and Chavis, a community may be
geographically defined or focussed on relationships and human
relations. McMillan and Chavis’ definition of membership parallels
one of our proposed prerequisites to deeper sense of belonging
(affiliation). Influence parallels our concept of familiarity, where
consistent interaction between a person and their environment
shapes sense of belonging. Integration and fulfilment of needs
parallels our idea of acceptance, where an individual feels
accepted when they are able to be authentic in an environment.
Finally, emotional connection parallels our concept of trusting
connections. Interestingly, McMillan and Chavis’ model has no
clear parallel to the BAM’s sense of equity petal. This could relate
to our occupational justice lens, which causes us to emphasize
that all have the right to engage in diverse and meaningful
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occupations to meet needs and develop human potential
(Durocher et al., 2014).
Cooper (2009) shares a four-component model of student
engagement focused on constructing belonging on campus,
including involvement, identity, support, and recognition. Cooper
included encouraging involvement because there is a positive
correlation between student involvement and student success
(Humphrey & Lowe, 2017; Tinto, 1987). As was also evident in
our analysis, recognizing diverse backgrounds and valuing
diversity facilitate belonging. Cooper (2009) includes student
Identity to emphasize celebration of diversity while also fostering
a sense of community. Encouraging students’ perception that they
matter requires support and recognition (Cheng, 2004;
Schlossberg, 1989). Cooper’s (2009) findings resonate with what
we found contributes to the development of sense of belonging.
Involving individuals through affiliation allows for a foundation
upon which belonging may develop. Support parallels our finding
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that universal design fosters perceptions of mattering and
improves sense of belonging. Finally, recognition was a prominent
component of the trusting connections and the interdependent
relationships petal. Being recognized by others for contributions
appears to promote trust and a deeper sense of belonging.
2.4.2 The BAM’s five petals
Previous literature defining belonging includes concepts with
which we have described affiliation, such as association,
membership, and attachment (e.g. Antonsich, 2010; Fenster,
2005; Inalhan & Finch, 2004; P. Jones & Krzyzanowski, 2008;
Strayhorn, 2012a). The environment influences affiliation, as
illustrated by place attachment, which describes how the social
and physical features of a setting interact with the characteristics
of a person to create attachment (Inalhan & Finch, 2004). For
example, place attachment is influenced by the environmental
feature of class-size. In academia small classes foster student
integration, the formation of attachment, and attainment of
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academic social capital (Deil-Amen, 2011). As class sizes grow,
opportunities for student interactions may decrease. Beattie and
Thiele (2016) found that for students from groups who have
previous experience of marginalization in academia, including
racialized and first-generation students, large class-size has a
greater negative impact than for other students. In our findings,
blind students placed greater emphasis on the negative impact of
larger classes on their opportunities to interact and build a sense
of belonging than did non-blind participants.
Our finding that shared affiliation with an environment over time
allows for informal conversations and interactions to occur which
in turn promote familiarity resonates with Dagaz’s (2012) findings.
Dagaz found that students who, through frequent interaction and
shared occupation, became familiar with the people in their
environment, were more likely to engage with others to build
friendships, and felt confident to be their authentic selves (Dagaz,
2012).
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The acceptance petal in the BAM highlights the connection
between being one’s authentic self and having a sense of
belonging, both in terms of self-accepting and being accepted.
Almog (2018) pointed to the importance of blind students
developing a positive disability identity. Having a stigmatized
social identity may cause distress (Goffman, 1963; Inzlicht &
Good, 2005). Thinking about one’s stigmatized identity in a
threatening context can trigger a chain of events leading to
underperformance (Inzlicht & Good, 2005). Strength-based
approaches that embrace disability as diversity may interrupt this
chain of events. Schreiner and Anderson (2005) found that deficitbased approaches to academic advising may cause students to
“become less involved in the campus community, believing that
they do not really belong there in the first place” (p. 21). As
described in the BAM, a different chain of events may be
facilitated in favour of belonging. Consistent interaction within
one’s environment of affiliation, development of familiarity with
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one another’s strengths, and use of a strength-based approach
may facilitate acceptance.
Significantly, acceptance is not simply being present as a member
of a collective. For instance, enrolment or employment in an
academic environment demonstrates affiliation, not acceptance.
Even if an institution has a high degree of representation from
marginalized groups, its policies or culture could lead
marginalized groups to feel underappreciated or excluded (Chen
& Hamilton, 2015). Affiliation and acceptance may be confused
with one another, so we note that affiliation is a superficial
predecessor to acceptance.
Prejudice, stereotypes, and discrimination – conscious or
unconscious, actual or perceived – may hinder acceptance and
the development of trusting connections. When left unchecked,
prejudicial attitudes and stereotyping can lead to discriminatory
behaviours. Experiences of perceived prejudice and
discrimination negatively affect sense of belonging and retention
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of students (M. J. Chang et al., 2011; Locks et al., 2008) and
employees (Cundiff et al., 2013). The Oxford Dictionary defines
trust as the “firm belief in the reliability, truth, or ability of someone
or something” (OED Online, n.d.). It is difficult to rely on people
when one encounters discrimination or perceives prejudice. Both
the literature and our findings suggest that in the context of an
environment prizing measurable productivity, some find that an
important factor in developing trusting connections is having the
sense that others can rely on you and your ability to also
contribute relationally. For example, Whitten et al. (2020) found
that feeling able to contribute helped commuter business students
develop sense of belonging. As equal members of a collective,
belonging may develop when an individual can contribute and be
recognized for their contributions. Waterfield et al, (2018), for
example, found that disabled academics felt pressure to perform
as the optimal productive academic contributors. Our findings to
indicate that contributions are not only valued in terms of
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academic productivity, Ellen’s party as an example. Many
examples did, however, focus on productivity and contribution to
the neoliberal academic project, such as producing publications
(N. Brown, 2020; Dolmage, 2017; Peruzzo, 2020). This is
problematic, and may be a symptom of the ableist academic
environment in which disabled academics are framed as less
productive and therefore less valuable (N. Brown, 2020; Dolmage,
2017; Waterfield et al., 2018).
The literature supports the BAM’s element sense of equity being
an important factor in developing belonging. For example, being
precariously employed within the university detracts from the
sense of belonging to the institution. The argument that there
exists an inequitable hierarchy in academia is long-standing
(Hensley, 2014). Kezar and Sam (2010) argued that non-tenured
faculty members are increasingly frustrated as they feel that they
are not compensated equitably for their contributions. Feeling
undervalued as an employee may impact the quality of instruction
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(Umbach, 2008) and may contribute to hostile feelings toward the
employer (Spector, 2008). These systems-level issues impact
whether a person feels a sense of belonging within academia.
2.4.3 Implications
The BAM could inform stakeholders’ – educators’, administrators’,
students’, faculty members’, and student affairs staff’s –
understanding of how belonging develops in academia. This
model may help identify ways to foster the development of
belonging. Having a deeper understanding of how sense of
belonging develops, and knowing some of the facilitators and
barriers to belonging, stakeholders can advocate for systemic,
structural, and cultural shifts that may foster sense of belonging
for people from equity-seeking communities in the higher
education context. The unique stories from blind people add to
these implications. The BAM may be a useful tool for
stakeholders to consider the unique factors impacting belonging
for blind people, particularly in combination with additional stories,
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such as those that will be presented in chapter 3. By attending to
the experiences of blind people in academia, stakeholders can
become more sensitive to the nuanced experiences of people
from equity-seeking groups. Understanding facilitators and
barriers to belonging could result in more successful program
planning, culturally safer practices, and inclusive educational
system policies. These applications of the BAM, and potential
resultant increased sense of belonging, may in turn improve
student, staff, and faculty retention, motivation, satisfaction, and
success (Hausmann et al., 2007; M. Hoffman et al., 2002; Jaitli &
Hua, 2013; Kelchtermans, 2017; O’Connor et al., 2008; L.
Thomas, 2012).
2.4.4 Conclusion
Further research should explore whether the proposed Belonging
in Academia Model reflects more diverse perspectives and
experiences. Although numerous studies cite sense of belonging
as an important factor in academic motivation, success, and
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persistence (Freeman et al., 2007; Hausmann et al., 2007; M.
Hoffman et al., 2002), future studies should test and expand the
BAM by investigating the process of sense of belonging in
academia to uncover how differences in school contexts or
demographics influence the development of sense of belonging.
This study used a qualitative approach to describe these
participants’ experiences, and a mixed-methods or quantitative
approach using the Belonging in Academia Model alongside
qualitative inquiry may yield significant insights.
A sense of belonging has important implications for academia
(Hausmann et al., 2007; M. Hoffman et al., 2002; Strayhorn,
2012b). By building on the BAM to better understand how sense
of belonging develops for students, staff, and faculty, academic
institutions can tailor their actions to move toward fostering a
sense of belonging for all members of the learning and teaching
environment. Incorporating facilitators to cultivating a sense of
belonging in academia could prove to be essential for student,
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staff, and faculty success and retention. There needs to be
empirically based materials to help stakeholders to learn and
implement strategies for belonging. Chapter 3 shares one
example of a scholarly knowledge translation strategy: a
workshop aimed at academic stakeholders.
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Chapter 3: Co-Creating Spaces of Belonging on
Campus: A workshop for learners, teachers, staff, and
community members
Throughout my doctoral journey, my scholarly identity has come
to include teaching as an important element alongside research
expertise. I include this as a chapter in the dissertation to highlight
the importance of teaching scholarship and scholarly teaching. In
this chapter I provide a workshop outline and a brief discussion of
evidence in which the design is based. This workshop is designed
to share the knowledge I have gained through the process and
research involved in this dissertation to enable academic
stakeholders to implement strategies that may foster belonging.
After the outline, I provide more discussion and description of the
novel use of research-based theatre (RBT) as an affective
teaching tool – ‘affective’ involving emotions, beliefs, and values.
This RBT, “I know I Belong When…Stories of Authenticity,
Performance, and Burdens,” is based on conversations with 35
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blind and partially blind people from across North America, whose
stories also contributed to chapter 2 of this dissertation. The
reader can expect to find that the latter part of this chapter
includes evidence regarding RBT’s effectiveness from both the
literature and from feedback given by people who have
participated in the workshops. The final portion of the workshop
outline is the RBT script that is used in the workshop and which is
based on research done as part of this dissertation. Please refer
to chapter 2 for details regarding the methods used in the focus
groups that contribute to the content of the RBT.
At the time of writing this dissertation, this workshop has been
facilitated twice in person with one virtual workshop scheduled.
Participants have included teachers’ assistants, students, faculty
members, and staff members from across campus at the
University of British Columbia. It is an optional workshop and is
not graded or given for credit, and is typically 2-3 hours long and
has included between 6 and 40 people.
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3.1 Workshop Design
This workshop was shaped by different kinds of knowledge from
various sources: my research, personal and professional
experiences, literature, and feedback from previous workshop
participants. My professional and personal values as a teacher
influence this workshop’s design. These values include
collaboration, equity, inclusion, and integrity. By collaboration I
mean working together, as learners and teachers, toward
learning. Equity - I believe that all humans are of equal value and
deserve to have equitable opportunities. That is, humans have the
same value but should not necessarily be treated the same way.
To have equitable opportunities, individuals might need to go
about learning in different ways. When thinking about inclusion, I
am thinking of including diverse ways of being in and perceiving
the world. I also invite diversity of perspectives and use various
teaching approaches to meet diverse ways of understanding and
knowing. Finally, I value the integrity of learners’ and my own
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integrity. In valuing learners as whole beings and acknowledging
that they are more than just students or learners, I am valuing
their integrity as individuals. Through my invocation of the word
integrity in reference to myself I indicate that it is important for me
to maintain honesty and humility especially when I do not know
something, congruence between my values and the ways I
respectfully interact, and adherence to ethics (Bulk et al., 2019;
O’Sullivan et al., 1994).
In this workshop, my objectives as a teacher include 1) to
facilitate the co-creation of collaborative, diverse, inclusive, and
respectful learning environments; 2) to remain humble and ready
to learn; 3) to challenge learners to enter critical reflection and
engage in transformational learning that will lead to action; and 4)
to equip learners with basic strategies, knowledge, and skills
related to facilitating welcoming environments.
Educational theories and concepts underlying the workshop’s
design include transformational learning, constructivism, active
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learning, and universal design for learning (UDL). As a teacher, I
hope to both engage in and facilitate transformational learning,
which involves perspective transformation. Transformation
involves “structural change in the way we see ourselves and our
relationships” with other actors, and with the wider world and its
structures (Mezirow, 1978, p. 100; Tokiwa-Fuse, 2000). This
leads to transformed and wider perspectives, which in turn
contributes to more informed choices for behaviours and
occupational engagement (Tokiwa-Fuse, 2000). By presenting
challenging ideas and alternate perspectives in novel ways, I
encourage learners to examine their assumptions. I also invite
learners to join me in the creation of an interdependent learning
community where all can be challenged to engage in critical
reflection (Hartley, 2007). Drawing on Freire’s (1970) critical
pedagogy, I hope that learners will not only experience personal
transformation as they examine previously held assumptions, but
also that they will act on their learning. Through praxis, a process
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of reflection and action that synthesizes theory and action,
learners can become part of transforming oppressive realities.
An initial step in my teaching is co-creating a welcoming learning
space. In doing so, I recognize learner autonomy to advocate for
their learning needs. For example, at the beginning of the ‘CoCreating Spaces of Belonging on Campus’ workshop, I invite
learners to co-create a space that is conducive to their learning
and do what they need to in order to learn well. For example, I
invite learners to stand, sit, or move around as needed and model
this by standing, sitting, and moving around as I need. I also bring
stories of my experience as a disabled healthcare professional
and academic into the classroom as a way of challenging
common assumptions and demonstrating vulnerability and
effective use of personal story as a pedagogical tool. Co-creation
of an effective learning space is important from constructivist,
transformational, and trauma-informed learning perspectives
(Brooks & Brooks, 1993; Davidson, 2017). In this workshop, as in
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all teaching and learning spaces, belonging is an important factor
for learning. We need to feel valued, share in one another’s
transformation, and know that our contributions are valued. We
need to find a sense of belonging in the learning space. Using
paired and small group exercises builds connections between
learners, opens space for many voices, and accelerates learning
through sharing of ideas. Of note, although I can employ
strategies as the facilitator to engender a learning environment
like this, I recognize that inviting shared control of space does not
change structural power hierarchies that exist among participants
and between myself and participants.
Constructivist learning theory postulates that learners build
knowledge actively in the context of previous knowledge and
social experiences (Cummings et al., 2014). In the workshop I
facilitate active learning through a variety of evidence-based
activities, such as paired and group discussion, interactive
lecturing, and scenario-based learning (Barkley & Major, 2020;
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Cummings et al., 2014; Hackathorn et al., 2011). Although being
told ‘the answer’ may seem easier in some instances, the creation
of a constructive and challenging environment is ultimately better
for learning. For example, rather than providing a list of problems
and solutions, I use scenarios and discussion to encourage
critical thinking, collaboration, resource seeking, knowledge
application in both solving and reframing “problems.” Throughout
the workshop, learners are not passive recipients of, but rather
are co-constructors of knowledge. In keeping with a constructivist
approach, my role as a teacher reflects being a facilitator of
knowledge co-construction rather than an expert transmitting
information into the minds of learners (Brooks & Brooks, 1993).
Flexibility allows more space for learners to collaborate in building
knowledge. Flexibility aligns with both constructivism and UDL.
The workshop is designed to allow the greatest possible degree
of flexibility in the means of representation, expression, and
engagement (Center for Applied Special Technology, 2020; Rose
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& Meyer, 2002). In Appendix B, I describe the goal for each
activity, and one option for the structure of the activity. Flexibility
is incorporated as I plan multiple options for learning activities in
order to adapt to participant needs. I also use multiple means of
representation of information, such as giving information verbally
and visually. For example, the goals of an activity may be to
provide space for participants to begin reflecting on their existing
knowledge and to start thinking about some important topics
related to the experience of disability. The activity used in this
outline is a virtual quiz. The facilitator shows questions on screen,
participants can read the question on their own device, and the
facilitator reads the question aloud – providing multiple means of
accessing the information. The activity’s goals could also be met
using a paper-based quiz, or self-reflection guided by questions,
or something else.
3.2 Workshop Learning Objectives
By the end of this workshop participants will be able to:
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1) Apply knowledge from this workshop and previous
experiences to discuss what disability is, including
appropriate and inappropriate terms to use.
2) Describe some barriers disabled people experience to
belonging in academia.
3) Discuss respectful ways to interact with disabled people.
4) Identify at least three strategies for making your own places
of teaching and learning more welcoming to disabled people.
5) Reflect greater appreciation for some of the nuances of the
realities of blind people in academia, and how some of these
concepts may extend to other equity-seeking groups.

3.3 Workshop Outline
Please peruse the workshop outline, found as Table 2 within
Appendix B. The workshop was developed based on the theories
and knowledge described in section 3.1. My experience
facilitating workshops with the Centre for Teaching, Learning, and
Technology at UBC, particularly Instructional Skills Workshops,
also played a role in my learning that led to the structure and
learning activities used for this workshop.
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3.4 Feedback
For the sake of transparency regarding the impact on participants,
I am including the following feedback from two offerings of the
workshop. Quotations from participants will also appear in section
3.5 to serve as examples of RBT’s educational impact. Note that
these are not data or research surveys, but rather are meant as
feedback to improve my teaching.
3.4.1 2019
Thirty-five university staff, faculty, and students participated in this
workshop and all completed the feedback survey, which included
open ended questions, comment boxes, and Likert-style
questions on a 1 (completely disagree) to 4 (completely agree)
points scale. For all questions, the range was 3 to 4.

Question

Mode

SD Med Median
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I learned from the workshop

3

.50 4

3.56

3

.49 4

3.59

3

.47 4

3.67

3

.36 4

3.85

about defining disabilities

I learned from the workshop
about the barriers and
challenges for people with
disabilities

I learned from the workshop
about strategies to make places
more inclusive

After the workshop I feel more
motivated than before to change
something in my work
environment to make it more
welcoming
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I enjoyed participating in the

3

.42 4

3.78

3

.26 4

3.93

workshop

The facilitator was an effective
teacher

Any parts in the workshop that were more meaningful for you?
(representative examples included)
• The introductions at the beginning were very meaningful for
me because they acknowledged both the geo/spatial/cultural
history of the space we were in, plus the personal history of
the participants
• Review of calls to action/ pronouns/ access needs
• Acknowledgements and the narrative and varieties and
experiences
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• Theatre/dissertation reading - great to hear voices of people
with disabilities.
• The screenplay part, excellent storytelling!
• Play, Scenario dynamics: learning about legal matters
• I appreciated the thoughtful nuances that were brought up by
the facilitator(s)
• I really enjoyed the reading of the play. It was interesting to
hear many different perspectives and I definitely learned
about some of the challenges that disabled people face.
• The part about tips from the community was especially
helpful. It gives you a unique perspective.
• There was a lot of interaction which I value
• The introductions were a very powerful modelling of taking
people into a learning space & setting community
agreements
• Practical tips (font size, telling people about cookies)
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3.4.2 2020
Six university Teaching Assistants participated in the workshop
and all completed the feedback form, which included only openended questions and a space for comments.
The best part of the workshop was: (representative examples
provided)
• The discussion of real-world scenarios because I could apply
what I learned from the session to the cases.
• Feeling safe/comfortable
o examples of how to create sense of belonging
o solidarity (TRC report, Braille, etc)
• The play “I know I Belong When” – it was moving, good
insight on how it feels to have a disability
• The space that was provided for reflection and connection
• Learning how to support those with disabilities, and how to
ask what needs they might have and not assume because I
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want the classroom spaces to be places that are
accessible/make all students feel welcome.
• The short skit because it addressed a lot of experiences
people with disabilities faced but also addressed the ways
we as “TABS” and “normies” can be better.
• Tips and info about accessible presentation because I
wanted practical knowledge.
• Everything was really informative, from the beginning activity
to the play, it was informative and precise on the topic. It
changed certain assumptions I had and how to manage my
classroom
If I could change anything about today’s session I would: (all
comments provided)
• More content on the university setting/institutional
structure/resources
• Maybe have another exercises or example.
• It was great you did not force participants to speak.
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• Nothing! Great workshop.
• Well done!
I also wanted to say/suggest:
• I enjoyed the diversity of activities we engaged in.
• I felt the workshop got off on the right foot by asking what
peoples’ access needs are.
While the feedback thus-far has been positive, a useful area for
future exploration would be how theatre such as this may or may
not prove to be effective as intervention in this particular place
where ableism plays out, specifically academia.
3.5 Research-Based Theatre as an Affective Learning Tool
3.5.1 What is RBT?
Research-based theatre (RBT) can at first-read be understood as
theatre that is based on research. It is, however, far more
complex, as RBT has become understood as method and
methodology, for sharing and creating knowledge (Belliveau &
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Lea, 2011). As a research tool, RBT is said to open spaces of
empathetic power (Mienczakowski & Moore, 2008) that
“[enhance] understanding of lived experience in different groups
and communities” (Mitchell et al., 2006, p. 198). It humanizes data
by maintaining the voices, stories, and unique humanities of those
involved (Belliveau & Nichols, 2017; Donmoyer & Donmoyer,
2008; Mienczakowski & Moore, 2008; Saldaña, 2008). RBT is
more than using theatre at the end of a project to share findings.
RBT can also include incorporating theatre at various phases in
the process and inviting continued engagement in research
processes throughout research phases (Belliveau & Lea, 2011).
3.5.2 Why RBT and Affective Learning?
In this section I discuss the connection between RBT and
affective learning, using examples and evidence from workshop
participants and from the literature. Bloom’s taxonomy describes
learning in three domains: affective, cognitive, and psychomotor
(Bloom et al., 1956). All three domains are addressed in the
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learning objectives in this workshop. The affective domain
involves learner attitudes, beliefs, and values (Krathwohl et al.,
1964; Pierre & Oughton, 2007; Savinckiene, 2010). Addressing
affective learning objectives is often cited as a key challenge for
both novice and experienced teachers (Pierre & Oughton, 2007;
Savinckiene, 2010). Affective learning outcomes can be
addressed through witnessing others’ perspectives and being
open to challenging one’s previously-held beliefs, values, and
attitudes (Krathwohl et al., 1964). Noting RBT’s empathetic power
and strong foundation of evidence, I pursued RBT as an
evidence-informed affective teaching tool. I am not alone in this
endeavour. For example, when Segeden (2017) employed RBT in
professional development with educators, their participants said
RBT is more effective than traditional professional development
for promoting long-lasting learning that provokes emotion and is
oriented toward action. Bird and Donelan (2020) found that the
form of RBT they used – an interactive ethnographic performance
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– in a professional learning context fostered critical reflection and
effective collective learning.
Where RBT opens space of co-creation between audience and
actor (Lea, 2012; Mienczakowski & Moore, 2008), RBT in the
workshop context may enhance co-construction of knowledge
between learners and facilitators. By prompting emotional and
cognitive recall, RBT opens a shared space for learners to coconstruct new affective knowledge. Through theatre, learners are
encouraged to consider and enter into perspectives of people who
are different from themselves (Iverson, 2013). As poignantly said
by Wesley (2007), “art, and its celebration of what is different,
opens us to the possibility of imagining difference as something to
be embraced rather than pushed away” (p. 15).
In this workshop I intentionally incorporated a variety of learning
activities to address the learning objectives. Importantly, RBT
alone does not necessarily impact transformational learning in the
affective domain – it is important for the learner to also engage in
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self-reflection and dialogue (Muzyk et al., 2017). One participant
noted that one highlight of the workshop for them was “the space
that was provided for reflection and connection.” Pairing RBT and
other active learning techniques invites participants to reflect on
their own experiences of belonging, to consider how blind
peoples’ experiences are unique, and to ponder how these
experiences intersect and how they might make shifts in their own
practice. For example, one participant said “I really enjoyed the
reading of the play. It was interesting to hear many different
perspectives and I definitely learned about some of the
challenges that disabled people face.” Some active learning
strategies engage the cognitive domain through dialogue and
discussion, whereas RBT communicates through embodied, felt
experience and enhances understanding and empathy (Weems,
2003). RBT also serves as a catalyst for further dialogue and
“deeper learning” (Iverson, 2013; Wesley, 2007, p. 17). For
example, one participant commented in the summary
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conversation that she became more aware of the nuances of
disabled peoples’ experiences and was able to discuss this during
the scenario activity. Considering again the process of
stigmatization discussed in chapter 1, this combination of active
learning strategies and RBT addresses the cognitive and affective
components of stereotyping and prejudice (Chan et al., 2009).
Addressing these components may disrupt the stigmatization
process whereby prejudice and stereotyping based on a negative
stigma become enacted through discrimination against blind or
disabled people (Chan et al., 2009; Fiske & Tablante, 2015).
3.5.3 How was this RBT developed?
The RBT in this workshop, “I know I Belong When…Stories of
Authenticity, Performance, and Burdens,” is based on
conversations I facilitated with 35 blind and partially blind people
from across North America: 28 focus-group participants, 6
storytellers, 6 collaborators and co-creators, and me. The
methods for this research are described in chapter 2.
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The plots that developed through conversations and data analysis
contributed to the RBT that you will read shortly. At the end of
each storytelling conversation, I invited the storyteller to complete
the sentence “I know I belong when…” This same question came
up in each focus group, and has been integrated as a key prompt
in the workshop and RBT.
3.5.3.1 RBT Creation Sessions
Participants and other members of the blind community were
invited to participate in creating research-based theatre centered
on the ideas and stories from the data, as well as our own. We
had two sessions, with a total of six participants.
Prior to the sessions, participants were sent a summary of the
research. During the session, participants were invited to
participate in activities and conversation to develop ideas for a
theatrical re-presentation of the stories shared in the research. In
the first session we generated ideas, shared stories, and engaged
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as a community. Interestingly, we commented that while we were
discussing belonging a sense of belonging seemed to develop
amongst session participants.
After the first session, I worked with a theatre artist and member
of the UBC Research Based Theatre Cluster, Tetsuro
Shigematsu, to develop an initial draft. I sent the draft to all
participants and invited feedback via email from those who
wanted to give it that way. At the session, I read aloud part of the
script and we engaged in activities to share stories that built on
those stories and diverged from them. We generated ideas and
discussed possible theatrical elements that would enhance
sharing of the stories.
Following the second session, I worked with the ideas that had
been generated and the first draft of the script to move toward a
second version. I sent this second version to people who had
participated in the session inviting feedback and input. After
integrating feedback, I sent the final version to all 34 participants
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and again invited feedback. At this stage, six participants
responded with messages of support, encouragement, and
enthusiasm for the creative way of sharing stories. One
participant made a small suggestion to improve the interactive
portion of the script.
The first reading took place at UBC’s research-based theatre
symposium. One part was read by me, and the other by a blind
person who participated in the sessions and community
conversations that led to the research questions for this
dissertation. Based on this reading we made small adjustments to
the script and theatrical components.
3.5.4 Ethics
Vulnerability. Participating in focus groups, storytelling, and RBT
sessions involves vulnerability as we reveal aspects of our
identities and experiences that may open us up to ridicule or other
negative outcomes. Vulnerability is, however, an essential part of
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co-creating the outcomes of research and in the end enriches the
experience for those involved (Defrancisco et al., 2007; Young &
McKibban, 2017). Defrancisco et al. state, “based on our
experiences, we believe other qualitative researchers would
benefit from acknowledging their own stories more fully before
asking others to be vulnerable and share the stories of their lives,
whatever the topic of study” (2007, p. 241). By sharing some of
my story and identity with participants, I made myself vulnerable
before asking them to do the same.
Accessibility. A vital ethical consideration for this project is that
of accessibility. I tried throughout the process to be attuned to
access needs. For example, consent forms are traditionally
provided in print format. I provided consent forms electronically to
participants (all of whom have access to technology that allows
them to read electronic). At the time of the focus group,
conversation, or workshop I offered to read the consent form
aloud and recorded participants’ consent to participate based
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upon the electronically-received consent form. Another example
of accessibility comes in the way we interacted. We engaged
together using simple ‘gestures of belonging’ that, although
unusual in non-blind contexts, are expected in the context of the
blind community. For example, when we enter or leave a space or
come up alongside someone, we announce who we are. Another
example is that at the workshops I provided snacks, and made
sure that all participants knew what was available and where it
was.
3.5.5 Trustworthiness
Some of the techniques we used to promote trustworthiness in
the work include member reflections, crystallization, reflexivity,
praxis, and voice (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Ellingson, 2009;
Lincoln et al., 2011; Richardson, 2000). I invited community
members to participate in all stages of the research process. This
was important, as the knowledge was built together. Participants
ultimately chose the level of involvement that worked for them. I
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acknowledge that these “choices” were shaped by the personal
constraints in their lives. I used member reflections to promote
representation of all our voices in the construction of knowledge.
Member reflections were an opportunity for us to collaborate and
elaborate on findings, as opposed to ensuring that we got it right
(Tracy, 2010). Praxis involves connecting knowledge with action.
According to Lincoln et al. (2011) research can be judged, in part,
on its ability to stimulate change and decrease ignorance by
elucidating previously silenced or unheard voices. Thus, I
examine my research in regard to its ability to expose
experiences of reality previously misunderstood or underrepresented.
Crystallization, gathering data from various sources, was used to
enhance the outcomes of this research (Ellingson, 2009;
Richardson, 2000). Crystallization contrasts with triangulation in
that the aim is not to improve accuracy or get a true picture of a
particular reality that exists, but rather, to increase the amount of
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data and gain multiple perspectives such that it is possible to
construct thicker description of the phenomenon being explored.
This is based upon the idea that realities are not more or less
true, rather they are more or less informed (Denzin & Lincoln,
2011). Finally, throughout the process I had reflexive
conversations and kept reflexive notes containing observations,
critical reflections, and feelings regarding the process and data
(Yang, 2015). Because readers/audiences are also coconstructors of knowledge, integrating insights from the
aforementioned notes in my writing and the RBT may allow
readers to have a greater understanding of the values that may
have shaped how I re-present stories (Vandenberg & Hall, 2011).
3.6 RBT: “I know I Belong When…Stories of Authenticity,
Performance, and Burdens”
This section describes the RBT used in this workshop. Some
elements described in the workshop outline and the RBT outline
may be used in different combinations, depending on the context
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for each instance of the workshop and performance. Additionally,
alternatives were developed to adapt the play for an online
performance and an audio version has been created and is
included in this dissertation – please refer to the supplementary
materials to hear the audio version. The variation described
herein is for an in-person workshop. Whatever variations are
used, we want to incorporate involvement of participants and
critical thinking. The overall aim of the play is to promote
empathy, shift negative attitudes, and encourage action toward
creating spaces that foster belonging.
3.6.1 Acknowledgements
35 individuals contributed their stories to the research that forms a
foundation for play, “I know I Belong When…Stories of
Authenticity, Performance, and Burdens.” Additionally,
audiences/participants who engaged with early iterations of the
script contributed their feedback, leading to the further growth of
the piece. The script was developed by Laura Yvonne Bulk, with
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support from Tetsuro Shigematsu and the Research-Based
Theatre Cluster at the University of British Columbia. The audio
version was created in collaboration with Amy Amantea (who
reads Performer B/Ava) and Edward Norman (who gave great
assistance with editing the audio files), as well as numerous
volunteers who read short lines for the introduction. Thank you!
3.6.2 Cast, Setting, Props
There are three roles in this play: Performer A/Kendra,
Performer B/Ava, and the participants. Wherever possible,
Performers A and B are people from the disabled community and
the performers are compensated. The performance is set in a
neutral space with two chairs, a blazer, a weight/dumbbell, a bag,
and a table if possible. The participants are in a circle with a large
gap, which is the stage.
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3.6.3 Navigating this script
To promote accessibility of this script several strategies have
been used (note, some of the script formatting may have changed
to fit into the dissertation). Level 2 headings are used for major
sections of the document. Level 3 headings are for subsections,
including different scenes throughout the script.
Visual strategies may assist those who wish to use their sight to
navigate the document. The script font is size 33 with 1.5 line
spacing and 6pt space after each paragraph. These settings are
adjusted in accordance with access needs of performers. The two
main characters are indicated by different colours: Performer
B/Ava is highlighted in yellow, and Performer A/Kendra is in dark
green font with an underline. Stage directions and other notes are
in italics and highlighted in light blue, separated from the dialogue
as bullet points.

139

Different possibilities for how a section can be played out are in
dark orange/brown font. Prior to each performance, the
performers will discuss which of the options is chosen depending
on the physical space, participants, and performers.
3.6.4 Script
3.6.4.1 Preamble
Performer A: Can everyone make their noise? Snapping or
tapping? Great. Make your noise if you’ve ever felt like you
belonged somewhere.
• Pause for participants’ response.
Performer B: make your noise if you’ve ever been in a place
where you did not have a sense of belonging.
• Pause for participants’ response.
Performer A: Excellent, keep that up throughout the
performance.
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3.6.4.2 Scene 1: I know I belong when…
Performer B: We’ve asked other audiences, and now we’ve also
asked you, to complete this sentence
Performer B & Performer A: I know I belong when …
Performer A: Here’s what we’ve heard.
• Pause for people to think about this.
• This next part can be a) read out by Performer B &
Performer A or b) recorded voices of community members
• The statements to follow are based on responses from
audiences/participants. If performers are able, they will read
the responses given by participants in the current workshop,
which were collected in an earlier activity.
Performer B: I know I belong when I am allowed to be myself
Performer A: I don't have to fight to be heard
Performer B: I feel valued and safe
Performer A: When I’m laughing
Performer B: I share similar beliefs to the people around me
Performer A: I feel I can speak
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Performer B: I feel comfortable being my truest self with those
around me
Performer A: I am heard and acknowledged
Performer B: I can breathe and my heart isn't pounding
Performer A: I'm able to bring my whole self to the table silliness and all
Performer B: As a non-disabled person, I usually don't even think,
or need to think, about whether I belong / fit in / feel comfortable
or not
• Pause for people to think about this.
Performer A: as a disabled person
Performer B & Performer A: I know I belong when …
• This next part can be a) Performer B & Performer A or b)
recorded voices of members of the blind community
• When performers A&B are reading, they sit/stand on either
end of the stage, reading straight out to the audience.
Shifting position and tone slightly after each to connote a
different person’s voice.
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Performer A: I can just be part of the rest of the group without
feeling that sense of isolation that comes when you’re the one
who needs accommodations.
Performer B: when people are happy to see me and they want me
there
Performer A: I know I belong when I’m part of a classroom where
we practice inclusive design. So it’s not singling me out.
Performer B: when I have something to contribute
Performer A: when people do little inclusive things around me
like telling me that there’s a wet paint sign. Those little things that
let me know they’re thinking about me and including me.
Performer B: When I don’t feel that my needs are a burden, I feel
like my needs and my boundaries are respected
Performer A: when I’m invited to similar tasks as my colleagues,
but with the flexibility that maybe my copy of the registration list is

143

printed off large print for example. When they don’t skirt around
whether or not I can contribute.
Performer B: when I feel connected to the other people around
me, and I get the sense that they’re connected to me.
• Pause.
Performer B & Performer A: I know I belong when my belonging
was never in question to begin with …
Performer A: but it always is…

3.6.4.3 Scene 2: Feeling like a Burden vs. a Contributor
• Transition to next scene. Performer A puts the weight on
the floor or table or chair with a loud noise, Performer B puts
the bag beside it. They sit or stand on either side. For the
first few lines, they are alternating between putting the
weight in the bag and taking it out – loudly. Throughout the
scene the performers are variously talking to one another
and the audience.
Performer A: We carry so many burdens as disabled people,
good thing I brought my handy-dandy burden-bag!
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• Stated with a silly tone, holding up the bag
Performer B: I belong when people are genuinely happy to have
me. When my needs are not – or actually – when I am not a
burden. Out comes that weight.
Performer A: But it has to be without caveats like “we want you
here as long as you don’t ask for anything special.” In it goes.
Performer B: It’s about having that sense of people wanting you to
be there, they want to hear from you, they’re excited to hear from
you. When your ideas are valued and when somebody wants your
input and they want you to contribute. Out comes that burden.
Performer A: But then there are those times when people do stuff
like put pieces of paper in front of me and say, “Are you on this
committee?”. At those moments I feel sidelined. Like a player
sitting on the bench. The player on the bench is technically part of
the team, but it doesn’t feel like belonging when you’re always on
the bench. And in goes the weight, back into the bag.
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Performer B: Although, people do make small gestures of
belonging that tell me I am not a burden, but I am a part of the
team. I was at a conference and they were showing the slideshow
during lunch. One of my colleagues was describing the photos.
The way he did it, it was just so natural. Out goes that burden
Performer A: I’ve definitely had opposite experiences. For
example, I got to a meeting and saw something in the middle of
the table. I try to make out what it is without being totally obvious.
I’m not sure if it’s food I should enjoy, or a stack of papers from
which I should be taking one, or something else. Awkward. And in
goes the weight
Performer B: We’ve made strides in recent years – there is
legislation and policies and procedures for how to get
accommodations. Someday we won’t have to ask for
accommodations – it’ll all just be built in. You know the whole
universal design thing. But for now, there are systems. Haha,
reminds me of that song … I can do anything you can do different,
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I can do anything different than you. Yes I can … anything my
sighted colleagues can do, I can. I just do it differently. And you
know, everyone uses accommodations of some sort – like a
calculator to do math or…
Performer A: (cutting Performer B off) but our accommodations
are special – aka burdensome.
• Performer A: picks up the burden and loudly plunks it down
in the bag.
Performer B: We might not be able to physically see the way
others can, but we can understand things that perhaps they
cannot. Really, it’s our strength. It’s part of our diversity. It’s about
difference, not deficit.
Performer A: I don’t know how blindness, or blind people, or
disabled people, will ever truly belong if the onus is always on the
individual. When you’re always having to ask for accommodations
you do begin to feel like a burden. There is an added burden on
us, when you’re always having to self-advocate. But that, I guess,
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we can deal with for now. For now, until universal design exists,
we have to. But being made to feel as if I am a burden. That’s a
whole other ball game.
Performer B: I wish more people would get it. We might not be
able to physically see the way others can, but we can understand
things maybe they can’t. Really, it’s our strength. It’s part of our
diversity. It’s about difference, not deficit.
All of us are, to use the now very overused phrase, in this
together. Even in academia, I want to be part of a village where
we are all supporting each other and it really isn’t about the
blindness or disability. It’s about everybody working towards
finding their strengths and supporting each other. And through
that, belonging emerges.
Performer A: That’s the ideal, but in the current world we are still
carrying burdens, paying that tax. The disclosure tax. I feel like I
have to disclose to people in that “village,” otherwise I am being
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the cause of a lot of miscommunication and I can’t get what I
need in order to do what I need to. Then it makes it really difficult
for me to do my work. And I’m always needing to remind people.
And then I start to feel like maybe I’m not supposed to be here.
Maybe I am too much trouble.
Performer B: When I do have the support I need, or when things
are accessible, I can do good scholarly work, and feeling that
sense of belonging is a great by-product. I feel like I am a
valuable contributor to my team. I belong there. When they realize
– oh, Ava might not be great at x, but she’s really good at Y and
Z! When they come to me for help, so I am being included in a
way where I am actually needed, and that is really huge.
Performer A: But, speaking of scholarly output. It seems like if
everyone else has got to publish six articles a year, I need to do
10 to achieve the same recognition and value. And when they do
recognize my input or seek my expertise – it is not about my
knowledge of and expertise in the discipline, it’s about disability.
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It’s always and only about disability. Although I might want that
area of my expertise to be recognized, I also want people to
recognize that I have other areas of expertise.
Performer B: I guess it’s true. The times when I felt like I was
most connected within the academy, within my department, were
the times when I set myself apart because of the work I was
doing, the extracurriculars, being on research teams, doing
presentations at conferences. I volunteered for a grant selection
committee, I was doing interviews for supervisor’s study, and I
was doing guest lectures. And, that kind of made me more visible
in a way and people connected more with me around it.
Performer A: We shouldn’t have to do more, push harder, to feel
we belong.
Performer B: Any time I’m contributing or participating. Any time
I’ve had the opportunity to dialogue and discuss with others,
network with other people, participate in research projects, to be
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an integral part to the department. When I’m advancing in my own
goals. All of that contributes to belonging.
Performer A: (speaking to the audience again) But there’s always
those people who remind me or others around me “don’t forget,
Kendra’s blind.” Gee, I forgot. Thanks. Or, “hey Kendra, you have
a disability, how wide should a doorway be for a wheelchair?” I
don’t know, why are you asking me?! Or there’s that need to
submit paperwork proving I’m still blind. Really? You thought that
goes away? Or the people who forget that I’m blind. And that
brings us back to reminding people I need accommodations and
the lack of universal design.
Performer B & Performer A: I know I belong when
Performer A: I don’t feel like a burden
Performer B: and my diverse contributions are recognized.
• Performer A: moves to one of the chairs, where a fancy
blazer is hanging.
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• Performer B picks up the burden and bag, and moves to the
back of the stage.

3.6.4.4 Scene 3: Performance vs. Authenticity
Performer A
Enough of those musings. I need to get ready for this
performance! Let’s see, I’ve got my fancy hat, check. Oh, stand
up straight, pull in that gut. Check. Smile. Check.
Hi, my name is Kendra, and I’m happy to be here. Sorry. Let me
take that again. Hi my name is Kendra, and I’m SOOOO happy to
be here! No. Hello my name is Kendra, and I’m VERY happy to
be here! I wonder, does that sound convincing to you? I’ve been
rehearsing that line for a really long time, and I’m still not sure if it
sounds right.
But when I say rehearsing, I don’t mean for today. I mean for
every day. What was it that Judith Butler said about
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performativity? “The process by which identity is constructed
through the repeated performance of scripts.” We’re all
performing scripts. All the time.
Did you know blind people have scripts? Usually in braille or large
print. We do. In fact, I’m performing one right now. You see how
I’m smiling? … I say as a stiff smile slowly grows across my face.
I’m smiling for a few reasons: because I am genuinely happy to
be here, because I’m a naturally cheerful person, but I’m also
smiling because I have to. Maybe I became a naturally cheerful
person not so much by mistake as by necessity, I don’t know. It’s
survival of the fittest, and for blind people, fitness includes being
the cheerful, outgoing blind person.
You can be blind, but you better have a good personality if you
want to succeed in academia, or in general. If blind Kendra is
going to show up, she better be in a cheery mood.
Performer B: And she better not ask for anything!
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Performer A: You see, being a cheerful blind person is different
from being a cheerful non-blind person. Because as normies,
you’re allowed to have a range of human emotions. Oh, I’m sorry,
you’re probably wondering, what does that mean? It refers to
most of the people I encounter every day.
Performer B: A Normie is a non-disabled person. You’re
considered the norm in our society, and especially in ableist
academia. You’re the ideal, able, autonomous, productive citizen.
Right now, you’re living in a world that is designed for you, it
enables you to be and become who you want to be. To do what
you want to do. To belong where you want to belong.
Performer A: Normies, you just don’t always get it. When my
community gets together. When we have disability quorum, we
really let loose on all the indignities the Normies subject us to on a
daily basis:
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Performer B: “No, I’m sorry, I don’t want to tell you how I lost my
sight, right now I’d just like to get to class, with a caramel
macchiato. Soy, no foam please.”
Performer B: “I don’t want to educate you about blindness for the
whole bus ride, I want to just sit and listen to my podcast. I’ve had
a long day of educating students about geography, I don’t really
feel like educating you about blindness and disability etiquette.”
Performer B: “I feel like I should wear a sign that says: a) yes, I’m
actually the professor, b) no I don’t know anything about your
grandmother’s glaucoma, and c) I don’t want to feel your face.”
Performer A: (pause, sigh, shaking head) oh Normies.
Here’s the thing. Normies are allowed to have bad days. You’re
allowed to have RBF, you know, resting … bad … face? Yeah, I
can’t see your face, but I know about it. You’re allowed to just
dash through the world with a grumpy demeanor, unnoticed when
it is convenient to you. But not the blind. When we’re in public,
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there’s no hiding for us. No anonymity. We are on duty 24/7 to be
ambassadors for the disabled. Official spokesperson for the blind.
And if we’re having a bad day, we can’t just snap at you, “I don’t
want to be your educational moment!” Because then we have to
worry about you concluding,
Performer B: “Gee, blind people are really angry at the world.
Poor thing.”
Performer A: And then maybe you won’t offer to help one of my
blind friends tomorrow. I need to be the kind of person who sets
everyone else at ease. Whether it's a conference or a meeting or
a class. I need to make sure the sighted people are comfortable
with my blindness.
We are all actors in a performance. And sometimes it is just so
liberating to be with disabled people for a little while and not have
to perform for all the sighted people. When we get together, there
are just certain things that we don’t bother with, certain kinds of
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performances that don’t need to happen, or certain
awkwardnesses that don’t really come up. When I’m with disabled
people – doesn’t matter if they’re faculty, staff, students, or
whatever. There are just some jokes and stories and nuances that
Normies don’t get. An ally might get it.
We are really fun people, but I’m sorry, if you’re not part of the
club, you might not get to experience it.
My name is Kendra and I’m happy to be here. But what would
make me really happy, is if I could be here, and maybe NOT be
happy, maybe not perform the cheery blind person.
Performer B: I don’t want to be grouchy or rude or blunt, but I’d
like to have the option.
Performer A: That would make me really happy.
I know I belong when I can just be my full authentic self. Including
my blind self, no matter how she’s feeling today.
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• Pause for folks to think on it

3.6.4.5 Scene 4: Questioning Belonging
Performer A: Maybe you’re thinking.
Performer B: but I’ve never questioned your belonging, I’ve never
even thought of it.
• Performer B rejoins the front/centre
Performer A: No, you haven’t thought about it? I have.
Consciously or unconsciously, I have questioned my belonging. I
have questioned my belonging in those moments when everyone
in the room is laughing at some unseen joke.
Performer B: when I put my foot in my mouth because I didn’t
recognize someone’s face at a conference, and couldn’t fake it
long enough to figure out who they were.
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Performer A: Haha, they are all faking it, only they can cheat by
reading your nametag. Name tags – I say with a dramatic eye roll.
Such a sighted thing.
Performer B: Sure, I can read your nametag, if I’m about two
centimeters from your chest with my magnifier out.
Performer A: all of this makes me wonder.
Performer B & Performer A: Do I want to belong here?
Performer A: Do I want to be part of this exclusionary system?
Perhaps I want to be here, maybe I need to be here.
Performer B: To have a job. To get an education. To teach.
Performer A: But I don’t want to say ‘yes’ to the beast that this
thing is, this exclusionary system.
Performer B: Belonging means that I am accepted, that I don’t
need to question: Do I belong here?
Performer A: Why are we even asking this?
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Performer B: Whose belonging gets questioned?
Performer A: The excludable ones. We are the misfits. Our
belonging is always in jeopardy. Brene Brown talked about
belonging, saying that “fitting in is about assessing the situation
and becoming who you need to be accepted. Belonging, on the
other hand, doesn’t require us to change who we are; it requires
us to be who we are.”
Performer B: Who is expected and who is excludable in this
space? I think that’s really what we should be looking at. What are
we belonging to, do I want to belong into this? The fact that we
need to self-advocate, to fight to be here in this university, tells
me that I don’t really belong.
Performer A: Belonging means not having to justify your place.
Knowing, and having others know, I can do the work just as well
as anyone else. I belong when I don’t feel like I have to justify
myself. That I’m different but that doesn’t mean I’m incapable.
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Performer B & Performer A: I know I belong when my belonging
was never in question to begin with.
3.6.4.6 Scene 5: Allies, Attitudes, and Actions.
• Performer A takes a Shakspearian stance and tone
Performer A: To belong or not to belong. What does it matter?
Do we even need to belong?

• Performer A: moves to the side
• Performer B moves front and centre
Performer B: Yes, I think we do. I do my best scholarship when I
belong. When I belong, I feel free. When I belong, my team gets
the
Performer A: creative
Performer B: Audacious
Performer A: innovative
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Performer B: Willing-to-take risks part of me. In a place of
belonging my ideas flourish. When I belong, I am well.
Performer A: And that university is always hankering on about
wellness and all that.
Performer B: Maybe some of it is for publicity’s sake. But there
are allies within the system. Maybe you want to be an ally.
Listening to our stories, that’s a start. We need allies who have
welcoming attitudes and who demonstrate that with their actions.
Today could be a move in your allyship. Whether you’re a
colleague, a student, an admin assistant, a librarian, a supervisor,
an instructor, a dean. …(gets cut off by Performer A)
Performer A: (cutting performer B off) Not those administrators.
They should just make sure there are funds for the people who
actually care about this stuff to make the changes. After making
sure we get paid to do the work, those administrators, they should
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keep their noses out of it. They should just stay the h…(gets cut
off)
Performer B: (cutting them off) No. They too have a part to play,
beyond the funding. It’s also about culture change – and that
involves everyone. Allies can come from all areas, and perform
different roles. And of course, you won’t get it right every time. I
don’t get it right every time.
Performer A: And some of us will let you know when you get it
wrong.
Performer B: Some of us won’t tell you, because we are just so
used to smoothing things over. Some of us will be rude when we
let you know. But don’t give up when you get it wrong. Learn.
Performer A: You can and should apologize, but even more
importantly, change your actions.
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Performer B: And your inactions. Make those gestures of
belonging. Maybe do a round of names when we’re sitting at the
table. Let me know who you are when we pass in the hallway –
Performer A: I don’t ignore you because I dislike you – although,
I might, but that’s not why I ignore you – I ignore you because you
look like every other blob I pass in the hallway.
Performer B: And if you’re in a rush and just want to fly by, that’s
fine. Just don’t expect me to acknowledge you beyond the polite
greeting I give to every other blob I encounter.
• Performer A rejoins at front and centre.
Performer A: I know I belong when people recognize the diversity
of my contributions.
Performer B: I know I belong when I have allies, and when get to
be an ally.
• Pause
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Performer A & Performer B: I know I belong when my belonging
was never in question to begin with.
• Pause,

End of Script
Transitioning back into the workshop, and out of ‘character’:
These are the stories and perspectives of blind people in
academia. These are their stories, they are our stories, they are
my story. As a blind scholar, student, teacher, and staff member
at UBC, I am honoured to bring to you some of the stories of my
community
3.7 Reflections on co-creating spaces of belonging
3.7.1 Workshopping the BAM
Participants could read an article outlining the BAM, its petals,
and the barriers/facilitators mentioned in chapter 2; however, the
workshop format fosters active learning and the RBT engages
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affect, and together these may more readily engender action. The
BAM petals appear throughout the workshop, in discussions and
in the RBT. This workshop format allows participants to actively
consider how they develop a sense of belonging and how it might
develop for others. Considering the BAM explicitly, participants
can identify ways in which they can better facilitate the
development of belonging by specifically considering aspects of
the petals. Participants have differing spheres of influence, but all
participants can contribute to spaces of belonging especially in
the middle three petals – familiarity, acceptance, and trusting
connections and interdependent relationships. The first petal,
affiliation, and final, sense of equity, may be places where
participants have less perceived influence. It is, however,
important to consider carefully the influences they may actually
have in these domains. For example, a participant who plays a
role in determining content for a program’s admissions website
can consider proposing language that would invite disabled
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applicants because of the unique and valuable knowledge,
experience, and perspectives they bring. This could contribute to
affiliation because a disabled person might be more likely to
apply.
3.7.2 Reflections on the stories
“I know I Belong When…Stories of Authenticity, Performance, and
Burdens” is based on stories from blind people in academia and
aims to share some of the unique aspects of what belonging is
like for blind and disabled people in academia. I reflect in this
section about some of the main ideas in the play; however, this
section is not meant to replace the RBT with a reiteration of the
findings and discussion of these themes. The RBT presents the
findings, albeit in an unconventional way for those steeped in
mainstream academic ways of knowing and sharing knowledge.
While the scenes are titled as if to signal binary experiences –
e.g., feeling like a burden vs. contributor – it is clear that people
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do not experience academic life in a series of binaries. For
example, one might feel able to authentically express some
aspects of their identity while still performing others.
In the process of doing this research and conversations following
performances of the RBT it struck me that there are many
commonalities across experiences of disabled and non-disabled
people in academia, particularly those from equity-seeking
communities. For example, Archer (2008) describes younger
academics’ experiences of inauthenticity in academia, particularly
related to the ways neoliberalism in academia demands certain
performance standards and outputs. Also similar to the stories of
blind people in academia, Rickett and Morris (2020) tell of the
additional work, or extra burdens, working-class women carry in
academia.
Goffman (1963) discusses the concept of passing in his work
about identity and stigma management - it is a process by which
people conceal stigmatized aspects about their identities and as a
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result receive treatment based on the false assumption that they
do not belong to a discreditable group. The idea of passing,
“instances in which a person, usually a minority, is falsely
assumed to be a member of the majority,” (Tatum, 2014) is not
limited to disabled people. The inauthentic experiences and need
to perform and pass described by Archer’s participants were also
related to gender, race, class, and status within the institution.
In our stories we questioned belonging – asking “do I want to
belong into this?” Lamothe (2019) describes being an academic
embodied as “black, female, slight of stature, young, and
occasionally pregnant” (p. 182) and having her belonging
challenged early in her academic career. She goes on to say that
her “state of not-belonging has changed from one of alienation to
one of critical distance and engagement…being a member of the
collective, endowed with the capacity to interrogate and confront
the group’s unexamined and unspoken assumptions” (Lamothe,
2019, p. 182). Perhaps another avenue for exploration is choice
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around belonging. One might prefer to belong in some ways while
choosing to remain what Lamothe refers to as a “stranger” in
other ways. Here I note the contextual nature of choice –
opportunities to choose where one belongs and what occupations
we engage in are inequitably distributed (Bulk, 2020; Hammell,
2020).
Interestingly, in examples discussed above and in many
conversations about diversity in academia, disability remains
unmentioned. Disabled people are framed as unexpected in
academia, which Stone, Crooks and Owen describe as “a place
for able-bodied workers” (2013, p. 167; TItchkosky, 2011;
Waterfield et al., 2018). Bruce (2017, p. 173) describes disabled
students’ “pervasive sense that their physical embodiment and
ways of learning and doing were not expected on campus (which)
created a troubling sense that they were not universally perceived
as students who belonged.” Although some of the experiences of
blind people and people from other equity-seeking groups may
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bear similarities, the RBT reveals some of the unique aspects of
these experiences for blind people.
3.7.3 Reflections about feedback
Inviting, receiving, reflecting-over, and integrating feedback is an
important practice in which I engage as a teacher. For example,
receiving very positive feedback about the workshop introduction
activity, I continue to use it and have started adapting it for other
contexts. One participant particularly highlighted that they
appreciate how the activity acknowledges the “geo/spatial/cultural
history of the space” and also the participants’ personal histories.
Hearing this from a few people, I decided to be more explicit
about my intention to do so. Having heard both through verbal
comments and in written feedback that participants appreciate the
“tips from the community,” I have decided to develop a handout
that shares some of these tips so participants can refer to this in
the future. I also reflected about feedback that some participants
wanted more information about the university context and
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institutional policies, practices, and resources. It is also important
to me that this workshop not move toward being an informationgathering opportunity. Therefore, I am also going to create a
handout with links and explanations regarding those institutional
pieces so participants can refer to this.
3.7.4 Concluding reflections
I have come to both enjoy and realize the value of RBT, in
combination with other interactive and intentional teaching tools,
for creating change. I recognize that change happens at different
levels and that, as a few blind participants said, ‘awareness
education’ has been going on for decades and still there remain
barriers. So, while I do not claim that RBT or this workshop will
solve that, I have witnessed change occur as a result. For
example, a colleague who is part of an organization that hosts a
conference for about 15,000 students realized after engaging in
one of the RBT performances that their organization should add
to the registration a place for people to share their access needs.
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A faculty member who witnessed these stories made a point of
letting me know who they were when we met in a new setting.
These small gestures of belonging certainly made a difference for
me. Based on the feedback I have received, I think that
participants and audiences have taken what they learned and
applied it to other settings as well – spreading those small
gestures of belonging and perhaps some larger changes too. To
build on this work, future studies could examine the longer-term
impact of these workshops and of RBT on participant and
audience actions and attitudes. It would also be beneficial to
explore the potential impact of the workshop and RBT on shifts in
workplace cultures, for example.
These RBT stories are our stories, and they are my story. While I
tried to ensure the stories were grounded within the diverse
perspectives of participants, as the main author of the RBT my
perspective certainly influences the stories told. I identify with all
of the themes expounded upon in the RBT, but perhaps not all the
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perspectives or dimensions of the experience of being blind and
belonging in academia. I performed versions or portions of the
RBT in various settings and for/with various people throughout the
development process, in workshops, an RBT symposium, in
defense of this dissertation, and a small part of it in the threeminute thesis competition. As an insider, a blind scholar, there
was some blurring, to use a pun, of the lines between who I am
and a character I played. I will explore the idea of insiderness
more in chapter 4. I do not explicitly differentiate for audiences
which of the stories I identify with, and which I perhaps do not.
Another interesting avenue for exploration is how engaging in this
kind of insider performance and education might impact the
performer/teacher, and how having an insider perform the
RBT/facilitate discussion might impact the engagement of
participants. For example, although I employ strategies to mitigate
this impact, such as opportunities to submit anonymous questions
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and small group discussions, participants might feel less free to
ask honest questions that might offend me, a blind scholar.
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Chapter 4: Blurry lines: Reflections on ‘insider’
research
As a blind scholar doing this research in the blind community, I
am doing what could be called insider research. I am also
engaging in insider research as a teacher, researcher, learner,
and scholar at a university doing research with people who also
play these roles; however, this chapter focusses on the former.
This chapter shares reflections from a series of conversations
with another blind scholar about doing insider research as blind
scholars. The approach in this chapter aims to elevate relational
knowledge and process. I am fortunate to collaborate with other
blind scholars and members of the blind community, and the
knowledge created and shared in and through these relationships
has value. In this chapter, I will provide some background
regarding literature that has informed our initial understanding of
insider research from a disability perspective, share particularly
salient pieces of our conversations, and conclude by reflecting on
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how our reflections enter into conversation with literature
regarding insider research. This chapter is not meant to be a
comprehensive overview of the literature regarding insider
research, but is meant to highlight our reflections as blind
scholars and the ways our understandings of insider research
evolved through our relational reflective process.
4.1 Insider research
Insider research can be described as research in which the
researcher (an insider) is doing research on, with, or for a person,
group, or community with which they share characteristic(s) that
are relevant to the research (Yin, 2015). Drawing on the work of
previous authors, Toy-Cronin (2018) points out that “belonging to
a group in one dimension (e.g. a shared race or shared
profession) does not necessarily equate to insider status with the
group if the researcher's other characteristics mean they are also
outside the group” (Beoku-Betts, 1994; Chavez, 2008; Labaree,
2002; Toy-Cronin, 2018, p. 457).
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Across definitions of insider research, a common thread is that it
engenders unique challenges and opportunities shaped by
temporal, disciplinary, and community contexts (Chavez, 2008;
Labaree, 2002; Nell, 2019; Toy-Cronin, 2018). For example, in the
context of disability community, insider research is often given
high value (Duckett & Pratt, 2007). Kitchin (2000) quotes one
participant saying “I would love to see the day when disabled
people are doing research about disability…Simple little things
like [accessibility in transit], that [enabled researchers] can’t
empathise with, but someone like myself as a disabled person
can” (p. 34). Some of the challenges include perceived bias and
the need to negotiate dual roles as a community member and a
researcher (Toy-Cronin, 2018).
Within the literature there is no discussion of how blind insider
researchers impact and are impacted by the research process
and outcomes. With no model to follow, as a novice researcher, I
needed to have reflective conversations about the processes of
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doing insider research as a blind person with another blind
scholar.
4.2 Reflecting together
Dr. Bethan Collins, who identifies as blind, kindly agreed to be on
my doctoral committee, and to engage in conversations with me
about insiderness in research. Through our reflective
conversations, we elucidated a greater understanding of insider
research from our blind perspectives and explored the potential
implications for ethics, research approaches, and the disability
community.
Bethan is a senior and myself a novice academic. We both
identify as blind – i.e. we use non-visual/less visual techniques to
function efficiently in everyday life, including academic life
(Jernigan, 1984). We acknowledge that we are both white women
with the privilege of higher education. We hope to be
transformative intellectuals by being “open to change as we seek
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to understand why we think and act as we do” (Lester, 1993, p.
233) and by uncovering subjugated knowledges (Giroux, 1988).
We also recognize that we are “speaking from, for, and to the
margins” and we will need “to acknowledge positions of privilege,
which exist alongside marginality” (Boylorn & Orbe, 2016, p. 15).
We further position ourselves and other disabled people as
belonging to a minority culture.
4.3 Our process
As researchers, Bethan and I turn the proverbial microscope upon
the experiences of others, and therefore we also chose to turn it
upon our own experiences. By elucidating how our own beliefs
and experiences about insider research have been constructed,
we hoped to reveal avenues for other insider researchers to
explore their own processes (H. Chang, 2008; Ellis et al., 2010;
Wright, 2008). Our reflective conversations were helpful to me in
the process of doing the PhD, and I hope by sharing some of our
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salient reflections here we will be able to contribute to an
important conversation about insider research.
Our reflective process involved three stages of asynchronous
discussion about our experiences of doing insider research as
blind scholars.
Stage 1: We both reflected through writing on three initial
questions:
1. What do the concepts of insider and outsider researcher
mean to you?
2. What is your experience doing research with other blind
people?
3. When have you felt like an insider or an outsider?
Stage 2: We read each other’s narratives responding to the three
questions. Based on our reading of the other person’s work, we
each identified key themes and formulated an additional nine
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questions. We then reflected through written responses to these
questions:
1. If we can never be a true insider, what are the values (and
problems) with the concept and reality of insider research?
2. What does ‘close to the research in a special way, closer
than what is usual for a researcher’ mean?
3. How do you manage the challenge of over-empathizing with
people or the desire to share your experience in research
with people who are like you (as opposed to other than you)
4. Insiderness – something you embody? Do other people
recognize it? How does it influence your research and what
do you do with it?
5. How much of insiderness is determined by emotional,
intuitive, connection?
6. Can a so-called insider (say someone who is blind) behave
as an outsider and treat “other” blind people as subjects?
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Would this no longer be insider research even though the
researcher has legitimate claim to the identity?
7. If in/outsider research is a spectrum, is it possible that
different parts of ourselves are at different places on this
spectrum at different times?
8. If in/outsider research is a spectrum, who decides where an
individual is on the spectrum of in/outsiderness?
9. What are some of the things about which you were afraid
related to doing insider research?
Stage 3: We both reviewed the written responses from stage 2
and independently recorded our thoughts about what we noticed
from the conversations and what themes we might derive.
Following our asynchronous written conversations, we engaged in
verbal conversations about what we were noticing as interesting
and important. Through our process of reflection, we developed
an understanding of the meaning we made of doing insider
research.
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4.4 Themes about insider research
Three themes stood out to us in our reflective process: 1)
Complexities of insider research: Subjective experiences and
shared emotions; 2) The ‘right’ thing to do; and 3) Doing the
different work of insider research.
4.4.1 Complexities of insider research: Subjective
experiences and shared emotions
We recognized that insider research was more complex than we
first thought. Sharing characteristics is not enough to feel like or
be perceived as an insider and not sharing characteristics does
not necessarily make one an outsider. We became aware that
insider is a non-binary, fluid identity. Bethan and I agreed that “at
first, [we] had what was, perhaps, a naïve and simple
understanding. [We] thought it was a matter of being someone
who has the particular lived experience.” For Bethan, insiderness
was problematized when a graduate student challenged her to
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reconsider insiderness in disability research. The graduate
student was a non-disabled professional, yet she felt like an
insider doing research with disabled people. This highlighted
complexity regarding what makes someone an insider. Bethan
previously considered disabled people as insiders, but questioned
if a non-disabled professional could be considered an insider. The
graduate student had a relationship with disability community, but
was an outsider to the lived experience of disability. Is that
relationship enough? Bethan proposed a spectrum of insiderness:
We are somewhere on the spectrum … Where on the
spectrum of inside/outside a person sits, I think is, at
least in part, emotional. It is about how connected you
feel to the topic or community, as well as others’
perceptions of your insider-ness.
I responded that insiderness is nonbinary:
I am always standing in the borderland between being
an insider and outsider. Knowing aspects of the
experience of being a blind person, but not knowing, for
example, the experience of using a guide dog or of
being (blind and) Indigenous.
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Highlighting the non-binary nature of insiderness, I wrote “I do
think that I am often, maybe always, an outsider even when I am
also an insider in relation to those with whom I do research.”
Rather than being a fixed position or identity, we found through
our reflection that it is fluid and therefore these seeming
contradictory positions of insider and outsider can co-exist. Some
aspects of our experiences might contribute to insiderness, while
others simultaneously contribute to outsiderness. We also found
that the felt sense of insiderness, be it felt by researchers or
participants, is not static. Bethan said that “in different situations,
we inhabit different parts of the spectrum [from total outsider to
total insider] … I think we probably shift in and out with each
question, with each piece of analysis and with writing up.”
Because it is ever-changing, “the identity of insider is not really
something one can possess. It is perhaps something fleeting,
fluctuating” (Laura).
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Our reflective conversations led us to discuss subjective feelings
and emotion contributing to insiderness or outsiderness. If
insiderness is not solely based on an objectively observable
characteristic, then upon what else is it based? “Perhaps to be a
true insider means that the felt sense of connection over shared
experience outweighs the sense of disconnection … perhaps
being an insider has something to do with empathy” (Laura).
Bethan shared about an occasion when she and a participant
both felt a sense of connection:
[The participant] repeatedly said ‘You know what I
mean’. I did, I absolutely did know what she meant,
even though she was a person with cerebral palsy, who
used a large powered wheelchair and personal
assistance and objectively had little in common with me
… I felt like an insider … while our embodied
experiences of disability were very different, we shared
a perspective on the world. That seemed enough.
In this instance, Bethan subjectively felt like an insider, and from
the comment “you know what I mean” it seems the participant
agreed. But this is not always the case. If insiderness is subjective
and related to an embodied feeling, then, we asked “the question:
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felt by whom? … Do the folks with whom I feel I am an insider feel
the same way? … What if they feel that I’m an insider but I do
not?” (Laura). For example, although I felt like an insider during
focus groups with blind participants (described in chapter 2 and
chapter 3), it is possible some participants did not perceive me as
such. This may have influenced what they shared and their trust
in me. Reviewing and reflecting on my post-focus group notes,
there were no moments in which I thought a participant indicated
(explicitly or implicitly) that they felt I was an outsider to
experiences of being blind. However, the power inherent in being
‘the researcher’ in this situation may have caused participants to
conceal this feeling.
The subjectivity of insiderness is related not only to determining
what makes insider research, but also what impact the subjective
perception of insiderness might have on the research and on the
researcher. I reflected that perhaps situations wherein the
participants perceive insiderness (even if the researcher does not)
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“allow for some of the same benefits to research as when I also
feel that insiderness.” Bethan also questioned the impact of
participants’ feelings that she was an insider:
Their perception of me as an insider, I think, made them
feel like I was more trustworthy. They assumed that I
would do the best for them and document their views,
maybe unquestioningly. They seemed to suggest a
sense of comradery that made them feel at home with
me, and noticeably less with the [non-blind] researcher.
Conversely, when a researcher might perceive themself as an
insider while participants do not, this could have the opposite
impact. As a partially blind scholar, I have wondered about this:
One thing that’s made me uneasy is the idea that
perhaps I will be considered an outsider masquerading
as an insider, because I am not “blind enough.”
Although I have found acceptance, and belonging, in
the blind community, I do sometimes feel like an
outsider even in this community. For the most part not,
but there have been particular moments or interactions.
Here I explicated one of the complexities of insider research –
that it involves the subjectivities of researcher, participants, and
community members. This meta interpretation, or thinking about
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what others may think, led us to question when insider research
may be universally the best or right thing to do.
4.4.2 The ‘right’ thing to do
The second theme relates to how insider research is valued (or
not) in different contexts and whether or not it is perceived to be
the right thing to do in a given situation. We found that perceived
value of insider research affected our perceptions and practice.
Values of insider research change according to context and we
discussed how our perceptions of insiderness changed over time,
in our own research journeys.
Although we both knew how insider research is positively valued
in disability research, we also critically examined its value. We
described the affordances and challenges of insider research and
the impact of others’ value judgements. Bethan was encouraged
not to do research with blind people for her doctorate because at
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that temporal and disciplinary location, insider research was
considered less rigorous and lacking in desired objectivity.
It was, however, clear in our reflections and conversation that we
did not consider insider research to be either good or bad. Rather,
we took a position that insider research has its place, and so does
outsider research, as Bethan noted:
Just as I don’t think there is a binary insider-outsider
relationship, I don’t think there is necessarily a value
attributed to one or other side of the continuum. At
times, the insider knowledge and perspective is
valuable, at other times, there is real value in stepping
back and looking in from the outside. Slipping between
roles, I think is possible, even within the same research
project, but requires advanced and acute reflexivity. I
think that either end of our insider-outsider spectrum
could be less helpful, but I think there is value in the
range of insider or outsider perspectives.
Another example comes from the RBT-creation workshops
described in chapter 3. A non-blind artist was present at the
workshops. Reflecting on the experience, I realized how valuable
his questions and contributions were. He helped clarify subtle
knowings that we shared as blind insiders without even
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recognizing we knew these things. Without his insights, we may
not have realized that we needed to make aspects of our
experience explicit if we wanted them to be knowable for people
outside our community.
Some of the challenges of insider research made us question if it
was the best approach. Bethan described empathizing with a
participant in a study early in her research journey when she felt a
shared understanding, which she later reflected may have meant
that she did not engage the participant in more detailed
explanation because she assumed understanding. In our
conversation, we found that when there is less intuitive
understanding, we probe more during interviews and may collect
data that is more thorough. When we shared experiences, and
our participants were aware of this, we found it more difficult to
probe without breaking that rapport. We did ‘know’ information
and we could understand, and probing further felt as if it might
indicate to the participant that we were not actually insiders as
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demonstrated by the need to probe to gain understanding. This
tension, we found, raised the challenges of how to manage data
collection, and particularly getting rich, detailed information that
can be meaningfully analysed in a trustworthy manner without
challenging relationships and the bond built during interviews. We
described the challenge of managing our own presence and voice
as insiders in the research, wanting to maintain space for
participant voices while also knowing, as Laura said, “when I am
perceived as an insider, I think it feels useful to voice my
agreement, my sense of shared experience … this often leads to
further sharing of stories and deeper feeling from participants.”
Being conscious of the possibility of our own voices dominating
“feels especially important when there is a perceived power
imbalance between myself as a researcher and coresearchers/participants.”
Another issue we identified is that judgements are made about
insider research as lacking rigour and about us as researchers.
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The value-judgements made by the scholarly community
impacted our engagement in insider research. Bethan shared
that, at an earlier point in her career, she “was afraid of an
external judgement or suggestion that being “too close” makes
the research less trustworthy.” This shifted as she became a more
established and confident researcher, and as the acceptance of
various qualitative methodologies increased generally. We were
conscious of value-judgements potentially being made about us
as scholars. Laura, for example, said:
One big [trepidation about doing insider research] is the
fear of being put into a box, a blind box. Wherein
someone talking about me might say “This is Laura,
she’s a blind scholar, she does research with blind
people. What else does she do? Nothing, she’s blind.”
I have realized through our process of reflective conversations,
that although some scholars might put me in “a blind box,” for me
the value of insider research outweighs this risk.
Through these reflections, we concluded that insider research is
not necessarily the ‘right’ thing to do in all situations. The
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‘rightness’ needs to be examined critically, and in conversation
with the community in question. For example, in a community
whose lives are most impacted by the research, they want to have
the research done by someone they perceive as an insider.
Therefore this desire may be an indication that insider research
would be most appropriate. This is, however, an area that would
benefit from further research and consideration. I wonder, for
example, if there are situations in which the community in
question is a dominant group and having an ‘insider’ conduct
research for them might allow this dominant group to maintain the
status quo. Perhaps sometimes it is important to get an ‘outsider’
perspective. Perhaps sometimes it would feel safer to do research
as an outsider. For example, insider researche requires different
kinds of work and one might not always be prepared to engage in
these kinds of labour.
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4.4.3 Doing the ‘different’ work of insider research
The third theme is about the work involved in insider research.
We decided that it would be more appropriate to call it different
rather than additional work. All researchers might engage in work
that involves emotion, but our reflections highlighted some of the
unique aspects of insider research work. Bethan stated:
Insider research, I see as closely connected with
reflexivity because we need to take stock of and reflect
upon our status as an insider. Insider research can be
challenging as the researcher necessarily has a
connection with the area - an emotional connection ...
sometimes, I think it is easier to do research where I am
not an insider, so I can just do the research without the
self-examination.
As insider researchers, we play dual roles: researchers and
members of the blind community. This is different from a dual
professional relationship such as being a health professional and
a researcher. For example, I reflect that when I am doing
research with members of the blind community, the risk I am
taking in terms of maintaining my relationship with that community
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is greater than when I am doing research with people who are not
part of my community of identity. Both of us described the work
associated with insider research, relating to both reflexivity and
emotion work and emotional labour. We were both required to
manage deep empathy with participants, reflection on our own
experiences, and consideration of power differentials within a
community.
As people who share aspects of a unique lived experience with
participants, we discussed the challenges of when and when not
to bring our own narratives into the conversation. For example, as
an insider researcher I needed to find a balance in how much I
shared in focus group conversations. I needed to share
something because I wanted to establish myself as an insider,
build rapport, and acknowledge the value of my story as part of
the data. It was, however, also important for me as the researcher
not to take up too much time sharing my own stories and
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experience because participants might be hesitant to jump in or to
contradict something that the researcher said.
Bethan and myself have a perception of blindness that is positive
and accepting of blindness as an aspect of diversity and
blindness is part of our identities. We both experienced a tension
when meeting participants struggling with blindness as something
negative. While this tension might exist for a non-blind person,
managing it is different when the tension is around an important
aspect of your identity.
Something I’ve found difficult is reconciling my desire to
share with others the idea that being blind is a good
thing – it is more than just missing sight, it is a unique
gift to the world that living with sight does not bring –
with acknowledging and engaging humbly with other
perspectives that may consider being blind to be a bad
thing in need of cure. (Laura)
Here I described the challenging and unique work of navigating
relationships with members of the blind community who were also
participants in research I was doing. As a community member, I
wanted to share this perspective that gave me a greater
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experience of freedom. As a researcher, I needed to hold back so
I would not diminish the perspective and voice of some
participants. I found this tension was unique to my experience of
doing insider research, where I have a deeply vested interest in
the wellbeing of my community members.
In our conversations about the work that we, as insider
researchers, needed to do, we described some management
strategies that are common to qualitative research: journaling,
memos, debrief conversations, and self-reflection. While these
strategies were effective to a degree, we did find that we had
fewer effective strategies for managing the deep emotion work
and emotional labour of negotiating information and situations that
may challenge our own self-perceptions and disability identities.
Emotion work and emotional labour are similar concepts
describing the particular efforts undertaken to manage one’s own
feelings and those of others, with the former being unpaid and the
latter paid (Monica, 2016).
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Finally, another aspect of this theme is that, although doing
insider research required unique kinds of work, it also sometimes
brought a unique joy to the research process, as Laura described:
Thinking about focus groups I’ve done, I have to say
the first thing that comes to mind is that I really enjoy
them! I find a feeling of connection with other blind
people in the groups. We share similar experiences and
stories. We laugh, sometimes groan, but more often
laugh, even at the stories of ignorance and
inaccessibility.
4.5 Discussion
When coined by David Hayano (1979), the term autoethnography
was used to describe researching one’s “own people” through an
insider perspective. Although my dissertation is not
autoethnographic, Hayano’s statement indicates that perhaps
autoethnography and insider research are very closely
interrelated. I have found concepts from autoethnography to be
helpful in my process. In this section, I reflect on what Bethan and
I found in our reflections and how this relates to the literature
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regarding insider research and how to manage tensions
associated with insiderness.
Through our reflections, we came to conceptualize insiderness as
temporal, situation-specific, and ever-changing, and recognize
that it is not only about shared characteristics. We also
acknowledge the value-laden context of insider research and
reflected on the unique requirements of insider researchers.
4.5.1 Addressing what insider research is
Based on our experience we describe insider research as
complex, value-laden, and related to multiple subjectivities. If
insider research involves doing research with one’s own people,
who are one’s own people and who decides? Some disabled
people maintain that non-disabled people (perceived as outsiders)
should not do disability research, based upon a long history of
alienating research on disabled people (Eileen Hyder, 2012;
Kitchin, 2000; Oliver, 1992). Even when not entirely excluding
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non-disabled researchers from the process, some contend that
research by disabled researchers (insiders) may be more relevant
and useful to the disabled community and that disabled people
may share only partial accounts with non-disabled researchers
(Kitchin, 2000; Oliver, 1997; Whitburn, 2014).
We problematized the concept of who are the researchers’ own
people and in the context of disability research who can be
considered an insider. We found that our own people are not just
those with whom we share an objective characteristic (e.g.
blindness). One of our key reflections is that insider research
relates to subjective experience of connection rather than shared
characteristics. Shared disability characteristics do not alone
create solidarity or insiderness, and subjective dimensions of
experience add complexity (Bulk et al., 2020). Lourens (2015), a
blind scholar doing research with blind participants, emphasized
the importance of recognizing the subtleties in being an insider:
“despite the observable and felt similarities between us, our
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worlds may differ in very distinct and significant ways” (p. 1).
Drawing on Barad (2014), Parr (2013) states that “difference does
not oppose sameness” (p. 297-298). Thinking in binaries
resembling an us and a them, non-blind versus blind, tends to
bolster rather than deflate the potential to have power over
another, while simultaneously eroding a potential sense of social
solidarity. Our conversations suggest that social solidarity, across
difference or within similarity, is a determining factor in doing
thoughtful insider research.
The concept of allyship provides a helpful framing when
interpreting our reflections. Allyship is action, not an identity, it is
“an active, consistent, and arduous practice of unlearning and reevaluating, in which a person in a position of privilege and power
seeks to operate in solidarity with a marginalized group” (AntiOppression Network, n.d.). The non-disabled professional in
disability research mentioned by Bethan may have enacted
allyship, giving her a legitimate place as an inside member of the
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disability community. Allyship is enacted, for example, by asking
how I as a researcher can examine and dismantle my own role in
upholding systems of oppression that impact blind people (Nixon,
2019). Our reflections raise the question of where the role for
allyship in disability research could and should be. Some disabled
people argue that non-disabled allies can play a valuable role in
disability research, emphasizing that whether disabled or not, a
researcher’s first commitment must be to disabled people
(Barnes, 2002; Kitchin, 2000; M. Moore et al., 1998). For
example, a disabled or non-disabled researcher can enact
allyship by connecting the team with resources, networking with
influential stakeholders, or putting their skills in research
processes and theories at the team’s disposal. Kitchin’s (2000)
participants described the importance of research being
conducted by people who have a commitment to disability justice,
not necessarily exclusively disabled people, thereby avoiding the
reinforcement of a disabled/non-disabled binary. We concluded it
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cannot be assumed that someone who is blind is an insider ally or
that someone who is non-blind is an outsider (Blix, 2015). While a
non-blind researcher cannot claim to have the insider experience
of blindness, they might demonstrate effective allyship and
thereby be an insider. Alternatively, someone who has shared
experiences of systemic oppression based on different
characteristics might be perceived as an insider. For example,
someone who experiences racism and someone who experiences
disablism might not share objective characteristics, but
dimensions of their experiences of oppression may contribute to a
sense of solidarity and insiderness (Bulk et al., 2020). Based on
our reflections, we concluded that insider research can be
effectively conducted by blind or non-blind researchers who enact
allyship.
4.5.2 How is insiderness managed?
Our reflections illuminated the nature of the efforts required of
insider researchers, including emotion work or emotional labour.
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For any researcher, reflexivity and emotion work and emotional
labour may be important parts of the process (Bondi, 2005; E.
Hoffman, 2007). Particularly, for example, doing research from a
feminist perspective discourages researchers’ detachment and
encourages research in the context of relationships characterized
by empathy (Parr, 2013). Parr (2013) described her research with
women from whom she was separated by class, socioeconomic
status, and access to social and material capital. Yet, she
described this research as “emotionally draining” (Parr, 2013, p.
15). Our conversations indicate, however, that insider research
requires a different kind of effort. For example, we found that
doing insider research involves the work of constantly navigating
insider and outsider identities and negotiating perceptions of self
and others. The insider researcher’s emotional work or emotional
labour is deeply personal and self-revelatory.
Reflexivity is revealed in our reflections as a vital tool for the
insider researcher, perhaps even more vital than for the outsider
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researcher. We found that insider research requires reflexivity that
examines our personal and professional preconceptions, values,
feelings, and perspectives (Neville-Jan, 2004). Similar to Monica
(2016), we found that the insider researcher must employ
advanced reflexive skills in the production of texts containing
vulnerable revelations which relate to their identities beyond that
of researcher. A reflexive strategy I found uniquely helpful in my
insider research is having critical conversations with fellow blind
people. Debriefing with a non-blind person was helpful for some
aspects of my process, such as sorting out ideas around how to
write-up qualitative research concepts. It was, however, vital to
have conversations with an insider about the tensions I
experienced with being both a community member and a
researcher. Having these conversations with people outside the
research team, I needed to be conscious of ethical
considerations, especially maintaining the confidentiality of
participants’ stories.
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An additional complexity is that the extensive reflexivity required
can cause insider researchers to question ourselves. If the
researcher is not confident in their identity, doing insider research
may be an opportunity for discovering and shaping identity. Selfdiscovery occurs in insider research through those “me-too”
moments. Empathizing with someone when you have shared
characteristics may lead to a level of self-discovery, which might
have emotional impacts on the researcher.
4.5.3 Ethics of researcher-care
Monica (2016) discussed the emotion work of being a graduate
student, stating “no one told me about the challenges I would
face, about the pain of being denied accommodations, or the
extra work involved in educating the educators such as the
ombudsperson office and even the disability services office” (p.
65). Reflecting on her doctoral research where she read the
narratives of six disabled graduate students alongside her own,
she says “I was ambitious … sitting with, reflecting on, and
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identifying with each of these stories has been emotionally and
physically draining” (p. 134). As discussed, we also found that
doing insider research can be draining and that there is little
warning of the kinds of work one will be required to undertake as
an insider researcher. Toy-Cronin (2018) discusses various
ethical frameworks that might be beneficial for the insider
researcher, including consequentialist and ethics of care
frameworks. I resonate most with the ethics of care framework
because using this approach, ethical decisions are based on
“care, compassion and a desire to act in ways that benefit the
individual or group who are the focus of research, recognising the
relationality and interdependency of researchers and research
participants” (Wiles, 2012, p. 15). Other aspects of an ethics of
care approach include recognizing interdependence and
relationality; addressing others’ needs; and recognizing emotions
(Wiles, 2012). This approach aligns well with my worldview.
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Research ethics often focus on protecting the interests of
participants. We found that perhaps caring for the researcher is
an important area for future research and development in the area
of insider research. Our conversations echo those of Monica
(2016) making clear that there is little guidance from the research
community, supervisors, or ethics boards with regard to caring for,
or addressing the potential risks and benefits to the insider
researcher. Perhaps it is an area for development of ethical
standards or questions to be explored at the outset of an insider
research project. We also concluded there is a tension for the
insider researcher who may want to be open to various
perspectives, while also embracing who they are and sharing their
own perspectives as an insider. We wonder what is involved in
suppressing one’s own voice in the process of doing insider
research, and if this is even beneficial. This is another area in
which the research community can continue expanding
conversation and building understanding.
210

4.6 Conclusion
Through these reflective conversations we have elucidated some
of the complexities of doing insider research. Particularly, defining
a project as insider research is not as simple as determining if the
researcher shares a salient characteristic with participants, but
involves complex subjectivities of researchers, participants, and
communities. Although doing insider research has some
significant benefits, it might not always be the ‘right’ way to go and
may involve complex emotion work and emotional labour for
which the researcher needs to be prepared and of which they
must be aware.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion
Through doing doctoral training, becoming a scholar, being
authentically myself through the process, and perhaps belonging
to particular communities, in this dissertation I aimed to share
stories, rigourously examine belonging in academia, to learn and
to teach. This story is not over. It is also not just beginning. This
dissertation is just part of a story about belonging in academia.
5.1 Revisiting the beginning
To conclude this dissertation, I revisit the aims I set out at the
beginning. Through the focus groups and conversation circles,
described in chapters 2 and 3, I was able to address the first aim,
which was to “share space wherein a particular group of blind
people could articulate our stories of participation in academia,
and through this to examine factors within the social environment
of academia that influence blind peoples’ sense of belonging.” In
chapter 2, I address the second aim, which was to describe “a
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theoretical model that captures dimensions of blind peoples’
sense of belonging in the academic setting, based upon the
expertise of blind people and taking into account perspectives of
non-blind people.” When I began, I thought that perhaps an
outcome of this research would be a comprehensive conceptual
model that uniquely captures the blind experience. In the process
of doing the research, however, I learned that, although blind
people add more nuances and concepts to each dimension
described, this model seems to align with experiences of blind
and non-blind people. Finally, in chapter 3 I address aim three,
which was to co-design a creative pedagogical tool highlighting
the blind experience of belonging in academia.
In the process of meeting the aims of the dissertation, I addressed
three research questions:
1. How does a sense of belonging develop in academia?
2. What hinders and facilitates a sense of belonging for blind
people within academia?
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3. How do blind adults experience academia?
In chapter 2 I articulate the BAM to address how sense of
belonging develops in academia (research question #1). While
chapter 2 does address what hinders and facilitates a sense of
belonging for blind people within academia, this is further
elucidated in chapter 3 through the description of research based
theatre and a short discussion following (research question #2). A
complete explication of how blind people experience academia is
not practical for this dissertation both because no document can
contain the fulsomeness of the experiences of thousands of
people and because even to give a fuller explication of the
experiences of people in this study would be far too much to
contain in a single document. However, in chapter 3 I share some
of this experience through research-based theatre and in chapter
4 Bethan and I share about some of our unique experiences in
academia as blind researchers (research question #3).
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I have learned that the process by which belonging develops in
academia appears to be similar for blind and non-blind people,
moving through five dimensions of affiliation, familiarity,
acceptance, trust and interdependent relationships, and equity.
As blind people, we experience these dimensions in some similar
and divergent ways as compared with our non-blind colleagues.
Particularly salient for us is the desire to feel that we have
interdependent relationships with colleagues in our academic
contexts rather than being framed as a burden within academia.
Similar to our non-blind colleagues, we want to have opportunities
to act and contribute authentically and for us as blind people this
includes being blind and not needing to conform to non-blind
norms. As a blind scholar doing this research with blind people, I
learned more deeply about the complexity and the strengths of
doing insider research. For example, as there were no non-blind
people present, we all felt freer to engage as fully authentic blind
people. Shared humanity and solidarity have been highlighted to
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me throughout the process of doing this dissertation. I have yet to
find a person who has no desire to belong, and found that we
have great deal of commonality regarding how that belonging
impacts our participation and how it develops.
5.1.1 Revisiting Occupational Science
Elements of my conceptual understanding of occupation include
that it is contextually-informed and relational, and that it holds and
creates meaning (Huot et al., 2019; Kielhofner, 2008; Roley et al.,
2008; Townsend et al., 2002). It is evident in this dissertation that
belonging is a dimension of occupation that contributes to
occupations’ meaning – although not necessarily positive
meaning (Hammell, 2004). For example, blind participants
engaged in occupations that revolved around gaining access in
academia, occupations that held complex meaning which varied
among participants. Some participants ascribe positive meaning
to engaging in self-advocacy, such as being a forerunner for other
blind and disabled people to come. For many, these occupations
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diminished a sense of belonging because, as Kendra said, “the
fact that we need to self-advocate, to fight to be here in this
university, tells me that I don’t really belong.” This reflects Bruce’s
(2017) findings regarding the problematic nature of the selfadvocacy expected of disabled students.
Blind participants’ stories reflect the ways academia expects
people to perform occupations in typical or normal ways
(Titchkosky, 2008; TItchkosky, 2011). Some people may be
unable or unwilling to conform to ableist normativity in their
occupational engagement – be it which occupations they engage
in or how they do so (Darling, 2003). This disrupts the
performance and exposes one as a person who is discreditable
and may result in negative experiences of stigmatizing processes,
as outlined in chapter 1 (Chan et al., 2009; Fiske & Tablante,
2015; Goffman, 1963). Every person has the right ‘‘to engage in
meaningful occupations that contribute positively to their own
well-being and the well-being of their communities’’ (Hammell,
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2008, p. 62). Thus, I take the position that a significant
occupational injustice is revealed in this study. Specifically, blind
peoples’ occupational rights are being violated when they are
excluded from full engagement in academic occupations.
This dissertation contributes to the field by exposing some of the
“invisible expectations, norms, and standards’’ that deny or
restrict blind people from making choices about their participation
in academic occupations (Townsend & Polatajko, 2007, p. 371).
Further, the BAM emphasizes the importance of equitable
distribution of both material and social resources in order that
people can have the right combination of opportunity and
capacities to engage in occupations. For example, the petal
sense of equity highlights the importance of equitable distribution
of material resources such as technology that meets the access
needs of the user.
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5.2 Limitations
Although these studies have what can be framed as limitations,
my epistemological perspective is that these are not negative.
Rather, these “limitations” are part of the process and contribute
to constructing the stories and building the relationships that
constitute this doctorate. Even so, it is useful to know about the
factors that shape the studies and whose voices might be
missing.
5.2.1 Relating to participants
The studies in this dissertation relied on volunteers, and therefore
those who did not or could not volunteer were excluded. With the
ableist academic environment in mind, some people may have
chosen not to participate due to the unique pressures they face
related to academic performance. A significant factor shaping this
work is that stories from people who did not participate in
academia were not included. Many participants remained
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affiliated with academia. Some participants were alum no longer
affiliated with academia in any way. This excludes, however,
people who, for example, left university after a few terms. These
peoples’ experiences of academia would add more richness to
the stories and may reveal presently hidden barriers to belonging
in, or perhaps even entering the privileged space of academia.
Although we tried to recruit broadly and to include a variety of
terms by which people may identify, some potential participants
may have noticed the word blind and chosen not to participate
because it is something with which they do not want to identify.
Additionally, I chose not to require participants to self-identify their
racialized and other equity-seeking group identities. Some chose
to self-identify, while others did not. This precludes me from
speaking about multiple aspects of diversity that might be
intersecting and valuable for discussion. The majority of
participants identified with feminine pronouns and all had the
privilege of being involved in academia in some way.
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5.2.2 Relating to the approach
As discussed in chapter 4, insider research has some unique
strengths, as well as challenges. This tension is captured in
instances such as while the presence of an insider researcher
may have engendered an environment for sharing more freely,
some participants may have chosen not to share particular
perspectives for fear that it would impact their place in the blind
community or would offend the researcher. The storytelling circles
offered a novel approach to sharing stories and collecting data;
however, trying to share the richness of these stories in the
dominant text-based medium of a dissertation poses challenges.
The narrative storytelling circles offered a place where we were
able to find a sense of belonging and share deeply about our
experiences. The depth of the stories and relationships may not
be adequately reflected in a dissertation; however, the RBT in
chapter 3 portrays some aspects of this depth. Moreover, the
storytelling circles provided context and grounding during analysis
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of the focus group data. I could return to my notes, memories, and
recordings of those conversations to bring myself back into the
felt sense of the relationships and humanity involved in this
research.
5.3 Impacts and Future Directions
The work in this dissertation can be built upon. In chapter 2 and
chapter 4, we discuss some areas for further development of
these specific aspects of the project. Future work could build upon
the BAM by exploring ways it could be useful to practitioners,
teachers, learners, policy makers, and others who care about
inclusion in academia. It would be interesting to explore the use of
BAM as a teaching tool. Perhaps exploring its relevance to the
experiences of people from a greater range of positionalities, and
the ways it could be expanded or made more nuanced. I continue
to learn from and with various communities as I share the
workshop and the research-based theatre described in chapter 3.
I hope that this work inspires people to examine their actions and
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inactions, their policies and practices, and their words and hearts.
I also hope that others might take this work and reimagine it,
finding new ways that the aesthetics and power of researchbased theatre might be used alongside and integrated with other
teaching strategies to push important and transformative learning
forward. It would also be exciting to explore the effectiveness of
this kind of affective teaching technique. I caution, however, that it
is important to think critically about how the effectiveness is
measured or assessed. Is there a tension using embodied stories
in teaching, only to then use mainstream approaches to
evaluating its effectiveness?
5.3.1 Becoming virtual
My doctoral journey has also been impacted by a global
pandemic and the shift of academia into an online world. It has
been a challenging opportunity to learn how we might teach,
learn, and build belonging in online spaces. I am exploring how
the concepts described in this dissertation can be applied,
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understood, and experienced in online spaces. For example, I
have re-designed the research-based theatre from chapter 3 to be
used in an online setting and have re-designed learning
techniques used to engage learners virtually. Elements of how
belonging develops are not mindlessly translated into online
places of teaching, learning, and working. Rather, it is important
that we approach building belonging with intention.
In some ways, this forced shift into a new space has opened new
opportunities and emphasizes how important it is to be
purposefully building belonging with learners and colleagues in
academia. It would be interesting to explore the shifts in
experience of people with disabilities, and particularly people who
might not have passed as non-disabled or non-blind in on-campus
activities. Interestingly, this was discussed briefly in some of the
focus groups with blind people. Some found it easier to build a
sense of belonging in a space where they could choose when and
if they would disclose. Others shared that meeting on the phone
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or online enabled them to participate when they otherwise could
not.
I hope that as academia eventually moves back to in-person
learning and working we do not forget the important lessons we
have learned. Remember, those who cannot be there ‘in-person’
might also want to belong. We now have more tools for building
belonging from a distance.
Morales (2020) said it beautifully in their poem “Zoomlandia:”
When you throw open your doors and go out into the streets
When you can once again embrace, and go back to those rooms
we cannot enter,
keep livestreaming yourselves into our homes, our arms,
and remember
not every quarantine will end with yours.
5.4 Solidarity and allyship
As I have been doing this work, the importance of solidarity has
become increasingly clear to me. Solidarity within the blind or
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disabled communities, and also with other equity-seeking groups.
One of the ways I have tried to enact allyship, or embodied
solidarity, is to show up. For example, taking the time to attend art
installations, presentations, workshops, and performances put on
by other equity-seeking groups. A big challenge I face in my work
is getting people who are perhaps ignorant, or not allied, to show
up for workshops, performances, or conversations. One strategy
is to show up for, to work together with, and to invite people from
other equity-seeking groups (B. C. Moore, 2013).
I have also tried to incorporate small acts of decolonization into
my work. I am no expert in decolonization, and I aim to approach
this humbly. Based on the learnings I have received from
teachers, Elders, and friends, I have tried to foster my awareness.
A small step I have taken is to acknowledge the ongoing
colonization of our world by listing territories in my reference list
with settler city names in parenthesis. Another step is to challenge
the assumed way a doctorate, research, teaching, or knowledge
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sharing should be done by, for example, incorporating storytelling
and story sharing. I also acknowledge that the mainstream
academic ways of knowing are not the only ones that have value.
For example, I incorporate my disability epistemology as a
valuable form of knowing. I also want to decolonize our ways of
being in the world as blind people and highlight the value of this
way of being and knowing.
Throughout my dissertation and doctoral journey, I have placed
high value on relationships. Dr. Jennifer Leason, Gabrielle
Lindstrom, Dr. Adam Murry, and Dr. Rain Prud'homme-Cranford
discussed decolonizing the academe, sharing that it is about
relationships, community, and knowledge gained in relationship –
it is not just learning from literature (2019). This has been true for
me in this doctoral journey, where I have been privileged to learn
in the context of many meaningful relationships. I did not know
what a PhD was and had no preconceived assumptions, so I
made it a creative, embodied, personal, and relational process.
227

This brings us back to the beginning, when I was unaware what it
meant to do a PhD and built what would eventually become my
doctorate in relationship with others, through enriching
conversation and engagement.

228

References
Aljied, R., Aubin, J., Buhrmann, R., Sabeti, S., & Freeman, E.
(2018). Prevalence and determinants of visual impairment in
Canada: cross-sectional data from the Canadian Longitudinal
Study on Aging. Canadian Journal of Opthamology, 53(3),
291–297.
Almog, N. (2018). ‘“Everyone is normal, and everyone has a
disability”’: Narratives of university students with visual
impairment. Social Inclusion, 6(4), 218–229.
https://www.ssoar.info/ssoar/handle/document/60634?localeattribute=en
Anderson-Butcher, D., & Conroy, D. E. (2002). Factorial and
criterion validity of scores of a measure of belonging in youth
development programs. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 62(6), 857–876.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/001316402236882
229

Andonian, L., & MacRae, A. (2011). Well older adults within an
urban context: strategies to create and maintain social
participation. The British Journal of Occupational Therapy,
74(1), 2–11.
https://doi.org/10.4276/030802211X12947686093486
Anti-Oppression Network. (n.d.). Allyship. Retrieved September
28, 2020, from https://theantioppressionnetwork.com/allyship/
Antonsich, M. (2010). Searching for Belonging - An Analytical
Framework: Searching for belonging. Geography Compass,
4(6), 644–659. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.17498198.2009.00317.x
Archer, L. (2008). Younger academics’ constructions of
‘authenticity’, ‘success’ and professional identity. Studies in
Higher Education, 33(4), 385–403.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802211729
Auterman, B. L. (2011). Structural Ableism: Disability,
230

Institutionalized Discrimination, and Denied Citizenship (Issue
May). Sarah Laurence College.
Barkley, E. F., & Major, C. H. (2020). Student engagement
techniques: A handbook for college faculty. John Wiley &
Sons.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=6kfZDwAAQBAJ
&oi=fnd&pg=PR12&ots=5ASUx9ALuX&sig=bOD3fUEQbhMEx
VeC1IQLptPDBfQ#v=onepage&q&f=false
Barnes, C. (2002). ‘Emancipatory disability research’: project or
process? Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs,
2(1). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-3802.2002.00157.x
Barnes, C. (2012). Understanding the social model of disability:
Past, present and future. In N. Watson, A. Roulstone, & C.
Thomas (Eds.), Routledge handbook of disability studies (pp.
1–12). Routledge.
Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The Need to Belong:
231

Desire for Interpersonal Attachments as a Fundamental
Human Motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
Beattie, I. R., & Thiele, M. (2016). Connecting in class? College
class size and inequality in academic social capital. Journal of
Higher Education, 87(3), 332–362.
https://doi.org/10.1353/jhe.2016.0017
Belliveau, G., & Lea, G. W. (2011). Research-Based Theatre in
Education. In S. Schonmann (Ed.), Key Concepts in
Theatre/Drama Education (pp. 333–338). SensePublishers.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6091-332-7_54
Belliveau, G., & Nichols, J. (2017). Audience responses to
Contact!Unload: A Canadian research-based play about
returning military veterans. Cogent Arts and Humanities, 4(1).
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311983.2017.1351704
Benoit, C., Mikael, J., Jansenberger, M., & Phillips, R. (2013).
232

Disability stigmatization as a barrier to employment equity for
legally-blind Canadians. Disability & Society, 28(7), 980–983.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2012.741518
Beoku-Betts, J. (1994). When Black Is Not Enough: Doing Field
Research among Gullah Women. NWSA Journal, 6(3), 413–
433. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4316353
Berger, S., McAteer, J., Schreier, K., & Kaldenberg, J. (2013).
Occupational therapy interventions to improve leisure and
social participation for older adults with low vision: a
systematic review. AJOT: American Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 67(3), 303–311.
Bird, J., & Donelan, K. (2020). An interactive ethnographic
performance: using research-based theatre and drama
pedagogy to enhance meaning making. Research in Drama
Education: The Journal of Applied Theatre and Performance,
25(2), 218–235.
233

https://doi.org/10.1080/13569783.2020.1729717
Bishop, D., & Rhind, D. J. a. (2011). Barriers and enablers for
visually impaired students at a UK Higher Education
Institution. The British Journal of Visual Impairment, 29(3),
177–195. https://doi.org/10.1177/0264619611415329
Bizier, C., Contreras, R., & Walpole, A. (2016). Seeing disabilities
among Canadians aged 15 years and older, 2012. In
Canadian Survey on Disability (Canadian Survey on
Disability). Minister of Industry.
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-654-x/89-654-x2016001eng.pdf
Blix, B. H. (2015). “Something Decent to Wear.” Qualitative
Inquiry, 21(2), 175–183.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800414542702
Bloom, B. S., Engelhart, M. D., Furst, E. J., Hill, W. H., &
Krathwohl, D. R. (1956). Taxonomy of Educational Objectives,
234

Handbook I: The Cognitive Domain. David McKay Co. Inc.
Bodaghi, N. B., Cheong, L. S., & Zainab, A. N. (2016). Librarians
Empathy: Visually Impaired Students’ Experiences Towards
Inclusion and Sense of Belonging in an Academic Library. The
Journal of Academic Librarianship, 42(1), 87–96.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2015.11.003
Bodaghi, N. B., & Ngah, Z. A. (2013). My carrel, my second
home: Inclusion and the sense of belonging among visually
impaired students in an academic library. Malaysian Journal of
Library & Information Science, 18(1).
Bollen, K. A., & Hoyle, R. H. (1990). Perceived Cohesion: A
Conceptual and Empirical Examination. Social Forces, 69(2),
479–504. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/69.2.479
Bondi, L. (2005). The place of emotions in research: From
partitioning emotion and reason to the emotional dynamics of
research relationships. In J. Davidson, L. Bondi, & M. Smith
235

(Eds.), Emotional Geographies (pp. 231–246). Ashgate
Publishing Limited.
Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and symbolic power. Harvard
University Press.
Bowers-Brown, T., Stahl, G., Morrison, A., & Lacey, S. (2017).
Higher education, social class and social mobility: The degree
generation. International Studies in Sociology of Education,
26, 326–334.
Boylorn, R. M., & Orbe, M. P. (2016). Critical Autoethnography:
Intersecting Cultural Identities in Everyday Life. Routledge.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2018). Thematic analysis (the “Braun &
Clarke” way): an introduction. University of the West of
England.
Briggs, A. (2015). Towards belonging: negotiating new
relationships for adopted children and those in care. Karnac
Books.
236

Brooks, J. G., & Brooks, M. G. (1993). In Search of
Understanding: The Case for Constructivist Classrooms.
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Brown, L., Silvia, P., Myin-Germeys, I., & Kwapil, T. (2007). When
the Need to Belong Goes Wrong: The Expression of Social
Anhedonia and Social Anxiety in Daily Life When the Need to
Belong Goes Wrong The Expression of Social Anhedonia and
Social Anxiety in Daily Life. Source: Psychological Science,
18(9), 778–782.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40064813%5Cnhttp://www.jstor.org
/stable/40064813?seq=1&cid=pdfreference#references_tab_contents%5Cnhttp://about.jstor.org/
terms
Brown, N. (2020). Introduction: Theorising ableism in academia.
In N. Brown & J. Leigh (Eds.), Ableism in Academia:
Theorising experiences of disabilities and chronic illnesses in
higher education. UCL Press.
237

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv13xprjr
Bruce, C. (2017). Precarious Possibilities: Disability, Selfadvocacy, and University Learning. Acadia University.
Bulk, L. Y. (2020). Occupational rights, choice and variety: A
critical occupational analysis of British Columbia’s Framework
for Accessibility Legislation. Journal of Occupational Science,
1–9. https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2020.1805639
Bulk, L. Y., Drynan, D., Murphy, S., Gerber, P., Bezati, R., Trivett,
S., & Jarus, T. (2019). Patient perspectives: Four pillars of
professionalism. Patient Experience Journal, 6(3), 72–81.
https://doi.org/10.35680/2372-0247.1386
Bulk, L. Y., Easterbrook, A., Roberts, E., Groening, M., Murphy,
S., Lee, M., Ghanouni, P., Gagnon, J., & Jarus, T. (2017). ‘We
are not anything alike’: marginalization of health professionals
with disabilities. Disability & Society, 32(5), 615–634.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2017.1308247
238

Bulk, L. Y., Tikhonova, J., Gagnon, J. M., Battalova, A., Mayer, Y.,
Krupa, T., Lee, M., Nimmon, L., & Jarus, T. (2020). Disabled
healthcare professionals’ diverse, embodied, and socially
embedded experiences. Advances in Health Sciences
Education, 25(1), 111–129. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459019-09912-6
Burchett, N., & Matheson, R. (2010). The need for belonging: The
impact of restrictions on working on the well‐being of an
asylum seeker. Journal of Occupational Science, 17(2), 85–
91. https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2010.9686679
Butler, M., Holloway, L., Marriott, K., & Goncu, C. (2017).
Understanding the graphical challenges faced by visionimpaired students in Australian universities. Higher Education
Research & Development, 36(1), 59–72.
Cameron, C. (2015). Turning experience into theory: The
affirmation model as a tool for critical Praxis. Social Work and
239

Social Sciences Review, 17(3), 108–121.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1921/swssr.v17i3.802
Casper, M. (2001). A definition of “social environment.” American
Journal of Public Health, 91(3), 465.
Center for Applied Special Technology. (2020). The UDL
Guidelines.
http://udlguidelines.cast.org/?utm_medium=web&utm_campai
gn=none&utm_source=cast-about-udl
Chan, F., Livneh, H., Pruett, S., Wang, C. C., & Zheng, L. X.
(2009). Societal attitudes toward disability: Concepts,
measurements, and interventions. In F. Chan, E. da Silva
Cordoso, & J. A. Chroniste (Eds.), Understanding
Psychosocial Adjustment to Chronic Illness and Disability: a
Handbook for Evidence-Based Practitioners in Rehabilitation
(pp. 333–367). Springer.
Chang, H. (2008). Autoethnography as Method. Routledge.
240

Chang, M. J., Kevin Eagan, M., Lin, M. H., & Hurtado, S. (2011).
Considering the impact of racial stigmas and science identity:
Persistence among biomedical and behavioral science
aspirants. Journal of Higher Education, 82(5), 564–596.
https://doi.org/10.1353/jhe.2011.0030
Charmaz, K. (2000). Grounded theory: Objectivist and
constructivist methods. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.),
Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 509–535).
SAGE.
Chavez, C. (2008). Conceptualizing from the Inside: Advantages,
Complications, and Demands on Insider Positionality. The
Qualitative Report, 13(3), 474–494. https://doi.org/ReportsDescriptive
Chen, J. M., & Hamilton, D. L. (2015). Understanding Diversity:
The Importance of Social Acceptance. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 41(4), 586–598.
241

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215573495
Cheng, D. X. (2004). Students’ Sense of Campus Community:
What it Means, and What to do About It. NASPA Journal,
41(2), 216–234. https://doi.org/10.2202/1949-6605.1331
Chouinard, V. (2010). Like Alice through the looking glass’ II: the
struggle for accommodation continues. Resources for Feminist
Research, 33(34).
Claiborne, L. B., Cornforth, S., Gibson, A., Smith, A., & Tied, F.
(2011). Supporting students with impairments in higher
education: social inclusion or cold comfort? International
Journal of Inclusive Education, 15(5), 513–527.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110903131747
Clarke, V., Braun, V., & Hayfield, N. (2015). Thematic analysis. In
J. A. Smith (Ed.), Qualitative psychology: A practical guide to
research methods (pp. 222–248). SAGE.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lv0aCAAAQBAJ
242

&oi=fnd&pg=PA222&dq=braun+and+clarke+build+understandi
ng+together&ots=eNOHczmoPt&sig=r_SQJLqrsTfvyL6nLo_BCBtlcE#v=onepage&q&f=false
Cobigo, V., Mahar, A., & Stuart, H. (2012). Belonging: What does
it mean to belong? Journal of Intellectual Disability Research,
56(7).
Cook, L., Rumrill, P. D., & Tankersley, M. (2009). Priorities and
Understanding of Faculty Members regarding College
Students with Disabilities. International Journal of Teaching
and Learning in Higher Education, 21(1), 84–96.
Cooper, R. (2009). Constructing Belonging in a Diverse Campus
Community. Journal of College and Character, 10(3).
https://doi.org/10.2202/1940-1639.1085
Coriale, L., Larson, G., & Robertson, L. (2012). Exploring the
Educational Experience of a Social Work Student with a
Disability: A Narrative. Social Work Education, 31(4), 422–
243

434. https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2011.564611
Corker, M. (1999). Differences, conflations and foundations: the
limits to “accurate” theoretical representation of disabled
people’s experience? Disability & Society, 14(5), 627–642.
Cresswell, J. W., & Miler, D. L. (2000). Determining Validity in
Qualitative Inquiry, Theory Into Practice. Theory into Practice,
39, 124–130.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2
Crow, L. (1996). Including all of our lives: Renewing the social
model of disability. In C. Barnes & G. Mercer (Eds.), Exploring
the divide (pp. 55–72). The Disability Press.
Cummings, C., Mason, D., Shelton, K., & Baur, K. (2014). Active
learning strategies for online and blended learning
environments. In J. Keengwe & J. J. Agamba (Eds.), Models
for Improving and Optimizing Online and Blended Learning in
Higher Education (pp. 58–82). IGI Global.
244

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-6280-3.ch004
Cundiff, J. L., Vescio, T. K., Loken, E., & Lo, L. (2013). Do
gender-science stereotypes predict science identification and
science career aspirations among undergraduate science
majors? Social Psychology of Education, 16(4), 541–554.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-013-9232-8
Dagaz, M. C. (2012). Learning from the Band: Trust, Acceptance,
and Self-Confidence. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography,
41(4), 432–461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891241612447813
Dale, S. (2011). Songs at Twilight: A Narrative Exploration of
Living with a Visual Impairment and the Effect this has on
Claims to Identity. Cambridge Scholars Publishing.
Darling, R. B. (2003). Toward a model of changing disability
identities: a proposed typology and research agenda.
Disability & Society, 18(7), 881–895.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0968759032000127308
245

Davidson, S. (2017). Trauma-informed practices for
postsecondary education: A guide.
www.educationnorthwest.org
Davis, J. M. (2000). Disability studies as ethnographic research
and text: research strategies and roles for promoting social
change? Disability & Society, 15(2), 191–206.
Defrancisco, V. P., Kuderer, J., & Chatham-Carpenter, A. (2007).
Autoethnography and Women’s Self-Esteem: Learning
Through a `Living’ Method. Feminism & Psychology, 17(2),
237–243. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353507076557
Degener, T. (2017). A new human rights model of disability. In V.
Della Fina, R. Cera, & G. Palmisano (Eds.), The United
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities:
A Commentary (pp. 41–59). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43790-3_2
Deil-Amen, R. (2011). Socio-Academic Integrative Moments:
246

Rethinking Academic and Social Integration among Two-Year
College Students in Career-Related Programs. The Journal of
Higher Education, 82(1), 54–91.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11779085
Denzin, N. K. (1989). Interpretive biography (Vol. 17). SAGE.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=3Xkl5fLu_t8C&oi
=fnd&pg=PA5&dq=denzin+1989&ots=FtqkUlz91&sig=Wrk53jPWaYmONf_Zhpg7s0Hipk#v=onepage&q=denzin 1989&f=false
Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2011). The discipline and practice
of qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.),
The Sage handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 1–
42). Sage Publications.
DiCicco‐Bloom, B., & Crabtree, B. F. (2006). The qualitative
research interview. Medical Education, 40(4), 314–321.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02418.x
247

Dolmage, J. T. (2017). Academic Ableism: Disability and Higher
Education. University of Michigan Press.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/ubc/detail.action?docID=5
162100
Donmoyer, R., & Donmoyer, J. Y. (2008). Readers’ theater as a
data display strategy. In J. G. Knowles & A. L. Cole (Eds.),
Handbook of the arts in qualitative research: Perspectives,
methodologies, examples, and issues (pp. 209–224). Sage
Publications.
Douglas, G., Mccall, S., Mclinden, M., Pavey, S., Ware, J., &
Farrell, A. M. (2009). International review of the literature of
evidence of best practice models and outcomes in the
education of blind and visually impaired children. National
Council for Special Education.
Duckett, P., & Pratt, R. (2007). The emancipation of visually
impaired people in social science research practice. British
248

Journal of Visual Impairment, 25(1), 5–20.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0264619607071771
Dunn, D. S., & Andrews, E. E. (2015). Person-first and identityfirst language: Developing psychologists’ cultural competence
using disability language. American Psychologist, 70(3), 255.
Durocher, E., Gibson, B. E., & Rappolt, S. (2014). Occupational
Justice: A Conceptual Review. Journal of Occupational
Science, 21(4), 418–430.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2013.775692
Easterbrook, A., Bulk, L. Y., Ghanouni, P., Lee, M., Opini, B.,
Roberts, E., Parhar, G., & Jarus, T. (2015). The legitimization
process of students with disabilities in Health and Human
Service educational programs in Canada. Disability and
Society, 30(10), 1505–1520.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2015.1108183
Eileen Hyder, D. (2012). Serving two masters: A reflective
249

narrative of reconciling the tensions faced in designing
doctoral research. 11(2).
Ellingson, L. (2009). Engaging Crystallization in Qualitative
Research. SAGE. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412991476
Ellis, C. (1991). Sociological Introspection and Emotional
Experience. Source: Symbolic Interaction, 14(1), 23–50.
https://doi.org/10.1525/si.1991.14.1.23
Ellis, C., Adams, T., & Bochner, A. (2010). Autoethnography: An
Overview. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung / Forum:
Qualitative Social Research, 12(1).
England, M. R. (2016). Being open in academia: A personal
narrative of mental illness and disclosure. The Canadian
Geographer / Le Géographe Canadien, 60(2), 226–231.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12270
Ennals, P., Fortune, T., Williams, A., & D’Cruz, K. (2016). Shifting
occupational identity: Doing, being, becoming and belonging in
250

the academy. Higher Education Research & Development,
35(3), 433–446.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2015.1107884
Evans, H. (2017). Un/covering: Making disability identity legible.
Disability Studies Quarterly, 37(1).
Evans, N. J., Broido, E. M., Brown, K. R., & Wilke, A. K. (2017).
Disability in higher education: A social justice approach. John
Wiley & Sons.
Fenster, T. (2005). The Right to the Gendered City: Different
Formations of Belonging in Everyday Life. Journal of Gender
Studies, 14(3), 217–231.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589230500264109
Fichten, C. S., Asuncion, J. V., Barile, M., Ferraro, V., & Wolforth,
J. (2009). Accessibility of e-Learning and Computer and
Information Technologies for Students with Visual Impairments
in Postsecondary Education. Journal of Visual Impairment &
251

Blindness, 103(9), 543–557.
Fiske, S. T. (2020). Prejudice, discrimination, and stereotyping. In
R. Biswas-Diener & E. Diener (Eds.), Noba textbook series:
Psychology. DEF publishers. http://noba.to/jfkx7nrd
Fiske, S. T., & Tablante, C. B. (2015). Stereotyping: Processes
and content. In APA handbook of personality and social
psychology, Volume 1: Attitudes and social cognition. (pp.
457–507). American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/14341-015
Fletcher, A. J. (2017). Applying critical realism in qualitative
research: methodology meets method. International Journal of
Social Research Methodology, 20(2), 181–194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401
Foy, P. (2019). Post-secondary students with disabilities share
stories of belonging by. University of Calgary.
Frank, H., McLinden, M., & Douglas, G. (2020). Accessing the
252

curriculum; university based learning experiences of visually
impaired physiotherapy students. Nurse Education in Practice,
42(August 2019), 102620.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2019.102620
Freeman, T., Anderman, L., & Jensen, J. (2007). Sense of
Belonging in College Freshmen at the Classroom and Campus
Levels. The Journal of Experimental Education, 75(3), 203–
220.
Freire, P. (1970). Cultural action for freedom. Harvard Educational
Review., 46.
Gable, A. S. (2014). Disability theorising and real-world
educational practice: a framework for understanding. Disability
& Society, 29(1), 86–100.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2013.776485
Gallagher, M., Muldoon, O. T., & Pettigrew, J. (2015). An
integrative review of social and occupational factors
253

influencing health and wellbeing. Frontiers in Psychology, 6,
1281. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01281
Garland‐Thomson, R. (2005). Feminist disability studies. Signs,
30(2), 1557–1587.
Gill, P., Stewart, K., Treasure, E. E., & Chadwick, B. (2008).
Methods of data collection in qualitative research: interviews
and focus groups. British Dental Journal, 204(6), 291–295.
https://doi.org/doi:10.1038/ bdj.2008.192
Giroux, H. (1988). Schooling and the struggle for public life:
Critical pedagogy in the modern age. University of Minnesota
Press.
Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled
identity. Simon & Schuster.
https://books.google.ca/books?id=zuMFXuTMAqAC&dq=conc
eals+information+about+his+real+social+identity,+receiving+a
nd+accepting+treatment+based+on+false+suppositions+conc
254

erning+himself.&source=gbs_navlinks_s
Goodley, D. (2014). Dis/ability studies: Theorising disablism and
ableism. Routledge.
Grimes, S., Scevak, J., Southgate, E., & Buchanan, R. (2017).
Non-disclosing students with disabilities or learning
challenges: characteristics and size of a hidden population.
The Australian Educational Researcher, 44(4–5), 425–441.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-017-0242-y
Gristy, C. (2015). Engaging with and moving on from participatory
research: A personal reflection. International Journal of
Research & Method in Education, 38(4), 371–387.
Gupta, J. (2016). Mapping the Evolving Ideas of Occupational
Justice: A Critical Analysis. OTJR: Occupation, Participation
and Health, 36(4), 179–194.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1539449216672171
Gupta, J., & Sullivan, C. (2013). The Central Role of Occupation
255

in the Doing, Being and Belonging of Immigrant Women.
Journal of Occupational Science, 20(1), 23–35.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2012.717499
Hackathorn, J., Solomon, E. D., Blankmeyer, K. L., Tennial, R. E.,
& Garczynski, A. M. (2011). Learning by Doing: An Empirical
Study of Active Teaching Techniques. The Journal of Effective
Teaching, 11(2), 40–54.
Halliday, M. A. K. (1975). Learning how to mean. In In
Foundations of language development (pp. 239–265).
Academic Press.
Hammell, K. W. (2004). Dimensions of Meaning in the
Occupations of Daily Life. Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 71(5), 296–305.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000841740407100509
Hammell, K. W. (2008). Reflections on … Well-Being and
Occupational Rights. Canadian Journal of Occupational
256

Therapy, 75(1), 61–64. https://doi.org/10.2182/cjot.07.007
Hammell, K. W. (2009). Self-care, productivity, and leisure, or
dimensions of occupational experience? Rethinking
occupational “categories.” Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 76(2), 107–114.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000841740907600208
Hammell, K. W. (2014). Belonging, occupation, and human wellbeing: An exploration. Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 81(1), 39–50.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0008417413520489
Hammell, K. W. (2017). Opportunities for well-being: The right to
occupational engagement. Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 84(4–5), 209–222.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0008417417734831
Hammell, K. W. (2020). Making Choices from the Choices we
have: The Contextual-Embeddedness of Occupational Choice.
257

Canadian Journal of Occupational Therapy, 87(5), 400–411.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0008417420965741
Hammell, K. W., & Iwama, M. K. (2012). Well-being and
occupational rights: An imperative for critical occupational
therapy. Scandinavian Journal of Occupational Therapy,
19(5), 385–394.
https://doi.org/10.3109/11038128.2011.611821
Hartley, G. L. (2007). A study of discipleship at abundant life
fellowship church. In ProQuest Information and Learning
Company. Regent University.
Hasselkus, B. R. (2011). The meaning of everyday occupation.
Slack Incorporated.
Hausmann, L. R. M., Schofield, J. W., & Woods, R. L. (2007).
Sense of belonging as a predictor of intentions to persist
among African American and white first-year college students.
Research in Higher Education, 48(7), 803–839.
258

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-007-9052-9
Haveman, R., & Smeeding, T. (2006). The role of higher
education in social mobility. The Future of Children, 16(3),
125–150.
Hayano, D. (1979). Auto-ethnography: Paradigms, problems, and
prospects. Human Organization, 38, 113–120.
Hensley, B. (2014). How far from income equity are faculty in
four-year, non-doctorial universities? Journal of Academic
Administration in Higher Education, 10(1), 13–17.
Hernandez, R. (2008). Reflections across Time and Space: Using
Voice Recordings to Facilitate “Long-distance” Definitional
Ceremonies. International Journal of Narrative Therapy &
Community Work, 2008(3), 35–40.
Hewett, R., Douglas, G., McLinden, M., & Keil, S. (2017).
Developing an inclusive learning environment for students with
visual impairment in higher education: progressive mutual
259

accommodation and learner experiences in the United
Kingdom. European Journal of Special Needs Education,
32(1), 89–109.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2016.1254971
Hitch, D., Pépin, G., & Stagnitti, K. (2014). In the Footsteps of
Wilcock, Part One: The Evolution of Doing, Being, Becoming,
and Belonging. Occupational Therapy in Health Care, 28(3),
231–246. https://doi.org/10.3109/07380577.2014.898114
Hocking, C. (2017). Occupational justice as social justice: The
moral claim for inclusion. Journal of Occupational Science,
24(1), 29–42. https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2017.1294016
Hodges, R. (2015). The Rise and Fall of “Mentally Retarded.”
Medium. https://humanparts.medium.com/the-rise-and-fall-ofmentally-retarded-e3b9eea23018
Hoffman, E. (2007). Open-Ended Interviews, Power, and
Emotional Labor. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 36,
260

318.
Hoffman, M., Richmond, J., Morrow, J., & Salomone, K. (2002).
Investigating “Sense of Belonging” in First-Year College
Students. Journal of College Student Retention: Research,
Theory & Practice, 4(3), 227–256.
Holliday, A. (2007). Doing & Writing Qualitative Research. SAGE.
Hong, B., & Himmel, J. (2009). Faculty Attitudes and Perceptions
Toward College Students with Disabilities. College Quarterly,
12(3), 6.
Hong, B. S. S., Steele, P., Wehmeyer, M. L., Swiss, L., & Dugan,
C. (2015). Qualitative Analysis of the Barriers College
Students With Disabilities Experience in Higher Education.
Journal of College Student Development, 56(3), 209–226.
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2015.0032
Hopkins, L. (2011). The path of least resistance: a voice-relational
analysis of disabled students’ experiences of discrimination in
261

English universities. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 15(7), 711–727.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110903317684
Hornsey, M. J., & Jetten, J. (2004). The Individual Within the
Group: Balancing the Need to Belong With the Need to Be
Different. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 8(3),
220–247. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0803
Horton, J., & Tucker, F. (2014). Disabilities in academic
workplaces: experiences of human and physical geographers.
Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 39(1), 76–
89. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12009
Humphrey, O., & Lowe, T. (2017). Exploring how a sense of
belonging is facilitated at different stages of the student
journey in higher education. Journal of Educational Innovation,
Partnership and Change, 3(1), 172–188.
Huot, S., Bulk, L. Y., Damiano, N., Delaisse, A.-C., Kardeh, B.,
262

Ogura, S., & Forwell, S. (2019). Occupation & Society [class
presentation]. University of British Columbia.
Inalhan, G., & Finch, E. (2004). Place attachment and sense of
belonging. Facilities, 22(5), 120–128.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02632770410540333
Inzlicht, M., & Good, C. (2005). How environments can threaten
academic performance, self-knowledge, and sense of
belonging. Stigma and Group Inequality: Social Psychological
Perspectives, 129–150.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410617057
Isaksson, G., Lexell, J., Skär, L., & Ot, R. (2007). Social Support
Provides Motivation and Ability to Participate in Occupation.
OTJR: Occupation, Participation and Health, 27(1), 23–30.
https://doi.org/10.1177/153944920702700104
Iverson, S. V. (2013). Inspiring Change and Action: Measuring the
Impact of Theatre for Social Justice. In N. Bowles & D.-R.
263

Nadon (Eds.), Staging Social Justice: Collaborating to Create
Activist Theatre (pp. 66–75). Southern Illinois University Press.
Jaitli, R., & Hua, Y. (2013). Measuring sense of belonging among
employees working at a corporate campus: Implication for
workplace planning and management. Journal of Corporate
Real Estate, 15(2), 117–135.
Jernigan, K. (1984). A definition of blindness. National Federation
of the Blind.
https://nfb.org//Images/nfb/Publications/fr/fr19/fr05si03.htm
Johnston, K. N., Mackintosh, S., Alcock, M., Conlon-Leard, A., &
Manson, S. (2016). Reconsidering inherent requirements: a
contribution to the debate from the clinical placement
experience of a physiotherapy student with vision impairment.
BMC Medical Education, 16(1).
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-016-0598-0
Jones, C., & Novak, T. (2014). Poverty and Inequality. Policy
264

Press.
Jones, P., & Krzyzanowski, M. (2008). Identity, Belonging and
MIgration: Beyond Constructing “Others.” In G. Delanty, R.
Wodak, & P. Jones (Eds.), Identity, Belonging and Migration
(pp. 38–53). Oxford University Press.
Junor, S., & Usher, A. (2002). The Price of Knowledge: Access
and Student Finance in Canada.
Kelchtermans, G. (2017). ‘Should I stay or should I go?’:
unpacking teacher attrition/retention as an educational issue.
Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 23(8), 961–977.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2017.1379793
Kezar, A., & Sam, C. (2010). Understanding the New Majority:
Contingent Faculty in Higher Education. Jossey-Bass.
Kielhofner, G. (2008). Model of Human Occupation: Theory and
Application. Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=1LlhR_DSKTcC
265

&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=Kielhofner,+G.+(2008).+Model+of+hum
an+occupation:+theory+and+application.+Baltimore,+MD:+&ot
s=ZfsTiwguNr&sig=EU9s24sa6_MDzLRNCGPF8Dbru78#v=o
nepage&q&f=false
Kinder, D., Gillis, A., Reed, M., Arooz, S., & Carr-Locke, J. (2002).
Appendix A: Literature Review. In Student success and
retention task force report. http//
www.ryerson.ca/lt/resources/task_force/appendixA.pdf
Kitchin, R. (2000). The researched opinions on research:
Disabled people and disability research. Disability & Society,
15(1), 25–47.
Konecni-Upton, G. (2010). A descriptive analysis of students with
disabilities’ experiences in an inclusive setting: A
phenomenological study of belonging and self-esteem [Doctor
of Education]. Walden University.
Kowalska, J., & Winnicka, J. (2013). Attitudes of undergraduate
266

students towards persons with disabilities; the role of the need
for social approval. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 44(1), 40–
49. https://doi.org/10.2478/ppb-2013-0005
Krathwohl, D. R., Bloom, B. S., & Masia, B. B. (1964). Taxonomy
of educational objectives: Handbook II: Affective domain.
David McKay Co. Inc.
Kristoffersen, I. (2018). Great expectations: Education and
subjective wellbeing. Journal of Economic Psychology, 66,
64–78.
Kumari Campbell, F. (2009). Contours of Ableism: The Production
of Disability and Abledness. Palgrave Macmillan.
Labaree, R. V. (2002). The Risk of ‘Going Observationalist’’.’
Qualitative Research, 2(1), 97–122.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794106058877
Ladau, E. (2015). Why Person-First Language Doesn’t Always
Put the Person First. Think Inclusive.
267

https://www.thinkinclusive.us/why-person-first-languagedoesnt-always-put-the-person-first/
Laliberte Rudman, D. (2010). Occupational terminology:
Occupational possibilities. Journal of Occupational Science,
17(1), 55–59. https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2010.9686673
Lambert, N. M., Stillman, T. F., Hicks, J. A., Kamble, S.,
Baumeister, R. F., & Fincham, F. D. (2013). To Belong Is to
Matter. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(11),
1418–1427. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213499186
Lamothe, D. (2019). Passing Strange: Embodying and
Negotiating Difference in Academia. In S. Willie-LeBreton
(Ed.), Transforming the Academy (pp. 171–183). Rutgers
University Press. https://doi.org/10.36019/9780813565095014
Lane-McKinley, K., & Roberts, L. W. (2018). Creating a culture of
belonging, respect, and support on campus. In Student Mental
268

Health: A Guide for Psychiatrists, Psychologists, and Leaders
Serving in Higher Education (pp. 17–32). APA Publishing.
Law, M., Steinwender, S., & Leclair, L. (1998). Occupation, Health
and Well-Being. Canadian Journal of Occupational Therapy,
65(2), 81–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/000841749806500204
Lea, G. W. (2012). Approaches to developing research-based
theatre. Youth Theatre Journal, 26(1), 61–72.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08929092.2012.678227
Leason, J., Lindstrom, G., Murry, A., & Prud’homme-Cranford, R.
(2019). Reflections on Decolonizing the PhD I: A Roundtable.
https://bit.ly/3jJlnmJ
Lee, B. A., & Ruger, P. H. (1997). Accommodating Faculty and
Staff with Psychiatric Disabilities (Pamphlet). National
Association of College and University Attorneys.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED416783
Lee, R., Draper, M., & Lee, S. (2001). Social connectedness,
269

dysfunctional interpersonal behaviors, and psychological
distress: Testing a mediator model. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 48, 310–318.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.48.3.310
Lester, N. (1993). Teachers Becoming. English Education, 25(4),
231–250.
Levinson, D. and G. (1997). Health and Illness: A Cross-Cultural
Encyclopedia. Eweb:172347.
Lexell, E. M., Iwarsson, S., & Lund, M. L. (2011). Occupational
adaptation in people with multiple sclerosis. OTJR:
Occupation, Participation & Health, 31(3), 127–134.
Liamputtong, P. (2011). Focus group methodology: Principles and
practices. SAGE.
Liasidou, A. (2014). Critical disability studies and socially just
change in higher education. British Journal of Special
Education, 41(2), 120–135.
270

Lincoln, Y., Lynham, S., & Guba, E. (2011). Paradigmatic
controversies, contradictions and emerging confluences,
revisited. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage
Handbook of Qualitative Research (4th ed., pp. 97–128).
Sage.
Linton, S. (1998). Claiming disability: Knowledge and identity.
NYU Press.
Locks, A. M., Hurtado, S., Bowman, N. A., & Oseguera, L. (2008).
Extending notions of campus climate and diversity to students’
transition to college. Review of Higher Education, 31(3), 257–
285. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2008.0011
Lombardi, A., Vukovic, B., & Sala-Bars, I. (2015). International
Comparisons of Inclusive Instruction Among College Faculty in
Spain, Canada, and the United States. Journal of
Postsecondary Education and Disability, 28(4), 447–460.
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1093535.pdf
271

Lourens, H. (2015). The lived experiences of higher education for
students with a visual impairment: A phenomenological study
at two universities in the Western Cape, South.
http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/96732
Lourens, H., & Swartz, L. (2016a). “It’s better if someone can see
me for who I am”: stories of (in)visibility for students with a
visual impairment within South African Universities. Disability
& Society, 31(2), 210.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2016.1152950
Lourens, H., & Swartz, L. (2016b). Experiences of visually
impaired students in higher education: bodily perspectives on
inclusive education. Disability & Society, 1–12.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2016.1158092
Malone, G. P., Pillow, D. R., & Osman, A. (2012). The general
belongingness scale (GBS): Assessing achieved
belongingness. Personality and Individual Differences, 52(3),
272

311–316.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.10.027
Marks, D. (1999). Dimensions of oppression: Theorising the
embodied subject. Disability & Society, 14(5), 611–626.
Marshak, L., Van Wieren, T., Ferrell, D. R., Swiss, L., & Dugan, C.
(2010). Exploring Barriers to College Student Use of Disability
Services and Accommodations. Journal of Postsecondary
Education and Disability, 22(3), 151–165.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ906688
Marshall, S., Zhou, M., Gervan, T., & Wiebe, S. (2012). Sense of
belonging and first-year academic literacy. Canadian Journal
of Higher Education, 43(3), 116–142.
Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation.
Psychological Review, 50(4), 370–396.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346
Mcdermott, R., & Varenne, H. (1995). Culture “as” Disability.
273

Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 26(3), 324–348.
McMillan, D., & Chavis, D. (1986). Sense of community: A
definition and theory. Journal of Community Psychology, 14,
6–23.
Meekosha, H., & Shuttleworth, R. (2009). What’s so ‘critical’ about
critical disability studies? Australian Journal of Human Rights,
15(1), 47–75.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1323238X.2009.11910861
Mezirow, J. (1978). Perspective transformation. Adult Education
Quarterly, 28(2), 100–110.
Mienczakowski, J., & Moore, T. (2008). Performing data with
notions of responsibility. In J. G. Knowles & A. L. Cole (Eds.),
Handbook of the arts in qualitative research: Perspectives,
methodologies, examples, and issues (pp. 451–458). Sage.
Mills, J., Bonner, A., & Francis, K. (2006). The Development of
Constructivist Grounded Theory. International Journal of
274

Qualitative Methods, 5(1), 25–35.
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690600500103
Mitchell, G. J., Jonas-Simpson, C., & Ivonoffski, V. (2006).
Research-based theatre: The making of I’m Still Here! Nursing
Science Quarterly, 19(3), 198–206.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894318406289878
Molineux, M., & Baptiste, S. (2011). Emerging Occupational
Therapy Practice: Building on the Foundations and Seizing the
Opportunities. In Role Emerging Occupational Therapy (pp. 3–
14). Wiley-Blackwell.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444340006.ch1
Monica, N. La. (2016). Surviving or Thriving in Academia:
Autoethnographic Accounts of Non-Visibly Disabled Grads’
Experiences of Inclusion and Exclusion. McMaster University.
Moore, B. C. (2013). Pushing without Shoving: Ethics of and
Emphasis on Target Participation in TSJ Institutes. In N.
275

Bowles & D.-R. Nadon (Eds.), Staging Social Justice:
Collaborating to Create Activist Theatre. Southern Illinois
University Press.
Moore, M., Beazley, S., & Maelzer, J. (1998). Researching
disability issues. McGraw-Hill Education (UK).
Morales, A. L. (2020). Zoomlandia.
https://www.patreon.com/posts/zoomlandia-35745476
Moriña, A. D., López, R. G., & Molina, V. (2015). Students with
disabilities in higher education: a biographical-narrative
approach to the role of lecturers. Higher Education Research
& Development, 34(1), 147–159.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2014.934329
Morris, C. (2017). Making sense of education: sensory
ethnography and visual impairment. Ethnography and
Education, 12(1), 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2015.1130639
276

Morris, K., & Cox, D. (2017). Developing a descriptive framework
for “occupational engagement.” Journal of Occupational
Science, 1–13.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2017.1319292
Morris, S., Fawcett, G., Brisebois, L., & Hughes, J. (2018). A
demographic, employment and income profile of Canadians
with disabilities aged 15 years and over, 2017.
Mullins, L., & Preyde, M. (2013). The lived experience of students
with an invisible disability at a Canadian university. Disability &
Society, 28(2), 147–160.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2012.752127
Muzyk, A. J., Lentz, K., Green, C., Fuller, S., Byron May, D., &
Roukema, L. (2017). Emphasizing bloom’s affective domain to
reduce pharmacy students’ stigmatizing attitudes. American
Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 81(2).
https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe81235
277

Nell, M. (2019). An investigation into the lived experiences of
visually impaired music students in the South African system
of higher education (Issue April).
Neville-Jan, A. (2004). Selling your soul to the devil: an
autoethnography of pain, pleasure and the quest for a child.
Disability & Society, 19(2), 113–127.
Nixon, S. A. (2019). The coin model of privilege and critical
allyship: Implications for health. BMC Public Health, 19(1), 1–
13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-7884-9
O’Connor, P. M., Lamoureux, E. L., & Keeffe, J. E. (2008).
Predicting the need for low vision rehabilitation services.
BRITISH JOURNAL OF OPHTHALMOLOGY, 92(2), 252–255.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjo.2007.125955
O’Sullivan, T., Hartley, J., Saunders, D., & Montgomery, M.
(1994). Key concepts in communication and cultural studies.
Routledge.
278

OECD. (2014). Education at a glance 2014: OECD indicators.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
OED Online. (n.d.). “Trust.” Oxford University Press. Retrieved
July 16, 2020, from www.oed.com/view/Entry/207004
Oliver, M. (1992). Changing the Social Relations of Research
Production? Disability, Handicap & Society, 7(2), 101–114.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02674649266780141
Oliver, M. (1997). Emancipatory research: realistic goal or
impossible dream. In C. Barnes & G. Mercer (Eds.), Doing
disability research (pp. 15–31). The Disability Press.
Oliver, M. (2009). The social model in context. In T. Titchkosky &
R. Michalko (Eds.), Rethinking normalcy: A disability studies
reader (pp. 19–30). Canadian Scholars Press.
Ostrowski, C. P. (2016). A narrative inquiry into the experiences
of university students with visual impairments: The effects of
people, institutions, and technology in supporting learning.
279

https://doi.org/10.11575/PRISM/24837
Oxenford, C. B., & Kuhlenschmidt, S. L. (2011). Working
effectively with psychologically impaired faculty. In J. E. Miller
& J. E. Groccia (Eds.), To improve the academy: resources for
faculty, instructional, and organizational development (pp.
186–200). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ftyFf6JoySAC&oi
=fnd&pg=PA186&ots=hQkQQ-4NQw&sig=UPi-lmTxYuK0YoQVxare2wQIt4#v=onepage&q&f=false
Painter, C. V. (2013). Sense of belonging: Literature review.
https://bit.ly/36MsG9S
Parr, S. (2013). Integrating critical realist and feminist
methodologies: Ethical and analytical dilemmas. International
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 18(2), 193–207.
Perkins School for the Blind. (2016). America’s Blind Spot.
https://bit.ly/2SBpbuw
280

Peruzzo, F. (2020). I am not disabled: Difference, ethics, critique
and refusal of neoliberal academic selves. In N. Brown & J.
Leigh (Eds.), Ableism in Academia: Theorising experiences of
disabilities and chronic illnesses in higher education. UCL
Press.
Pfeffer, N. (2008). What British women say matters to them about
donating an aborted fetus to stem cell research: A focus group
study. Social Science & Medicine, 66, 2544–2554.
Pickens, N. D., O’Reilly, K. R., & Sharp, K. C. (2010). Holding on
to Normalcy and Overshadowed Needs: Family Caregiving at
End of Life. Canadian Journal of Occupational Therapy, 77(4),
234–240. https://doi.org/10.2182/cjot.2010.77.4.5
Pickett, C. L. (2004). Getting a Cue: The Need to Belong and
Enhanced Sensitivity to Social Cues. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 30(9), 1095–1107.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262085
281

Pierre, E., & Oughton, J. (2007). The Affective Domain:
Undiscovered Country. College Quarterly, 10(4), 1–7.
Pittman, L., & Richmond, A. (2007). Academic and Psychological
Functioning in Late Adolescence: The Importance of School
Belonging. The Journal of Experimental Education, 75(4),
270–290.
Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2014). Essentials of Nursing Research:
Appraising Evidence for Nursing Practice (8th ed.). Wolters
Kluwer/Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.
Ponterotto, J. G. (2006). Brief note on the origins , evolution , and
meaning of the qualitative research concept “ thick description
.” The Qualitative Report, 11(3), 538–549.
http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR11-3/ponterotto.pdf
Rebeiro, K. L. (2001). Enabling Occupation: The Importance of an
Affirming Environment. Canadian Journal of Occupational
Therapy, 68(2), 80–89.
282

https://doi.org/10.1177/000841740106800204
Rebeiro, K. L., Day, D. G., Semeniuk, B., O’Brien, M. C., &
Wilson, B. (2001). Northern initiative for social action: An
occupation-based mental health program. American Journal of
Occupational Therapy, 55(5), 493–500.
https://doi.org/10.5014/ajot.55.5.493
Reed, M., & Curtis, K. (2012). Experiences of students with visual
impairments in canadian higher education. Journal of Visual
Impairment & Blindness, 106(7), 414–425.
Resolution in Support of the U.N. Convention on the Dignity of
Persons with Disabilities. (2014). Http://Www.Apa.Org.
Retief, M., & Letšosa, R. (2018). Models of disability: A brief
overview. HTS Teologiese Studies / Theological Studies,
74(1), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.4102/hts.v74i1.4738
Richardson, L. (2000). Writing: A method of inquiry. In N. K.
Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The handbook of qualitative
283

research (2nd ed., pp. 923–948). Sage Publications.
Rickett, B., & Morris, A. (2020). ‘Mopping up tears in the
academy’ – working-class academics, belonging, and the
necessity for emotional labour in UK academia. Discourse:
Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 1–15.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2020.1834952
Riley, T., & Hawe, P. (2004). Researching practice: the
methodological case for narrative inquiry. Health Education
Research, 20(2), 226–236. https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyg122
Roley, S. S., Barrows, C. J., Susan Brownrigg, L., Sava, D. I.,
Talley, V., Voelkerding, K., ..., & Deborah Lieberman, D.
(2008). Occupational therapy practice framework: Domain &
process. The American Journal of Occupational Therapy,
62(6), 625–683.
Rose, D. H., & Meyer, A. (2002). Teaching every student in the
digital age: Universal Design for Learning. Association for
284

Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Sakellariou, D. (2006). If not the Disability, then what? Barriers to
Reclaiming Sexuality Following Spinal Cord Injury. Sexuality
and Disability, 24(2), 101–111. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195006-9008-6
Saldaña, J. (2008). Ethnodrama and ethnotheatre. In J. G.
Knowles & A. L. Cole (Eds.), Handbook of the arts in
qualitative research: Perspectives, methodologies, examples,
and issues (pp. 195–207). Sage Publications.
Savinckiene, I. (2010). Conception of Learning Outcomes in the
Bloom’s Taxonomy Affective Domain. Quality of Higher
Education, 7, 37–59.
Schlossberg, N. K. (1989). Marginality and mattering: Key issues
in building community. New Directions for Student Services,
48(1), 5–15. https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.37119894803
Schreiner, L. A., & Anderson, E. (2005). Strengths-Based
285

Advising: A New Lens for Higher Education. NACADA Journal,
25(2), 20–29. https://doi.org/10.12930/0271-9517-25.2.20
Segedin, L. (2017). Theatre as a vehicle for mobilizing knowledge
in education. International Journal of Education & the Arts,
18(15), 1–13.
Shakespeare, T. (2013). Disability rights and wrongs revisited
(2nd ed.). Routledge.
Shevlin, M., Kenny, M., & Mcneela, E. (2004). Participation in
higher education for students with disabilities: an Irish
perspective. Disability & Society, 19(1), 15–30.
Shildrick, M. (2009). Dangerous discourses of disability,
subjectivity and sexuality. Palgrave Macmillan.
Silverman, D. (2006). Interpreting Qualitative Data – Methods for
Analysing Talk Text and Interaction (3rd ed.). Sage.
Slaten, C. D., Ferguson, J. K., Allen, K.-A., Brodrick, D.-V., &

286

Waters, L. (2016). School Belonging: A Review of the History,
Current Trends, and Future Directions. The Educational and
Developmental Psychologist, 33(1), 1–15.
https://doi.org/10.1017/edp.2016.6
Smith, D. H., & Andrews, J. (2015). Deaf and hard of hearing
faculty in higher education: enhancing access, equity, policy,
and practice. Disability & Society.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2015.1113160
Snyder, S. L., & Mitchell, D. T. (2010). Cultural locations of
disability. University of Chicago Press.
Spector, P. E. (2008). Industrial and Organizational Psychology:
Research and Practice (5th ed.). Wiley.
Stadnyk, R., Townsend, E., & Wilcock, A. (2010). Occupational
justice. In C. H. Christiansen & E. Townsend (Eds.),
Introduction to occupation: The art and science of living (2nd
ed., pp. 329–358). Pearson Education, Inc.
287

Statistics Canada. (2009). Facts on Seeing Limitations.
Statistics Canada. (2019). Canadian Survey of Disability 2017.
Steinberg, A. G., Iezzoni, L. I., Conill, A., & Stineman, M. (2002).
Reasonable Accommodations for Medical Faculty With
Disabilities. JAMA, 288(24), 3147.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.288.24.3147
Stone, S.-D., Crooks, V. A., & Owen, M. (2013). Going through
the back door: Chronically ill academics’ experiences as
‘unexpected workers.’ Social Theory & Health, 11(2), 151–
174. https://doi.org/10.1057/sth.2013.1
Strayhorn, T. L. (2008). The Role of Supportive Relationships in
Facilitating African American Males’ Success in College.
NASPA Journal, 45(1), 26–48.
Strayhorn, T. L. (2012a). College Students’ Sense of Belonging: A
Key to Educational Success for All ... - Terrell L. Strayhorn Google Books. Routledge.
288

https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=9vvdCwAAQBAJ
&oi=fnd&pg=PR3&dq=strayhorn+belonging&ots=o5UbYIFBU
D&sig=iJ9eT44zpttCn317l_Vcz92326A#v=onepage&q&f=false
Strayhorn, T. L. (2012b). Exploring the Impact of Facebook and
Myspace Use on First-Year Students’ Sense of Belonging and
Persistence Decisions. Journal of College Student
Development, 53(6), 783–796.
Strnadová, I., Hájková, V., & Květoňová, L. (2015). Voices of
university students with disabilities: inclusive education on the
tertiary level – a reality or a distant dream? Journal of Inclusive
Education, 19(10), 1080–1095.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2015.1037868
Swain, J., & French, S. (2000). Towards an Affirmation Model of
Disability. Disability & Society, 15(4), 569–582.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590050058189
Tatum, E. (2014). Ableism Online: Virtually Passing While
289

Disabled. Everyday Feminism.
https://everydayfeminism.com/2014/04/ableism-online/
Teng, M. Y., Brown, M. Lou, Jarus, T., & Bulk, L. Y. (2020). How
does a sense of belonging develop in postsecondary? A
conceptual Belonging in Academia Model (BAM) from sighted
perspectives. Research in Education, 108(1), 80–103.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034523719882455
Thomas, C. (2007). Sociologies of disability and illness: contested
ideas in disability studies and medical sociology. Palgrave
Macmillan.
Thomas, L. (2012). Building Student Engagement and Belonging
in Higher Education at a Time ofChange: A Summary
ofFindings and Recommendations from the What Works?
Student Retention and Success Programme.
Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and
Cures of Student Attrition. University of Chicago Press.
290

Titchkosky, T. (2008). “To pee or not to pee?” ordinary talk about
extraordinary exclusions in a university environment.
Canadian Journal of SoCiologyCahierS CanadienS de
SoCiologie, 33(1), 37–56.
TItchkosky, T. (2011). The question of access: Disability, space,
meaning. University of Toronto Press.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=6s4tLXPbJdEC&
oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=the+question+of+access&ots=4yxqUCml
3L&sig=B5GE3ERNCK1Hv9B7l7C45ekOAFc#v=onepage&q=
the question of access&f=false
Tokiwa-Fuse, M. (2000). Including Mezirow’s concept of
perspective transformation in the study of adult education.
Standing Conference on University Teaching and Research in
the Education of Adults, 30th Annual Conference.
http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/00001446.htm
Townsend, E. (2012). Boundaries and Bridges to Adult Mental
291

Health: Critical Occupational and Capabilities Perspectives of
Justice. Journal of Occupational Science, 19(1), 8–24.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2011.639723
Townsend, E., & Polatajko, H. J. (2007). Advancing an
occupational therapy vision for health, well-being, and justice
through occupation. Ottawa, ON: CAOT Publications
ACE.«Enabling Occupation II Présente Une Vue En Coupe
Tranversale Du MCRO-P Pour Définir et Délimiter Le Domaine
de Préoccupation Des Ergothérapeutes, c’est-Àdire
l’occupation Humaine.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.453.
4351&rep=rep1&type=pdf
Townsend, E., Stanton, S., Law, M., Polatajko, H., & Baptiste, S.
(2002). Enabling occupation: An occupational therapy
perspective. In Caot. CAOT Publications.
Townsend, E., & Wilcock, A. (2004). Occupational justice and
292

client-centred practice: A dialogue in progress. Canadian
Journal of Occupational Therapy, 71(2), 75–87.
Townsend, E., Wilcock, A., & Townsend, E. (2014). Occupational
justice. In E. B. Crepeau, E. S. Cohn, & B. A. B. Schell (Eds.),
Willard and Spackman’s occupational therapy (11th ed., pp.
192–199). Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.
Toy-Cronin, B. (2018). Ethical issues in insider-outsider research.
In R. Iphofen & M. Tolich (Eds.), The sage handbook of
qualitative research ethics (pp. 455–468). SAGE Publications
Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526435446
Tracy, S. J. (2010). Qualitative quality: Eight a"big-tent" criteria for
excellent qualitative research. Qualitative Inquiry, 16(10), 837–
851. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121
Umbach, P. D. (2008). The effects of part-time faculty
appointments on instructional tech- niques and commitment to
teaching. Conference of the Association for the Study of
293

Higher Education.
UN Enable. (2007). Accessibility: A guiding principle of the
Convention. http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/disacc.htm
University of British Columbia. (2019). Accommodation for
Students with Disabilities (Joint Senate and Board Policy
LR7). https://bit.ly/3jKMSMK
Vaccaro, A., Daly-Cano, M., & Newman, B. M. (2015). A Sense of
Belonging Among College Students With Disabilities: An
Emergent Theoretical Model. Journal of College Student
Development, 56(7), 670–686.
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2015.0072
Vaccaro, A., & Newman, B. M. (2016). Development of a Sense
of Belonging for Privileged and Minoritized Students: An
Emergent Model. Journal of College Student Development,
57(8), 925–942. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2016.0091
Vandenberg, H., & Hall, W. (2011). Critical ethnography:
294

extending attention to bias and reinforcement of dominant
power relations. Nurse Researcher, 18(3), 25–30.
Varcoe, C., Hankivsky, O., & Morrow, M. (2007). Introduction:
Beyond gender matters. In O. Morrow, O. Hankivsky, & C.
Varcoe (Eds.), Women’s health in Canada: Critical
perspectives on theory and policy (pp. 3–30). University of
Toronto Press.
Wall, S. S. (2018). Reflection/Commentary on a Past Article:
“Easier Said Than Done: Writing an Autoethnography.”
International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 17, 1–2.
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690800700103
Waterfield, B., Beagan, B. B., & Weinberg, M. (2018). Disabled
academics: a case study in Canadian universities. Disability
and Society, 33(3), 327–348.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2017.1411251
Watters, A., Pearce, C., Backman, C. L., & Suto, M. J. (2012).
295

Occupational Engagement and Meaning: The Experience of
Ikebana Practice. Journal of Occupational Science.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2012.709954
Weems, M. E. (2003). Public Education and the ImaginationIntellect. Peter Lang.
Wesley, S. (2007). Multicultural Diversity: Learning Through the
Arts. New Directions in Adult and Continuing Education, 116,
13–23. https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.273
Whitburn, B. (2014). The indelible ink of the special stamp: An
insider’s research essay on imprints and erasures. Disability &
Society, 29(4), 624–637.
White, M. (2000). Reflecting teamwork as definitional ceremony
re-visited. Reflections on narrative practice: essays and
interviews. Dulwich Publications.
White, M. (2005). Workshop Notes. https://bit.ly/2GDOIko

296

Whitten, D., James, A., & Roberts, C. (2020). Factors That
Contribute to a Sense of Belonging in Business Students on a
Small 4-Year Public Commuter Campus in the Midwest.
Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory and
Practice, 22(1), 99–117.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025117726520
Wilcock, A. (1993). A theory of the human need for occupation.
Journal of Occupational Science, 1(1), 17–24.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.1993.9686375
Wilcock, A. (1998). Occupation for Health. British Journal of
Occupational Therapy, 61(8), 340–345.
https://doi.org/10.1177/030802269806100801
Wilcock, A. (2006a). An Occupational Perspective of Health (2nd
ed.). SLACK Incorporated.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=voKCHG3xL70C
&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=An+Occupational+Perspective+of+Heal
297

th+(2nd+ed.).+Thorofare,&ots=2VIYWd8EHu&sig=BC2-49G1HLXU34h_fZOzFukCrI#v=onepage&q=An Occupational
Perspective of Health (2nd ed.).
Wilcock, A. (2006b). An occupational perspective on health (2nd
ed.). Slack.
Wilcock, A. (2007). Occupation and Health: Are They One and the
Same? Journal of Occupational Science, 14(1), 3–8.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2007.9686577
Wilcock, A., & Hocking, C. (2015). An occupational perspective of
health (3rd ed.). Slack.
Wiles, R. (2012). What are Qualitative Research Ethics?
Bloomsbury.
World Federation of Occupational Therapists. (2019). Position
Statement: Occupational Therapy and Human Rights
(revised). WFOT Position Paper. https://bit.ly/36LdJVx

298

World Health Organization. (2001). International Classification of
Functioning, Disability and Health: ICF.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMZPmEJrJ3sC&
oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=World+Health+Organization.+(2001).+Int
erna+tional+classification+of+functioning,+disability+and+health+(I
CF).+Geneva,+Switzerland:+Author.&ots=PFpKTv6aEh&sig=
BsBJouuz3Ar34bmAFMD0gCK
Wright, J. (2008). Searching one’s self: the autoethnography of a
nurse. Journal of Research in Nursing, 13(4), 338–347.
Yang, K.-H. (2015). Participant Reflexivity in Community-Based
Participatory Research: Insights from Reflexive Interview,
Dialogical Narrative Analysis, and Video Ethnography. Journal
of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 25(5), 447–458.
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2227
Yerxa, E. J. (1990). An Introduction to Occupational Science, A
299

Foundation for Occupational Therapy in the 21st Century.
Occupational Therapy In Health Care, 6(4), 1–17.
https://doi.org/10.1080/J003v06n04_04
Yin, R. K. (2015). Qualitative research from start to finish (2nd
ed.). Guilford publications.
Young, S. L., & McKibban, A. R. (2017). Creating Safe Places: A
Collaborative Autoethnography on LGBT Social Activism.
Sexuality & Culture, 18(2), 361–384.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-013-9202-5
Yuval-Davis, N., Kannabirān, K., & Vieten, U. (2006). The situated
politics of belonging. SAGE.
https://books.google.ca/books?hl=en&lr=&id=d6pIf0EjBXIC&oi
=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Yuval-Davis+(2006)+&ots=S9NGqYnI9&sig=ghvWKKDu8yA3wHdsOMvO_nFeO7Q#v=onepa
ge&q=Yuval-Davis (2006)&f=false
Zhang, D., Landmark, L., Reber, A., Hsu, H., Kwok, O.-M., &
300

Benz, M. (2010). University Faculty Knowledge, Beliefs, and
Practices in Providing Reasonable Accommodations to
Students With Disabilities. Remedial and Special Education,
31(4), 276–286. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932509338348

301

Appendices
Appendix A Description of participants
Table 1
Description of participants

Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Beatrice

her

None

faculty

Brent

her

None

faculty

Jessica

her

None

faculty
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Mark

him

None

faculty

Shay

her

None

faculty

Casimir

him

Partial

faculty

Stewart

him

Profound

faculty

Ava

her

Partial

faculty (instructor/adjunct); graduate student alum

Melody

her

Profound

faculty (instructor/adjunct); graduate student alum

Tracy

her

Profound

faculty (instructor/adjunct); postdoctoral fellow
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Martin

him

Profound

faculty (instructor/adjunct); staff; graduate student alum

Jan

her

None

graduate student

Nicole

her

None

graduate student

Eve

her

Partial

graduate student

Kendra

her

Partial

graduate student

Ryan

him

Partial

graduate student

Diane

her

Profound

graduate student
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

James

him

Profound

graduate student alum

Jamie

her

Profound

graduate student alum

Carole

her

None

staff

Charley

her

None

staff

Haley

her

None

staff

Jack

him

None

staff

Leanne

her

None

staff
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Lee

her

None

staff

Linda

her

None

staff

Marco

him

None

staff

Natalie

her

None

staff

Nathan

him

None

staff

Rena

her

None

staff

Tina

her

None

staff
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Marilyn

her

Partial

staff; faculty

Mary

her

Partial

staff; faculty (instructor/adjunct); graduate student alum

Ben

him

Partial

Staff; graduate student alum

Ellis

her

Profound

staff; graduate student alum

Ellen

her

Profound

staff; graduate student alum; faculty

Gabrielle

her

Partial

staff; undergraduate alum

Leah

her

Partial

staff; undergraduate alum
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Rachel

her

Partial

undergraduate alum

Edmond

him

Profound

undergraduate alum

Elroy

him

Profound

undergraduate alum

John

him

Profound

undergraduate alum; faculty (instructor/adjunct)

Dan

him

None

undergraduate student

Emily

her

None

undergraduate student

Kristin

her

None

undergraduate student
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Maggie

her

None

undergraduate student

Michelle

her

None

undergraduate student

Ray Ray

her

None

undergraduate student

Ben

him

Partial

undergraduate student

Jason

him

Partial

undergraduate student

May

her

Partial

undergraduate student

Mona

her

Partial

undergraduate student
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Pseudonym Pronoun Blindness

Role(s)

Kevin

him

Profound

undergraduate student

Sarah

her

Profound

undergraduate student
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Appendix B Table 2 Co-creating spaces of belonging on campus workshop outline
Table 2
Co-creating spaces of belonging on campus workshop outline

Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Pre-

To provide participants and

As they arrive, participants rate their

Assessment

facilitator an opportunity to

comfort with discussing disability from

gauge how participants are

very comfortable to very uncomfortable

feeling regarding the workshop by placing a sticky note on a line.
content.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Introductions

To begin creating a

After reading aloud some of the Truth

collaborative learning space by and Reconciliation Commission’s 94
getting to know one another,

calls to action, participants introduce

and to model practices of

themselves by stating their name,

solidarity and decolonization.

pronouns preferred for the space,
traditional territory they are from, and if
their access needs are being met.

Learning

To provide participants with a

Learning objectives and agenda for the

Objectives &

framework for the remainder of workshop are posted and read aloud,

Agenda

the workshop, giving structure

and questions are invited. The
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

and predictability, in line with

objectives and agenda are also sent to

the trauma-informed teaching

registered participants before the

principle of trustworthiness

workshop.

(Davidson, 2017).

Co-creating a

The goal of this activity is to

Virtual Option: Prior to the workshop,

hospitable

establish a space in which

participants add to three virtual cork

space

participants feel more

boards responding to the prompts

comfortable to share, to learn,

related to making the workshop a more

to make mistakes. We cannot

hospitable learning space:

create a truly safe space, but

1) How a hospitable learning space
feels, looks, sounds, etc…
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Activity

Activity Goal
can promote a greater sense
of comfort.

Activity Description
2) One thing I can bring/do to create
that space…
3) One thing I need in that space…
During the synchronous workshop,
participants engage in facilitated
discussion about the ideas and come
to agreement about co-created
principles for being together in the
workshop space.

Warm-up Quiz

The goals of this activity are to Using an online quiz platform,
provide space for participants

questions are posed to the group who
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

to begin reflecting on their

can respond virtually. After each

existing knowledge and to start question, the overall responses are
thinking about some important

shared and the facilitator gives a short

topics related to the

narrative about the question and some

experience of disability.

nuances to consider. This quiz is done
using an app or clicker system that
allows for anonymous responses and
immediate tallying after each question.

Defining

The goal of the activity is to

Participants are asked to take 3

Disability

open up a discussion about

minutes to write a definition of
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Think-Pair-

what disability is. In this and

disability. They are then instructed to

Share

the following activity,

pair up with another participant and

participants have the

discuss their definitions for 5 minutes,

opportunity to reflect on their

keeping in mind the following

own understanding, to receive

questions: What did the other person

other learners’

include that you did not? What do you

understandings, to possibly

like about each other’s definition?

have their previous

Participants then rejoin the large group

understandings challenged,

to engage in a discussion. The

and to construct for

facilitator(s) guide this conversation,

themselves a new and

using techniques to encourage input
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

possibly more informed

from various members as appropriate

understanding of what

to the group dynamic they observe.

disability is.

The facilitator(s) try to draw out a
variety of perspectives. At the end of
the discussion, participants are asked
to share one or two words that
resonate to them from the discussion –
these are used to create a word cloud.

Break

It is important to take breaks during workshops of any kind, particularly
one that has some content which might feel emotional for some people.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Additionally, this models good practice for creating workshops that do
not assume a normative expectation of productivity that is often
encountered in academia. Wherever possible, breaks include
refreshments.

Understandings To introduce the concepts of

Facilitator(s) transition back into

of Disability

medical/individual, social,

discussion about the definition of

affirmation, tragedy, and

disability by reading out the word cloud

critical perspectives about

or having a participant do so. The

disability, and to draw

facilitator then acknowledges that there

connections between what

are various ways of understanding
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

participants already described

what disability is and that there is no

in the discussion and word

single agreed definition, and

cloud and the concepts being

introduces/describes

introduced.

medical/individual, social, affirmative,
and critical approaches to
understanding disability. A handout
about disability is given at the
beginning of this section so participants
can refer to it in the future.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description
The facilitator(s) may address some of
the questions/thoughts that have
arisen, may use personal stories to
illustrate, and will invite participants to
share their own expertise/experiences
as they relate to the discussion.

Research-

To open space for participants

This portion of the workshop involves

Based Theatre

to become more aware of and

performance of the research-based

challenge their assumptions

theatre (RBT) based on the research
done as a part of my dissertation.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

about blind people and about

Following the workshop outline this

belonging in academia.

learning activity will be discussed more

To use an evidence based,

in-depth.

creative medium to provide
space for affective learning.
To promote empathy, shift
negative attitudes, and
encourage action toward
creating spaces where
belonging is fostered.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Break
‘Placemat’

To provide participants with an Participants break into groups of four,

Discussion:

opportunity to learn through

and each group receives a scenario

Situational

stories and reflection on how

and a large ‘placemat’ (flipchart paper).

stories

they might respond in a

Instructions are as follows:

situation, and to learn with

Read the scenario aloud.

other participants through
discussions of the stories.

Divide the flipchart into sections, one
for each group member. A space is left
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description
in the centre (this is already on each
flip chart).
For two minutes, group members
independently brainstorm ideas
responding to the question(s) that
came with the scenario, writing in one
of the sections of the flipchart.
Group members rotate around the
table, reading the responses of other
participants and underlining/circling
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description
ideas and words that stand out, and
drawing lines to connect ideas between
sections as appropriate.
For eight minutes, discuss and
collaboratively determine two key takeaways from the scenario and
questions. Write these in the middle
section.
Groups share with one another their
scenario and key take-aways.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description

Closing & Post- To co-create a summary of

The discussion in which each group

Assessment

learnings from the workshop,

shares their key take-aways from the

review the learning objectives,

scenario is transitioned into a summary

and assess if there has been

conversation. Participants are thanked

any change in participants’

for their engagement, and informed

comfort level relative to the

that they will receive a follow-up email

pre-assessment activity.

that includes resources mentioned as
well as others. The learning objectives
are revisited verbally and visually.
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description
Participants are asked to take two
minutes to write down three strategies
for making their own places of teaching
and learning more welcoming for
people with disabilities. Finally,
participants are given a link and asked
to fill out the feedback forms and, on
their way, out to repeat the activity they
did on their way in, but with the other
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Activity

Activity Goal

Activity Description
colour sticky note (rate their comfort
level talking about disability).
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Appendix C Disability Definition Handout
(this has been modified from its original formatting to fit the style of
the dissertation)
Defining “Disability”

• Defining disability is complex, and there is no agreed-upon
definition.
• We can take into account interactions between features of
a person’s body, mind, and spirit; of the environments in
which they live in (institutional, physical, social, etc); and
the occupations (activities) in which they wish to engage.
• A disability can occur at any time in a person’s life.
• It can be permanent, temporary, episodic.
• Disability often changes over time.
Approaches to Disability

• According to traditional bio-medical/individual
approaches, disability is a medical or health problem that
prevents or reduces a person’s ability to participate fully in
society. The ‘problem’ sits within the individual (Degener,
2017).

• In social approaches, disability is part of societies in which
social, institutional, physical, and cultural environments
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present barriers to people with non-typical bodies/minds. In
this approach the ‘problem’ sits within society (Degener,
2017).

• In the affirmation approach, disability is framed not as a
personal or societal ‘problem’, but as an aspect of human
diversity to be embraced (Cameron, 2015; Swain & French,
2000).
• Critical approaches acknowledge that disability is complex
and should be understood by applying multiple approaches
(Gable, 2014).
UBC Definition in Policy LR7
Person(s) with a "Disability" or "Disabilities" means persons who:
• have a significant and persistent mobility, sensory, learning,
or other physical or mental health impairment;
• experience functional restrictions or limitations of their ability
to perform the range of life’s activities; and
• may experience attitudinal and/or environmental barriers that
hamper their full and self‐directed participation in University
activities.
(University of British Columbia, 2019)
Disability in Canada
In 2017, approximately 22% of Canadians (6.2 million people)
over age 15 had at least one disability (S. Morris et al., 2018).
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Legislation in Canada

• Legislation protecting the rights of people with disabilities in
Canada includes the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and
the Canadian Human Rights Act. These prohibit
discrimination against persons with disabilities.

• The Employment Equity Act aims to ensure all groups,
including persons with disabilities, enjoy equitable
employment opportunities and benefits.
• The Accessible Canada Act focuses on creating
communities, workplaces, and services that enable all
people to participate fully.
• British Columbia’s government expects to present
provincial legislation in late 2020.
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