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The academy can be considered a form of “imagined community” in which bonds of “horizontal comradeship” (Anderson 1983 [1991]: 7) trump distinctions of status and title. However, in reality, such communities generate suppressed hierarchies in order to maintain the illusion of sameness (of bodies, of mission, of pedagogical content and style). In this context, people with disabilities are only allowed to enter the gilded walls of the academy to the extent that they are able or willing, or are perceived as able or willing, to uphold the appearance of conforming to able-bodied assumptions and practices with regard to learning, teaching, and researching, as well as meeting additional requirements and standards of professionalism.  
This expectation of “compulsory able-bodiness,” to use Robert McRuer’s term (2006), often generates a dual process of “pushing down” and “holding back.” On the one hand, those who wield power and influence within the academy may act as gatekeepers to those who embody or express challenges to the performance of “compulsory able-bodiness”; on the other hand, disabled students and professors may choose not to expose nor to pursue certain curricular or research interests concerning disability, to share their struggles as disabled persons, or to reveal normalizing structures, norms, and processes in an effort to maintain a toe hold in a system that might otherwise exclude them entirely. Leaving able-bodied privileges unexamined and intact allows the academy to reproduce itself, concealing the harm done to all its participants.

The recent shift in the academy from a “for education” to a “for profit” institution has severe negative effects on all faculty and staff, but it seems that the already marginalized employees get even further repressed under current regimes of normalcy. Throughout this essay we disperse our own educational autobiographies as a way of setting the stage and framing our analysis of the mechanisms of repression, normalization, and exclusion that impact the lives of disabled students and professors. The irony of our collaborative endeavor is that joint projects in the academic world are considered less worthy of scholarly praise than those produced individually. Dismissing and disallowing collaboration is one more mechanism of repression, discouraging creativity and pushing disabled scholars, who might most benefit from such opportunities, to the margins. Throughout our essay, we intersperse numerous other personal narratives, allowing ourselves and others to “talk back” (bell hooks 1989) to these mechanisms. Perhaps most importantly, though, we want our readers to understand that denying certain disabled bodies/minds and ideas about disability a place in the academy robs all participants of different modes of knowing, instructing, and learning.               
Sumi’s Story:
I grew up in a single family household with strong female role models. Education was a highly valued pursuit. although, initially, there was a certain assumption that my educational achievements would never match those of my able-bodied older sister and that I would need to seek education close to home. Luckily, I was raised in the San Francisco Bay Area and graduated from high school just as the disability rights movement and independent living movement were being launched, making my entry into UC Berkeley an easier one than it might otherwise have been.
As an undergraduate, I developed a strong interest in anthropology. When I was preparing to graduate, a rehabilitation counselor suggested that I become a librarian rather than pursue a career in anthropology because I would have difficulty digging up bones! This advice amused me because of its ignorance of anthropology as a multifaceted field and because I would have probably made a lousy librarian.

Against this individual’s advice, I sought admission to graduate school in anthropology anyway. However, I thought I’d hedge my bets by enrolling in  an applied profession as well. After my experience with rehab counselors, I was convinced that this profession would benefit from employing disabled people who had a sense of life’s possibilities. I was invited to an interview for this program and the rehab counseling professor who interviewed me turned out to be (not surprisingly) incredibly condescending. Rather than exploring my academic strengths and goals, he asked me to show him how I write! He also told me that I was “anti-therapeutic and self-contained” because I told him that I sought out the local rehab office for financial assistance, not counseling. His assumption was that physical disability is automatically accompanied by “psychological deficits” and character flaws. I wasn’t accepted to that program. What a relief!

To my initial delight, I was admitted to a graduate program in anthropology. I soon became discouraged, however, when I faced many prejudicial attitudes. Apparently, one faculty person inquired of another, “How can a person with a disability become an anthropologist?” In a paternalistic fashion, I was told that departmental members were concerned about the dismissive treatment I might receive in the field. It seemed to me that they were simply displacing their own anxieties about disability into a global space. From their perspectives, it was the “Other” I needed to be worried about, not them. How was my situation any different from how they might be received as tall white guys or as women? 

When I decided to do research in Israel, I was sent to the Near Eastern Studies Department to inquire about funds for language acquisition and travel. I was preparing to take a ten-week intensive language course in Hebrew that summer. The professor who met with me responded to my query by suggesting that I might not have the capability of learning Hebrew! (Would Turkish have been a better choice?) He also stated forthrightly that I appeared sufficiently well-dressed and that he was not running a welfare office! Disabled people, apparently, seek charity, while others seek support for laudable educational endeavors.

When I returned from the field, I felt more confident, accomplished, and worldly. Like many graduate students, I sought a teaching assistantship to begin to prepare myself for a teaching career. I was told by one faculty person that he wouldn’t choose me because I couldn’t carry his books; I was truly taken aback. I hadn’t gone to graduate school to become someone’s lackey. 

The job market posed no fewer obstacles. After receiving invitations to on-campus interviews, I needed to inform faculty that I would require minor personal assistance during my stay. This disclosure immediately changed the dynamics. My vitae stated that I had conducted fieldwork in Israel but, in one instance, I was asked if I could fly. How do they think I got to Israel, slow boat? After finishing the interview, I was told that I could have the job if I could use the key to open my office door. My normalization would be complete!

While I have generally felt supported in my current position, I think the pressures of normalization tend to encourage a masking of any difficulties one might face in accomplishing one’s job, whether it be responding to emails or grading papers in a timely fashion. Colleagues are often surprised by how many hours I spend working; some assume I must be exaggerating claims in search of praise. I teach at a state college, one that is understaffed and under-funded. The faculty as a whole is expected to assume many different roles in order to maintain and expand the institution. Increased surveillance mechanisms are imposed with more complex post-tenure review processes. In this climate, it’s hard to keep up and hard to say “no” -- to insist on quality of work rather than quantity of students taught, committees served, and conferences attended. We’re kept busy jockeying for position on the academic treadmill; a one-size-fits all machine that is not molded to diverse bodies and life circumstances. This discourages analysis of the way in which “fitness” becomes a measure of academic citizenship, and serves to damage us all.         
Disability and Employment in the Academy: A(n) (Anti) Legal Perspective
The academy is not accessible and welcoming to faculty with disabilities.. According to the US Department of Education statistics, as of 2004, teachers with disabilities made up 3.6 percent of overall faculty, a significantly lower number then their percentage in the population (about 19 percent currently) (Anderson 2006). One possible explanation for these low rates is the costs that are often associated with hiring faculty with disabilities. Although some disabilities require no substantive accommodations (such as the case for people with mobility impairments on campuses which are already physically accessible), others require some modifications to the physical environment or technological and communication aids (sign language interpreters, screen-reading software on computers etc.). These costs are not offset by tuition, as opposed to accommodations made for students with disabilities. Disability in most universities is not perceived as a form of diversity and an identity that will enhance the learning environment as a whole, but it is seen instead as a financial burden to the university. Most higher education institutions do not survey or track the numbers of faculty or instructors with disabilities and do not include these figures in diversity initiatives or reports (Anderson, 2006).

Another reason for the low participation of disabled academics is related to the low rates of students with disabilities, especially in obtaining higher degrees. Since one can’t become a faculty member without graduating with a higher education degree, the discrimination and barriers that block disabled people from becoming students also block them from becoming academic professionals. Moreover, because disability is not included in most hiring initiatives as a priority of the university, most of the cost of accommodation falls on individual departments that wish to hire disabled instructors and faculty. Some departments, such as the ones we are a part of (anthropology and sociology), usually have miniscule budgets that are always cut when the schools face a budgetary crisis. Under these conditions, many such departments would think twice about hiring a person with a disability, which might increase their expenditure with no university subsidy and commitment. Many schools and administrators do not even recognize this practice as a form of discrimination but as the only choice possible to survive and “compete” in a neoliberal climate in which universities are encouraged to gather revenues and retool themselves as corporations with knowledge as their commodity, students and research as their product, profit-making their goal, and faculty and staff their laboring pool. Schools also do not perceive this exclusion as problematic because it is relatively easy to exclude disabled faculty in hiring, tenure, and recruitment within the bounds of existing law. 
Within the legal terminology of the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990), an institution does not have to modify its infrastructure or provide accommodations if these changes cause “undue hardship” to their operations or bottom line. It is not surprising that under our conservative (in)justice system, the interpretation of this statute almost always leans towards the “hardship” and costs to the employer as opposed to the civil rights of the disabled plaintiffs. In fact, there is evidence proving that since the passage of the ADA, the employment rates and hiring of people with disabilities have actually declined (Stapleton & Burkhauser, 2003). Thus, universities, although legally mandated by civil rights law and the ADA, can discriminate against employees with disabilities by showing that they do not have sufficient funds or that the accommodation is “unreasonable.”  In an age of “reason” marked by neoliberal deregulation and gutting of social services, it is not surprising that inclusion and guarantees for full participation of all people in public and private settings are considered “unreasonable.” If disability is considered at all in universities’ hiring and firing policies, it is only as a legal and financial burden. Administrators in higher education institutions are more reactive then proactive when dealing with disability, and policies are usually driven by the minimum legal requirements required to comply with laws or with possible lawsuits or complaints (Anderson, 2006). Within this mindset, it may not be surprising that the school with the lowest rates of disabled faculty (less than half of the national average) seems to be the law school (Mikochik, 1991).
Barriers to Inclusion of Disabled Faculty

A 2004 survey of SUNY schools offered a glimpse into disability discrimination of academics. It examined, for instance, certain access features (in policies such as evacuation procedures, in physical buildings, restrooms, etc.) and found that sixty percent were at a low level, if they existed at all. Faculty revealed to their interviewers that they were advised not to disclose their disability or to ask for accommodations. About a third of these faculty became disabled after they were already employed by the university (Anderson, 2006).
Teachers who become disabled after their initial hire don’t always have a choice about disclosure, and if they fail to disclose their new disability status they are subject to various forms of censure and stigmatization. For example, Virginia Hemby-Grubb (2007) was in a car accident that caused her traumatic brain injury soon after she submitted her file for tenure and promotion. She was out for a semester on medical leave, raising the issue of whether her tenure clock would be set back. She taught at a university with a four-course load, and upon returning to work she requested a single-course reduction as an accommodation. Administrators and colleagues blamed her fatigue and forgetfulness on age, totally dismissing the validity of her claims. After protracted litigation, she was offered a part-time position with part-time benefits, and decided to seek employment elsewhere. At her new university, she chose only to disclose her need for accommodations to the ADA director and was granted a three-course load, inviting negative comments from her colleagues concerning special “privileges” granted to her. In short, she was seen as pampered and lazy. In contrast, Mary Beth Slone (2007), a college professor who developed MS, talks about how disclosure deepened her relationship with her colleagues, allowing her to receive a reduced teaching schedule that maximized her classroom performance. 
Unfortunately, this is not the common outcome to requesting accommodation. More typically, if a person minimizes the needs for accommodation, they are not viewed as disabled enough to receive it; and if one explains their needs in detail, they are construed as too disabled to hold the job (Abrams, 2003). The end result is a catch-22, in which the disabled employee faces potential ostracism and ridicule; can’t meet tenure/promotion timetables; or endures course loads and schedules that undermine academic strengths and talents, possibly culminating in poor evaluations and ultimately dismissal. Part-time or adjunct teaching is not an option for disabled professionals who lack full-time medical benefits (largely denied under the current medical industrial complex), nor should such conditions be acceptable to any employee.

Teaching loads and teaching evaluations are not the only issues that interfere with tenure, promotion, or post-tenure review. Participation in conferences and other professional development opportunities, as well as publications and access to research grants, are crucial to meeting standards for retention and promotion. For a disabled person this may require conference hotels and sites to be fully accessible and, in some cases, scent free (if the person has chemical sensitivities). Unfortunately, many conference sites and forms of transportation are not fully accessible, thus denying participation of disabled academics from interacting with their peers. The costs of travel for some disabled professionals may include a personal assistant, interpreter, or a speech translator, all of which are services academic institutions typically don’t provide for in their budgets. Moreover, access to research materials may be hampered if proper adaptive equipment or research assistance is not forthcoming within the framework of faculty or graduate student production timetables. 
Liat’s Story:   
One of the main gateways to becoming a professional academic is passing one’s comprehensive exams and defending the dissertation. These rites of passage take various formats and differ by the specific department and institution. In my department, each potential candidate has to complete three different exams in the course of one week. Each exam is 8-10 hours long. In order to accomplish this task, given the current structure and the fact I experience back pain, I had to apply for individual accommodations, which would enable me to take each exam over a two-day period. My department was very gracious about my request and it seemed highly reasonable to them that someone with back pain would need longer breaks, especially when having to type over such an extended time. 
While studying for my exams I found out that my accommodations were not as individual as presumed by my department. In fact three more students taking the exam around the same time I did had also applied for similar accommodations, because of pain, fatigue, Carpal Tunnel Syndrome, and having a newborn. I am not trying to say they did not deserve it, but instead that we ALL deserve it. We deserve better. The current structure of exam taking has obvious benefits to young able-bodied men  in particular, who are better positioned to receive full funding and do not usually act as full-time caregivers. But this practice also completely denies the realities that students have bodies and a need to care for themselves as well as others (such as infants, spouses, and other family members). Not everyone can afford to take a week out of their lives to write an exam, and if they manage, it is because they shift the load to others who may be already  over-extended. The solution is not seeking out individual accommodations and exemptions, but to abolish the structure of exam taking as it stands now, a structure that favors few and sets the rest up for failure. 

Presuming Incompetence: Disability as a Master Category
Mary Lee Vance (2007) points out that when a disabled person is hired for a teaching or administrative position in the academy, rumors often circulate that the new person is simply an “affirmative action” hire. She states that such assumptions were made about her both as a Korean adoptee and as a disabled person. I (Sumi) remember similar accusations being leveled against me when I began my current position. These rumors have two effects: they undercut the accomplishments of people by labeling them “less competent” than able-bodied job candidates and colleagues; and they obfuscate the purpose of affirmative action policies in attempting to remedy long-standing inequalities and exclusions.      

Within a campus context, students, faculty, and staff who are unfamiliar with a disabled instructor often conclude that he or she is not a faculty person at all since “professional” and “disabled” taken together, is frequently considered to be an oxymoron. Take Anne Finger’s story. In the film “Vital Signs” (1995), Anne shares a seemingly mundane story, but one which unfortunately happens frequently to visibly disabled faculty. Finger is an English professor, novelist, and wheelchair user who was looking for the Communication Department to return a key for a literary reading the prior evening. The person who offered to guide her there, directed her to the Communications Disorder Department instead. When her guide saw the wheelchair, all other information Anne provided about herself was ignored; she became a patient, instead of a college professor. Anne’s story (and elements of Sumi’s) reveals the internal prejudices faced by disabled students and faculty who simply attempt to do mundane things related to their profession or professional preparation. It seems that disability is a master identity, trumping other professional identities and qualifications so that the person is first presumed to be incompetent, instead of the other way around. 
Ironically, the qualities that able-people see as a hindrance to professional achievement may actually enhance the relationship between faculty and student. Robert Murphy (1987) describes his connections to students as becoming more intimate after he became a wheelchair user. The rituals of distance and decorum were somewhat dispensed with, and students would spend hours hanging out in his office, conversing about a wide range of issues. This creation of an informal learning community can enhance student retention and the embodied professor can serve as a catalyst for new ways of knowing. Nonetheless, such intimacy may be perceived as a threat to other colleagues who strive hard to present themselves as disembodied entities, elevated in the “loftiness” of their detached selves.        
Disability in the Classroom

Liat’s story:
A few years ago I (Liat) was working as a teaching assistant for a course  whose content was not of my choosing. The course itself was quite unconventional in its materials and delivery style, due to the instructor’s commitments as a feminist and postmodernist. Many of the course readings touched on oppression due to race, gender, and class. Although the material was quite progressive it did not include any mention of disability, unless one takes into account the ableist language in the texts themselves. As the TA who was a visibly disabled wheelchair user, I added my own angle, which sometimes included disability, but only minimally, as I was trying mostly to cover the material given by the instructor. 

The only time disability issues were discussed in my three years as a TA was the day Christopher Reeve died. Christopher Reeve is best known as the actor who played Superman, and was injured in a horse riding accident which made him paralyzed from the neck down. After his injury the media described him as heroic and inspirational, and he became a spokesperson for stem cell research and other therapies aimed at preventing and curing disabilities. In the disability community, however, he was not a well-liked figure because they disdain the portrayal of disabled people as inspirational, and especially because disabled activists perceive disability as a positive identity and a form of diversity, not a curse to be removed. It was also clear that Reeve enjoyed class privilege and could have advocated for making buildings and health care accessible to all instead of raising money for expensive research and therapies with no guaranteed results. 
Back to class. It was the day we discussed features of a postmodern society, and the teacher introduced the concept of the cyborg, which is an amalgamation of human and machine. Then a student asked if Christopher Reeve would be an example of a cyborg, and another student asked if the class knew he died the preceding evening. The instructor replied by asking if anyone knew the cause of his death and added, “Did he kill himself because he found out he would never walk again?” 

One might say that this is not a substantive example of academic repression, that maybe the instructor just forgot that I was in the class, and maybe she did not really mean to ask such a question. I think it is irrelevant what was meant or thought at that moment, but what matters is when and how disability enters into academic settings. It does not enter through the front door, as usually people with (especially visible) disabilities do not become academics (for reasons explained above). And when it does, like in this instance, discussion of disability does not typically raise awareness or enrich the curriculum. Moreover, it entered the class discussions only by way of its (literal) obliteration, as if it is taken for granted that people who do not walk naturally want to kill themselves. But if we don’t teach students otherwise, about the richnees, quality, and differences embedded in disabled life, why wouldn’t it be taken for granted? This is more than academic repression, it is academic annihilation.

One of the factors that contributes to this repression/annihilation is the pervasive use of disability metaphors throughout the academy.  Although disabled academics and disability as part of the curriculum are usually absent in higher education, disability is very present at least in one arena - that of language. In the English language, using disability as a metaphor, an analogy and a derogatory term is common. Examples of such phrases and terms include: lame idea, blind justice, dumb luck, felt paralyzed, the argument fell on deaf ears, crippling, crazy, insane, idiotic, and retarded. One might argue that using these words without relating them to particular individuals is not offensive. However, using disability as an analogy not only offends certain individuals, but it also impedes clear communication, perpetuates false beliefs about disability, and creates an environment of unease and exclusion in the classroom. 
Disability has negative connotations when used metaphorically, while the real experience of living with a disability can be quite enriching and empowering. In all the examples above disability is used in a value-laden way. “Lame idea” means bad idea or one that is not constructed in a sufficient and persuasive manner. When we describe someone as “blind” to a fact (as, for example, some men are “blind” to sexist practices), we mean that they are lacking knowledge or have no notion of what transpires around them. “Crazy” means excessive or without control. None of these phrases carries positive and empowering interpretations. Dominant notions of people who are blind, deaf, or labeled as mentally retarded come into play when we use disabling phrases, and these notions are usually taken from a certain position, of being non-disabled. These notions do not convey the complexity of living in a society that regards people with disabilities as the Other on the basis of perceived mentally or bodily difference. Students often say to me (Liat) that they felt “paralyzed” because of the magnitude of a particular assignment, for example. From the context I understand that they mean that they felt an inability to move forward, they felt stuck. But paralysis to me does not at all imply a lack of mobility, stagnancy, or dependence since there are augmentative instruments, such as wheelchairs and personal aids that secure independence and mobility. And I should know- I AM paralyzed, but also very active and mobile… 
Countering Ableism in the Academy
As Marxists, feminists, and anti-racist activists and scholars have claimed for decades, the world is viewed mostly from the perspective of the rulers, and language is created in their image as well. Therefore, we should not be surprised that the use of disabling language not only persists, but is neither contested nor acknowledged. Disabling language is language that accepts the assumption that disabilities are bad, unfortunate, or denote lack/deficiency; that they are invisible and insignificant to society as a whole; and that they belong to the Other and are distinct from what society calls “normal.” One of the most transgressive acts we can engage in as instructors is to interrogate the use of ableist language by students and colleagues as an opportunity to expose and problematize their able-bodied privileges and prejudices that go unchallenged daily in the system of higher education. This has nothing to do with so-called “political correctness” and acting as a thought and language police; it has everything to do, however, with critical education, dismantling hierarchies, and teaching respect for difference and diversity. Ableism should not be accepted in higher education; rather, in the same breath as we call out racism, anti-Semitism, sexism, xenophobia, and homophobia, so we must confront and overcome ableism in our midst
Ableism in the academy does not just reside in the bodies of the people oppressed by it. It is an issue of concern for all of us who are dedicated to social change, inclusive communities, and education as a liberating tool. The fact that learning and teaching about disability issues has been relegated, at least until recently, to the fields of medicine, rehabilitation, and social work (Linton 1998) has contributed to pervasive negative disability imagery in the classroom and scholarship, as well as to a paucity of disabled professors. Simi Linton (2006) argues that the study of disability has been subjected to institutional segregation, thereby reinforcing the perceived lack of relevance of disability scholarship to the broader population. This inevitably perpetuates the assumption that disabled people are to be acted upon by “knowing” others, and thereby denies them agency, autonomy, and dignity, as it strips away their claims as knowledge producers over their own lives..
Disability Studies is a new academic field that springs in part from the disability rights movement. Like feminist and queer studies, Disability Studies provides a conceptual framework for a unique perspective on and critique of law, culture, and society. The basic approach that Disability Studies scholars share is that disability is not an inherent trait located in the disabled person’s body and mind, but is rather a result of power dynamics that categorize some as “disabled” and devalue them for embodying these imputed labels. 
Disability in the classroom not only enriches the curriculum but pedagogy as well. Rod Michalko is a sociology professor who, as a blind person, introduces the students not only to sociology, but to blindness. Michalko (2001) describes his students’ wonderment when they encounter him on the first day of class. The disbelief that they have a blind professor could be due to the fact that they never encountered a blind professional before, or an instructor with a visible disability. However, Michalko claims that this is not the whole story behind the students’ apprehension and surprise of encountering him as their teacher. It stems from cultural beliefs that privilege sight and connect this ability to knowledge acquisition. Being “blind” to something usually means not having knowledge of it.  The privileging of sight in academe and everyday language and life is ubiquitous, yet we rarely “see” it. The practices of visual reading from printed materials, of writing on and the reading of the board, seeing who is absent that day and who is paying attention, grading papers are all tasks we think can only be done visually. But as Michalko teaches his students, the fact that sight is the dominant way of doing things does not make it the only possible way. 

Like Michalko’s exposition of sight as a hegemonic (and often oppressive) ideology within academic settings, it is important to interrogate able-bodiness as an identity and a source of unchecked privilege within academic settings as well as discussions of oppression. Similar reasoning has been made around the need to interrogate whiteness as “an invisible knapsack” of privilege (McIntosh, 2001) and a racial identity. Being white does not entail not being raced, and being male does not mean not being gendered. If one does not identify oneself as disabled, it does not mean one does not participate in the dis/ability signification system (Thomson, 2002). 
What is important to understand about the regime of normalcy in the academy is that it affects all of us. It influences the growing workload related to the “publish or perish” demand and it shapes the requirement to obtain outside funding and grants for departments. Moreover, the triumph of neoliberalism and the management of the university as a capitalist enterprise compelled to maximize profits and to minimize costs, conditions the increase in part-time instructors (who work for little pay, few benefits, and no job security) and the decrease in tenure-track positions.. These are trends we are all left to reckon with as academics.
Nonetheless, succumbing to the pressures of increased workloads, reduced salaries, and zero benefits must be rejected as intolerable and unacceptable. The pace of work we currently must maintain in order to get tenure and promotion is unrealistic and harmful to our health and to our lives. It does not encourage us to have and raise children, to spend time with loved ones, to be creative and artistic individuals, to be involved in our communities, or to try to sleep and eat well. Instead of acquiescing to ever deeper cutbacks and more exploitative demands just to stay employed, we must fight against the proletarianization of our labor; the pressures toward normalization; and the belief that able-bodiness as embodiment and ableism as ideology will reward those who bend over backwards to endorse and participate in them. Moreover, dismantling ableist systems is not possible without recognition and relinquishing of able-bodied privilege. A more expansive and just perspective will never be achieved without conscious and concerted efforts to bring about these transformations.
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