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Abstract
Purpose: Workplace accommodations, vital for employees with disabilities, promote diversity and inclusion eforts in organizations. This article examines who requests accommodations and who is more likely to have requests granted. We investigate
the roles of individual characteristics and their intersection, including disability, sexual orientation, gender, race/ethnicity,
and age. Methods: Using data from a national survey of U.S. lawyers, we estimate the odds of requesting accommodations
and having the requests approved. We also estimate diferences in odds according to individual characteristics, adjusting for
control variables. Results: Personal identity factors, such as disability status, gender, and age, predict requests for accommodations. Odds of requesting accommodations were higher for women and people with disabilities as compared to men
and those without disabilities, but lower for older individuals. Odds of requesting accommodations were higher for an older
population segment—older lesbian, gay, bisexual, and queer (LGBQ) lawyers—than for younger lawyers. Accommodations
were granted diferentially to individuals with multiple marginalized identities. Counter to predictions, being a person with
a disability is negatively associated with having an accommodation granted. Older lawyers generally have higher odds of
having accommodations granted, but odds for groups such as women and racial/ethnic minorities decline with age. LGBQ
lawyers who are racial minorities have lower odds than White LGBQ lawyers of having their accommodations granted.
Longer tenure increases the odds of requesting accommodations. Working for a private organization decreases the odds;
working for a large organization generally increases the odds. Conclusions: Those most needing accommodations, such as
lawyers with disabilities and women, are more likely to request accommodations. Disabled lawyers, older women lawyers,
older racial/ethnic minority lawyers, and LGBQ minority lawyers have relatively low odds of having requests granted. The
results highlight the need to consider intersectional identities in the accommodation process.
Keywords People with disabilities · Lawyers · LGBTQ · Workplace · Discrimination

Introduction
Central to the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
(“ADA”) is the concept that discrimination against people
with disabilities includes not making reasonable accommodations to the physical and mental limitations of a qualifed
individual with a disability, in the absence of an “undue
hardship” on the business involved. As stated eloquently by
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the late Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg in the seminal U.S.
Supreme Court case Tennessee v. Lane [1],
Including individuals with disabilities among people
who count in composing “We the People,” Congress
understood in shaping the ADA, would sometimes
require not blindfolded equality, but responsiveness to
diference; not indiference, but accommodation. Central to the Act’s primary objective, Congress extended
the statute’s range … and required … “reasonable
accommodations.”
Focusing on the area of employment, this article seeks to
explore in new ways and in a specifc employment context
whether the ADA’s accommodation principle is working
efectively when people require accommodations.
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For many people with disabilities, fnding and keeping
a job remains a challenge. Data show that in 2019, before
the global health and economic emergency of 2020, less
than one-third (30.9%) of people with disabilities between
ages 16 and 64 were employed in the United States, compared to almost three-quarters (74.6%) of people without disabilities in comparable age groups [2]. Of those
employed, 32% of workers with disabilities had part-time
jobs, compared to only 17% of those without disabilities
[2]. This large disparity persisted (and continues to persist) despite legislation such as the ADA, which aimed to
improve employment outcomes and reduce employment
discrimination for people with disabilities [3, 4].
There are many reasons for the persistent disparities in
employment facing people with disabilities, among them
that many people with disabilities do not experience the
same opportunities when seeking work and, when they
have a job, are faced with additional attitudinal and organization structural barriers [3, 5–8]. Workplace accommodations—individualized adjustments to the way work is
performed—are one important way to address these barriers and support the employment of people with disabilities
[9]. The receipt of accommodations is positively associated both with being employed, and with higher job performance and satisfaction at work [9, 10].
Nonetheless, efective workplace accommodations are
not always available to all workers [11]. While people with
health conditions, impairments, and other disabilities are
more likely to request workplace accommodations than
those without disabilities [12], there likely are disparities
in who actually receives them. For example, racial minorities and those without a college degree are less likely to
be accommodated in the workplace [13]. These fndings
are consistent with 2019 employment data showing that
among people with disabilities, Blacks have the highest unemployment rate (11.8%), followed by Hispanics
(8.6%), Asians (6.7%), and Whites (6.6%) [2].
This article derives from and builds upon the increasing
recognition by the American Bar Association (“ABA”) and
other legal entities that successful organizations seek to
hire and retain diverse talent. It draws in particular upon
original data from a national survey of 3,590 lawyers, conducted in collaboration with the ABA, designed to explore
diversity and inclusion in the legal profession. With representation from all U.S. regions and states, as well as the
District of Columbia, the survey examined lawyers with
diverse backgrounds who are practicing in varying venues,
with a primary focus on lawyers who identify as having
health conditions, impairments, and disabilities, and on
those who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
queer, or as having other sexual orientations and gender identities (“LGBTQ+” as an overarching term). The
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survey has a planned longitudinal component, with a program of studies to accompany the work.
This article is the second in a planned series of studies
based on that national survey. The frst article was descriptive in nature and presented an enhanced organizational
diversity and inclusion concept that we labeled “Diversity
and Inclusion Plus Accommodation” (“D&I+”) [14]. The
analysis in this frst article showed that 28% of lawyers
reported requesting at least one type of accommodation
and that 76% of the time an accommodation was granted
to the employee. The analysis also found that around 40%
of lawyers reported at least one form of subtle or overt discrimination in their workplaces, and that 46% reported they
had perceived or experienced organizational strategies and
practices that were efective in lessening such bias and discrimination [14].
This second article builds on these accommodation fndings, and those of other studies, and extends their analyses
using multivariate modeling to explore a particular aspect
of the D&I+ concept [15, 16]. D&I+ focuses on three core
elements that may be applied across settings to advance
an organization’s overall mission: (1) Diversity of talent;
(2) Inclusion of talent; and (3) Accommodation of talent.
We hypothesize that the accommodation element is vital to
achieving organizational diversity and inclusion, and that we
will better understand the centrality of the D&I+ concept
by examining the nature of diverse individuals who request
and are granted accommodations. Thus, this article begins
to unpack the individual identities associated with accommodation requests and approvals [14].
This second article also provides a pre-COVID-19 baseline of workplace experiences for the cohort—lawyers—
addressed in the survey. With the world-wide spread of the
virus, employers now must take precautions. They must
adopt and expand new ways of working, such as teleworking,
remote work, and fexible scheduling, so as to increase social
distancing, protect the health and safety of employees, and
guard against the potential spread of the virus. Many of these
changes are becoming a “new norm” for work. One survey
of over three hundred Chief Financial Ofcers has found that
almost three-quarters (74%) of private companies in the U.S.
may transition at least fve percent of their on-site employees
to permanently remote positions [17]. These remote work
arrangements may beneft people with disabilities (or those
who have family members with disabilities): better outcomes
may result from work-related accommodations in their own
homes [11, 18, 19, 85]. And the pandemic raises the question
of whether many of the changes made will remain the “new
norm” once the pandemic ends, further beneftting people
with disabilities and their families.
Prior research has explored the nature and cost/beneft of
workplace accommodations, examining who requests them,
who may need them, and who receives them [5, 13, 14].
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Lawyers and legal professionals, however, have been understudied in the literature on workplace accommodations [20].
Further, to our knowledge, there is little if any large-scale
study of the ways in which accommodation requests and
outcomes play out when they involve people of diferent and
intersecting individual identities.
The articles in our program of study attempt to address
these gaps and, in this article in particular, we seek to add
to our understanding of who requests workplace accommodations and who gets accommodated. Adopting an intersectional perspective as an analytical framework [21], we
investigate how disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, race, age, and their interactions afect requests for, and
receipt of, workplace accommodations in the legal profession. This approach enables examination of the unique experiences of individuals with multiple minority identities who
request and receive accommodations in the workplace. This
use of intersectionality, according to Crenshaw, provides an
efective framework to understand how one’s identities interact to create a unique experience with regards to oppression.
For example, the experiences of Black women with accommodations likely are not simply the addition of experiences
of Black individuals and those of women but rather refect
unique experiences of their own, oftentimes shaped by other
individual identities (e.g., sexual orientation, disability, age)
[21–23].
As discussed below, the preliminary results indicate that
personal identity factors, such as gender identity, disability
status, and age are associated with accommodation requests.
Specifcally, the odds of requesting accommodations among
lawyers are higher for women and people with disabilities, as
compared to men and those without disabilities, and generally lower for older people. In addition, the results indicate
that the odds of requesting accommodations are higher for
older LGBQ lawyers as compared to younger lawyers.
The results, however, also show that individuals with
multiple marginalized identities are less likely to receive
accommodations. Counter to predictions, being a person
with a disability is negatively associated with having an
accommodation request granted. Older lawyers, overall, do
have higher odds of their accommodations being granted.
Nonetheless, such efects are ofset for certain groups, such
as women and racial/ethnic minorities, whose odds decline
with age. In addition, LGBQ lawyers who are racial minorities have lower odds than White LGBQ lawyers of having
their accommodation requests granted.
Further, the results indicate that job factors, such as longer
frm tenure, increase the odds of requesting accommodations, while working for a private organization decreases
the odds. However, when it comes to having accommodation
requests granted, organizational factors such as working for
a large organization result in higher odds of provision, as
compared to working for a smaller organization. Broadly, the
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results indicate that those who may need accommodations,
such as lawyers with disabilities and women, are more likely
to request accommodations. But when it comes to having
accommodation requests granted, the results show that disabled, older women, older racial/ethnic minority, and LGBQ
minority lawyers have lower odds of provision.
In sum, workplace accommodations are crucial for companies to attract and retain diverse talent, and for many
people with disabilities to remain in the workforce. Failure
to accommodate reduces the likelihood of hire and of job
retention, and under the ADA may be a distinct form of
workplace discrimination [3]. Yet, there is a general lack of
systematic empirical study of accommodations for underrepresented, multiple-identity minority groups. In the following
sections, we overview extant literature on accommodations,
present our research questions, and describe the methodology used to answer these questions. Thereafter, we present
our fndings. In the fnal section, we consider the implications of our results, the limitations of the present study, and
possible pathways for future research.

Prior Research on Workplace
Accommodations
Researchers have examined aspects of workplace accommodations, such as the characteristics of people who request
them, types requested, outcomes of the requests, and benefts
and costs in the provision of accommodations [12]. To our
knowledge, however, there are no large-scale investigations
of accommodations for legal professionals [20]. Therefore,
we start by drawing implications from prior studies that have
examined accommodations among other groups.
Overall, demographic and socioeconomic factors are
important determinants for workers requesting accommodations and receiving them. Race and ethnicity have been
shown to play a role in who receives an accommodation:
racial minorities are less likely to be accommodated, with
the implication that organizations are more willing to provide accommodations for White employees [13, 24]. Minority employees also report lower satisfaction with the accommodations provided. Balser and Harris contend that such
diferences in satisfaction between accommodations for
White employees and for minority employees may result
from White employees being more likely to have greater
input in the accommodation process, and thus more likely
to receive the accommodation requested [25].
Gender is an important factor in the accommodation process. Harlan and Robert show that women employees have
their requests for accommodations denied more often than
men, despite women being more likely than men to request
them [26]. They argue that this may be explained by diferences in the types of jobs and disabilities that women have
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relative to men. In their study, women were more likely to
have lower-level jobs unsuited for those with chronic illnesses,
leading them to request particular accommodations [26].
In a different study of two-hundred and sixty-seven
employed women undergoing treatment for early-stage
breast cancer, lower-income women had the lowest job
retention after treatment. But almost all (98%) of the nonLatina White women were able to return to work due to
accommodations from their employers, and higher-income
women were more likely to receive accommodations [27].
It is important to note that in the survey analyzed for our
program of study, the disparity in job and income levels is
somewhat limited between men and women lawyers, given
that we are examining only one type of white-collar cohort.
Weinberg and colleagues examined how both trial judges
and ordinary people decided whether accommodation
requests were reasonable. They found that the social identity
of the accommodation-requester impacts determinations of
its reasonableness for both judges and laypeople; for example, accommodation requests were rated as more reasonable
when made by a nursing mother as compared to the same
request made by a transgender or Muslim employee [28].
However, other studies not including transgender individuals show that gender is not signifcantly related to requesting
and receiving accommodations [24] or being satisfed with
accommodations [25].
Not surprisingly, people with disabilities, and those with
particular impairments, are more likely to request accommodations as compared to those without disabilities [12,
25, 29, 30]. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics July
2019 report [31], 13.8% of employed people with disabilities requested an accommodation in their workplace, while
9.1% of employed people without a disability requested a
change or accommodation. This report also found that people with disabilities mostly requested accommodations for
physical changes, while people without a disability primarily
requested accommodations in work-related policies. In one
study, although a high proportion (81.5%) of people with and
without disabilities who requested accommodations were
granted or partially granted them, people with disabilities
were even more likely to be fully granted accommodations
[30]. Nonetheless, the characteristics of impairment causing the disability [32, 33], disability severity [33–36], and
disability onset [37, 38] are diferentially associated with a
diferential likelihood of receiving accommodations.
One study of individuals 50 years of age and older
showed that participants who self-reported psychiatric disabilities, those who had more than one disability type, those
who performed unskilled and semi-skilled jobs, those over
61 years of age, and those with lower education levels had
a reduced prevalence of requesting and receiving accommodations [29]. In other studies, older people with serious
mental health issues in lower-paying jobs were less likely
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to receive accommodations as compared to coworkers with
other disabilities [39]. On the other hand, a study by Anand
and Sevak showed that people who are in poor health and
with physical disabilities were less likely to receive accommodations than their non-disabled and healthy counterparts.
[12]. When it comes to the relationship between age and
disability, studies show that even in circumstances where
older employees need accommodations, they often are less
likely to request accommodations [29, 40, 41].
There is a general lack of research on people who identify
as LGBTQ+ and their experience with workplace accommodations. Disclosing sexual orientation to request an accommodation may cause stigmatization, threats of prejudice and
discrimination [42–44], and threats to psychological safety
and accusations of help-seeking [45], and therefore may
deter requests.
Other personal characteristics and job-related factors also
likely relate to the request for provision of accommodations.
Longer job tenure, presumably associated with power in an
organization, is associated with higher likelihood of requesting accommodations [29] and receiving them [46], as are
working full-time and being a permanent employee [24, 39].
Individuals with higher-level jobs, such as in professional
and managerial positions, have an increased likelihood of
requesting and receiving accommodations [26–29]. Individuals with advocacy skills [33], personal confdence [47],
and knowledge of workplace rights and the ADA [26, 29, 33,
35, 47, 48] also are more likely to request accommodations.
Organizational characteristics, such as frm size, market/
labor sector, working conditions, and culture likely impact
the prevalence of individual requests for and receipt of
accommodations. Thus, working for a larger company is
associated with a higher likelihood of requesting and receiving accommodations [24, 49, 50]. Moreover, the relationship
between business size, positive employer attitudes, and willingness to grant workplace accommodations together afect
accommodation provision [51]. This may be because larger
companies generally have greater resources for, and experience with, addressing accommodation requests [24, 29, 49].
Smaller companies with less than ffteen employees are
not required to comply with the ADA’s accommodation
requirements [29]. They may therefore be less familiar
with the ADA accommodation principle [49]. They may
also be less open to employing people with disabilities
[51] as compared to larger organizations that tend to be
more familiar with the ADA and more willing to employ
people with disabilities [49, 52]. Organizational experience, supports, and culture are therefore important to
accommodation provision. Employees perceiving greater
workplace support are more likely to request accommodations [29, 35]. On the other hand, employees who experience fear and concern in seeking accommodations, as well
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as a hostile workplace culture, are less likely to request
accommodations [45, 46].
Other studies show that organizational processes for
requesting accommodations vary and are associated with
accommodation requests and provision. Among employees
with disabilities, perceptions of organizational reasonableness and a climate of inclusion likely infuence accommodation provision [45, 53]. Studies also suggest that accommodation requests from employees with psychological
disabilities, and generally hidden disabilities, often are
perceived by employers as less reasonable, and as such are
less likely to be granted [45, 54]. Studies additionally suggest that other organizational and individual characteristics
infuence particular accommodation requests and provision
(e.g., for assistive technology or fexible scheduling), such
as openness to employee input as a form of workplace culture or climate, union membership, and impairment type
and onset [27, 55].
Lastly, efective access to workplace accommodation is
associated with job performance and satisfaction [35, 54,
56], as well as employment opportunity [9, 10]. Even so,
one nationwide study of a range of industries suggests that
about half (47% to 58%) of individuals who may require
accommodations are not provided them [10].
Notably, the extant literature generally has not considered
intersectional identity aspects associated with the accommodation calculus, including such individual factors as race,
gender, sexual orientation and gender identity, disability characteristics, and age. Instead, research to date on accommodations has largely focused on disability and organizational
factors as monochromatic elements and has not systematically
examined the experiences of individuals with multiple minority identities, including disability, race, gender, LGBTQ+, and
age. This study begins to fll this gap in the understanding of
workplace accommodation requests and provision.

Research Questions
Using data from a survey of 3,590 lawyers across the United
States, this second article in our program of study examines
patterns in workplace accommodation requests and provision. As discussed elsewhere [14], we purposefully oversampled from the disability and LGBTQ+ communities to
consider the following research questions:
(1) Accommodation Requests: To what extent do disability,
sexual orientation, gender, race, and age individually,
and in combination, predict an individual’s likelihood
of making an accommodation request?
We hypothesized that individuals with disabilities,
those who are older, and women are more likely to request
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accommodations, as these groups often experience a mismatch between their individual work-related needs and job
demands [14, 24, 29, 36, 38, 39, 57–62]. We also hypothesized that individuals with multiple minority identities
might be less likely to request accommodations, including individuals with disabilities and those who identify as
LGBTQ+. This might be due to factors such as stigma and
the difculty of identity disclosure as part of the accommodation request process [63–65], the high degrees of discrimination that LGBTQ+ individuals report in employment [63, 66–68], and limited enforcement of laws against
these forms of discrimination.
(2) Accommodation Provision: To what extent do disability, sexual orientation, gender, race, and age individually, and in combination, predict an individual’s likelihood of receipt of accommodation?
We hypothesized that individuals with disabilities are
more likely to have accommodation requests granted. We
predicted that accommodation provision likelihood is further impacted by intersectional identities associated with
gender, race, and age [9, 10, 12, 13, 22, 27, 69, 70].

Methods
Data
To answer these research questions, we employ data from
the frst phase of the longitudinal survey project, involving
a sample of 3,590 responding lawyers in the United States
[14]. The survey used quantitative and qualitative questions, with fxed-choice and open-ended response opportunities, and is discussed in detail elsewhere [14]. In this
sample, while 3,590 lawyers responded to the survey, not
all of them necessarily completed all the survey questions.
Due to our intentional oversampling [14],1 the proportion
of lawyers identifying as disabled or LGBTQ+ is higher
1

See Blanck et al. [14]: We deployed the survey electronically and
in accessible formats to geographically dispersed private and public people working in the legal profession across types and sizes of
organizations. The ABA emailed a sub-sample of its members who
were willing to receive surveys from the association. In accordance
with our strategy, we sent email requests that included the survey
link to national and state legal organizations focused on diversity and
inclusion of lawyers with disabilities and who identify as LGBTQ+.
Using law frm listings across the ffty states, we also sent the survey
to state bar organizations and to large, medium, and small law frms.
In this frst wave, 198,533 people received the email with the survey
link. These eforts led 5543 people to open the survey link. Of these
people, 4532 started the survey. In the end, 3590 people completed
and submitted the survey, although not all of them necessarily completed all the survey questions.
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than that reported in the legal profession overall [71, 72].
The magnitude of the disability and LGBTQ+ sub-samples,
therefore, is not representative of the population in the legal
profession. However, they may be considered as comparators
to other sub-populations sampled, in particular, to gender,
race, and age [14].
For the purpose of this study, we defne two separate
analytical samples. The frst contains 2,166 respondents,
derived from the sample of 2,842 respondents who answered
the question: “Have you ever requested from this organization any change or accommodation in your job or workplace to better meet your personal needs?” This analytical
sample is used to answer the frst research question regarding accommodation requests. The second sample contains
574 respondents, derived from the 757 respondents who
answered the question “Was the change or accommodation
made?” This sample is used to answer the second research
question regarding accommodation provision.2

Outcome Variables
Accommodation Requested
The frst primary dependent variable is binary: “Have you
ever requested from this organization any change or accommodation in your job or workplace to better meet your personal needs?”, coded as 0 “No” and 1 “Yes.” Slightly more
than one-quarter (28%) of respondents reported requesting
accommodations.
Accommodation Granted
The second primary dependent variable is based on the question: “Was the change or accommodation made?” Respondents could answer “Yes, all requested changes were made
(or other changes were made that were just as good)”; “No,
none of my requested changes were made”; “Only some of
my requested changes were made (not as good as what was
requested).” Responses that the request was granted fully or
partially were coded as 1 for “Yes,” and where the request
was not granted coded as 0 for “No.” Three-quarters of
respondents (75%) reported their request was fully granted,
2

We excluded some observations from these analytical samples to
ease analysis and interpretation. First, we excluded respondents who
selected a quantitative response and provided a qualitative response
that was in contradiction with the former, as well as missing observations. Due to the small number of observations we excluded respondents who listed their gender as “other.” We excluded respondents who
listed their sexual orientation as aromantic and asexual as they do not
denote sexual preference, and those who chose “other”/qualitative
responses. We will incorporate these respondents in future qualitative
analyses. We excluded one outlier observation that indicated age as
105 years.
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15% that it was partially granted, and 10% that it was not
granted.

Individual Characteristics
Included in the analyses are respondent’s disability status,
sexual orientation, gender, race/ethnicity, and age. Disability
is coded as 1: “has a disability, impairment, or health condition” and 0: “no disability.” This variable was created as a
combination of two questions. First, we used the six disability
measures from the American Community Survey (“ACS”).3
In addition, respondents were asked “Do you have a disability
or health condition not refected in the previous question?”
Those who answered yes to one or more of these seven questions are coded as 1 or “Yes,” while those who responded no
to all the questions are coded as 0 or “No.” Overall, one quarter (25%) of our respondents reported at least one disability.
Sexual orientation is a binary variable coded as 1 if the
respondent identifed as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or queer
(“LGBQ”) and 0 for straight/heterosexual (about 17% of
respondents identifed as LGBQ).
Gender is coded as three separate binary variables for
women (1 “Women”, 0 “Other”), men (1 “Men”, 0 “Other”),
and transgender (1 “Transgender”, 0 “Other”). Although the
sample of transgender participants is relatively small, we
include their responses to help build information on their
experiences in accommodation requests and provision,
which is generally lacking in the extant literature.
“Men” is the omitted or comparator variable in our analytical models. The gender variables are derived from two
diferent questions asking the respondents’ gender (Woman,
Man, Other) and whether they consider themselves to be
transgender. The answers are coded to be mutually exclusive.
In addition, while we considered the unique felt gender of
transgender lawyers, to identify accommodation experiences
for this group, transgender lawyers are coded as transgender even when they report their gender as man or woman.
As a result, in the following discussion, the terms “men”
and “women” indicate cisgender individuals. Women comprise more than half (54%) of respondents, men 45%, and
transgender respondents 1%.
Race and ethnicity are coded as one variable to indicate
racial and ethnic minority status and to further the preliminary intersectional analyses here. This variable is coded as
3
Questions from the ACS: Are you deaf or do you have serious diffculty hearing?; Are you blind or do you have serious difculty seeing even when wearing glasses?; Because of a physical, mental or
emotional condition, do you have serious difculty concentrating,
remembering or making decisions?; Do you have serious difculty
walking or climbing stairs?; Do you have difculty dressing or bathing?; Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, do you
have difculty doing errands alone such as visiting a doctor’s ofce
or shopping?
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1 if the respondent identifes as a racial or ethnic minority (Black, Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or Alaska
Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacifc Islander, Asian, Multiracial) and 0 if White Non-Hispanic. Sixteen percent of
our respondents identifed as a racial and/or ethnic minority.
Age is coded as a continuous variable, with ranges from
23 to 90 and an average of 49 years.4

Control Variables
We include covariates or controls, derived from the prior
literature and those that respondents identifed as important,
such as frm tenure (coded as 0 for “less than one year to 70
years”, average of 11 years), practice type, and organization
size. Practice type is a binary variable coded 1 for “private”
and 0 “other” (e.g., in-house legal department, public sector,
non-proft, education). Around 60% of organizations were
private law frm practices. Organization size is coded as 1
for organizations with more than 500 lawyers (large organization) and 0 for organizations with fewer than 500 lawyers
(relatively smaller organizations). Around 20% of organizations had more than 500 lawyers.
Table 1 shows an overview of the respondents, indicating the proportion for each variable included in our models. It includes information on types of disability and on
accommodation(s) requested. Among people with disabilities and health conditions, people with more than one health
condition, disability, or impairment and those with mental
health disabilities represent the largest share of our sample.5
Among those who requested accommodations, people who
requested more than one accommodation and who requested
changes to their job structure represent the largest share.

Analytic Strategy
To present descriptive statistics for our sample, we estimate
differences in characteristics between respondents who
requested and did not request accommodations, and for those
who had their accommodation request approved and those
who did not have their request approved. We use Pearson’s
˜ 2 to test for the general association between variables. We
use Fisher’s exact test when analysis does not meet Pearson’s
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˜ 2 test assumptions. We use a p < 0.1 to reject the null
hypothesis that our variables are independent.
To answer the two primary research questions, we estimate the odds ratio of requesting accommodations and of
having the request approved. Using logistic models, we estimate diferences in odds according to individual characteristics, adjusting for covariates mentioned above. The basic
model (Model 1) without covariates is shown below.
˜
°
pi ∕(1 − pi ) = ˜0 + ˜1 Disabilityi + ˜2 LGBQi
(1)

+ ˜3 Womeni + ˜4 Transgenderi
+ ˜5 Racial_Minorityi + ˜6 Agei + °i

We progressively add to this model the covariates such as
job tenure, organization type, and organization size to assess
their contribution to the variation associated with accommodation requests and requests granted (Model 2).
˜
°
pi ∕(1 − pi ) = ˜0 + ˜1 Disabilityi + ˜2 LGBQi

+ ˜3 Womeni + ˜4 Transgenderi
+ ˜5 Race_Ethnicityi + ˜7 Agei + °X + ˛i

(2)

We next add 2 × 2 interactions of individual characteristics (Model 3) and 3 × 3 interactions of individual characteristics of interest (Model 4). This is done to focus on
the intersectional analyses that consider ways in which individual characteristics independently, and together, associate to create a unique personal and structural experience for
lawyers who request and who are provided accommodations.
While all combinations of 2 × 2 interactions are included,
based on previous studies and practical limitations, we test
select illustrative 3 × 3 interactions.
˜
°
pi ∕(1 − pi ) = ˜0 + ˜1 Disabilityi + ˜2 LGBQi

+ ˜3 Womeni + ˜4 Transgenderi
+ ˜5 Race_ethnicityi + ˜6 Agei

(3)

+ ˜n 2x2i + °X + ˛i
˜
°
pi ∕(1 − pi ) = ˜0 + ˜1 Disabilityi + ˜2 LGBQi
+ ˜3 Womeni + ˜4 Transgenderi
+ ˜5 Race_ethnicityi + ˜6 Agei

(4)

+ ˜n−1 2x2i + ˜n 3x3i + °X + ˛i
4

We asked respondents to select the age group to which they belong.
However, for our analysis we coded age as a continuous variable in
order to examine variations in trends regarding accommodations by
age. We used the last two numbers of respondents’ year of birth. We
used age as a categorical variable in tandem with these responses to
double check the numbers and avoid technical errors.
5
Disability type and accommodation type are coded to be mutually
exclusive. Additional information on the coding of these variables
can be provided by the authors upon request.

Results
Associational Characteristics
Table 2 shows the pairwise correlation coefcients and their
statistical signifcance levels for the variables used in our
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics
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Variable
Accommodations
Accommodation(s) requested
Accommodation fully granted
Accommodation partially granted
Accommodation not granted
Type of accommodation
Job structure change
Physical change
Modifed equipment
Policy change
Communication change
Other change
More than one change
Disability
Disability
Type of disability or health condition
Mental health
General health
Sensory
Mobility
Other condition or disability
More than one disability
Other individual characteristics
LGBQ
Women
Men
Transgender
Racial/ethnic minority
Age
Control variables
Tenure
Private venue
Large company

N

%

2842
757
757
757

0.284
0.745
0.151
0.104

776
776
776
776
776
776
776

0.280
0.044
0.026
0.013
0.004
0.032
0.602

3366

0.250

830
830
830
830
830
830

0.241
0.190
0.151
0.116
0.024
0.278

3330
3172
3172
3172
3432
3452

0.170
0.538
0.447
0.016
0.162
49.355

3497
3166
3344

11.189
0.601
0.197

Age and tenure are continuous variables, with the range for age at 23 to 90 years and the range for tenure at
0 to 70 years, and with the mean values for these variables refected in the % column in the Table

models to address the two core research questions.6 The
results indicate that disability, gender, race/ethnicity, and
organization type and size alone are signifcantly associated
with accommodation requests. Being a person with a disability, a woman, and a racial/ethnic minority is positively
correlated with having requested an accommodation. Working in a private and large organization, and being a man,
6

Given the nature of the data set, the correlation coefcients presented in this table are diferent. For dichotomous variables, we present the phi coefcient, a measure of association between two binary
variables. In other cases, we use the Point-Biserial Correlation coeffcient to represent the strength of association between a continuous
variable and a binary variable. In addition, samples difer for the
variables “accommodation outcome” and “accommodation request”
because we use pairwise correlations.
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is negatively associated with requests for accommodations.
The results also indicate that disability, gender, and type of
organization are associated with accommodation outcomes.
Specifcally, being a woman and working for a private organization is positively correlated with having a request granted.
Conversely, and counter to predictions, being a person with
a disability, and being a man, is negatively correlated with
having accommodation requests granted.
To aid interpretation of these results, and for future
research, we include associations with type of disability in
Table 2. Results show that having a general health condition
is negatively associated with requesting accommodations.
This result may be predictable because many such general health conditions may not be perceived as, or actually
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Table 2 Correlation between dependent variables and relevant individual characteristics
Request
Request
Granted
Disability

Other disability

Women

− 0.0002

0.0128

− 0.1250

− 0.2732

1.0000

0.0486

0.0251
(0.4705)

− 0.2372

− 0.2042

1.0000

(0.4132)

− 0.2038

− 0.1754

− 0.1523

1.0000

− 0.0557

− 0.0885

− 0.0762

− 0.0662

− 0.0568

1.0000

0.1035

− 0.3499

− 0.3011

− 0.2615

− 0.2246

− 0.0976

1.0000

0.0113

− 0.1092

− 0.0706

0.0587

− 0.0421

− 0.1262

0.0481

− 0.0363

− 0.0626

− 0.1105
− 0.0417

0.0073
(0.8344)

− 0.0157
0.1683

− 0.0171

− 0.0279

(0.0028)
0.0373

0.0681

− 0.0079

− 0.1529

− 0.0620

− 0.0079

0.0199

− 0.0245

(0.0699)
(0.0988)

(0.5157)

(0.0322)
(0.6592)
(0.6602)
0.0645

(0.0003)

(0.0000)
(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0107)

(0.0000)
0.1555

(0.0000)

(0.0000)
0.0199

(0.5850)

0.0044

0.0550
(0.1159)

− 0.0264

0.0166

0.0711

− 0.3324

0.0177

0.0271

(0.6298)

(0.1196)

− 0.2158

− 0.0988
− 0.0381

0.0918

− 0.1122

0.0508

− 0.1040

(0.0165)
(0.1725)
Women

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

Men

(0.0000)

(0.7477)

0.0244

(0.0000)

(0.7977)

− 0.0095

(0.0282)

− 0.1792

(0.1216)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

− 0.0238

− 0.0565

(0.6532)

(0.0000)

0.1717

0.0481

LGBQ
Women

0.0639
(0.2817)

(0.1090)

0.1479

(0.0480)

LGBQ

(0.2135)

(0.4492)

(0.0000)

Large org

− 0.0738

(0.3669)

(0.6137)
Private org

(0.0003)

0.0088

(0.1655)
Tenure

(0.8299)

1.0000

(0.9958)

(0.8825)

(0.0107)
Age

(0.0777)

0.0068

(0.3054)
Race/ethnicity

(0.0725)

(0.8554)

(0.0000)

Transgender

> 1 Disability

− 0.1045

(0.0000)
Men

Other disability

− 0.0413

(0.0000)
LGBQ

Mobility

1.0000

(0.6735)
>1 Disability

Sensory

1.0000

(0.2628)
Mobility

General health

− 0.0655

(0.0029)

Sensory

Mental health

0.1907

(0.2678)
General health

Disability

1.0000
–
(0.0000)

Mental health

Granted

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

− 0.0367
(0.3197)

(0.5134)
(0.5041)
− 0.0012
(0.9728)
− 0.0292

(0.0000)

(0.0567)

(0.0000)

(0.0019)

(0.0005)
0.1505

(0.0000)
− 0.0717

(0.0489)
0.0125

(0.1018)

(0.0000)

(0.0450)

(0.1863)
− 0.0532
(0.1439)

(0.0049)

(0.0959)
(0.3192)

0.0564

(0.4587)

(0.1218)

0.0146

0.0286

0.0198

(0.6881)

(0.4323)

(0.5875)

− 0.0136

− 0.0263

(0.7216)

(0.6976)

0.0377

0.1538

0.1327

− 0.0392

0.0770

− 0.0518

− 0.0224

− 0.0021

0.0323
(0.3599)

(0.0000)
0.0995

(0.0047)

0.0134

0.0358

(0.7174)

(0.3314)

0.0029

0.0004

(0.9363)

(0.9915)

Trans-gender

Race/ethnicity

0.0842

(0.0182)
Age

(0.0856)

0.0270

(0.4046)
(0.2854)

(0.2325)

(0.0002)
(0.0288)
(0.5431)
− 0.0013
(0.9707)
Tenure

(0.4519)
(0.2667)
(0.1420)
(0.9551)
0.0230
(0.5197)
Private org

− 0.0180
(0.6067)
0.0769

(0.0292)
0.0618

(0.0793)
0.0124
(0.7358)
− 0.0761

(0.0327)

Large org

1.0000
− 0.0191

1.0000

(0.2878)
Men

− 0.0290

− 0.9687

1.0000

0.2265

− 0.1364

− 0.1137

1.0000

0.0900

− 0.0899

− 0.0015

0.2532

− 0.0525

− 0.1583

0.2082

− 0.0384

− 0.1107

0.1487

− 0.0583

− 0.0983

0.0047

− 0.0137

(0.1066)

Transgender

(0.0000)
Race/ethnicity

− 0.0049
(0.7801)

Age

− 0.1553

− 0.1983

− 0.0656

− 0.1341

0.1231

− 0.0343

(0.0003)

Large org

(0.0000)
− 0.2393

(0.0000)

Private org

(0.0000)

− 0.1873

(0.0000)

Tenure

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0601)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)
(0.0000)

(0.0000)
(0.0000)
0.0332

(0.0689)

1.0000

(0.9353)
(0.0035)

(0.0321)

(0.0019)

(0.7949)

1.0000

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.0000)

(0.4344)

0.6061

1.0000

(0.0000)
0.0353

(0.0503)
− 0.1405

(0.0000)

0.1100

1.0000

(0.0000)
− 0.0451

(0.0096)

0.2090

1.0000

(0.0000)
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Table 2 (continued)
Table represents correlation between dependent and independent variables and their corresponding p-value. Signifcant results with a p-value of
0.1 or lower are shown in bold. We have represented phi coefcients and Point-Biserial Correlation coefcients as appropriate

covered as, disabilities under the ADA. By contrast, having more than one disability, which likely is associated with
more severely compromised health, is positively associated
with accommodation requests. Interestingly and perhaps predictably, having a mental disability or mental health condition is negatively associated with accommodation receipt,
which may be refective of stigma associated with mental
disabilities in general and difculties associated with documenting some forms of mental disabilities.
In terms of other associations to be explored in future
research, being LGBQ is positively associated with having a disability generally, and a mental health condition or
disability in particular, as well as with “other” disability,
but negatively associated with having a sensory or mobility
(arguably visible) disability. Being a woman is positively
correlated with report of a mental disability and negatively
correlated with having a sensory or more than one disability. Being a man, on the other hand, is positively associated
with having a sensory disability, but negatively correlated
with having a mental disability. Finally, being older is positively associated with having a disability in general, and
with having a sensory or mobility disability, and multiple
disabilities, but negatively associated with having a mental
health disability.

Disability
Tables 3 and 7 provide descriptive statistics on accommodation requests separated by group. Table 3 shows frequency
distributions for accommodation requests by individual characteristics, with row percentages (Table 7, in the Appendix,
presents column percentages). There is an expected signifcant relationship between disability status and accommodation requests. Specifcally, 42.88% of lawyers with disabilities reported having requested accommodations as compared
to 23.23% of those without disabilities.
Distribution of accommodation requests varies by the
obviousness or visibility of disability. As predicted, 36.73%
of lawyers with non-apparent disabilities report having
requested accommodations compared to 49.01% of those
with disabilities that fuctuate, and 54.92% of those with
apparent disabilities. Disability visibility appears to be
associated with an increased likelihood of accommodation
request. The proportion of those with non-apparent disabilities (e.g., mental health disabilities) is much higher among
those who did not request accommodations. Certain attorneys who otherwise report a health condition, disability, or
impairment may choose not to request accommodations,

13

Table 3 Distribution of accommodations requested by individual
characteristics (row percentages)
Demographic variables

Accommodations requested
Yes
N

p-value

No
%

N

%

Have a disability
Yes

313

42.88

417

57.71

No

489

23.23

1,616

76.77

< 0.001

Visibility of disability
Non-apparent

144

36.73

248

63.27

Fluctuates

99

49.01

103

50.99

Apparent

67

54.92

55

45.08

Straight

658

28.61

1,642

71.39

LGBQ

130

26.58

359

73.42

Gay/lesbian

66

22.45

228

77.55

Bisexual

28

31.82

60

68.18

Queer

5

20.00

20

80.00

Other

31

37.80

51

62.20

Men

246

20.78

938

79.22

Women

495

34.62

935

65.38

13

36.11

23

63.89

White NH

652

27.55

1715

72.45

Racial/ethnic minority

150

33.48

298

66.52

Black NH

40

32.52

83

67.48

Hispanic

27

34.62

51

65.38

Asian

24

28.92

59

71.98

Other

59

35.98

205

64.02

18–35 years old

155

23.96

492

76.04

36–55 years old

394

34.77

739

65.23

56 years or older

257

24.29

801

75.71

Less than 5 years

322

25.95

919

74.05

6–20 years

347

33.62

685

66.38

More than 20 years

125

23.72

402

76.28

< 0.001

Sexual orientation
0.377
0.038

Gender

Transgender

< 0.001

Race/ethnicity
0.012
0.093

Age
< 0.001

Tenure
< 0.001

P-value represents Pearson ˜ 2. Signifcant results with a p-value of
0.1 or lower are shown in bold. Fisher’s exact test is shown for analysis that does not meet Pearson ˜ 2 assumptions. Row percentages with
rounding adjusted to add up to 100%

given the disclosure and stigma associated with mental
disability.

Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity
The results show that the likelihood of requesting accommodations is associated with an individual’s sexual orientation.
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Thus, 28.61% of straight/heterosexual respondents report
requesting accommodations, as compared to 22.45% of
gay/lesbian respondents, 31.82% of respondents who identifed as bisexual, 20.00% of respondents who identifed as
queer, and 37.80% of respondents who reported other sexual
orientations. With regard to gender, the results show that
women and transgender lawyers are signifcantly more likely
to request accommodations as compared to men.

Race/Ethnicity
There is a strong relationship between race and accommodation requests, which suggests that lawyers who are racial/
ethnic minorities are more likely to report having requested
workplace accommodations. Results show that 27.55% of
White non-Hispanic respondents requested accommodations
as compared to 33.48% of racial/ethnic minority respondents.

Age/Tenure
Middle-aged respondents (36-55 years of age) are more
likely to request accommodations than either those who are
younger or older. Similarly, those with job tenure between
six and twenty years are more likely to request accommodations as compared to other groups.

Estimating the Odds of Accommodation Requests
The results in Table 4 show the odds ratio (“OR”) for
requesting accommodation as estimated from a series of
logistic regression models. We start with a basic model,
progressively adding individual characteristics such as disability status, sexual orientation, gender, race, and age. The
model including all these characteristics without interactions
is our baseline model. We then add control variables, such as
job tenure, type and size of organization, 2 × 2 interactions,
and illustrative 3 × 3 interactions to the following models.
We also conduct a Likelihood Ratio Test (“LR”) to compare
the nature of these models. Results from the LR test show
that Model 4 is not signifcantly better than Model 3 in the
prediction of our outcome variables. Thus, to simplify interpretation, we focus on the results from Model 3, but have
made available for review the results from Model 4 as well.7
Results from Model 2 in Table 4 show that, controlling
for firm tenure, and type and size of organization, being
a person with a disability, a woman, or a transgender individual increases the odds of requesting accommodations.
7

We conducted a number of diagnostic tests. The results, such as
VIF and tolerance level, show that multicollinearity is not an issue in
our models. In addition, model specifcation tests show that our models are correctly specifed and that discrepancies between predicted
and observed frequencies are small and not signifcant. To compare
models, besides LR tests, we conducted multiple tests and relied on
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Accordingly, people with disabilities, women, and transgender
individuals have higher odds of requesting accommodations as
compared to people without disabilities and men, respectively.
Results from Model 3 with 2 × 2 interactions added
show that being disabled and a woman increases the odds of
requesting accommodations, while being older decreases the
odds. Thus, lawyers with disabilities have 2.86 times higher
odds (95% CI 1.95–4.20) than those without disabilities
of requesting accommodations, among those who identify
as men, White, straight, and are 49 years old, holding the
control variables constant. The odds of requesting accommodations for women are 2.35 times higher than for men
(95% CI 1.76–3.12), among lawyers who are white, straight/
heterosexual, without disabilities, and 49 years of age, holding other variables constant. Being LGBQ, transgender, or a
racial/ethnic minority was not related to the odds of requesting accommodations.8
Once we include 2 × 2 interaction terms, age becomes a
signifcant predictor of accommodation requests, as does the
interaction term between sexual orientation and age. This
suggests that age is an important conditional contributor
when interacted with the other individual characteristics.
The coefcient for age implies that the odds of requesting
workplace accommodations decline by 2% as age increases
(95% CI 0.97–0.99) among lawyers who are men, White,
straight, and without disabilities.
None of the interaction terms, except for sexual orientation and age, are associated with the odds of requesting
accommodation.9 The results indicate that for accommodation requests, while there are no contributing interaction
efects between sexual orientation and gender, and sexual
orientation and race/ethnicity, there is a substantial relationship between sexual orientation and age. Specifcally,
the odds of requesting accommodations increase by 1.03

Footnote 7 (continued)
BIC, AIC, and McFadden’s R-Squared, among others, to decide if
adding 3x3 interactions would beneft interpretation of our models.

8
Being LGBQ (OR = 1.11, 95% CI = 0.65-1.88), transgender (OR
= 2.81, 95% CI = 0.59-13.37), or a racial/ethnic minority (OR =
1.33, 95% CI = 0.79-2.22) is not associated with the odds of requesting accommodations.
9
The results do not show, for accommodation requests, an association between disability and sexual orientation (OR= 1.57, 95%
CI = 0.86-2.88), gender (women OR = 0.77, 95% CI = 0.48-1.23;
transgender OR = 0.99, 95% CI = 0.14-7.27), race/ethnicity (OR =
0.86, 95% CI = 0.47-1.56), or age (OR = 1.00, 95% CI = 0.99-1.02).
Interactions between sexual orientation and gender (women OR =
0.77, 95% CI = 0.43-1.40) and sexual orientation and race/ethnicity (OR = 0.86, 95% CI = 0.48-1.54) are not statistically signifcant.
Interactions between age and gender (women OR = 1.00, 95% CI
= 0.99-1.02; transgender OR = 1.01, 95% CI = 0.93-1.10), age and
race/ethnicity (OR = 1.00, 95% CI = 0.99-1.03), and gender and race/
ethnicity (women OR = 0.85, 95% CI = 0.47-1.54) are not statistically signifcant.
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Table 4 Odds ratio for
requesting workplace
accommodations
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Individual characteristics
Disability
LGBQ
Women
Transgender
Race/ethnicity
Age
Covariates
Tenure
Private org
Large org
2 × 2 Interactions
Disability × LGBQ
Disability × women
Disability × transgender
Disability × race/ethnicity
Disability × age
LGBQ × women
LGBQ × race/ethnicity
LGBQ × age
Women × age
Transgender × age
Race/ethnicity × age
Race/ethnicity × women
3 x 3 interactions
Disability × women × race/ethnicity
Disability × LGBQ × women
Disability × LGBQ × race/ethnicity
Constant
Number of observations
Pseudo R2
LR Chi2
LR test p-value

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

2.574884***
0.975319
2.128143***
2.833689**
1.121308
0.999944

2.491802***
0.955129
2.073494***
2.716166**
1.078261
0.994965

2.859014***
1.109174
2.345560***
2.808064
1.327544
0.982708**

2.902567***
1.271080
2.371405***
2.367375
1.093556
0.982183**

–
–
–

1.010553*
0.759034***
0.978081

1.012206**
0.7639128**
0.9798308

1.012196**
0.764597**
0.980813

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

1.573530
0.770418
0.998478
0.855786
1.003710
0.772702
0.856454
1.032224***
1.008737
1.013404
1.009308
0.853074

1.060519
0.717815
1.503024
1.641001
1.003526
0.572382
1.432557
1.037025***
1.009657
1.006344
1.008473
1.047061

–
–
–
0.188923***
2166
0.052
133.81
< 0.001

–
–
–
0.203899***
2166
0.0558
9.76
0.0207

–
–
–
0.187275***
2166
0.0629
18.06
0.1139

0.518688
2.748832
0.268436
0.187476***
2166
0.0649
5.38
0.1459

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
Notes: Sample includes lawyers who responded to our survey question about whether they requested workplace accommodations. Age is mean-centered at 49 years

times with every year of tenure for LGBQ lawyers (95%
CI 1.00–1.06). Tenure in a law frm is associated generally
with increased economic power, which may be particularly
enhancing for LGBQ lawyers.
In regard to the control variables, each year of job tenure—again likely refective of individual economic power in
the frm—increases the odds of requesting accommodations
by a small magnitude of 1.01 (95% CI 1.00–1.02). However,
working for a private organization decreases, relatively, the
odds by 0.76 (95% CI 0.62–0.94), controlling for other variables in the model.
Overall, the results suggest that disability, gender,
and age are associated with increased odds of requesting
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accommodations. Since generally the variable interaction
terms were not substantial, except for one, we cannot conclude that the efects of disability and sexual orientation
vary with other individual characteristics in the models, such
as gender, race, and age, in terms of being associated with
increases in the probability of accommodation requests.
We next convert the OR of requesting workplace accommodations from Model 3 into predicted probabilities for nine
non-diferentiated identities of individuals (see Fig. 1). To
calculate these probabilities for each identity characteristic,
we set all other variables in the model at their overall sample
mean.
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Fig. 1 Predicted probability of
requesting workplace accommodations by gender, sexual
orientation, race/ethnicity, and
disability
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Probability of Requesng Workplace Accommodaons
0.50
0.45
0.40
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0.35
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0.30
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0.23
0.20

0.15
0.10
0.05
0.00

Notes: The variable of interest (e.g. race) has been set to 1 while the other individual characteriscs and
covariates have been set at their sample mean.

The results of this analysis show that men have the lowest
probability of requesting accommodations (20%), as compared to those without disabilities (23%), White individuals
(27%), those who identify as straight/heterosexual (27%),
those who identify as LGBQ (28%), racial/ethnic minorities
(30%), women (34%), transgender individuals (42%), and
individuals with disabilities (44%). Thus, individuals with
disabilities have the highest relative probability of requesting
accommodations.
In addition, we calculate the probabilities of requesting
accommodations from Model 3 for twenty-four multiple
identities, or intersectional groupings, with the results
presented in Fig. 5 in the Appendix. Results show that
White and racial/ethnic minority transgender individuals
who also identify as LGBQ and have a disability have
the highest probability of requesting accommodations
(72%). The top ten intersectional identity groupings with
the highest probability of requesting accommodations all
include individuals with disabilities.
By comparison, non-Hispanic White men who identify
as straight/heterosexual and who do not have disabilities
(15%, bottom line of Fig. 5 in the Appendix) show the lowest probability of requesting accommodations, followed by
non-Hispanic White men who identify as LGBQ and who
do not have disabilities (17%). In Fig. 5 in the Appendix,
the bottom nine groups of people, with the lowest probability of requesting accommodations, do not report having disabilities.
Broadly, the results indicate that individuals with
disabilities are more likely to request accommodations.

There also appears to be a separate effect for gender,
with transgender individuals being more likely to request
accommodations, as compared to men being less likely
to request accommodations. Nonetheless, these intersectional identity interpretations must be viewed as exploratory because the interaction terms between disability and
gender are afected by small cell sample sizes.
Finally, we consider the probabilities of requesting
accommodations from Model 3 by age for eight distinct intersectional identity groups (illustrated in Fig. 2).
The top panel of Fig. 2 illustrates that the probability of
requesting accommodations decreases somewhat with age
for White non-Hispanic women without disabilities, and
decreases for White non-Hispanic women with disabilities. In contrast, women who identify as racial and ethnic
minorities, regardless of disability status, show an increase
in the probability of requesting accommodations with age
(Fig. 2, top panel).
In addition to the race/ethnicity diferences, these trends
suggest that women with disabilities generally have a higher
probability of requesting accommodations, as compared to
women without disabilities, at all life points (Fig. 2, top
panel). The results also show that LGBQ men and women
with and without disabilities show increases in the probability of requesting accommodations with age (Fig. 2, bottom
panel). LGBQ men and women with disabilities, at all ages,
have an overall higher probability of requesting accommodations as compared to those without disabilities (Fig. 2,
bottom panel).
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Fig. 2 Predicted probability of
requesting workplace accommodation by age
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Estimating the Odds of Accommodation Receipt
Table 5 shows the distribution of accommodation requests
that were fully, partially, or not granted among groups of
lawyers. To ease interpretation, we present row percentages, but column percentages can be found in Table 8 in
the Appendix. The results show that, except for race/ethnicity, we are not able to reject the null hypothesis that the
variables in this table are independent from the accommodation outcomes. Nonetheless, the following discussion provides some insights on the basic distribution and
magnitude of accommodation outcomes.
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First, and counter-intuitively, people who do not report a
disability have their accommodation requests fully or partially granted at slightly higher rates as compared to those
who report having a disability. Specifcally, among people
with disabilities, 71.96% had their request fully approved
as compared to 76.37% of people without disabilities.
Similarly, and also unpredicted, people with disabilities
are more likely not to have their accommodation requests
granted (12.84%), as compared to people without disabilities
(8.75%). Those who report their disability as apparent (i.e.,
more visible or obvious) are relatively more likely to have
their accommodation request approved (77.42%) as compared to those who reported their disability as non-apparent
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Table 5 Distribution of
accommodation outcomes by
individual characteristics (row
percentages)
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Accommodation outcome
Demographic variables

Have a disability
Yes
No
Visibility of disability
Non-apparent
Fluctuates
Apparent
Sexual orientation
Straight
LGBQ
Gay/lesbian
Bisexual
Queer
Other
Gender
Men
Women
Transgender
Race/ethnicity
White NH
Racial/ethnic minority
Black NH
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Age
18–35 years old
36–55 years old
56 years or older
Tenure
Less than 5 years
6–20 years
More than 20 years

p-value
Fully

Partially

Not granted

N

%

N

%

N

%

213
349

71.96
76.37

45
68

15.20
14.88

38
40

12.84
8.75

0.185

96
68
48

71.11
70.83
77.42

18
17
10

13.33
17.71
16.13

21
11
4

15.56
11.46
6.45

0.412

463
91
44
21
4
22

75.28
72.80
70.97
77.78
80.00
70.97

92
19
13
2
1
3

14.96
15.20
20.97
7.41
20.00
9.68

60
15
5
4
0
6

9.76
12.00
8.06
14.81
0.00
19.35

0.739

170
351
9

74.56
75.00
69.23

29
77
2

12.72
16.45
15.38

29
40
2

12.72
8.55
15.38

0.260

467
96
25
18
13
40

75.93
70.07
67.57
72.00
61.90
74.07

90
22
8
3
7
4

14.63
16.06
21.62
12.00
33.33
7.41

58
19
4
4
1
10

9.43
13.87
10.81
16.00
4.76
18.52

0.244

96
289
179

67.61
76.46
75.85

27
55
31

19.01
14.55
13.14

19
34
26

13.38
8.99
11.02

0.259

216
250
93

71.76
76.22
78.81

53
45
15

17.61
13.72
15.13

32
33
10

10.63
10.06
10.04

0.522

0.476

0.077

P-value represents Pearson ˜ 2. Signifcant results with a p-value of 0.1 or lower are shown in bold. Fisher’s
exact test is shown for analysis that does not meet Pearson ˜ 2 assumptions. Row percentages with rounding
adjusted to add up to 100%

(71.11%), or who have a disability that fuctuates (70.83%).
Nonetheless, these trends are not statistically signifcant.
In regard to sexual orientation, straight/heterosexual
respondents had a slightly higher likelihood of having their
accommodations approved (75.28%) as compared to LGBQ
respondents (72.80%). Similarly, while gender does not seem
to explain diferences in accommodation approval rates,
women have the relatively highest likelihood of having their
accommodation request fully or partially granted; they also
have the lowest likelihood of having their accommodation
request not granted when compared to men and transgender

lawyers. In considering race, White non-Hispanic respondents are more likely to have their requests fully provided as
compared to other racial and ethnic groups. Middle-aged
respondents and those with long tenure (more than 20 years)
are more likely to have their requests fully granted. Except
for race/ethnicity, these other diferences are not statistically
signifcant.
The results in Table 6 present the odds ratio (“OR”) of
having accommodation requests granted as estimated from
a series of logistic regression models. Similar to the previous models, we start with a basic model, progressively

13

552
Table 6 Odds ratio of having
workplace accommodation
requests granted
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Individual characteristics
Disability
LGBQ
Women
Transgender
Race/ethnicity
Age
Covariates
Tenure
Private org.
Large org.
2 × 2 Interactions
Disability × LGBQ
Disability × women
Disability × race/ethnicity
Disability × age
LGBQ × women
LGBQ × race/ethnicity
LGBQ × age
Women × age
Transgender × age
Race/ethnicity × age
Race/ethnicity × women
3 × 3 Interactions
Disability × women × race/ethnicity
Disability × LGBQ × women
Disability × LGBQ × race/ethnicity
Constant
Number of observations
Pseudo R2
LR chi2
LR test p-value

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

0.598944*
1.060423
1.182934
0.445957
0.677918
1.014013

0.658155
1.099244
1.281808
0.442747
0.730872
1.016026

0.673156
2.550042
0.858709
0.662676
1.202196
1.073501**

0.742814
2.940108
0.908819
0.653896
1.563001
1.071934**

–
–
–

0.997302
1.388241
2.953142*

0.992702
1.436638
3.593050*

0.992449
1.435927
3.597923*

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

0.254970
1.497323
0.273748
0.991806
1.882050
0.111663*
0.973448
0.947418*
1.015152
0.928404**
1.364355

0.208933
1.331907
0.183166
0.992331
1.878392
0.079188
0.976143
0.948622*
1.014623
0.930066**
1.016980

–
–
–
13.36607***
574
0.0190
6.36
0.3840

–
–
–
9.444975***
574
0.0370
6.04
0.1095

–
–
–
10.56431 ***
574
0.0891
17.43
0.0958

1.598201
1.043298
1.718408
10.07145***
574
0.0895
0.12
0.9887

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
Notes: Sample includes lawyers who responded to our survey question about whether their accommodation
request was granted. Age is mean-centered at 49 years

adding individual characteristics such as disability status, sexual orientation, gender, race, and age. The model
including all these characteristics is again considered the
baseline model. We then add control variables (tenure,
type of organization, and size of organization), 2 × 2 interactions, and illustrative 3 × 3 interactions in the following
models, as we have done prior. We interpret results from
this Model 3, but also present results from Model 4 for
informational purposes.
Results from Model 2 in Table 6 show that none of
the individual characteristic variables are statistically
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signifcant.10 However, once we include 2 × 2 interactions in Model 3, age becomes statistically signifcant.
Similar to Model 2, the results in Model 3 do not support
that any individual characteristics are associated with the
likelihood of having accommodations granted other than
age. Thus, having a disability, being LGBQ, a woman,
transgender, or a racial/ethnic minority is not associated
10

Results show that being a person with a disability (OR = 0.66,
95% CI = 0.36–1.21), LGBQ (OR = 1.09, 95% CI = 0.47–2.57), a
woman (OR = 1.28, 95% CI = 0.65–2.52), transgender (OR = 0.44,
95% CI = 0.076–2.58), a racial/ethnic minority (OR = 0.73, 95% CI
= 0.35–1.52), or older (OR = 1.02, 95% CI = 0.98–1.04) is not associated with the odds of a positive outcome.
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with the odds of a positive accommodation outcome.11 The
coefcient of age implies that the odds of having a request
granted increase with age (OR 1.07, 95% CI 1.01–1.14).
The results further show that only the interaction terms
between sexual orientation and race/ethnicity, gender
(women) and age, and race/ethnicity and age, are statistically signifcant. Here, the odds of a positive accommodation outcome decline for LGBQ racial/ethnic minority lawyers, older women lawyers, and older racial/ethnic minority
lawyers, relative to comparable others. The efect of sexual
orientation on accommodation outcome for racial and ethnic
minorities is 0.11 times (95% CI 0.01–1.00) that of White
lawyers. The odds ratio for women and racial/ethnic minorities decreases by 0.95 (95% CI 0.89–1.00) and 0.93 (95% CI
0.87–0.99) respectively for a one-year increase in age.
The results additionally suggest that the efect of disability on accommodation outcomes does not vary by sexual
orientation, gender, race/ethnicity, and age. Similarly, the
efect of sexual orientation does not difer by gender or age.
There is no evidence to conclude that the efect of age on
accommodation outcome is diferent for transgender lawyers
as compared to men, or that the efect of race/ethnicity on
accommodation outcomes is diferent for men and women.12
Working for a large organization, however, substantially increases the odds of having accommodation requests
granted: 3.59 times higher (95% CI 0.95–13.56), controlling
for other variables in the models. Firm tenure and working at
a private organization alone are not associated with accommodation outcomes.13
Taken together, the exploratory intersectional analyses suggest that the effect of sexual orientation on
11

The odds of lawyers with disabilities are 0.67 times (95% CI =
0.20–2.24) those of lawyers without disabilities among those who
identify as men, White, straight, and are 49 years old; odds are higher
for LGBQ lawyers (OR = 2.55, 95% CI = 0.34-19.00), as compared
to straight lawyers; odds of having a request granted for women are
0.86 times (95% CI = 0.31–2.38) those of men, and for transgender
individuals are 0.66 times (95% CI = 0.07–6.68) those of men; odds
of having accommodation requests granted for racial/ethnic minorities are 1.20 times (95% CI = 0.21–6.93) those of non-Hispanic
White lawyers, holding other variables constant. None of these main
efects is statistically signifcant.
12
The results suggest that the efect of disability on accommodation outcomes does not vary by sexual orientation (OR = 0.25, 95%
CI = 0.04–1.82), gender (women OR = 1.49, 95% CI = 0.38–5.85),
race/ethnicity (OR = 0.27, 95% CI = 0.05–1.41), or age (OR = 0.99,
95% CI = 0.94-1.05). Similarly, the efect of sexual orientation does
not difer by gender (women OR = 1.88, 95% CI = 0.27–13.16) or
age (OR = 0.97, 95% CI = 0.89–1.06), nor does the efect of age on
accommodation outcome difer for transgender lawyers as compared
to men (OR = 1.02, 95% CI = 0.84–1.23), or the efect of race/ethnicity on accommodation outcomes for men and women (OR = 1.36,
95% CI = 0.25–7.38).
13
Firm tenure (OR = 0.99, 95% CI = 0.96-1.03) and working at a
private organization (OR = 1.44, 95% CI = 0.74-2.79) are not associated with accommodation outcomes.
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accommodation outcomes varies by race/ethnicity and
efects of gender (older women only), and by race/ethnicity and age. Thus, the odds of a positive accommodation
outcome are lower for LGBQ lawyers who are racial/ethnic
minorities as compared to White lawyers, for older women
as compared to younger women, and for older racial/ethnic
minority lawyers as compared to younger lawyers.
We convert the OR of requesting accommodations from
Model 3 in Table 6 into predicted probabilities for nine
intersectional identity groupings, as before (see Fig. 3). To
calculate these probabilities for each identity characteristic,
we again set the other variables in the model at their sample
mean. The results show that even though LGBQ lawyers and
those with no disabilities have among the lowest probabilities of requesting workplace accommodations (see Fig. 1),
they show the highest relative probabilities among the nine
identity groups of having their requests granted (96% and
95%). Transgender lawyers and those with disabilities,
despite having the highest probability of requesting workplace accommodations, have the lowest relative probabilities
of having their requests granted (90%).
As in the prior model, we calculate the probabilities of
having accommodation requests granted from Model 3 for
twenty-four distinct intersectional identity groupings (see
results presented in Fig. 6 in the Appendix). The fgure illustrates, for example, that although transgender individuals
who identify as racial and ethnic minorities and LGBQ and
who also have a disability, have among the highest probability of requesting accommodations (see Fig. 5 earlier in the
Appendix), they evidence the lowest probability of having
their accommodation request granted (14%). This group is
followed by men and women who identify as racial and ethnic minorities and as LGBQ, and also have a disability (19%,
43% respectively, at bottom of Fig. 6 in the Appendix).
As referenced above, the top fve groups with the lowest probability of having their accommodation request
approved are lawyers with disabilities and who are racial
and ethnic minorities. Non-Hispanic White women, men,
and transgender individuals who identify as LGBQ and who
do not have disabilities have the highest probability of having their workplace accommodations granted as compared
to the other groups (98%, 98%, 97%, respectively). In Fig. 6
in the Appendix, the top fve groups with the highest probability of having their accommodation request approved
are all individuals without disabilities. Taken together, the
results indicate that lawyers with disabilities are more likely
to request accommodations, but, counterintuitively, those are
the lawyers who are less likely to have their accommodation
request granted. These outcomes are largely moderated by
intersectional multiple identities, such as gender and race/
ethnicity.
As a fnal analysis, and as before, we model the probabilities of having accommodation requests granted from Model
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Fig. 3 Predicted probability of
having workplace accommodation request granted by gender,
sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, and disability
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3 by age for eight distinct intersectional multiple identity
groupings (see Fig. 4). The top panel of Fig. 4 shows that
the probability of having accommodation requests granted
decreases with age for minority women with and without
disabilities, whereas for White non-Hispanic women with
and without disabilities the probability remains relatively
constant over time.
Considered in light of the prior models testing the probability of requesting accommodations, these results in the
top panel of Fig. 4 suggest that while the probability of
requesting workplace accommodations increases with age
for minority women, the probability of having such requests
granted decreases with age. The converse is the outcome
for non-Hispanic White women. In addition, the probability of having workplace accommodation requests granted
increases with age for LGBQ men with and without disabilities, whereas it decreases for LGBQ women with and
without disabilities. These trends are in contrast with the
prior models showing that all of these four groups show an
increase in the probability of requesting workplace accommodations with age.

Discussion
The fndings in this article illustrate the non-monochromatic
identities of individuals engaged in the workplace accommodation process, and the efects of such diversity on accommodation outcomes. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the frst large-scale study to examine in such detail the
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accommodation request and provision experience from an
intersectional perspective.
The preliminary fndings show that multifaceted individual identities and organizational factors, as associated
with disability, sexual orientation, gender, race/ethnicity,
and age, are important in understanding the request for and
provision of workplace accommodations. For example, the
odds of requesting accommodations are higher for women
and people with disabilities as compared to men and those
without disabilities, and lower for older people. But the
results also indicate that the odds of requesting accommodations are higher for older LGBQ lawyers as compared
to younger lawyers.
There may be a number of reasons for these fndings,
including shifting individual economic power in the lawyer’s frm or health trends over time. Some studies suggest
that older LGBQ men experience increased psychological distress and workplace discrimination [66–68], poorer
physical health, or reduced access to health care resources
as compared to their heterosexual counterparts [73, 74].
Thus, they request accommodation to reduce these disparities. Another reason may be that LGBQ people are
more likely to keep working as they age as compared to
heterosexual individuals [67], but those trends likely vary
by job type and organizational factors, and they may be
not refective of the legal profession.
Several of the initial trends observed here comport with
those found in prior studies. People with disabilities [9, 12,
14, 24, 29, 30] and women [14, 30, 39, 57] are more likely,
in general, to request accommodation. Still, other studies
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Fig. 4 Predicted probability of
having workplace accommodation request granted by age
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Notes: The variables of interest have been set to 1 while the other individual characteris cs and
covariates have been set at their sample mean.

show that gender is not always associated with a higher
probability of making accommodation requests [19, 25, 26,
37]. The trend here, if substantiated, may refect a continued reality of legal and other workplaces: they are typically
dominated by White male, middle-aged, and nondisabled
individuals. This likely is among the reasons that people
with disabilities, women, LGBQ, transgender, and racial/
ethnic minorities may request accommodations more often:
they are relatively more crucial for their job engagement,
tenure and security, career progression, psychological and
physical health and safety, and wage equality.
The general efects for age, however, also illustrate that
the odds of requesting accommodations are relatively lower

for older people. These results are in accord, on the one
hand, with studies fnding that as employees age, they are
less likely to request and receive accommodations; this phenomenon may be a function also of individual economic
power in organizations [29]. This may be one reason why,
for the present sample of white-collar lawyers in non-physically demanding jobs, the fndings here do not comport with
studies of cohorts who work in manufacturing or health care
sectors that require greater physical demands [29, 40, 41].
Moreover, although the results in this study of accommodation outcomes show that older, and presumably more senior
and higher-paid, lawyers overall have better odds of having
their accommodations granted, such efects are ofset for

13

556

certain individuals with multiple marginalized identities,
such as women and racial/ethnic minorities, whose odds
decline with age [13, 29].
In addition, the results indicate that LGBQ lawyers who
are racial minorities have lower odds than White LGBQ lawyers of having their accommodation requests granted. These
results are in general accord with studies fnding that racial
minorities are less likely to be accommodated in their jobs
[13, 24, 25].
Tellingly, although lawyers with disabilities have one of
the highest probabilities of requesting accommodations, they
have among the lowest probabilities generally of having such
accommodation requests granted. Transgender individuals
and racial/ethnic minorities also show as having among the
lowest probabilities of receipt of accommodations. Yet studies show that transgender people are almost three times more
likely to experience forms of discrimination than are those
who do not identify as transgender [75, 76]. These individuals may be more likely to perceive the need for, or require,
particular accommodations, such as policy changes or physical changes in their workplaces in support of inclusion.
One prominent explanation for individuals not requesting accommodations from their employers is the potential
for stigmatization that is associated with the disclosure process for people with hidden and particular disabilities [77],
as well as for others with marginalized multiple identities
who may not wish to disclose [45]. Requesting an accommodation typically requires that an individual reveal one’s
identity characteristics, whether for disability, sexual orientation and gender identity, or age. The disclosure process—a
central element of the accommodation process as mediated
by organizational culture and D&I+ practices—is in need of
further investigation and will be the subject of forthcoming
papers in this series.
The survey on which this study is based also did not distinguish between “formal” ADA versus “informal” accommodations; that is, those accommodations requested under
the ADA and those that may not be but are part of organizational practice. In future studies, we will explore diferences
between such formal and informal accommodation requests
and their receipt [78]. Particularly relevant to the health and
economic emergency resulting from the pandemic, many
organizations now provide informal accommodations and
adjustments as part of the “new norm” for health and safety
in the workplace. However, if and when the pandemic
wanes, the prevalence and nature of these practices will
require additional study [85]. The next phase of this project
will consider cross-sectional and longitudinal experiences
pre-, during, and post-COVID-19 in regard to attitudes and
behavior toward accommodations such as remote work and
fexible scheduling [19].
In a forthcoming article, we further explore the nature and
correlates of reported discrimination and bias as they may be
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associated with other attitudinal and structural barriers such
as not providing accommodations [79]. There is a general
need for such study to gain a more informed view of D&I+
across a range of organization and market sectors, as well as
looking comparatively across other countries and cultures.
At the time of this writing, the COVID-19 pandemic
continues to have evolving implications for all employees
and their workplaces in terms of workplace accommodations. Associated changes in attitudes, norms, and behavior
may not only afect present and future conceptions of work
and workplace accommodation, but also, if well-conceived,
may accrue to the beneft of individuals who previously have
been excluded from the workforce, such as individuals with
disabilities and other marginalized identities [80]. The next
phase of this program of study will also consider these “new
norms” and their association with accommodation, productivity, tenure, and wages, as well as organizational sustainability and D&I+.

Limitations
We have considered elsewhere the strengths and limitations
of this program of study [14]. For example, because this
project relies on self-reported information in an online survey, there is no way to verify the nature and outcome of the
individual reports. The complexity and heterogeneity of the
individual experience within the disability and LGBTQ+
communities requires further study, both by using diferent
tools and by investigating within and across workplaces and
economic sectors. We have also recognized that the use of
overly broad terms such as “disability” and “LGBTQ+” does
not adequately acknowledge the unique individual and multiple identities across and within the spectrums of disability,
LGBTQ+, and other minority identities [14].
We recognize these limitations cabin our ability to make
defnitive statements about the representativeness of the
survey sample. In certain aspects, the sample is consistent
with national labor statistics, but in other aspects it is not,
in part due to purposefully oversampling legal professionals with disabilities and those who identifed as LGBTQ+.
This study also focuses on legal professionals, who generally are higher-paid and -educated White-collar workers,
and who are in positions that ofer access to job security
and economic power. We would have expected enhanced
access to accommodations and other benefts of employment
for this cohort. The trends we identify here likely will vary
for workers in other professions, such as manufacturing or
health care, and in lower-paying, and more physically active
or precarious, work arrangements [20].
Lastly, despite eforts to sample underrepresented groups,
and despite obtaining a relatively large sample overall as
compared to prior studies, any attempt to generalize these
fndings must proceed with caution, given the relatively
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small number of respondents with multiple minority identities. Nonetheless, we present these complex individual
experiences because they remain largely understudied and
because they have important implications for the development of research in our program of study and others.

Implications
This study examines workplace accommodation requests
and receipt in a conceptual framework of D&I+ in the legal
profession. The study considers the dynamic and multidimensional experiences of people with disabilities and who
identify as LGBQ, along with others with identities across
race/ethnicity, gender identity, and age spectrums. Future
articles in this series will examine issues associated with
identity disclosure, stigma, and reported discrimination
and bias in the workplace. The benefts of this program of
study are to bring to the fore, and illuminate, changes over
time and circumstance, with the hope that such information
will enable organizations to conceive and efect advances in
D&I+ to the beneft of both the individuals and the organizations themselves [3, 55, 81–84].
The issues in this program of study, and related issues,
are also being examined in a new national Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Disability Inclusive
Employment Policy (“DIEP RRTC”). Over the next 5 years,
the new Center will implement a series of scientifcally rigorous studies to produce fresh data and evidence to increase
the employment of persons with disabilities in all forms
[37].
The new DIEP RRTC is forming signifcant partnerships
and bringing together a consortium of nationally recognized
and synergized researchers from multiple disciplines including vocational rehabilitation, disability studies, economics,
psychology, social work, law and public policy, business,
and health policy. The team is comprised of, and directed
by, leading members of the disability community. It is complemented by national associations providing unprecedented
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reach to targeted audiences for knowledge dissemination
activities.
Future research by the DIEP RRTC will examine the ways
in which organizations of all sizes and types, including those
in the gig economy, efectively develop and manage structures to facilitate the inclusive employment of persons with
disabilities using the accommodation principle. In light of
the profound changes to employment and society generally
brought on by the pandemic, it is crucial to examine ways
in which new organizational and individual work strategies
evolve and incorporate, and sustain, inclusive disability
employment policy and practice.
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Fig. 5 Predicted probability of
requesting workplace accommodation—Intersectional Analysis
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covariates have been set at the sample mean.
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Fig. 6 Predicted probability
of having accommodation
request granted—Intersectional
Analysis
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Table 7 Distribution of
accommodations requested
by individual characteristics
(column percentages)

Journal of Occupational Rehabilitation (2020) 30:537–564
Accommodations requested
Demographic variables

Have a disability
Yes
No
Visibility of disability
Non-apparent
Fluctuates
Apparent
Sexual orientation
Straight
LGBQ
Gay/lesbian
Bisexual
Queer
Other
Gender
Men
Women
Transgender
Race/ethnicity
White NH
Racial/ethnic minority
Black NH
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Age
18–35 years old
36–55 years old
56 years or older
Tenure
Less than 5 years
6–20 years
More than 20 years

Yes

p-value
No

N

%

N

%

313
489

39.03
60.97

417
1,616

20.51
79.49

< 0.001

144
99
67

46.45
31.94
21.61

248
103
55

61.08
25.37
13.55

< 0.001

658
130
66
28
5
31

83.50
16.50
8.38
3.55
0.63
3.93

1,642
359
228
60
20
51

82.06
17.94
11.39
3.00
1.00
2.55

0.377

246
495
13

32.63
65.65
1.72

938
935
23

49.47
49.31
1.21

< 0.001

652
150
40
27
24
59

81.30
18.70
4.99
3.37
2.99
7.36

1,715
298
83
51
59
105

85.20
14.80
4.12
2.53
2.93
5.22

0.012

155
394
257

19.23
48.88
31.89

492
739
801

24.21
36.37
39.42

< 0.001

322
347
125

40.55
43.70
15.74

919
685
402

45.81
34.15
20.04

< 0.001

0.038

0.093

P-value represents Pearson ˜ 2. Signifcant results with a p-value of 0.1 or lower are shown in bold. Fisher’s
exact test is shown for analysis that does not meet Pearson ˜ 2
assumptions. Column percentages with
rounding adjusted to add up to 100%
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Table 8 Distribution of
accommodation outcomes
by individual characteristics
(column percentages)
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Accommodation outcome

Demographic variables

Have a disability
Yes
No
Visibility of disability
Non-apparent
Fluctuates
Apparent
Sexual orientation
Straight
LGBQ
Gay/lesbian
Bisexual
Queer
Other
Gender
Men
Women
Transgender
Race/ethnicity
White NH
Racial/ethnic minority
Black NH
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Age
18–35 years old
36–55 years old
56 years or older
Tenure
Less than 5 years
6–20 years
More than 20 years

Fully

p-value

Partially

Not granted

N

%

N

%

N

%

213
349

37.90
62.10

45
68

39.82
60.18

38
40

48.72
51.28

0.185

96
68
48

45.28
32.08
22.64

18
17
10

40.00
37.78
22.22

21
11
4

58.33
30.56
11.11

0.412

463
91
44
21
4
22

83.57
16.43
7.94
3.79
0.72
3.97

92
19
13
2
1
3

82.88
17.12
11.71
1.80
0.90
2.70

60
15
5
4
0
6

80.00
20.00
6.67
5.33
0.00
8.00

0.739

170
351
9

32.08
66.23
1.70

29
77
2

26.85
71.30
1.85

29
40
2

40.85
56.34
2.82

0.260

467
96
25
18
13
40

82.95
17.05
4.44
3.20
2.31
7.10

90
22
8
3
7
4

80.36
19.64
7.14
2.68
6.25
3.57

58
19
4
4
1
10

75.32
24.68
5.19
5.19
1.30
12.99

0.244

96
289
179

17.02
51.24
31.74

27
55
31

23.89
48.67
27.43

19
34
26

24.05
43.04
32.91

0.259

216
250
93

38.64
44.72
16.64

53
45
15

46.90
39.82
13.27

32
33
10

42.67
44.00
13.33

0.522

0.476

0.077

P-value represents Pearson ˜ 2. Signifcant results with a p-value of 0.1 or lower are shown in bold. Fisher’s
exact test is shown for analysis that do not meet Pearson ˜ 2 assumptions. Column percentages with rounding adjusted to add up to 100%
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