CHAPTER 2

The Dimensions of
Disability Oppression
An Overview

The vast majority of people with disabilities have alwavs
been poor, powerless, and degraded. Disabibity oppression is a product
of both the past and the present. Some aspects of disability oppression
are remnants of ancien régimes of politics and ¢conomics, customs and
beliets, and others can be traced to more recent developments. To un-
derstand the consequences and implicatons tfor people with disabilities
an analvsis is called for which considers how the overarching structures
of socicty influence this rend. This is especially relevant in light ot the
United Nations® contention that their condition 1s worsening: “Hand-
icapped people remain ouzeasts around the world, hiving m shame and
squalor among populations lacking not only in resources to help them
butalso in understanding. And with their numbers growing rapidhy, their
phght is gerting worse. ... 'The normal pereeprion is that nothing can
be done for disabled children. This has to do with prejudice and old-
tashioned thinking that this punishment comes trom God, some evil

spirits or magic. .. We have a catastrophic human rights sicuation. . . .

Thev [disabled persons| are a group without power.™!

There is a great deal to sav about disability oppression, not only be-
cause 1t 1s complex and multifaceted but also because we have so litde
experience coneeptualizing its phenomenology and logic. Until very re-
centhy most analvses of why people with disabilivies have been and con-
tinue to be poor, powerless, and degraded have been mired in an
anachronistic academie tradition thar understands the “status™ of peo-
ple with disabilities i terms of deviancee and stigma. "This has been com-

pounded by the lack of participation by people with disabilities in these
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22 DISABIIITY OPPRESSION AND EVERYDAY LIFE
anmalvses. Forrunately, this has begun to change. Disabiliey rights activists
have recently undertaken imporrant and fruitful efforts to frame dis-
ability oppression. These projects, however msighttul, have been imired
by their scope and mnability to account tor the systemic nature of dis-
abiline oppression. For example, in the arvcle “Malcolm Teaches Us,
Too,™ in the Disability Rogr, Marta Russell wrires,

Malcolm’s most important message was to love blackness, to love black cul-
ture. Malcolm insisted that loving blackness itselfwas an act of resistanee in
a white dominated socicry. By exposing the internalized racial self-hatved
that deeply penctrated the psyches of LLS, colonized black people, Mal-
coh taught that blacks could decolonize thelr minds by coming to black-
ness to be spiritually renewed, transtormed, He believed that, only then,
could blacks unite ro gain the equality they righttully deserved. .o Tr s
cqually important tor disabled persons to recognize what it means o live as
a disabled person in a physicalist socictv—that ts, one which places its value
on physical agility. When our bodies do not work like able-bodied per-
soi’s bodies, we're disvalued. Our oppression by able-bodicd persons is vife
with the message: There is something wrong, something “defective”™ with
us—Dbecause we have a disabilite. L0 We must idenritv with ourselves and
others like us. Like Malcolm sought tor his race, disabled persons must
build a cultu re which will unitv us and enable us to gain our human rights.

[

There is much of value for the DRM in whatr Russell savs, She is
patenthy correct, for instance, to point people with disabilitics toward
Malcolm X in rerms of recognition and identity, selt-hatred and sclf-
respect. Bu she, like Maleoln XL is wrong on the gquestion of where the
basis of oppression lies. Both identifv oppression with the Other, aview
that is quite prevalent among disability rights actvises, For Russcll, the
Ortherisable-bodied people: for Malcolmy, it was white people talthough
he began o change this view shortly betore his assassination ). Both sit-
uate oppression in the realm of the ideas of others and nor in systems or
structures that marginalize people tor political-cconomic and sociocul-
tural reasons. As the grear Mexican novelist Julio Cortazar writes in Fop-
scoteh, “Nothing can be denounced it the denouncing is done within the
system that belongs to che thing denounced™ (196611987 chap. 99).
My project then is as much a polemic directed ar the disability rights
movement as at a more general public, My point to other activises is that
the logic ofdisability oppression closely parallels the oppression of other

groups. It is a logic bound up with p«)lmml~~ccunum|c needs and beliet

svstems of domination. From these prioritics and values has evolved a
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world svstem dominated by the Taws of capital and profit and the cthos
of individualism and image worship. This poinat is just as imporrant as
mv call to the general public, especially the international communiny, to
recognize and respond to an extraordinary human rights tragedy, \\1 1t
tormer UN Suwm:\ General Javier Perez de Cucllar once called

silent emergency.”

Political Economy and the World Svstem

Polirical cconomy is crucial in constructing a theory of
disabilitv oppression because poverty and powerlessness are corner-
stones of the dependency people wich disabilities experience. As the so-
cial science of how politics and cconomics influcnce and limir evervday
lite, political cconomy is primarily concerned with issues of class because
class posttions groups of people in relation to cconomic production and
exchange, political power and privilege. Today, class not only structures
the political and cconomic refationships between the worker, peasant,
farmer, inecllecrual, small-scale entreprencur, government burcaucrat,
army general, banker, and industrialist, it mediates family and commu-
nity life insotar as relationships exise in these which affect people™s ceo-
nonmuic viabihty.? In politcal-cconomic terms, evervday lite is mtormed
by where and how individuals, familics, and communities are incorpo-
rated into a world system dominated by the few who control the means
of production and torce. This has been the case for a long tme. The
logic of this svstem regulates and explains who survives and prospers,
who controls and wha s controlled, and, notsimply metaphorically, who
is on the inside and who s on the outside (of power.

Perhaps the most fitting characterization of the sociocconomic
condition of people with disabilities is that thev are outcasts, This is
how they are portraved in the UN repore cired ar the beginning of this
chaprer. T was also repeated by many of the disabiliny rights acoivists
[interviewed. 1t scems reasonable to ask, why is this depiction so com-
mon? The answer s two-sided, socioculrural and poliucal-cconomic.
On one side are the panophy of reactionary and iconoclastic attitudes
about disability. These are addressed brietly in the next section and in
depth in chaprer 4. On the other side stands a political-cconomic for-
mation that does not need and in fact cannot accommaodate a vast group
of people in its production, exchange, and reproduction. Put differently,
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people with disabilities, like many others, are preponderantly part of a
worldwide phenomenon that James O’Connor called “surplus popula-
ton” (1973:161)% and lstvan Meszaros called “superfluous people™
(1995:702).

The extent and implications of this phenomenon are experienced dits
ferently. For example, itis readily apparent that people, even those with
disabilitics, living in the more cconomically developed regions of the
world have higher “standards of living™ than their counterparts in the
Third World. The United States and Europe have satery nets that catch
“outcasts” before their very livelihoods are called into question. This 1s
not necessarily the case in the Third World.

The 300 million to 400 million people with disabilities who live in
the periphery, like the vast majority of people in those regions, exist in
abject poverty, but 1would go turther and argue that, for social and cul-
tural reasons, their lives are even more ditficult. These are the poorest
and most powerless people on carth.

As the global cconomy developed, it created more than just the wan-
dering gyvpsies of southern Europe and the possciros (squatters ) of South
America. 1t created an enormous number of outcasts who must be set
apart from what Karl Marx catled the “reserve army of labor™—aresource
to be tapped in times of cconomic expansion (although Marx uses them
interchangeably in Grumdrise|1973:491 ]). For hundreds of millions of
outcasts—begears and others who depend on charity for survival; pros-

oo

titutes, drug dealers, and others who survive through criminal activities;
the homeless, refugees, and others forced to live somewhere besides their
home or homeland:* and many others—will seldom, it ever, under ordi-
nary CIrcumsrances be used in the production, exchange, and distribu-
tion of political and cconomic goods and services. They are essentially
declassed. So many people fall into this category that U1.S. cconomists
have created the category “underclass™ to refer to them. The UN has
cven created the preposterous category “admissible fevels of poverny™ to
describe the condition of the best-off among these people.

People with disabilitics, at feastas a group, may have been the first to
join the ranks of the underclass. Since feudalism and cven carlier, they
have lived outside the cconomy and political process.” 1t should be
noted, of course, that tew people with phvsical disabilitics survived for
very long in precapitalist cconomies.

The emergence and development of capitalism had an extraordinar-
ilv profound and positive impact on people with disabilities. For the first

time, probably in the mid-1700s in parts of Europe, people living out-
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side the spheres of production and exchange, the “surplus people,”
could relv on others to survive. Familv members and triends who could
accumulate more than the barest minimum necessary tor survival had
the “luxury™ of being able to care tor others. A century later the polit-
ical-cconomic conditions were such that charities, which supported a
large number of people, were established. Those who were cared tor by
these charities most often were the mentally ill, the blind, the choholic’,
the chrontcallv ill. Ay analvsis throughout this book centers on the po-
litical-cconomic and sociocultural relationships born out of these times
and how they have developed difterently in ditterent cconomic zones
and in different cultures. Essentially, I will argue, as Audre Lorde does
in Sister Owtsider, that these formations now not only stand as barriers
to progress but also are the basis for peoples’ oppression: “Institution-
alized rejection of differcrnce is an absolute necessity in a profit cconomy
which needs outsiders as surplus people. As members of such an ccon-
omy, we have all been programmed to respond to the human difter-
ences berween us with fear and loathing and to handle that ditference
in one of three wavs: ignore it, and it that is not possible, copy it if we
think 1t 1s dominant, or destrov it it we think it is subordinate. Bur we
have no patterns for relating across our human difterences as cquals. As
a result, those differences have been misnamed and misused in the ser-
vice of separation and contusion” (1984:77).

Culture(s) and Beliet Svystems

The modern world is composed of thousands of cultures,
cach with 1ts own wavs of thinking about other people, nature, tamily
and community, social phenomena, and so on. Culture is sustained
through customs, rituals, mythology, signs and symbols, and institutions
such as religion and the mass media. Each of these informs the beliets
and attitudes that contribute to disability oppression. These artitudes are
almost universallv pejorative. They hold that people with disabilities are
pitiful and that disability itsclfis abnormal. This is one of the soctal norms
used to separate people with disabilities through classification systems
that encompass education, housing, transportation, health c.n'.c, and
familv life.

For carlv anthropologists, “culture™ meant how values were attached

to belief svstems (Kroeber and Kluckhorn 1952:180-182). Since then
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the meaning of the term “culture™ has become so contested that some
have argued forits abandonment. Others consider it simply a “hived ex-
perience™ or “lived antagonistic expericnees.” For Cliftord Geertz, one
of anthropology™s preeminent theorists, the “culture concept ... de-
notes a historically transmitted pattern of meanings cmbodied i sym-
bols, a svstem of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by
means of which men communicate, perperuate, and develop their
knowledge and artitudes toward Hife™ (1973:891. Geertz's theory has
manv adherents, butit has also garnered its share of criticism, most com-
monly that it negleets the intluence of polides and power. In Ideolony
and Modern Culture, John Thompson postulates a more reasonable po-
sition. Thompson’s formulation is that the study of symbols as a way to
interpret cultures must be done contextually, by recognizing that power
relations order the expericnces of evervday lite in which these signs and
symbols are produced, transmitted, and received:

The svmbolic coneeption is a suitable starting point for the development of
a constructive approach to the study of cultural phenomena. But the weak-
ness of this conception—in the form it appears, for instance, in the w ritings
of Geertz—is that it gives insutficient attention to the structured social re-
fations within which svimbols and symbolic actions are always embedded.
Henee, T tormulate what [ eall the structural conception of calture. Cultural
phenomena, accordmg to this conception, may be understood as symbaolic
forms in strictured contexts, and cultural analysis may be construed as the
study of the meaningful constitution and social contextualization of sym
bolic forms. (1990:123)

My notion of culturets) is similar to Thompson™s. Contrary to many
traditions in anthropology, cultures are not independent or static for-
mations. Thev intertace and interact in the evervday world with history,
politics and power, cconomic conditions and institutions, and nature.
To neglect these important influences seems o miss important inter-
stices where culture happens, is expressed, and., most imporgant, s ox-
perienced. The point is not that one culrure nakes people do or think
this and another that but that ideas and beliefs are informed by and in
cultures and that cultures are partial expressions of a world inwhich the
dualities of domination /subordination, supcriority /inferiority, normat-
ity /abnormality are relentlessly reinforced and legitimized. Anthropol-
ogists may be able to find obscure cultures in which these duahties are

not determinant, but this docs not minimize their overarching influence,
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The essential problem of recent anthropological work on culrure and
disability is thar it perpetuates oummoded beliefs and continues to dis-
rance rescarch from lived oppression. Contributors to Benedicte Ingstad
and Susan Revnolds Whyee's Disability and Culrure seem to be oblivi-
ous to the extraordinary poverty and degradation of people with dis-
abilitics. The book does add to our understanding of how the concep-
tualization and symbolization of disability takes place, but its language
and perspective are still lodged in the past. In the first forty pages alone
we fnd the words suffering, lomeness, juterest group, incapacitared,
bandicapped, defprmitics. Notions of oppression, dominant culture, jus-
tice, human rights, politcal movement, and sclf-determination are con-
spicuoushy absent. We can read hundreds of pages withour even con-
remplating degradation. Unlike these anthropologists and of course
many others, my thesis is thar backward attitudes about disabilioy are not
the basis for disability oppression, disability oppression is the basis for
backward arritudes.

{False) Consciousness and Alienation

The third component of disability oppression is its psy-
chological internalizarion. This creates a (false ) consciousness and alien-
ation thar divides people and isolares individuals. Most people with dis-
abilities actually come to believe they are less normal, less capable than
others. Self-pity, self-hate, shame, and other manifestations of this
process are devastating for thev prevent people with disabilities trom
knowing their real selves, their real needs, and their real capabitiries and
from recognizing the optons they in fact have. False consciousness and
alicnation also obscure the source of their oppression. They cannot rec-
ognize that their self-perceived pidful Hyves are simply a perverse mir-
roring ofa pitiful world order, In this regard people with disabilities have
much in common with others who also have internalized their own op-
pression. Marx called this “the self-annihilation of the worker™ and
Frantz Fanon “the psvehic alienaton of the colonized.™ In Fradiiny
and Demination, Sandra Lee Bartky exposes the voles of alienation, nar-
cissisim, and shamic i1 the oppression of women. Fach of these examples
highlights the centraliny of consciousness to any discussion of oppres-

ston. Consciousness, like culture, means ditterent things to ditferent
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people. Carl Jung said it is “cverything that is not unconscious.” Sartre

said “consciousness is being” or “being-in-itself.” For the Egyptian nov-
elist Naguib Moufouz, it is “an awareness of the concealed side.” Re-
cently there have been attempts to develop a neurobiological theory of
consciousness, the best known of which is Gerald Edelman’s The Re-
membered Present (1989).

Whole philosophical systems and schools of psychology are built on
the concept of consciousness. Appropriately, most postulate stages or
tvpes, even archetvpes of consciousness. For Jung, evervthing important
was interior, was “thought.” The highest consciousness was individua-
tion, or self-realization (the “summit™). This required gaining command
of all tour thought functions: sensation, feeling, thinking, and intuition.
When one arrives at the intersection of these tunctions, “one opens one’s
eves” (Campbell 1988:xxvi-xxx).

Marxism tvpically understood consciousness as metaphorical spirals
of practice (experience) and theory (thought) intertwined. These spirals
move incrementally, quantitatively. Consciousness, however, Is not a
lincar progression. At points this quantitative buildup congeals into a
“rupture,” or a qualitative or transtormational leap to another stage
of consciousness where another spiral-like phenomenon begins. Con-
sciousness can leap from being-in-itselt {existence as is) to being-for-
itself (consciously desiring change), Marx’s equivalent ot'a leap in sclt-
cealization. While Jung’s and, before him, Freud’s great contribution to
modern psychology was the discovery of the importance ot the uncon-
scious, their svstems excluded politeal and social conditions. They were
asocial and apolitical. This is where idealism (c.g., Jung, Hegel) and ma-
terialism (c.g., Mary, Sartre) split most dramatically. Sartre’s withering
critique of psvehology began with this difference. According to Sartre,
“the Ego is not in consciousness, which is utterly ranslucent, but in the
world™ (Sartre [1943] 1957:xii). For Sartre, consciousness has three
stages, being-in-itself, being-for-itselt, and being-tor-others, which re-
flects a growing awareness. He argues that consciousness is intentional,
it has a dircction. In his attack on raditional psvchology, Sartre is saving
one must step back and ponder reality (there isa “power ofwithdrawal™)
because realiny has a thoroughgoing impact on consciousncess.

Consciousness is an awareness of oneseltand the world. Furthermore,
consciousness has depth, and as one moves through this space one’s per-
ception ot oneselt and the world changes. This does not automatically
entail greater sclf-clarity. Movement through this “space-depth™ is con-

tingent on factors such as intelligenee, curiosity, character, personality,
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cxperience, and chance; political-cconomic and cultural structures (class,
race, gender, disability, age, sexual preference); and social institutions.

Evolution ot consciousness depends on how one pereeives and what
questions one asks. What one concludes from the thousands of impulses
and impressions one receives throughout lite depends on, tollowing Al-
bert Einstein, where the observer is and how he or she observes. Take
sunsets as an example. We “see” sunsets. But how we see a sunset de-

¢
., clouds), who we are with and our state of

b

pends on the weather (c.
mind ar the time, the vantage point (boat, beach, high-rise building),
and so on. How we see a sunsct is dependent on what we think a sun-
set is. For many, it 1s the descent of the san below the perceived hori-
zon. I can confirm this personally; having watched tourists jump into
their tour bus immediately atter the sun disappears. For others, the sun-
sct continues nntl the sun’s ravs shine back against the darkening sky
and produce a subiime radiance.

The point is that consciousness cannot be separated from the real
world, from politics and culture. There is an important relationship be-
tween being and consciousness.® Social being informs consciousness,
and consciousness intorms being. There is a mutual interplay. Con-
sclousness is not a container that ideas and experiences are poured into.
Consciousness 1s a process of awareness that is influenced by social con-
ditions, chance, and innate cognition.

People are sometimes described as not having consciousness. This is
not so. Evervone has consciousness; it is just that for some, probably
most, that consciousness is partially false. From childhood, people are
constantly bombarded with the values of the dominant culture. Thesce
values reflect the *naturalness™ of superiority and inferiority, dominance

and subordination.

Power and Ideology

The greatest challenge in conceptualizing oppression
ot any kind is understanding how it is organized and how it is repro-
duced. Tt is relatively casy to outline general characteristics such as
poverty, degradation, exclusion, and so on. But to answer these ques-
tions, we must examine the dittuse circuitry of power and ideology. This
cxercise is particularly ditheult because power and ideology not only or-

ganize the wav in which individuals experience politics, cconomics, and
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culture, they contradictorily obscure or illuminate why and how the di-
mensions of {disabilitvy oppression are reproduced.

Oppression is a phenomenon of power in which relations between
people and between groups are experienced in rerms of domination and
subordination, superiority and inferforio. At the center of this phenont-
enon is control, Those with power control; those without power lack
control. Power presupposes political, cconomic, and social hicrarchies,
structured relations of groups of people, and a svstem or regime of
power. This system, the existing power structure, encompasses the thou-
sands of wavs some groups and individuals impose control over others.

Power is diffuse, ambiguous, and complicated: *Power is more gen-
cral and operates in a wider space than foree; itincludes much more, but
is less dvnamic. It is more ceremonious and even has a certain measure
of patience. ... [Space, hope, watchfulness and destructive intent,
can be called the actual bodv of power, or, more simply, power itself™
(Canerti [1962]1984:2815. It is not simply a system of oppressors
and oppressed. There are many kinds and experiences of power:
cmplover/emplovee, men/svomen, dominant race /subordinated race,
parent/child, principal /teacher, teacher/student, doctor/patient, to
name somie. Power more accurately should be considered povwerts).
These power relations are irreducible products of history, These histo-
ries of power(s) collectively make up the regime of power informing the
manner and method of governing,.

Posver should not be contused with rule, however, A ruling class, his-
torically forged by political and cconomic factors, governs. But other
privileeed groups and individuals have and exercise power. In the ob-
scure vernacular of French philosophy, the relationship of power be-
rween those who are privileged and those who are notis overdeternined
by class rule.”

There are many wavs for significantly empowered classes and groups
to exercise and maintain power. All regimes, regardless of political phi-
losophy, have ruled through a combination ot force and coercion, le-
citimation and consent. In the Western democracies and pares of the
Third World, consent is prevalent and force seldom used. In many parts
of the Third World, though, state-sponsored repression is common. The
repressive practices of Third World dictatorships are well known and
documented. In these countries there exists a pathology between mili-
rary control and consent. People fear the government and the military
because these institutions promote fear through constant harassment

and repression.
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The primary method through which power relations are reproduced
is not physical—military torce and state cocrcion—>but metaphysical—
people’s consent to the existing power structure. This is certainfv the
case for the hundreds of millions of people with disabilities throughout
the world. In chapter 5, 1 analyze the passive acquicscence of people
with disabilities, individually and collectively, in the face of extraordinary
lived oppression. “

The passive acquicseence to oppression is partially based in what the
British cultural historian Ravmond Williams has called the “spiritual
character™ of power: “In particular, ideology needs to be studied to find
out how it justifics and boosts the cconomic activities of particular
classes; that is, the study of ideology enables us to study the intention of
the articulate classes and the spiritual character of a particular class’s
rule”™ (1973:6). Williams is suggesting that the dominant classes and
culture constantly and evervwhere impress on people the naturalness or
normality of thelr power and privilege. Williams, following Antonio
Gramused, called this process Degemony Flegemony is projected mulndi-
mensionally and multidirecrionally. It is not projected like a motion pic-
rure projects images. The impulses and impressions, behiets and values,
standards and manners are projected more like sunlight. Hegemony is
ditfuse and appears evervwhere as natural. It {resentorees domination
not only through the {armed) state bur also throughout socicty: in fam-
ities, churches, schools, the workplace, legal institutions, burcaucracy,
and culrure.

Schooling is a particularly notable example of this process because it
curs across so many boundaries and affects so many, including people
with disabilivics. T as we are led to believe, the mission ot schooling is
teachiyg and fearning,, then the logical questions are, who aets to teach?
what is taughe? how do students fearn? and, most imporant, why? First,
let me suggest that schooling has two principal “political™ functions, Irs
NATOW purpose 1s to reach acquicscence to power structures operating,
in the educational arena. Tes broad purposc is to teach acquicscence to
the larger status quoy especially the discipline of its worktoree,

How does this works First teachers are trained. Then their training

tknowledge) is certibied and licensed. Education is “professionalized.™

Teachers become educational experts. Students sitin rows, all pointing

toward this repository of knowledge. The teacher pours his or her

knowledge into the students” *empo™ heads didacticallv. There is litthe

sharing of knowledge between the reacher and the student” for the

teacher has learned that the process is anidirecdonal. The curriculum
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itself is standardized and licensed by state education officials, often the
samie body that licenses teachers. Morcover, administrators are far re-
moved from the classroom, their only regular contact with students be-
ing discipline. They allow little innovation and flexibility. Many admin-
istrators continue the same rules and programs for decades. Power comes
trom above. Evervone and evervthing in the schooling process is au-
thorized. Students are, in Jirgen Habermas™s term, steered. Numerous
studies have shown that girls are treated ditferendy from bovs regard-
less of the teacher’s gender. Students tfrom some families are encouraged
and others discouraged. Some, for example, students with disabilities,
are segregated in different schools or classrooms ¢

The latter point is particularly important for understanding the tun-

damental connections berween ideology and power as they refare to dis-

ability. Students with disabilities, as soon as their disabiliry is recognized
by school officials, are placed on a separate track. They are immediately
labeled by authorized {credentialed) professionals (who never them-

selves ive evpericnced these labelsy as LD, ED, EMH, and so on. The
meaning and definition of the labels differ, but they all signify interior-
ity on their face. Furthermore, these students are constantly told whart
thu can (potentially /expect to) doand what they cannot do from the
very date of their labdnw This happens as a natural matter of course in

the classroom.

Allactivists Linterviewed who had a disability in grade school or high
school told similar kinds of horror storics—dcetention and rerention,
threars and insults, physical and emotional abuse. In Chicago, T have
colleagues and tfriends who were told they could not become teachers
because they used wheelchairs; collcagues and friends who are deatand
went through twelve vears of schoot without a single teacher who was
proficient in sign language (they were told it was good tor them because
they should learn to read lipsi. [ have visited segregated schools that re-
quired its personnel to wear white lab coats (to imprcss on the disabled
students that they were first and foremost sicklyy. T know of o student
art exhibivion thar was canceled because some dm\\'ings porraved the
students growing up to be doctors and other uarealistic vocations.”

[t is possible to identifi numerous wavs that students with disabili-
tics are controlled and raught their placer (1) labeling; (23 symbols (g,
white lab coats, “Handicapped Room™ signs}; (3) structure {pull-out
programs, scgregated classrooms, “special” schools, inaccessible arcasy;
(41 curricula especially designed for students with disabificies ibehavior

L

modification for emotionally disturbed kids, training skills without
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knowledge instruction for significantly mentally retarded students and
students with autistic behavior) or having significant implications for
these students; (55 resting and L\'nluam)n biased roward the functional
needs of the domunant cultare {Stantord-Biner and Wexler tests); (6)
body language and disposition of school culture {teachers almost never
look into the eves of students with disabilities and practice even greater
patterns of superiority and paternalism than they do with other stu-
denes)y and (7 discipline {physical restraints, isolation /tinic-out rooms
with locked doors, use of Haldol and other sedatives) 1

Special Education, like so many other retorms won by the popular
struggle, has been transtformed from a wav to increase the probability
thar students with disabilities will gee some kind of an education into a
badge of inferiority and a rule-bound, burcaucratic process of separat-
ing and then warchousing millions of voung people that the dominant
culture has no need for. While this process is uncven, with a minority
benefiting trom true inclusionary practices, the overarching intluences
of race and class preclude any significant and meaningtul equalization of
educational opportunities. 2

The sociopolitical iuaplications of this process are clear to many dis-
ability rights activists. ”

Dauilo Deifin: Disability rights advocacy in Southcast Asia is very hard.
Children are taught never to argue with their reacher. It is 3 fong socializa-
tion process.”

The Chicago educarors and disabiline vights activists Carol Gill and
Larry Voss interviewed tweneyv-one people who went through Special
Education. Their survey respondents indicated that they believed thar
Special Education made them more passive and convineed them of their
lotin life. 12

We can begin o see the similarities between power and hegemony,
Power, as Elias Canetti reminds us, is “more general and OpLrates i a
wider spacc than foree,” and hcgcmon‘\g according o Ravmond
Williams, is 0 whole body of practices and expectations, over the whole
of living: our senses and assignments of cniergy, our shaping pereeptions
ot ourselves and our world. Tris a lived system of meaning and vatues . .
but a culrure which has also to be scen as the lived dominanee and sub-
ordmation of particular dasses™ (Eagleron 1989: 1101 The meanings
and values of sociery are defined by the powerlul. Hegemony is om-
nipresent. It is embedded in the sodal tabric of life.
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people through double-speak, misdirection (blame the viceim), natural-
ized inferiority, and legitimated authority. This is begemeny. The second
is the psvehological devastation people experience which creates self-pity
and sclf-annihilation and makes self-awareness, awareness of peers, and
awarencess of their own humanity extremely difficult. This is alicnarion.
Hegemony and alicnation are two sides of the same phenomenon—ide-
ological domination.i®

In the case of disability, domination is organized and reproduced
principally by a circuitry of power and ideology that constantly ampli-
fies the normality of domination and compresses difference into classi-
fication norms {through svmbols and categorics) ot superiority and nor-
mality against inferority and abnormality.



