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“We live in a world of norms.”

-~ (Davis, 1995, p.23)

Eugenics is the normative outcome of social cartographic processes of industri-
alization and modernization that began in late nineteenth~and early twentieth-
century America. While most mainstream social historians—and most of carly
twenty-first-century Western intelligentsia—place the pinnacle of eugenicist
influence at a point shortly before the middle of the twentieth century, this is
not the case. It is very much alive and well today, although transformed in ways
that would not be recognized by its progenitors, and often invisible and forgotten
by other scholars. Eugenics, whether framed as it was in early modernist terms, or
as it can now be in terms of human genomic science, genetic technology, (special)
education practice, and in the general ideological underpinnings of modernist
Western culture, is essentially racist, classist, sexist, and ableist' (Baker, 2002).

It was portrayed as

... the science of the genctic improvement of the human race ... used to establish race
and class distinetions as “natural” and incontrovertible. The dominance of the upper
class was mandated by their superior genetic heritage; the poor remained in poverty
becausc of their degenerate genes. (Block, Balcazar, & Keys, 2002, p. 34)
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It is a technology designed to segregate the normative hegemonic class from
abnormative groups through hidden and iatrogenic processes of pathologiz-
ing diagnosis (Snyder & Mitchell, 2002). These processes rely on the powerfy]
modernist tool of scientific forgetting. This kind of forgetting is active, and itg
work is “... to make the boundaries and demarcations of the dominant cultyre
invisible ...” (Norquay, 1999, p. 2).

This, then, is a (brief) history of normality, a history that begins with eugen-
ics. I argue here that what Western social cartographers understand and portray
as a (pseudo-) scientific movement called eugenics, whose influence on modern-
ism ended in the middle of the twentieth century, is more precisely a complex
set of cultural ideologics (Block et al., 2002; Winfield, 2004). These ideologies
created social constructions of difference, ability, and normality, all in the ser-
vice of neoliberal capitalism, and whose influence continues today. The result of
this influence has been the outlining of social landscapes inhabited by those with
the demonym® Normal. Others, lacking the social cachet of such a demonym,
have been placed in social and physical ghettos outside of normative terrains, not
merely at the margins of cultural maps, but off the page of socially textualized
cartographies.

This is a standpoint history that reflects a particular subjectivity, a particular
ideological standpoint. I am a bricoleur, with training and interest in the humani-
ties, broadly defined, including rhetorics, literature, the arts, criticism, and media.
In addition, I draw from the discourses of cultural, women’s, race, whiteness, nor-
mal, and disability studies, all of which define themselves (if at times only partially)
as cross-, trans-, multi-, and inter-disciplinary (e.g., Foucault, 1965; Giroux, 1997;
Gomez-Pena, 1997; Hehir, 2002; Lather & Smithies, 1997; McLaren & Torres,
1999; Thomson, 1997). I also borrow from the disciplines of history, sociology,
anthropology, psychology, and geography, using their metaphors, at times without
their discoursed permission. As well, I am a white, male professional teaching
special education at a midsized university in midwestern United States and live as
much of my time as I can in north country of northeastern United States, where I
count among my best friends those who come from working rural poor and lower
middle-class backgrounds. I also describe myself as a person with a disability, and
a parent of a child with a disability.

I define myself as both critical theorist and postmodernist—positions that are
sometimes, intriguingly, at odds with each other (a foolish consistency, said one
of my New England U.S. forebears, is the hobgoblin of little minds). By critical
theory, I mean a complex critique of social and cultural power structures, whose
objectives are “... to empower the powerless and transform existing social inequali-
ties and injustices” (McLaren, 1989, p. 160). A dialectical approach, critical theory
assumes “that men and women are essentially unfree and inhabit a world rife with
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contradictions and asymmetries of power and privilege” (ibid., p. 166). Following
on the work of Horkheimer, Fromm, Marcuse, Adorno, Gadamer, and Habermas
of the Frankfurt school, modern critical theorists such as Giroux, Apple, Kozol,
Mclaren, and Freire have opened up new terrains looking at race, gender, and
class (Giroux, 1997; McLaren, 1989). Unfortunately, disability has been often left
out of this exploration.

Critical theory and postmodernism are frequently seen as being at odds
(Giroux, 2004; Smith, 2004). Like other of my colleagucs, however, I seck to
find a way out of such a binaric trap, “... to avoid the modern/postmodem divide
that suggests that we can do either culture or economics but that we cannot do
both” (Giroux, 2004, p. 32).

From this critical theory perspective, then, I understand that the set of cultural
practices, social institutions, and ideological processes that we in the early part of
the twenty-first century have come to call eugenics continues to create taxono-
mies of human difference that serve the needs of a Western, neoliberal, capitalist
culture. This culture is increasingly reliant on technology, industry, and modernity
to create wealth for the benefit of some, while ensuring that working and serv-
ing classes are happy with the course of their lives, and anxious to fill them by
consuming an ever-growing diversity of goods and services constructed as “neces-
sary” (ibid.). The most important work undertaken by eugenics is not the creation
of disability and difference, although those are outcomes that are instrumental,
the ones most obvious to modernist history, and the ones given most attention
by historians and disability studies scholars. Instead (or in addition), eugenics
essentially creates the Normal, a cultural landscape outlined in order to support
the hegemony of its inhabitants, a liberalist bourgeois class of white, able-bodied
and—able-minded men.’ The borders of normative landscapes are at once clearly
marked, closely guarded, and created in such a way as to make both the boundar-
ies and their inhabitants invisible to themselves. Those who do not reside within
these normative landscapes, described through the use of increasingly sophisti-
cated cultural mapping tools, are deported to the marginalia of deviating terrains.

EUGENICS: BUT IS IT SCIENCE?

. scientific-sounding arguments often serve as rationalizations for doing harm to
the most vulnerable elements of socicty. (Groce & Marks, 2000, p. 821)

The word eugenics was born in 1883, created by the cousin of Charles Darwin,
Francis Galton, in 1883. Galton was influenced not only by the work of his more
famous cousin, but by the social climate and mores of Victorian England in which
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he lived. Galton theorized, rather simply, that biological notions of heredity
be applied to humans, and that the tools of Mendelian genetics and Dafwcioyld
evolution could be used to transform and improve the human pedigree (B:;an
2002; Pelias & Markward, 2001). :
As a good Victorian scholar, Galton searched for a label for this new j4
ology (though he understood and described it as a science) in the classics T}?-
word eugenics comes from the Greek (via Latin and Middle English). The }.)tef X
“eu” means good. “Gen” has the meaning of the word “born,” or of “produci, D:
Together, then, the word means well-born, or well-bred (Morris, 1975). &
Eugenicists developed increasingly complex taxonomic tools, tools that hag
the effect of sorting Normal from Different.” They began with sorting tools that

L

relied on scopic analysis and measurement, including phrenology and craniomet
(Baines & Stanley, 2004). Over time, they developed statistical tools that cnablg
t‘hem to analyze and “measure” intelligence, in spite of the fact that “the ‘inte]-
ligence’ that the 1Q_test is supposed to test and has never been defined in precise
scientific terms and there is no evidence from cognitive neuroscience to indicate
.that it can be” (White, 2000, p. 33). Because statistical analysis relies on number-
ing, it was felt to be more objective and scientific (Gould, 1996; Tyner, 1999). Tt
is clear that early eugenicists sought to rely on scientific rhetoric and discourse
to legitimize a project that would otherwise now (but not then) be thought of as
racist and colonialist (ibid.). Most importantly perhaps, they relied on the use of
numbers, believing that “... everything in the universe operated under quantifi-
able laws and demonstrable order” (Baines & Stanley, 2004, p. 13). Supported
by the likes of Teddy Roosevelt, John D). Rockefeller, Alexander Graham Bell,
Luther Burbank, Margaret Sanger, W.E.B. Du Bois, Winston Churchill, George
Bernard Shaw, Aldous Huxley, Calvin Coolidge, and Oliver Wendell Holmes,
among a host of others, the early eugenics movement had tremendous cultural
cachet (Berson & Cruz, 2001; Gray, 1999; Quinn, 2003).

The horrible results of eugenicist science, during the first part of the twenti-
ctheentury, are well known. Galton’s ideas were captured most profoundly in the
United States, where scientists began to put them into practice, sterilizing tens
of thousands of those who were deemed unfit—typically people with disabilities,
from “low” or “working” classes, and from groups understood to be racial minori-
ties (although the understanding of what constituted a racial minority then is dif-
ferent from what it is now; persons from Ireland or southern Europe,dfor example,
would be classed as raced groups then). Well over 100,000 people, most with dis-
abilities, were sterilized in the United States (Ridley, 2000; Kealey, 2002).

Eugenics was also widely taken up in Europe, particularly in Nazi Germany,
which used the strength of its scientifically founded discourse as a rationale for
cleansing the Aryan race. The Nazis applauded and learned from the work they

‘ (Sofair

ationd ; ) ) .
. with disabilities, using their bodies as a proving ground for the technical expertise
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iblmd in the thought and practice of 1.8, eugenicists, who reciprocated their
gdmiration (Quinn, 2003). Although both early U.S. and Nazi approaches to
¢ enicism were deeply rooted in racism, they drew much of the rationale for
¢heir practice from the financial impact of disability on their respective societies
& Kaldjian, 2000). Drawing on the power of medical epistemologics as a

le and method for sorting, the Nazis killed hundreds of thousands of people

they needed to murder millions of Jews, Gypsies, and other social groups they
pelieved were polluting human breeding stock (Mostert, 2002). They went on to
sterilize several hundred thousand more people with disabilities, as well. The pro-
cess for determining whether a person should be sterilized was quite simple: ...
an individual was arraigned for being stupid before a panel of three judges, two of
whom were doctors, one a lawyer. If found stupid, the individual was compulsorily
sterilized” (Kealey, 2002, p. 114). The program for killing people with disabilities
was called the T-4 project, named after the address of the office from which it was
administered, Tiergartenstrasse 4.

When outcry from a (very) few clerics made overt murder and sterilization of
people with disabilities politically inexpedient, Nazi German physicians developed
more covert methods of extermination. For example, institutionalized children
were kept in extremely cold living conditions until they developed pneumonia and
died of “natural” causes (Gould, 1996; Groce & Marks, 2000).

Among other groups, the Nazis essentially wiped out a generation of
European Deaf persons, distupting their development of Deaf culture. In both
the United States and in Germany, racism fueled social cries to ensure that white
breeding stock remained pure (Pelias & Markward, 2001). While Nazi Germany
was where widespread genocide was enacted on the bodies of people with dis-
abilities, respected professionals in the United States called for euthanizing them
during the 1930s and 1940s (Quinn, 2003).

The impact of eugenics did not end with the genocide of people with dis-
abilities in Europe. For example, following World War II, when Nazis were put
on trial for war crimes, those accused of killing people with disabilities were not
given the same kind of treatment as others—their convictions were much more
lenient, and acquittal rates were much higher (Siegel, 2005).

Beyond the world of disability studies, however, the history of this disabil-
ity Holocaust—one that occurred on both sides of the Atlantic—is little remem-
bered. It is a Shoah (a Hebrew word that translates as “whirlwind” and is used to
describe the Jewish Holocaust) that is rarely thought about or discussed by the
general public. It has been forgotten, literally—an extraordinary act of genocide
that is virtually unknown except by those concerned specifically with disability
issues. Few Holocaust memorials around the world mention the T-4 program,
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or its impact on people with disabilities. Following the war, people with disaby;.
ties were not recognized as persons who were persecuted by the Nazis, and they
received no restitution.

From our position at the beginning of the twenty-first century, some progres.
sive disability studies scholars perceive early eugenics

. as constructing and privileging certain kinds of whiteness over certain kinds of
color, certain kinds of masculinity over certain kinds of femininity, certain kinds of
ability over certain kinds of “corporeally anomalous” body-minds, and tolerating only
narrow versions of heteronormativity and religious devotion ... (Baker, 2002, p. 665)

These scholars assert that the ideology of eugenics did not end, as many would
have it, with the Nazi Holocaust but continued and even flourished throughout
the balance of the twentieth and into the beginning of the twenty-first centuries
(ibid.; Snyder & Mitchell, 2002).

Historians have generally asserted that eugenics died after World War
I, principally because they saw it as a set of discrete practices and taxonomic
technologies. What they fail{ed) to recognize is that eugenics—like ableism
and racism—is not (just) how or what people do to sort, sterilize, or kill others,
Eugenics is, like all scientific disciplines, at its root an ideolagy or, more properly,
a set of ideologies (Smith, 1999a). This set of ideologies, tied closely to ableism
and racism, is dynamic, reflecting larger sociocultural changes and linked closely
to the heart of capitalism (Smith, 2004).

In a paper foreshadowing the trajectory of my own writing and thinking,
Snyder and Mitchell (2002) argued that “... eugenicists effectively surrendered
medical objectivity in order to make judgments about human mutation ... medi-
cal science abandoned the project of faithfully describing the body ...” (p. 80).
The eugenicists did not surrender their objectivity. Instead they used the objectiv-
ity assumed to be inherent in medical scientific discourse to bolster their asser-
tions about human difference. Objectivity is an artifact of modernist science, a
ventriloquizing ideology masquerading as Truth assertions in order (in this and
many other cases in modernist, Western culture) to serve the needs of neoliber-
alist capitalism (Smith, 2004). Eugenicist scientists could not (and cannot) see
the inherently ideological nature of their work, one of the paradoxes of ideology
pointed out by Althusser (1994 [1971]).

Nor did eugenicists give up on descriptions of the body (or the mind). Rather,
they believed their work advanced those descriptions, through the use of the new
tield of statistics, also developed by eugenicists (Davis, 1995; Gould, 1996, Russell,
1998). Creating a new science of modernism, eugenicists believed that the essen-
tial trajectory of culture was toward increasing knowledge, sophistication, and
Truth (Danforth, 1997). They were certain that any rational being, understanding

CARTOGRAPHIES OF EUGENICS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 423

the new genetics of the day, would have to come to the same conclusions that they
had: that given that some people were, by race, sex, and class genetically inferior,
then the right thing to do in order to continue to move Western culture forward
was to eliminate those who were proven—rationally and scientifically—inferior

and deviant.

EUGENICS: A FORCETTING

The work of eugenics is, ultimately, to ensure that the borders of hegemonic,
normative, cultural landscapes are tightly guarded. Its job is to sort those who
are Different out of the crowd, letting only those who are Normal remain. In
doing so, eugenics creates both disability (Different) and the hegemony (Normal).
The borders that are created are fashioned from a particular kind of mirror—to
the inhabitants of the Land of Normal, there are no borders, only a reflection of
themselves. The borders become invisible.

So the work of eugenics involves a kind of disappearance act—those inscribed
as Normal cannot (must not) see themselves as such. It's as if the mirrored bor-
ders are like the one-way interrogation-room mirrors in all those cop-show TV
programs—looking through them, the inhabitants of the Land of Normal see the
Different on the other side, the ones being interrogated always declaring their
innocence. If they see their own image, the Normals see themselves only hazily—
forgetting that the fashioning of Difference also fashions themselves.

This kind of forgetting is involved in the creation of the Normal identity. It
is a forgotten identity—an active process—that is created through the sorting of
Difterence. This process is similar to that used in the creation of Whiteness—in
the process of creating racial identity, Whiteness is also outlined, but only through
elimination (Smith, 2004). In the same way that Whites forget that they, too, are
“colored,” so too do Normals forget that they are Differenced: “what is not worth
remembering is often constructed as ‘normal’™ (Norquay, 1999, p. 3).

Like the creation of Color, the creation of Difference is scopic, a visual work,
both actual and metaphoric. Difference is perceived—seen. The contribution of
eugenics 1s in creating a mode of perception that relies on and draws from the
power given to the metaphors and discourse of science. The discourse most com-
monly drawn on by eugenics is statistics because it is a discourse that was theo-
rized as being truly objective and neutral, both values held in high esteem in the
ideology of science.

But what was—and is—actively forgotten about the discourse of statistics
is that, like all discourses, it is essentially metaphoric. Metaphors are “linguistic
tropes” (Cahoone, 1996, p. 16)—they are language elements that stand in for
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other ideas, numbers, or words. They provide a means for the author to commup;.
cate to his or her audience an idea through analogy, by relating it to an idea wit},
which they are more familiar (Drabble, 1985; Holman, 1972; Richardson, 1994),
‘The danger of all metaphors—the danger of statistics—is that they become rej.
tied over time, and that the makers and readers of metaphors lose the relationship
between the tenor and its vehicle (Holman, 1972).

In the case of statistics, numbers are not people (just as words are not the
perceived world). Numbers can only refer to other numbers (just as words cap
only refer to other words)—statistics is a metaphored language of numbers (one
of many, I suspect). Metaphors are inherently value laden; so too are statistics,
Like metaphors, statistics are “... always value constituting—making sense in 3
particular way, privileging one ordering of the ‘facts’ over others” (Richardson,
1994, p. 520). When eugenicists thought that they were describing real quali-
ties through statistical analysis, they were describing the values that they had
inscribed on those statistics—values that were, and are, inherently racist, sexist,
ableist, colonialist, and (insert here any in the long line of isms that belong),
What disability studies scholars are learning to do is to unpack the meta-
phors—to figure out what they mean, to explicate them (Smith, 2001a, 2001b,
in press).

Positivist science had a huge impact on eugenics, and, in essence, eugeni-
cists created much of the statistical underpinnings of what is commonly taken
as science by policymakers and the public in the early twenty-first century. Even
when special educators try to unpack the implications of eugenics for people
with disabilities, they continue to rely on the understanding of science created by
eugenics:

... it is only by careful attention to canons of converging and replicable experimen-
tal evidence over dme that we have any hope of rooting out pseudoscience, thereby
improving the lives of persons of disabilities by the most effective and cfficient
means, {Mostert, 2002, p. 166)

I think another line of logic must be followed: to avoid falling into epistemologi-
cal traps created by and supportive of eugenics, it is essential to explore under-
standings of science that are outside positivist and modernist approaches.”

EUGENICS AND CAPITALISM

What is implicit in a progressive understanding of eugenics is an element
that is often unstated by mainstream historians and scholars. That is, eugenics
was not then—nor is it not now—in its current incarnation as genomics and

CARTOCGRAPHIES OF EUCGENICS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ’ 425

gﬁnetics~—merely a set of practices, techniques, or strategies for changing the
future of humanity. Rather, eugenics is an ideology, or set of ideologies inher-
ent in capitalism and modernism. While modernism (one particular epistemology
for understanding the universe) and capitalism (one particular system of politi-
cal economy) should not be conflated, they share common ideologies founded in
pincteenth-, twentieth-, and twenty-first-century Western culture (Smith, 2004).
And where goes a capitalist, positivist, modernist epistemology, so goes eugenics.
The development of 1Q_testing was demonstrably tied to the creation and imple-
mentation of industrialist ideology (Masear, 2004). Eugenics—and so capitalism
and modernism—is inherently racist and colonialist.

Historians of disability typically note the convergence of the beginning of
industrialization in the middle and latter parts of the nineteenth century, and the
increasing recognition of disability as a social group. This convergence is often
framed as an unfortunate and unintended consequence of ongoing social change,
that the “... demands of an increasingly more complex society created by ...
arbanization and industrialization worked against those with limited intellectual
skills and social competence” (Beirne-Smith, Ittenbach, & Patton, 2002, p. 10).
Certain needs of industrialist capitalism—class stratification, commodity devel-
opment, and a surplus of workers—are met by the increasing delineation of devia-

tion through eugenicist science.

EUGENICISM AND COMMODIFICATION

Eugenics is closely tied to the pathologizing practices of diagnostic, modernist
medicine (Snyder & Mitchell, 2002). When medicine can not be curative, or
rehabilitative, it becomes eliminative—and this was an important feature of Nazi
medicine and the medical practices of early twentieth century physicians in the
United States, from whom the Nazis learned so much.

But at its heart, eugenics is a science of sorting and differentiation—it cre-
ates highly structured taxonomic cultural apparati. Early eugenicists developed
powerful statistical tools to discriminate between groups of body and mind dif-
ference—in effect, sub-speciating humans. In addition to meeting other capitalist
goals, eugenics created bodies and minds as commodities to be cured, rehabili-
tated, or eliminated. This has spawned what can only be described as a huge dis-
ability service-provision industry. This industry, powerfully iatrogenic in its work,
brings in billions of dollars annually to the U.S. economy alone. Special educa-
tion is one example of how a social institution has been commodified in what is
becoming increasingly the industry of education (Aichroth et al., 2002; Smith,
1999b, 20014, 2003).
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Eugenicism and surplus workers

Perhaps eugenics’ most important utility to capitalism is the creation of 4 set
surplus workers, ones willing to engage in functions that are otherwise abhOrreOf
to the mainstream (Hahn, 1987). It has become almost a cliché in the disabil'nt
service provision industry of supported employment that people with develol -
mental and psychiatric disabilities, when they are employed at all, are enga Sd
principally in work that is called the “3 F’s:” Food, Filth, and Flowers (Barof &
Salzer, 2002). And it is clear that most people with developmental disabilitieg ar

unemployed (Yamaki & Fujiura, 2002). ¢

Eugenicism and class stratification

Through these sorting and differencing technologies, class stratification becomes
increasingly pronounced. Wealth and social power is increasingly in the hands
of fewer individuals and globalizing corporations, whose hegemonic borders are
tenced by the razor-wired practices of colonialist, racist modernism, Capitalism
creates a “... reality that disabled people’s lives are ... bounded by oppressive social
and economic conditions that are ... difficult to transcend” (Erevelles, 2001
pp- 93-94). Eugenic practices have and continue to accentuate stratification and’
to benefit those in dominating, hegemonic class positions: “IQ test scores corre-
Alate with education, income, and socioeconomic status, but these are anything but
independent variables; they are criteria for one another. The people the test favors
are important to the management of a complexly organized society; they tend to
get paid well and have prestige” (White, 2000, p. 40).

IS EUGENICS DEAD?

1t’s easy to speak of eugenics as something that is past, done with: by treating cugen-
ics as a movement that flourished principally between 1880 and 1930, we tcn‘d, aibeit
unwittingly, to borrow history’s comforting shroud, pushing our analyses back to the
safety of the distant past (M. Smith, 2005, p. 896). ‘

But it is not done with and is not dead (Furney, Glesne, Kervick, Pillai, &
Smith, 1998; Gould, 2002; Kealey, 2002; Smith, 1999b, 2004, 2005). Over 400
book-length works on the subject were written in the last decade of the twentieth
century alone (Glad, 2002); almost the same number were written in the first five
years of the twenty-first century (Glad, 2005). Some of this writing has had a pow-
erful impact on twenty-first-century culture, both popular and academic, and been
printed by reputable publishing houses; among the most important of these works
include writing by Herrnstein and Murray (1996), Jensen (1998), and Lynn (2001).
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The discourse of those who wrote and researched in the eugenicist tradition
4t the end of the twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first century continucs
to reflect an ideology that can be described only as racist (see, e.g., Glad, 2005;
Gottfredson, 1994, 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005¢; Pearson, 1991, 1995; Rushton,
1997, 2001, 2002; Rushton & Jensen, 20052, 2005b; Whitney, 1995). They argue
that only one of the twenty-nine Western countries who enacted laws favoring
eugenicist practices in the first half of the twentieth century slid down the slip-

ery slope toward a Holocaust, implying that such practices were not inherently
pad (Whitney, 1999). They continue to assert that there are economic benefits to
eugenic programs, noting that the elimination of people with disabilities would
have social cost benefits—a claim made without using the term “useless eaters”
prevalent in Nazi eugenicist propaganda fifty years previously (Miller, 1997).

The intersection of what is commonly understood as mainstream science and
eugenicist thinking is still present. The Cold Spring Harbor lab, perhaps the most
important laboratory for early eugenicist work, is still in existence, and

... has long been directed by James Watson, the co-discoverer of the structure of
DNA, wheo also directed the Human Genome Project. Cold Spring Harbor may have
dropped the term “eugenics” from its title but it is still playing the same game as
when it was founded nearly a century ago. ... (Kealey, 2002, p. 115)

Watson has clearly espoused a eugenicist approach in his own work (Watson &
Berry, 2003). The heritage of eugenics continues to live on in current medical

practice:

The legacy of treatment models developed by eugenicists in the carly 1900s (such as
segregation from the opposite sex and sterilization) is still appurent in practices, such
as genetic counseling, which encourage the abortion of fetuses with disabilities like
Down Syndrome. (Block et al,, 2002, p. 35)

And some report that covert and overt sterilization programs have continued in
various parts of the world through the 1990s and beyond (Berson & Cruz, 2001,
Brady, 2001).

NORMALITY

The idea of the Normal did not really come into being until the nineteenth cen-
tury, when it was created by the science of eugenics and statistical analysis (Davis,
1995; Russell, 1998). Positivist, modernist science—of which eugenics is one
example, and perhaps the most positivist of modern sciences—relies heavily on
binary structures in understanding and representing the world. This presentation
of the world in polar opposites creates what might be called “... binarism ... part
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of an ideology of containment and a politics of power and fear” (Davis, 1995
4). The expression of this ideology becomes most pronounced when only Side) (I:f
the binary is described. For example, in eugenicist terms, disability and deﬁcienc},
are outlined in clear and explicit terms, Jeaving the Normal to be forgotten, only
discovered through inference. This description of Difference is one that Thomsep,
(1996) calls enfreakment, which *... emerges from cultural rituals that stylize
silence, differentiate, and distance ...” (p. 10). The Normal is left out of rhese’
enfreaking cultural practices, reinforcing the dominance of its landscape over the
cultural terrain,

Processes of enfreakment—of differentiation—are scopic. While Different
minds are described through statistical analysis,

the body s the primary vehicle through which prevailing economic and political
institutions inscribe the self... The body is the most personalized form of politics; all
power is, ultimately, power over the body. (Wart, 2004, p. 46)

By asserting power over the enfreaked Different bodies/minds of people with dis-
abilities, the power of forgotten Normal cultural terrains is enhanced, ensured, and
supported, even while (or especially because they are) hidden from both Normal
and Difterent view.

In effect, eugenics created (and creates) commodified and reified deviation
through raxonomic sorting practices. By naming those understood to be Different,
eugenics created not just Difference but also stereotyped and reified understand-
ings of that Difference. Eugenics also creates and supports an invisible and for-
gotten category of Normal, one that supports hegemonic capitalist and modernist
social structures. Words used to clarify and label deviation take on metaphoric
meanings beyond the simple letters inscribed on social texts (Smith, 2004, 2005).

Eugenicist thinking and understanding of people and their place in the world
is pervasive in U.S. culture. Its ideological and scientitic legacy continues to play
important roles in economics, politics, and biology, and in the commonsense
structure of daily American life. Historians, critical theorists, and disability stud-
ies scholars must devote increased attention to explicating the role that eugenics
has played in late modernism, and the role that it continues to play in postmillen-

nial neoliberal capitalism (Doyle, 2004).

NOTES

1. Idefine ableism, us T have elsewhere, “... as the belielin the natural physical and mental superior-
ity of nondisabled peopte and the prejudice and discriminatory behavior that arise as a result of
this belief” {Groch, 1998, p. 151). It is 1deological and based in discrimination and oppression
(Smith, 2004}, Other, carlier cultural workers have called it handicapism, comparing it to racism
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and sexism {Bogdan & Biklen, 1977). When 1 refer to ableism, I mean both so-called able-
mindedness and able-bodiedness.

9. Demonym s a term borrowed from the ficld of geography that describes the inhabitants of a
particular land, country, or locale.

3. T do not include women here, as they do not substantially benefit, in the same way that people
of color do not henefit, as a result of white ableist male privilege.

4. Although they thought they were applying procedures from the natural sciences to the explora-
sion of humans, a eritical theory analysis would assert that they were rather blindly serving the
needs of a capitalist, industrialist economy.

5. In a response to an article with significant racist and cugenicist buses in a major psychology
journal in 2005, one author argues that the danger of such an approach will create “public-policy
implications may conie to be ideologically driven rather than data driven” (Sternberg, 2005).
T would note that all science, positivist or otherwise, and all public policy, however it created, is

driven by ideology, inescapably (Smith, 1999).
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