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***THE Shells
Generic shell

The structure of transportation is oppressive towards the disabled, cities were built assuming everyone is perfectly born. This influences the idea that a few human beings can never be considered normal. 

Gleeson '98 [brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
Even allowing for the distinctive morphologies, economies, cultures, and planning policies of Western cities, the international breadth of concern raised by disabled people concerning inaccessibility (see Wrightson, 1989) demonstrates that this is a pervasive feature of urban life. As Hahn observes: "In terms of ease or comfort, most cities have been designed not merely for the nondisabled but for a physical ideal that few human beings can ever hope to approximate" (1986, p. 273). For disabled people, these pervasive mobility handicaps are more than simply the quotidian urban frictions (e.g., public transport delays, road blockages, freak weather, periodic crowding) that irritate the lives of non disabled people. Rather, discriminatory design is a critical manifestation, and cause, of social oppression because it reduces the ability of disabled people to participate fully in urban life. More particularly, mobility constraints in the contemporary capitalist city are serious impediments to one's chances of gaining meaningful employment and are hence linked to heightened poverty risk. In addition, an inaccessible built environment reduces disabled people's capacity both to engage in political activities and to establish and maintain affective ties. It is not surprising therefore that Hahn (1986, p. 274) sees inaccessibility as a threat both to "principles of democratic freedom and equality for citizens with disabilities."
Transportation’s assumption of equality preserves discrimination based on ableism

Gleeson '98 Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
A critically disabling feature of capitalist cities is their inaccessible design. This means that the physical layout of cities-including both macro land use patterns and the internal design of buildings-discriminates against disabled people by not accounting for their mobility requirements. practically speaking this discrimination takes the following form. 1. Physical barriers to movement for disabled people, including broken surfaces on thoroughfares (streets, guttering, paving) that reduce or annul the effectiveness of mobility aids (e.g., wheelchairs, walking frames). 2. Building architecture that excludes the entry of anyone unable to use stairs and hand-opened doors. 3. Public transport modes which assume that passengers have a common level of ambulance The above list is not exhaustive but does point to some of the more common discriminatory aspects of the built environments of contemporary Western cities.
Ableism is the root cause of several forms of domination--- sexism and racism are types of Ableism 

Gregor Wolbring, Development, 2008, 51, (252–258) Associate Professor Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, Past President of Canadian Disability Studies Association and member of the board of the Society for Disability Studies (USA) http://secure.gvsu.edu/cms3/assets/3B8FF455-E590-0E6C-3ED0F895A6FBB287/the_politics_of_ableism.pdf

Sexism is partly driven by a form of ableism that favours certain abilities, and the labelling of women as not having those certain necessary abilities is used to justify sexism and the dominance of males over females. Similarly, racism and ethnicism are partly driven by forms of ableism, which have two components. One favours one race or ethnic group and discriminates against another. The book The Bell Curve (Herrnstein and Murray, 1994) judged human beings on their ‘cognitive abilities’ (their IQ). It promoted racismby claiming that certain ethnic groups are less cognitively able than others. The ableist judgement related to cognitive abilities continues justifying racist arguments. Casteism, like racism, is based on the notion that socially defined groups of people have inherent, natural qualities or ‘essences’that assign them to social positions, make them fit for specific duties and occupations (Omvedt,2001).The natural inherent qualities are ‘abilities’ that make them fit for specific duties and occupations.

Our alternative is to use discourse analysis to interrupt the epistemology of disability discourse and revealing the ways disability rhetoric was produced.
Campbell 2003 (Fiona Anne,   , 2003, “The Great Divide: Ableism and Technologies of Disability Production”, Dissertation, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/15889/1/Fiona_Campbell_Thesis.pdf, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
The danger otherwise is to continue to reproduce dominant discourses that represent people with disabilities as passive victims lacking agency. As such, this doctorate is one way of asserting resistance; it is a ‘transgressive’ piece of writing (research), which seeks to “interrupt existing ideologies and exploitations of disability”1 (Fine cited in Zarb, 1992: 133). Discourse analysis is a primary method of epistemological ‘interruption’. As Foucault (1980a: 52) explains, “the exercise of power perpetually creates knowledge and, conversely, knowledge constantly induces effects of power”. Foucault once suggested that his work should be used as “little tool boxes” and this doctorate takes up that offer (Morris, 1979: 115). Amongst other things, Foucault’s method of discourse analysis enables an examination into the way ‘disability’ is put into discourse, acknowledging that the terrain of discourse is itself a site of struggle and competition (Foucault, 1976: 11; Foucault, 1984a: 110). Throughout this doctorate the use of discourse analysis makes transparent the sometimes bloody (but often hidden and little alluded to) battles of over meaning (and limitations) of the neologism ‘disability’. Foucaultian discourse analysis can assist in revealing ways ‘disability’ and ‘ableism’ comes to be produced, encoded and exhibited. Discourse analysis can be undertaken in a threefold manner. Firstly, by examining at the textual level the way ‘disability’ is put into specific narratives – be they historical or theoretical; secondly, at a discursive level, it is possible to reveal patterns (uneven as they may be) related to the representation of ‘normative’ corporeal ontologies and inquire into what has been excluded, minimised, been disqualified or has been considered marginal (Foucault, 1980b: 82); Thirdly, at the level of the social, such analysis enables the operation of sovereign power in the form of ideology and hegemonic technologies to be revealed exposing liberalism’s figuring of the sovereign ‘individual’ as a fabrication2. In order to name the violence – epistemic, psychic, ontological and physical, experienced by people whose bodies have been marked as corporeally intolerable or ambiguous, the extrication of discursive formations can reveal the concealed ‘gaze’ of the ‘underlying subject’ of discourse: the pursuit/conformation of the phantomological body of the liberal self. I want to show that there is an intrinsic link between the productions of sovereign selves, ways relationality and embodiment are understood, the figuring of ‘disabled’ bodies, as Othered and the production of practices of ableism. The task of poststructuralist methodologies is not to look for coherent patterns that can contribute towards a broad universalist explanatory narrative of disablement, rather the challenge of this doctorate (and poststructuralist methodologies) is to log, to document, to discern “… the innumerable accidents and myriad twists and turns of human practice …” that continue to produce and mediate conceptualisations of ableness and disablement (Prior, 2002, 66). In chapter 3, section 3.2.4, a re-reading of the Hebrew Bible call of Moses and in chapter 6, section 6.3 on the case of Clint Hallam I have departed from a specifically Foucaultian form of discourse analysis. In these sections, I have adapted methods better suited to the subjects’ disciplinary base, e.g. biblical exegetical analysis (see Brenner, 1997; Brenner and van Dijk Hemmes, 1993) and media content analysis (see Berelson, 1952; Holsti, 1969; Kellehear, 1993). Of particular interest is Foucault’s analytics of power that employs the analysis of ‘dividing practices’4 that facilitate techniques of surveillance that “function ceaselessly …[wherein]… the gaze is alert everywhere” (Foucault, 1977a: 195). It is the role of technician’s ‘gaze’ operating within the context of biomedical realism that classifies, monitors, modifies and documents the ‘unruly’, transforming us into “subjected and practiced … ‘docile’ bodies” (Foucault, 1977a: 138). Taking on board the conceptual tool of the gaze, this doctorate inverts the usual gaze employed in the study of disability, namely empirical observations via ableist prisms of those bodies considered as aberrant or pathological. Instead, my methodological engagements aim to shift the gaze, to invert it, to examine the ways disability is known by continually returning to and thus focusing our attention on the practices and formations of ableism.

Vulnerability shell

Ableism is a performative establishment of relationships to ‘disabled bodies’ through a process of marking oppositional bodies according to arbitrary forms of productivity and civility. The question of inclusion and mastery established in the affirmative’s ontology replicates the ableist project and forecloses the possibility of critique

Campbell 2008 [ Fiona Kumari Convenor of the Disability Studies major in the School of Human Services, Griffith University. Existing in distant relation to Terra Abled, she inhabits the zone of peripheral subjectivities (crip, queer, south Asian and Jewish). Fiona is interested in ways technology and law create and recite disability. She is currently working on her first book Contours of Ableism. M/C Journal, Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) - 'able' Home > Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) Refusing Able(ness): A Preliminary Conversation about Ableism

Georges Canguilhem (69) states “every generality is the sign of an essence, and every perfection the realization of the essence … a common characteristic, the value of an ideal type”. If this is the case, what then is the essence of normative abled(ness)? Such a question poses significant conceptual challenges including the dangers of bifurcation. It is reasonably easy to speculate about the knowingness of life forms deemed disabled in spite of the neologism of disability’s catachresis orientation. In contrast – able-bodied, corporeal perfectedness has an elusive core (other than being posed as transparently average or normal). Charting a criterion of Abled to gain definitional clarity can result in a game of circular reductionism – saying what it is in relation to what itisn’t, that which falls away. Disability performances are invoked to mean “any body capable of being narrated as outside the norm” (Mitchell 17). Such as analysis belies the issue whether at their core women’s, black and queer bodies are ultimately ontologically and materially disabled? Inscribing certain bodies in terms of deficiency and essential inadequacy privileges a particular understanding of normalcy that is commensurate with the interests of dominant groups (and the assumed interests of subordinated groups). Indeed, the formation of ableist relations requires the normate individual to depend upon the self of ‘disabled’ bodies being rendered beyond the realm of civility, thus becoming an unthinkable object of apprehension. The unruly, uncivil, disabled body is necessary for the reiteration of the ‘truth’ of the ‘real/essential’ human self who is endowed with masculinist attributes of certainty, mastery and autonomy. The discursive practices that mark out bodies of preferability are vindicated by abject life forms that populate the constitutive outside of the thinkable (that which can be imagined and re-presented) and those forms of existence that are unimaginable and therefore unspeakable. The emptying (kenosis) of normalcy occurs through the purging of those beings that confuse, are misrecognizable or as Mitchell (17) describes as “recalcitrant corporeal matter” into a bare life (see Agamben) residing in zone of exceptionality. This foreclosure depends on necessary unspeakability to maintain the continued operation of hegemonic power (c.f. Butler). For every outside there is an inside that demands differentiation and consolidation as a unity. To borrow from Heidegger– in every aletheia(unveiling or revealedness) of representation there lies a concealedness. The visibility of the ableist project is therefore only possible through the interrogation of the revealedness of disability/not-health and abled(ness). Marcel Detienne summarizes this system of thought aptly: [Such a] … system is founded on a series of acts of partition whose ambiguity, here as elsewhere, is to open up the terrain of their transgression at the very moment when they mark off a limit. To discover the complete horizon of a society’s symbolic values, it is also necessary to map out its transgressions, its deviants ( ix). Viewing the disabled body as simply matter out of place that needs to dispensed with or at least cleaned up is erroneous. The disabled body has a place, a place in liminality to secure the performative enactment of the normal. Detienne’s summation points to what we may call the double bind of ableism when performed within western neo-liberal polities. The double bind folds in on itself – for whilst claiming ‘inclusion’, ableism simultaneously always restates and enshrines itself. On the one hand, discourses of equality promote ‘inclusion’ by way of promoting positive attitudes (sometimes legislated in mission statements, marketing campaigns, equal opportunity protections) and yet on the other hand, ableist discourses proclaim quite emphatically that disability is inherently negative, ontologically intolerable – and in the end a dispensable remnant. This casting results in an ontological foreclosure wherein positive signification of disability becomes unspeakable. Disability can’t be thought of/spoken about on any other basis than the negative, to do so, to invoke oppositional discourses, is to run the risk of further pathologisation. An example of this are attempts at desiring or celebrating disability which are reduced to a fetish or facticity disorder. So to explicate ourselves out of this double bind we need to persistently and continually return to the matter of disability as negative ontology, as a malignancy, that is, as the property of a body constituted by what Michael Oliver refers to as, “the personal tragedy theory of disability.” (32) Returning to the matter of definitional clarity around Abled(ness). Robert McRuer is one of the few scholars to journey into ableism’s non-axiomatic life. He argues that ableism (McRuer refers to compulsory abled-bodiedness) emanates from everywhere and nowhere, and can only be deduced by crafty reductionisms. Contra the assertions about the uncontainability of disabled bodies which are (re)contained by the hyper prescription and enumeration, the abled body mediated through its assumption of compulsion is absent in its presence – it just is – but resists being fully deducible. Drawing on Butler’s work, McRuer writes everyone is virtually disabled, both in the sense that able-bodied norms are ‘intrinsically impossible to embody’ fully and in the sense that able-bodied status is always temporary, disability being the one identity category that all people will embody if they live long enough. What we might call a critically disability position, however, would differ from such a virtually disabled position [to engagements that have] resisted the demands of compulsory able-bodiedness … (95–96) My argument is that insofar as this conception of disability is assumed within discourses of ableism, the presence of disability upsets the modernist craving for ontological security. The conundrum disability is not a mere fear of the unknown, nor an apprehensiveness towards that which is foreign or strange. Rather, disability and disabled bodies are effectively positioned in the nether regions of ‘unthought’. For the ongoing stability of ableism, a diffuse network of thought depends upon the capacity of that network to ‘shut away’, to exteriorise, and unthink disability and its resemblance to the essential (ableist) human self. This unthought has been given much consideration through the systematisation and classification of knowledges about pathology, aberration and deviance. That which is thought about (the Abled norm) rather ironically in its delimitation becomes vacuous and elusive. In order for the notion of ableness to exist and to transmogrify into the sovereign subject, the normate individual of liberalism, it must have a constitutive outside – that is, it must participate in a logic of supplementarity. When looking at relations of disability and ableism we can expand on this idea of symbiosis, an ‘unavoidable duality’ by putting forward another metaphor, that of the mirror. Here I argue that people deemed disabled take on the performative act of mirroring in the lives of normative subjects: To be a Mirror is different from being a Face that looks back … with a range of expression and responsiveness that are responses of a Subject-in-Its-Own-Right. To be positioned as a Mirror is to be Put Out of Countenance, to Lose Face. (Narayan 141) In this respect, we can speak in ontological terms of the history of disability as a history of that which is unthought, to be put out of countenance; this figuring should not be confused with erasure that occurs due to mere absence or exclusion. On the contrary, disability is always present (despite its seeming absence) in the ableist talk of normalcy, normalization, and humanness (cf. Overboe ) on the idea of normative shadows). Disability’s truth-claims are dependent upon discourses of ableism for their very legitimization.
There is a continuum relationship to vulnerability and disability – the ableist ontology creates a spectrum of understanding the other that makes it possibility to ignore grieving the loss of the other. this begins the possibility of mass killing of the other

McGuire 2010 [Anne,  Dept. Sociology And Equity Studies In EducationOntario Institute For Studies In Education, University Of Toronto Disability, Non-Disability And The Politics Of Mourning: Re-Conceiving The 'We' Disability studies quarterly, Vol 30, No 3/4 (2010) > McGuire
With "nothing else to be," Walker's life — the life of cognitive disability — is subsequently understood as "lost." After bringing Walker home from the doctor's one day, Brown quotes his wife as saying: "my little boy is gone" (Brown 2007a, F8).Walker is at home with her as she makes this statement. We have explored some of the conditions of possibility that allow such a statement to appear intelligible — we might have a sense of what Brown means when he repeats that he's lost his son even though his son remains physically alive. Narrated as broken, without possibility or future, the life of cognitive disability is conceived of as an unlivable life, and can thus be articulated as "lost." Elsewhere, Brown reflects on a living Walker's life in the past tense. He writes: "I decided to look again at the life he had lived and the way we hadhelped him live it — first at home, later in a special community for children like him" (Brown 2007a, F4 my emphasis). Insofar as Brown's articles endeavor to 'look back on' a life "lost," the articles might, in a sense, be read as an obituary. It is necessary now to re-frame Brown's depiction of his son and of disability. Judith Butler's (2004) book Precarious life: The powers of mourning and violence, will be helpful in this endeavor. One way to glimpse the radical sociality of how I am tied to you is through an examination of loss: how we mourn. Butler grapples with the power and politics of grief and mourning and probes how these are engaged in governing a collective humanness, or a 'we'. "Loss" she writes, "has made a tenuous 'we' of us all" (Butler 2004, 20). We have all lost and are constituted by a vulnerability to loss. Vulnerability to loss and loss itself bear witness to a fundamental sociality of embodied life — loss demarcates my tie to the other. Butler writes: It is not as if an 'I' exists independently over here and then simply loses a 'you' over there, especially if the attachment to 'you' is part of what composes who 'I' am. If I lose you under these conditions, then I not only mourn the loss, but I become inscrutable to myself. Who 'am' I, without you? (Butler 2004, 22). Mourning is disorienting: with the other gone, I must question what this loss of the other is. What of the other is now gone from me? How have I changed? Loss marks a destabilization of my autonomy, the boundedness of the I is no longer secure, no longer certain. Given the disorder and the disorientation of loss, we are faced with a seductive temptation to quickly return to the former state of order; to "look for answers," to find 'worth,' to uncover familiarity, to give order to the (a) disorder. Butler reminds us, however, that when we undergo processes of mourning "something about who we are is revealed, something that delineates the ties we have to others, that shows us that these ties constitute what we are, ties or bonds that compose us" (Butler 2004, 22). Mourning reminds me that I am, in part, constituted by my relationship to and with otherness. I am not simply in my body and you in yours, and when you appear to me, when I encounter you, difference is negotiated and organized. Rather, I come into my body in relation to you — differentiation happens by way of and through our encounters with difference. In this way, Butler is suggesting that mourning represents an opportunity to contemplate and struggle with the ties that bind us together and, simultaneously, keep us separate. The disorder and disorientation of mourning is one occasion when we might reflect on how difference is being negotiated and organized — how we are 'living with' otherness. The Politics Of Mourning Butler argues that mourning is not simply a 'natural response', but also a political act. Certain human lives are understood to be more grievable than others. Lingering with the phenomenon of mourning as a space that might teach us to struggle with our humanness, Butler draws on the usage of the obituary to ask the questions: "Who counts as human? Whose lives count as lives? And, finally, what makes for a grievable life?" (Butler 2004, 20). Butler tells us that when a life is made 'unlivable,' public acts of grieving are inconceivable. In the obituary, Butler reminds us, "lives are quickly tidied up and summarized, humanized, usually married, or on the way to be, heterosexual, happy, monogamous" (Butler 2004, 32). In this way, the obituary is a means of publicly allotting grieveability — it is an instrument of recognition involved in reminding us which lives count as lives (and, therefore, which do not). The public obituary both constrains and produces the compulsory human subject — who the human subject must be. This compulsory human subject, as Robert McRuer (2006) and others have gestured toward, is not simply male or white, or ablebodied, or middle classed or heterosexual. Rather, in order to secure his humanness, this subject must perform, and perform again, maleness, whiteness, middle-classness, heterosexuality, and non-disability. Any-body who 'deviates' from this compulsory human morphology is subject to either re-imagination or exclusion from being publicly remembered. As Butler points out, newspaper obituaries memorializing queer victims of 9-11 either re-imagined (posthumously 'rehabilitated', perhaps) these lives as straight or omitted any mention of their queerness. This exclusion from public memory is demonstrated in Butler's example of the San Francisco Chronicle's refusal to publish obituaries marking the deaths of two Palestinian families killed by Israeli troops (Butler 2004, 35). Butler claims that there can be no obituary for such bodies, for they are the 'unreal' lives — already outside of, beyond, the limitations of how the human is imagined to be. By way of various discursive strategies, Palestinian lives were/arealready being created by the US (and Canadian) media as non-viable lives. Because these bodies were already fashioned in the absolute negative, Butler argues, they could not be killed and therefore could not be collectively remembered in the obituary. In other words, the life that is unrecognizable, or recognized only as unlivable, is also and therefore ungrievable. Moreover, because a body is rendered unlivable, it is made more vulnerable, more exposed to the possibility of violence.

Vulnerability is not constitutive of just the impaired body but rather is constitutive of all life.The alternative is to embrace our constitutive vulnerability. This embrace reframes our relationship toward ableism and disability in a profound and political way.

Goggin 2009 [Gerard Goggin. Researcher at the University of New South Wales, Australia. 2009. “Disability, Media, and the Politics of Vulnerability  Issue No.19, June 2008/July 2009 11, Asia Pacific Media Educator

I have argued that conceptions of vulnerability and media remain problematic and narrow, and fail to grasp the conditions of media. In relation to disability and media, vulnerability is even more problematic, because it encapsulates a highly politicised and potentially oppressive account of disability — that misrecognises the social relations of disability and the construction of media helps constitute these. Should we just cast vulnerability aside, in favour of other operative concepts? Actually, I think not. There is an important revaluing and radical turn in vulnerability that critical accounts of disability allow us to recognise. Disability teaches us — and my relationships with friends, colleagues, and associates with disability have taught me personally — that vulnerability is enormously important, because it goes to the heart of what it is to be human. The difficulty has been that disability is marked out as the abnormal, the problem, the lack, and, in this case, the vulnerable. The non‑disabled, the normate, and the ordinary is coded as unmarked, an operation of powerful differentiation we are familiar with from critical race, sexuality, gender, and whiteness studies (Goggin and Newell, 2005). Once we recognise that the centre, the normal, the masculine is only phantasmally invulnerable — constitutionally not admitting to weakness — then we can proceed to knowingly trace the operations of vulnerability. Here I am informed by the work of various disability studies scholars, including Michelle Jarman, who proposes: a transgressive reading of vulnerability which not only critiques these discursive practices [of disability], but also understands vulnerability as a radical element in forging cross‑identity, cross‑cultural alliances committed to exposing and interrogating the ways western values become inscribed upon the bodies of ‘Third World’ subjects (Jarman, 2005: 108). Jarman draws upon the important work of another disability studies scholar, Margrit Shildrick, whose important study of the monstrous is premised on a critique of the ‘self‑possession’ that underpins Western notions of the self — and the formulation of an alternative ethics of embracing, rather than disavowing, the vulnerable self (Shildrick 2000 and 2002). More recently, Angharad Beckett has presented a new model of ‘active citizenship’ based upon an account of ‘vulnerable personhood’ (Beckett 2006). Conclusion While there is a developed body of work on disability and vulnerability, I would suggest there is much work ahead in bringing this to bear on media — and also using new work in media and journalism studies to better conceptualise the cultural dimensions of this. Space only permits brief concluding remarks to indicate what I see as useful directions here. In journalism, then, the idea of vulnerable subjectivity and the kinds of active citizenship that can be predicated upon it would allow us to acknowledge the vulnerability in journalists, as well as particular kinds of sources and audiences historically approached as vulnerable. This is the value of this special issue, it seems to me — because it pluralises and proliferates the figures of the vulnerable. And in paying such attention to this, opens the way for us to better understand and recast relationships among these cardinal points of contemporary media. Such recognition of the politics of vulnerability allows us to find new strategies to rethink and improve the relationships in which media is constructed, as well as reforming the institutions and organisations which still wield much power over media producers, consumers and audiences alike. Disability scholars and activists also offer an ethics of engagement, which can be enormously fruitful too. A sharpened sense of vulnerability can help us to draw upon, critique and reformulate the work on trauma, mental illness, grieving, and other concepts that have figured in media and journalism research and practice. Research on an expanded concept of vulnerability and how this takes shape through media, is likely to lead to contributions to the debates and questioning with disability studies and movements about accepted forms of identity and expression — and how these can themselves lead to new forms of exclusion (Goggin and Newell 2005; Shakespeare 2006; Matthews 2008). As Ellis reminds us, for instance, ‘[p]ain and exclusion are very real aspects of the lives of people with disability and this must be acknowledged within any model that purports to empower this group’ (Ellis 2009). With a renewed, reoriented concern for questions of voice and representation comes too a new emphasis on the importance of listening (Goggin 2009), acknowledgement and collaboration — all of which promise to see better media springing from a much wider and deeper notions of vulnerability, which comprehends the broken, fragile, and still hopeful nature of whom we are.
The alternative is a prior epistemological and ontological question of the makeup of the social body. This calling of the precariousness of life imposes a prior obligation to other political questions. The context of how we frame our politics is intimately bound to the political relationship we establish with the other, in this debate this is the most probable area of productive discussion about politics making it the most important impact of the debate

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 1-4

On the one hand, I am seeking to draw attention to the epistemological problem raised by this issue of framing: the frames through which we apprehend or, indeed, fail to apprehend the lives of others as lost or injured (lose-able or injurable) are politically saturated. They are themselves operations of power. They do not unilaterally decide the conditions of appearance but their aim is nevertheless to delimit the sphere of appearance itself. On the other hand, the problem is ontological, since the question at issue is: What is a life? The "being" oflife is itself constituted through selective means; as a result, we cannot refer to this "being" outside of the operations of power, and we must make more precise the specific mechanisms of power through which life is produced. Obviously, this insight has consequences for thinking about "life" in cellular biology and the neurosciences, since certain ways of framing life inform those scientific practices as well as debates about the beginning and end of life in discussions of reproductive freedom and euthanasia. Although what I have to say may have some implications for those debates, my focus here will be on war---on why and how it becomes easier, or more difficult, to wage. To Apprehend a Life The precarity of life imposes an obligation upon us. We have to ask about the conditions under which it becomes possible to apprehend a life or set of lives as precarious, and those that make it less possible, or indeed impossible. Of course, it does not follow that if one apprehends a life as precarious one will resolve to protect that life or secure the conditions for its persistence and flourishing. It could be, as both Hegel and Klein point out in their different ways, that the apprehension of precariousness leads to a heightening of violence, an insight into the physical vulnerability of some set of others that incites the desire to destroy them. And yet, I want to argue that if we are to make broader social and political claims about rights of protection and entitlements to persistence and flourishing, we will first have to be supported by a new bodily ontology, one that implies the rethinking of precariousness, vulnerability, injurability, interdependency, exposure, bodily persistence, desire, work and the claims of language and social belonging. To refer to "ontology" in this regard is not to lay claim to a description of fundamental structures of being that are distinct from any and all social and political organization. On the contrary, none of these terms exist outside of their political organization and interpretation. The "being" of the body to which this ontology refers is one that is always given over to others, to norms, to social and political organizations that have developed historically in order to maximize precariousness for some and minimize precariousness for others. It is not possible first to define the ontology of the body and then to refer to the social significations the body assumes. Rather, to be a body is to be exposed to social crafting and form, and that is what makes the ontology of the body a social ontology. In other words, the body is exposed to socially and politically articulated forces as well as to claims of sociality-including language, work, and desire-that make possible the body's persisting and flourishing. The more or less existential conception of "precariousness" is thus linked with a more specifically political notion of "precarity." And it is the differential allocation of precarity that, in my view, forms the point of departure for both a rethinking of bodily ontology and for progressive or left politics in ways that continue to exceed and traverse the categories of identity. 1 The epistemological capacity to apprehend a life is partially dependent on that life being produced according to norms that qualify it as a life or, indeed, as part of life. In this way, the normative production of ontology thus produces the epistemological problem of apprehending a life, and this in turn gives rise to the ethical problem of what it is to acknowledge or, indeed, to guard against injury and violence. Of course, we are talking about different modalities of "violence" at each level of this analysis, but that does not mean that they are all equivalent or that no distinctions between them need to be made. The "frames" that work to differentiate the lives we can apprehend from those we cannot (or that produce lives across a continuum oflife) not only organize visual experience but also generate specific ontologies of the subject. Subjects are constituted through norms which, in their reiteration, produce and shift the terms through which subjects are recognized. These normative conditions for the production of the subject produce an historically contingent ontology, such that our very capacity to discern and name the "being" of the subject is dependent on norms that facilitate that recognition. At the same time, it would be a mistake to understand the operation of norms as deterministic. Normative schemes are interrupted by one another, they emerge and fade depending on broader operations of power, and very often come up against spectral versions of what it is they claim to know: thus, there are "subjects" who are not quite recognizable as subjects, and there are "lives" that are not quite--or, indeed, are never-recognized as lives. In what sense does life, then, always exceed the normative conditions of its recognizability? To claim that it does so is not to say that "life" has as its essence a resistance to normativity, but only that each and every construction of life requires time to do its job, and that no job it does can overcome time itself. In other words, the job is never done "once and for all." This is a limit internal to normative construction itself, a function of its iterability and heterogeneity, without which it cannot exercise its crafting power, and which limits the finality of any of its effects.

Rhetoric shell

[insert link to either phrases used by the other team, or their evidence]
the negative social view of the impaired impact all of society, causing it to recreate an ethic of exclusion 

Barnes, 1992. Colin Barnes, Professor of Disability Studies in the School of Social and Health Sciences Halmstad University, 1992, “DISABLING IMAGERY AND THE MEDIA” KL
This section has demonstrated how the vast majority of information about disability in the mass media is extremely negative. Disabling stereotypes which medicalise, patronise, criminalise and dehumanise disabled people abound in books, films, on television, and in the press. They form the bed-rock on which the attitudes towards, assumptions and about and expectations of disabled people are based. They are fundamental to the discrimination and exploitation which disabled people encounter daily, and contribute significantly to their systematic exclusion from mainstream community life. It is also clear that recent attempts by some elements in the media to remedy the situation and 'normalise' disabled people will only partly resolve the problem. The only solution with any hope of success is for all media organisations to provide the kind of information and imagery which; firstly, acknowledges and explores the complexity of the experience of disability and a disabled identity and; secondly, facilitates the meaningful integration of all disabled people into the mainstream economic and social life of the community. Failure to adopt such an approach has important implications for both disabled people and society as a whole. At present around twelve per cent of Britain's population are disabled people. It is highly likely that this figure will increase dramatically in the next few years due to several factors including medical advances and an ageing population - the likelihood of acquiring an impairment increases significantly with age. Disablism in the media is no longer simply morally and socially reprehensible it is economically inept. 

Exposing and Complicating rhetoric is key to expose and stop the hegemonic unawareness and bias that hides in the language we use.

Lunsford 2005 (Scott, Scott Lunsford has his M.A. in writing and began his PhD in Rhetoric and Writing studies in 2005, January 1st 2005, “ Seeking a Rhetoric of the Rhetoric of Dis/abilities”, Rhetoric and Composition PhD Papers, Department of English, http://digitalcommons.utep.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=rhet_comp&sei-redir=1&referer=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.google.com%2Furl%3Fsa%3Dt%26rct%3Dj%26q%3Ddisability%2520and%2520rehtoric%26source%3Dweb%26cd%3D10%26ved%3D0CHsQFjAJ%26url%3Dhttp%253A%252F%252Fdigitalcommons.utep.edu%252Fcgi%252Fviewcontent.cgi%253Farticle%253D1000%2526context%253Drhet_comp%26ei%3DOaTsT_2lJIuY8gSI-6y-BQ%26usg%3DAFQjCNGi67PqtbUndsIS7f6HPkueRkRJ8A%26sig2%3DsO_68H9jX3Eo8B09DxEAPg#search=%22disability%20rehtoric%22, accessed 6/28/12, JK)

So, yes, discussing words, and ultimately asking why we valorize some words over others, is important. How else do we perform metadiscussions without these words, words appropriate or not? When we stop interrogating the rhetoricity of rhetoric we stop theorizing about our own discipline. I think it’s safe to say that we might never find the answers to Why?, but it doesn’t mean we shouldn’t ask the questions about our own rhetorics. When we stop complicating any rhetoric, its discourse may become fixed, second-nature, and taken for granted. We stop thinking about that discourse, and, eventually, it becomes trite and slips into silence and then invisibility. We cannot stop questioning what becomes commonplace: “It must be that way because it’s always been that way.” And, thus, we cannot stop questioning authority. Science, for example, in its authoritative “absolutism” and “objectivity,” should not escape criticism of labels used about people with disabilities. Should we not question scientific terms which are set firm because of their very “scientificity”? James Wilson takes on this question in his symposium article, “Evolving Metaphors of Disease in Postgenomic Science: Stigmatizing Disability.” He examines terms used in eugenics, terms which can be figuratively attached to attributes shared by people with disabilities. The eugenics movement, Wilson says, attempts in part to “eliminate so-called ‘defectives’” such as “deadbeat,” “oft-shifty,” “renegade,” and “immigrant” DNA sequences (199). Genes termed as mutants, lesions, and errant “are cast as misfits that subvert the social collective” (198). Thus, these metaphors “are profoundly disturbing to many members of the disability community” (199). If these terms are set by science, what is the likelihood for change? Does science prevail while rhetoric continues only to ask questions? Probably. But the fact that we are even asking questions about terms and tropes leads to awareness. When we become aware that science is not always linguistically appropriate, that there might just be a Hearing culture, that terms not yet created will someday be so and people will have their disagreements with these new terms as well—when we become conscious of all of these and more, we will not return to hegemonic unawareness where dis/abilities are invisible. Deconstructing questions must always be asked, for if we become satisfied with our answers, we run the risk of slipping back into our own comfortable silence.

***TRADITIONAL LINK SECTION

Link - Infrastructure

Increases of infrastructure inherently exclude certain populations such as the crippled or African Americans and others who do not own cars, they go into building larger highways and make walking or other methods of transportation impossible.

Langan 2001 (Celeste, Celeste Langan is an Associate Professor in the Department of English and Faculty Director of Programs at the Townsend Center. A recent participant in the Strategic Working GROUP on New Media, she has taught courses on Literature and Media Theory and Literature and Disability, fall 2001, “Mobility Disability”, Public Culture, Volume 13, accessed 6/26/12, JK)
To think about mobility disability is to think about norms of speed and ranges of motion; perhaps also of desired ends. Rousseau long ago declared in The Social Contract that the cripple who wants to run and the able-bodied man who doesn’t will both remain where they are. But by focusing on internal resources and intentions, Rousseau forgot to mention all those whose mobility is affected by external constraints. To consider those constraints is to notice how the built environment— social practices and material infrastructures—can create mobility disabilities that diminish the difference between the “cripple” and the ambulatory person who may well wish to move. Two examples, one from the United States, one from Turkey. Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act appeared to sweep away legal obstacles to the mobility of African Americans. But in “The Legacy of Jim Crow in Macon, Georgia,” David Oedel (1997: 98) describes how the contemporary transportation infrastructure still has discriminatory effects: A steady stream of seemingly innocuous funding and operational decisions . . . have, since 1964, quietly but effectively restricted the mobility of poor African-Americans and other disfavored minorities who do not own cars. Meanwhile, these same officials and citizens have simultaneously lavished public funds on transportation accommodations favored by the car-owning majority, who have used the new and improved roads, streets, and highways in effect to live free from close contact with poor African-Americans and others similarly situated. The power of “funding and operational decisions” to create mobility disabilities becomes even clearer upon consideration of the Turkish case, where discrimination takes place under the sign not of race but of modernization: the homogenization and amplification of speed. Responding to (but also stimulating) the massive urbanization and mobilization of its population, Turkey has built new multilane highways with lowered gradients that allow traffic to move with greater efficiency. All sorts of traffic one encounters on other roads, however, are absent on the new freeways. Pedestrians, horse-drawn carts, and tractors are all prohibited; highway signs proclaim which forms of mobility are no longer “up to speed.” Those disqualified from travel on the new highways may soon discover that schools, stores, and other public facilities are more spread out and harder to reach, for such amplified norms of mobility alter the spatial dimensions of people’s lives. Two Hollywood films of recent vintage offer contrasting representations of the mobility disabilities created by norms of speed in the United States. David Lynch’s The Straight Story (1999) chronicles the journey of sixty-eight-year-old Alvin Straight, whose visual impairment prohibits him from driving and whose antipathy to being a passenger—whether in his daughter’s car or on a bus—sets him on the unusual course of riding a lawn mower from Iowa to Wisconsin, at an average speed of three to four miles an hour (roughly the norm of walking). Lynch makes us aware, as we watch the film, of the extent to which even our visual experience of space has been transformed by speed—not only by the twenty-four-frame-per-second speed of film projection, but by the rate at which cameras usually move over the landscape. The deliberately slowed pace of the film creates the illusion of “real time,” and the return to a human scale implied in the title reinforces the film’s thematic suggestion that autonomy—figured as escape from the immobility implicit in mass-mediated consumption—is still possible. As Straight painstakingly repairs his mower, builds his trailer, and buys his prosthetic “grabber,” he seems to tap an interior resourcefulness—talents and industry—sufficient to restore the capacity for what might be termed automobility to his aging body. In its offbeat way, The Straight Story enshrines the appearance in the discourse of freedom and in the public sphere of a new political cate- gory: the “individuals with wheelchairs” recognized by the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). But the film partly undermines, or at least complicates, its celebration of Straight’s independence in two scenes about failed automobility. On his first try, Straight gets barely five miles out of town before his mower breaks down. After having it towed home and finding it irreparable, he takes his shotgun and blows the defective mower to bits—as if it didn’t deserve to live. Using his savings to purchase a newer mower, Straight gets much farther the second time. But halfway toward his destination the old man has an accident that burns out his motor, and he must delay the completion of his journey until he receives enough money from his Social Security check to pay for repairs. There are, in other words, two aspects of Straight’s mobility disability—physical and economic; and two necessary conditions for the recovery of automobility—equality of opportunity (wheelchair- or lawn mower–accessible highways) and sufficient material resources to take advantage of that opportunity.1

Link - transportation

The law consistently excludes disabilities especially in transportation

Martha T. McCluskey 88, Rethinking Equality and Difference: Disability Discrimination in Public Transportation, The Yale Law Journal , Vol. 97, No. 5 (Apr., 1988), pp. 863-880  http://www.jstor.org/stable/796517

People with physical disabilities in the United States have faced, and continue to struggle against, many social and economic disadvantages. Over the years, laws have explicitly excluded people with disabilities from holding public office,2 serving on juries,8 marrying,4 working in certain occupations,6 bearing children,6 attending school,7 and even from being seen on public streets. Even today, people with disabilities are "substantially worse off on almost any indicator of well-being including education, employment, and earnings] than are the non-disabled."9 One survey found that 50% of people with disabilities aged sixteen and over had household incomes for 1984 of $15,000 or less, compared to 25% of nondisabled people. Section I of this Note will show how the emphasis on difference instead of prejudice has shaped disability discrimination doctrine. This Section will then draw on insights from sex discrimination theory to demonstrate that pervasive prejudice against people with disabilities exists even though it may be difficult to recognize, and that perceptions about difference are socially constructed and influenced by this prejudice. Section II will argue that biased assumptions concerning difference have resulted in the development of inadequate public transportation regulations under section 504. Finally, Section III will suggest that disability discrimination doctrine would be strengthened by adhering more closely to the disparate impact model, which can remedy the subtle prejudice that makes the "differ? ences" of disability so disadvantageous. Discrimination against the disabled or ableism is discrimination action against people based on the physical ability of their body especially against people with disabilities (Definitions of Disability) in favor of people who are not disabled. An ableist society is said to be one that treats non-disabled individuals as the standard of "normal living", which results in public and private places and services, education, and social work that are built to serve 'standard' people, thereby inherently excluding those with various disabilities.
Link - A2: we accommodate disability

Even accommodations within the law still provide businesses the ability to refuse fundamental alteration

Martha T. McCluskey 88, Rethinking Equality and Difference: Disability Discrimination in Public Transportation, The Yale Law Journal , Vol. 97, No. 5 (Apr., 1988), pp. 863-880  http://www.jstor.org/stable/796517

In contrast to both the race and sex contexts, most courts and commentators perceive that the real physical differences related to disability are frequently relevant to the ability to function in society, and that real differences, not false, prejudice-based perceptions of difference, are therefore the primary cause of the relative disadvantages of people with disabilities. Most agree that if section 504 simply required equal treatment of people with disabilities and nondisabled people, it would fail to address the particular disadvantages faced by people with disabilities.28 For example, the predominant view is that equal access to public transportation does not simply mean giving people who use wheelchairs equal opportunity to use the stairs on a bus. Accordingly, courts have generally adopted a "reasonable accommodation" approach to section 504. Reasonable accommodation goes beyond a simple equal treatment principle to require changes in some practices and structures to alleviate the disadvantageous effects of physical differences, but does not require accommodations that impose "undue administrative and financial burdens" or that would require a "fundamental alteration in the nature of [a] program."

Links—Buses 

Buses are oppressive to the impaired
Marilyn J. Field and Alan M. Jette, 2007, director of the Health & Disability Research Institute at Boston University, THE FUTURE OF DISABILITY IN AMERICA, Pg. 533. KL
The ADA required public transit operators to purchase only accessible buses after August 1990; as a result over time all fleets should become to- tally accessible. Most accessible buses in the United States today are regular coaches which offer access by (1) lowering (kneeling) the entrance side of the bus by several inches so that those with difficulty with stairs will have a shorter first step up into the vehicle (particularly if they are boarding from a curb) and (2) providing mechanical lifts at an entrance to the bus for those who cannot climb stairs (including but not limited to those in wheelchairs). However, in 2002 the FTA announced that only 88 percent of all buses met the mandate; thus it is possible that today 5 to 10 percent of all buses in the United States are still not ADA accessible. The more important ADA compliance issues today, however, are probably the maintenance and operation of accessible buses in service and the training given drivers to operate key accessibility devices. For much of the first decade after the passage of the ADA, the accessibility features of U.S. buses were still subject to substantial malfunctions. That often meant that travelers with handicaps were left waiting at a stop—or perhaps worse, stranded on a deployed lift that could be neither raised nor lowered. Even when a bus started the day with a functioning lift, however, lift problems could occur while the bus was in service. There is substantial evidence that some drivers were afraid of disabling the bus once it was in service and so refused to cycle the lift at a stop. Or drivers who did not know how to cycle the lift refused to do so, telling a passenger waiting at a stop that the lift was not functional. Still other drivers were afraid that taking time to board a passenger with a disability would cause them to run behind schedule—although this rarely happens with well-maintained equipment, trained and experienced drivers (and/or passengers), and the use of proper scheduling algorithms (Rosenbloom, 1994; TCRP, 1998a). Other drivers would not “kneel” the bus unless a passenger knew to ask (even if system policy required kneeling at all stops). A substantial number would not allow travelers not using wheelchairs to board using the lift. In addition, driver failure to call out stops, as required by the law for travelers with visual impairments, has been a long-term compliance issue.

Link Railways

Railways are oppressive to the impaired
Marilyn J. Field and Alan M. Jette, 2007, director of the Health & Disability Research Institute at Boston University, THE FUTURE OF DISABILITY IN AMERICA, Pg. 533. KL
The ADA requires heavy and light rail systems to make some or all of their vehicles, stations, and transfer points fully accessible to people with disabilities. New systems must be fully accessible, as must be new purchases or new improvements on older systems (although there are some exceptions even on new systems). However, older systems are required to rebuild or retrofit only what are defined as key stations (for example, those with the most traffic or serving major activity centers). Moreover, older rail systems are required to make only a subset of their existing vehicles accessible to people with disabilities, although all new cars must be accessible. As with other travel modes, operators are required to provide accessible communications in many formats, including individual-stop announcements. Today there are only 685 of these key stations in the United States; this number represents a fraction of the total number of rail stations in older systems. Disability advocates had hoped that the ADA regulations would require a larger number (or all) stations in older systems to be made accessible, but the costs were so high that the number of key stations was a political compromise (NCD, 2005). Clearly, then, the key station requirement, even if it is fully met, does not address the significant rail restrictions facing many travelers with disabilities in older systems, who can enter and exit the system only at a limited number of stations, not necessarily at their preferred origins and destinations; some trips cannot be made at all. 
Amtrak is inaccessible to the impaired
The arc 2012 [ six decade old activist group for disabilities, http://www.thearc.org/page.aspx?pid=2730

Amtrak has increased its ridership by 32 percent between 2002 and 2008. Within that ridership, 288,000 were passengers with disabilities. Although all Amtrak trains meet or exceed the requirements of ADA, not all stations are accessible. Currently, 94 percent of Amtrak passengers board at accessible stations. Congress mandated a deadline of July 26, 2010 for all stations to be accessible, but Amtrak does not have enough funding to make this a reality. It is estimated they will need $1.6 billion, but have only been allocated $144 million from Congress.
Link - Heg/Econ/masculinity/ableism

Nationalist strategies of hegemony and economics are prefigured by ableist epistemological reduction of the rest of the world.

Soldatic and Biyanwila 2006 [Karen and Janaka Graduate School of Education; Organisational and Labour Studies;University of Western Australia, disability and Development: A Critical Southern Standpointon Able-Bodied Masculinity, T ASA Conference 2006, University of Western Australia & Murdoch University, 4-7 December 2006 TASA 2006 Conference Proceedings

Authoritarian ethno-nationalism, nature and able-bodied patriarchy While strengthening conditions for global capital to invest and operate, the state’s attempts to gain legitimacy is increasingly based on patriarchal ethno-nationalist strategies. In contrast to previous closed economy projects, this nationalist development discourse is committed to market-driven politics. While there are different versions of this nationalist project, they are grounded in able-bodied patriarchal constructions of nationhood where the nation is represented as masculine reason. This depiction of the 8 nation-state as masculine reason excludes women from the ‘social’ and ascribes them to ‘nature’. In effect, women are engaged in reproducing the nation, biologically, culturallyas well as symbolically (Yuval-Davis, 1997). By casting the Tsunami as an irrational actof nature, humanity is masculinised while nature is feminised. The masculinity implied in patriarchal ethno-nationalist strategies is an able-bodied masculinity. The emphasis on ability relates to how culturally mediated economic activities, discipline, control, subjugate and reproduce bodies as well as embodiment. The body is central to the self as a project as well as social status (Turner, 2001). In effect, the body is shaped by both cultural and material practices. The dominant forms of masculinity articulated in nationalist projects are an able-bodied masculinity, which is based on evading the shared frailty of human beings and the vulnerability as social beings(Turner. 2001). While the body is “inescapable in the construction of masculinity”, the bodily performance that valorises ability is also related to the de-valuation of the disabled body (Connell, 1995: 56). The able-bodied masculinity of ethno-nationalist projects overlaps with fascist tendencies which Connell describes as a “naked assertion of male supremacy” (1995: 193). The fascist image of masculinity combines disparate dispositions of “unrestrained violence of frontline soldiers”, rationality (bureaucratic institutionalisation of violence) and ironically, irrationality too (thinking with ‘the blood’,the triumph of the ‘will’) (Connell, 1995:193). In turn, elements of dominance as well astechnical expertise are core features of able-bodied masculinity that subordinate disabledbodies and women.The Southern disabled stand point suggested in this paper emerges from a culturalcritique within the South itself. The dominant representation of nation in terms of able-bodied ethno-nationalist patriarchy is at the heart of this critique. The feminisation of both nation and nature by able-bodied ethno-nationalist patriarchy deploys notions of ‘tradition’ and ‘motherland’ with strategic intent. With women narrowed to their maternaland nurturing function, this representation of women as biological reproducers of thenation is central for the domestication of women while restricting their status as citizens.While relegating women and disabled bodies into the private sphere of the household(Das and Addlakha, 2001; Mohanty, 2002) the patriarchal ethno-nationalist projectsmaintain a masculinised public sphere. Just as a woman’s status as citizen within the 9 public domain is conditioned by the active role of the state constructing relations in theprivate domain, of marriage and the family (Yuval-Davis, 1997), the citizenship status of disabled bodies are also shaped by similar interventions (Meekosha and Dowse, 1997).This is even more so for women with disabilities, who are regarded as unfit to reproduce the nation (Das and Addlakha, 2001). In responding to the Tsunami, the ‘humanity’ of the imperial state merged with able-bodied patriarchal state strategies to separate andevade the inhumanity of poverty and war that continue to reproduce disabling structures and cultures in the South. By contesting the privileged/hegemonic position of theNorthern notions of development, disability, and disasters, the Southern disabledstandpoint is aimed at deepening politics of impairment. Conclusion The delineation of disability as ‘natural’ and disability caused by war and poverty as ‘cultural’ is a specific value-laden framework. The separation of natural and human disasters obscures their shared properties and how culture and history mediates indefining them. While the tsunami had a natural dimension as an ecological event, the consequences of that event were shaped by pre-existing culturally mediated material practices. By the time the Tsunami arrived in Sri Lanka and Aceh, the Southern body had already endured extensive destruction and violence under ethno-nationalist state strategies and Northern notions of ‘development’. Despite the billion dollar pledges the response of rich Northern nation states, impairments caused by war and poverty endure. Thus, the Tsunami can be deployed as a material metaphor to examine the Southern disabled body, where those ‘freaks of nature’ provide ‘opportunities’ for western scientific technocratic expertise and imperial benevolence. For politics of impairment, disabling barriers generated by war and poverty in the South are inseparable from market-driven ‘development’ and global military networks. With the majority of people with disabilities located in the South or the ‘majority world’, the ongoing articulation of North-South relations is significant for elaborating a critical Southern standpoint on able-bodied masculinity.
They speak of wars and large scale impacts from a privileged perspective. The structures of economics and hegemony not just excluded the epistemologies of disability but also magnify the impacts of what they case

Soldatic and Biyanwila 2006 [Karen and Janaka Graduate School of Education; Organisational and Labour Studies;University of Western Australia, disability and Development: A Critical Southern Standpointon Able-Bodied Masculinity, T ASA Conference 2006, University of Western Australia & Murdoch University, 4-7 December 2006 TASA 2006 Conference Proceedings

Although most of the world’s disabled population lives in the South, there is higher“incidence of reported impairment” in the North (Barnes and Mercer, 2005: 2).According to the World Bank (2005), there are 600 million disabled people globally, of whom 400 million live in the South. As opposed to the North, life expectancies areshorter in the South, there are limited health and support services, and some conditions(such as dyslexia) are not considered as impairments (Barnes and Mercer, 2005). Thereare a range of preventable impairments that are caused by lack of access to basicamenities such as safe water, sanitation, electricity, and health services. The limits of state capacities to regulate and extend social provisions depict how the promotion of international competitiveness has enhanced the power of private insurance and drug(pharmaceutical) companies in driving disability policy (Albrecht and Bury, 2001).Disability in the South is situated in a subordinated status within the global disabilitymarketplace. The market for rehabilitation goods and services related to disability isdominated by the interests of TNCs, particularly insurance and drug (pharmaceutical)companies. Major drug and medical supply companies are expanding into the Southpromoting deregulation and privatization of the health sectors. The current North-Southtensions over intellectual property issues and prices of essential medicines, particularlyHIV/AIDS drugs, highlight the role of TNCs as well as the WTO in shaping the globaldisability market place. While subordinating the needs of disabled people, culturalpractices and the national sovereignty of the South, the profit driven disability market is 6 also influenced by capitalist economies recurrent crisis. Not only is the South particularlyeffected by the changes in the global market place, there is a generalized amplification of risk through food sources, genetic modification and accumulated drug resistance as wellas from the environment, climate change, unknown hazards in the workplace and unregulated proliferation of biological, chemical and nuclear weapons (Albrecht andBury, 2001). This relationship between the global disability market and the militarization of the globe is of particular interest for disability in the South.The outbreak and the maintenance of civil wars in the South relate to nation-state strategies which are interdependent with imperialist efforts to expand and protectmarkets. The post-second world war global system under U.S hegemony has promoted an international system of "imperialism by invitation” (Panitch and Gindin, 2003). While inviting "self-governing" states to participate in the international trading regime, the new hegemony is sustained by “political and military coordination with other independent governments” (Panitch and Gindin, 2003). The global trade in military weapons plays a key role in maintaining market friendly governments while militarising conflicts in theSouth. Disability in the South is intertwined with civil wars, where both state and insurrectionarygroups use maiming rather than killing to undermine resistance and socialise fear (Barnesand Mercer, 2005). The global military industrial networks, including international armstrade, dominated by Northern countries and often invisible in World Bank ‘development’discourse, illustrates the coercive dimension of market-led ‘development’. Northerncountries accounted for about 75 per cent of world military spending in 2004 butcontained only 16 per cent of the world population. The U.S accounts for nearly half of world military spending. In 2004, the military spending of the U.S accounted for nearlyUS$ 400 billion, compared with US$ 6.4 billion in Indonesia and US$ 19.1 billion inIndia (Global Issues, 2006). The GDP of Sri Lanka in 2004 was around US$ 21 billion,while military spending was nearly US$ 560 million. The role of the Indonesian militaryin protecting the interests of Exxon Mobil, one of the major U.S oil TNCs, illustrates hownational politics of resource rich Southern countries are interconnected with geopoliticsof imperialism. Moreover, the productive, docile, bodies that the World Bank and nation 7 state strategies promote for ‘development’ are also Southern bodies faced with humanright abuses (Amnesty International, 2001).Global market forces shape and are reshaped by underlying social structures and culturesof disability primarily in the terrain of national politics. Disability in the South is positioned within a neo-liberal ‘development’ discourse, which prioritises international competitiveness through trade liberalisation where under market-driven politics the state promotes the interests of capital through privatisation and deregulation (Leys, 2001).Consequently, government regulation or social provisioning is seen not only favouringsectional interests and encouraging inefficiencies, but also state bureaucracies are seen asinherently acting to maximise their own interests. Thus, privatisation under public-privatepartnerships are promoted, blurring the public-private distinction. As for disability policy,the retraction of state social provisioning and the privatization of health services haveamplified household care labour, particularly women’s care work.Under market-driven politics, disabled people are located in the periphery of labourmarkets, where able-bodied labour constitutes the valourised core. In order to attractinternational investors, the active promotion of a skilled and docile labour force alsomeans creating a labour market which restricts basic worker rights, such as freedom of association and collective bargaining. In effect, more people are disabled by the lack of decent work, safety and health regulations and poverty level wages. However, there are other recruits from a pool of underemployed and unemployed workers, in urban slums and impoverished rural communities. This marginalisation also feeds into the proliferation of ethno-nationalist counter movements, in hope of gaining recognition and redistribution.

Link – competitiveness/productivity/efficiency

The focus on competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency is an ableist epistemology that blindly reproduces the favoring of the abled body over the disabled.

Wolbring 2012 [Gregor, assistant professor, Dept of Community Health Sciences, Program in Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, University of Calgary, University of Calgary, ABLEISM, DISABILITY STUDIES AND THE ACADEMY, http://fedcan.ca/fr/blog/ableism-disability-studies-and-academy ]
As much as science and technology advances enable a beyond species-typical ableism, how we judge and deal with abilities and what abilities we cherish influence the direction and governance of science and technology processes, products and research and development. The increasing ability of changing, improving, modifying, enhancing the human body and other biological organisms including animals and microbes in terms of their abilities beyond their species-typical boundaries and the starting ability to synthesis, to generate, to design new genomes, new species from scratch (synthetic biology) leads to a changed understanding of oneself, one’s body, and one’s relationship with others of one’s species, other species and one’s environment. Ableism is, however, not just linked to body abilities. The report Converging Technologies for Improving Human Performance: Nanotechnology, Biotechnology, Information Technology and Cognitive Science used the term productivity over 60 times and the term efficiency 54 times to sell their story. Productivity and efficiency are two abilities themselves so the report serves to highlight how science and technology will enable the ability to be productive and the ability to be efficient. These terms – productivity and efficiency – are also closely linked to the term competitiveness, another cherished ability. Indeed one of the introductory lectures at the workshop that was the basis for the report was entitled “Converging technologies and competitiveness” by the Honourable Phillip J. Bond, a former United States Undersecretary for Technology in the Department of Commerce. And this is still not the end of ableism. Every person cherishes certain abilities and finds others non-essential. Some people cherish the ability to buy a car, some the ability to mountain climb, some the ability to perform academic work and others manual work. The list of abilities one can cherish is endless with new and different abilities added to this or that list all the time. The cherishing of abilities happens on the level of individuals as well as the level of households, communities, groups, sectors, regions, countries and cultures. As well, there is a frequent trade-off between numerous abilities. Different cultures might cherish different abilities. Views on which abilities are ‘essential’ or valued change over time and space, and this will continue to be the case. The tendency to favor certain abilities often morphs into ableism, where one not only cherishes certain abilities but where one sees certain abilities in oneself or others as essential and labels real or perceived deviation from or lack of these essential abilities as problematic. This often leads to disablism where the ones without (whether real or perceived) the ‘essential’ abilities are treated as the ‘others’ often experiencing inequitable and unjust treatment. To give the example of sexism: women in many countries were told that they lack the ability to be rational and as such were prohibited from the abilities of voting and the owning of property. Racism was often justified by claiming that one group (White people) has a higher cognitive ability than another group (Black people) lacked that ability; the book, The Bell Curve is a case and point. We see increasingly ableism that plays itself out between generations of the young and elderly. We see a break between the young and the old where the elderly experience ageism (negative perception and/or treatment and lack of support of the elderly) due to a decrease of abilities of their youth and at the same time the perception that the remaining abilities the elderly hold have no particular use for the young or even society at large. And we see youthism where even the elderly try to regain the abilities of youth in order to escape ageism. Ableism influences how humans judge and relate to each others.
Link – economic efficiency

Economic efficiency is a tool used to strip disabled people of access to resources.

Garland-Thompson 2005 (Rosemarie Garland-Thompson is  is Professor of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies at Emory University in Atlanta, Georgia, Winter 2005, “Feminist Disability Studies”, Signs, Volume 30, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/423352, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
Susan Wendell’s 1996 study, The Rejected Body: Feminist Philosophical Reﬂections on Disability, uses the careful reasoning of philosophical discourse to lay out a constructivist logic of disability. She addresses particularly well the deﬁnition of disability and the question of who counts as disabled. Feminist theoretical concepts such as standpoint epistemology, difference, othering, caring, body theory, and the politics of language provide Wendell with a set of concepts familiar to feminists, which she productively applies to a disability analysis. The Rejected Body targets adeptly the ideological concept of normalcy crucial to the construction of disabled identity. Normal is the category obscured by its own privilege—its normalcy—that casts people with disabilities into pathologized others. Normal grounds the oppressive system of representation that makes cripples and freaks from the raw material of human variation. Marta Russell’s 1998 book, Beyond Ramps: Disability at the End of the Social Contract, is a call to activism that presents America’s betrayal of disabled people as emblematic of how the politics and policies of late capitalism have ravaged the democratic project. While carefully explicating the particular sociopolitical issues that involve disability, Russell argues persuasively that the failure—indeed the refusal—of our government to honor the American social contract with regard to disabled people indicates the failure of the democratic ideal on which this country was founded. Her economic and political critique of an ethos of economic efﬁciency used to strip disabled people of access to resources and privilege echoes feminist explications of gender inequities embedded in American liberal ideologies.

Society’s belief in efficiency makes us neglect the disabled

Jay Walljasper, University of Iowa, June 9, 2012 Let Us Now Praise Vacant Lots http://onthecommons.org/magazine/let-us-now-praise-vacant-lots KL
It’s easy to talk about the importance of the commons in grand terms— vast stretches of breathtaking wilderness, publicly funded advances in science and technology, essential cultural and civic institutions, the air and water which we all depend on for survival. But let’s not forget the lowly commons all around that enliven and enrich our lives. Things like sidewalks, playgrounds, community gardens, murals, neighborhood hang-outs, and vacant lots. Especially vacant lots. Modern society’s obsession with efficiency, productivity and purposefulness sometimes blind us to the epic possibilities of empty spaces that aren’t serving any profitable economic function. The word “vacant” itself implies that these places are devoid of value. 

Link - climate/alt solves climate

The discussion over climate is oblivious to concepts of ableism. This discourse is constitutive of adaptation apartheid

Wolbring 2009 [Gregor, assistant professor, Dept of Community Health Sciences, Program in Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, University of Calgary,
M/C Journal, Vol. 12, No. 4 (2009), http://journal.media-culture.org.au/index.php/mcjournal/article/viewArticle/173
Ableism and disablism notions experienced by disabled people can now be extended to include those challenges expected to arise from the need to adapt to climate change. It is reasonable to expect that ableism will prevail, expecting people to cope with certain forms of climate change, and that disablism will be extended, with the ones less affected being unwilling to accommodate the ones more affected beyond a certain point. This ableism/disablism will not only play itself out between high and low income countries, as Desmond Tutu described, but also within high income countries, as not every need will be accommodated. The disaster experience of disabled people is just one example. And there might be climate change consequences that one can only mitigate through high tech bodily adaptations that will not be available to many of the ones who are so far accommodated in high income countries. Desmond Tutu submits that adaptation apartheid might work for the fortunate ones in the short term, but will be destructive for them in the long term (United Nations Development Programme). Disability studies scholar Erik Leipoldt proposed that the disability perspective of interdependence is a practical guide from the margins for making new choices that may lead to a just and sustainable world—a concept that reduces the distance between each other and our environment (Leipoldt). This perspective rejects ableism and disablism as it plays itself out today, including adaptation apartheid. Planned adaptation involves four basic steps: information development and awareness-raising; planning and design; implementation; and monitoring and evaluation (Smit et al). Disabled people have important knowledge to contribute to these four basic steps that goes far beyond their community. Their understanding and acceptance of, for example, the concept of interdependence, is just one major contribution. Including the concept of interdependence within the set of tools that inform the four basic steps of adaptation and other facets of climate discourse has the potential to lead to a decrease of adaptation apartheid, and to increase the utility of the climate discourse for the global community as a whole. 

The epistemology behind climate change advocacy and studies omits any relationship to disabled groups. Ableism proceeds to create the possibilities of adaptation apartheid. 

Wolbring 2009 [Gregor, assistant professor, Dept of Community Health Sciences, Program in Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, University of Calgary,
M/C Journal, Vol. 12, No. 4 (2009), http://journal.media-culture.org.au/index.php/mcjournal/article/viewArticle/173
Although climate change will disproportionately impact disabled people, despite the less than stellar record of disaster adaptation and mitigation efforts towards disabled people, and despite the fact that other social groups (such as women, children, ‘the poor’, indigenous people, farmers and displaced people) are mentioned in climate-related reports such as the IPCC reports and the Human Development Report 2007/2008, the same reports do not mention disabled people. Even worse, the majority of the material generated by, and physically set up for, discourses on climate, is inaccessible for many disabled people (Australian Human Rights Commission). For instance, the IPCC report, Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability, contains Box 8.2: Gender and natural disasters, makes the following points: (a) “men and women are affected differently in all phases of a disaster, from exposure to risk and risk perception; to preparedness behaviour, warning communication and response; physical, psychological, social and economic impacts; emergency response; and ultimately to recovery and reconstruction”; (b) “natural disasters have been shown to result in increased domestic violence against, and post-traumatic stress disorders in, women”; and (c) “women make an important contribution to disaster reduction, often informally through participating in disaster management and acting as agents of social change. Their resilience and their networks are critical in household and community recovery.” The content of Box 8.2 acknowledges the existence of different perspectives and contributions to the climate discourse, and that it is beneficial to explore these differences. It seems reasonable to assume that differences in perspectives, contributions and impact may well also exist between people with and without disabilities, and that it may be likewise beneficial to explore these differences. Disabled people are differently affected in all phases of a disaster, from exposure to risk and risk perception; to preparedness behaviour, warning communication and response; physical, psychological, social and economic impacts; emergency response; and ultimately to recovery and reconstruction. Disabled people could also make an important contribution to disaster reduction, often informally through participating in disaster management and acting as agents of social change. Their resilience and their networks are critical in household and community recovery, important as distributors of relief efforts and in reconstruction design. The Bonn Declaration from the 2007 international conference, Disasters are always Inclusive: Persons with Disabilities in Humanitarian Emergency Situations, highlighted many problems disabled people are facing and gives recommendations for inclusive disaster preparedness planning, for inclusive response in acute emergency situations and immediate rehabilitation measures, and for inclusive post-disaster reconstruction and development measures. Many workshops were initiated by disabled people groups, such as Rehabilitation International. However, the disabled people disaster adaptation and mitigation discourse is not mainstreamed. Advocacy by people with disability for accessible transport and universal or “life-cycle” housing (among other things) shows how they can contribute significantly to more effective social systems and public facilities. These benefit everyone and help to shift public expectations towards accessible and flexible amenities and services—for example, emergency response and evacuation procedures are much easier for all if such facilities are universally accessible. Most suggestions by disabled people for a more integrative, accessible physical environment and societal attitude benefit everyone, and gain special importance with the ever-increasing proportion of elderly people in society. The IPCC Fourth Assessment Report is intended to be a balanced assessment of current knowledge on climate change mitigation. However, none of the 2007 IPCC reports mention disabled people. Does that mean that disabled people are not impacted by, or impact, climate change? Does no knowledge of adaptation, mitigation and adaptation capacity from a disabled people lens exist, or does the knowledge not reach the IPCC, or does the IPCC judge this knowledge as irrelevant? This culture of neglect and unbalanced assessment of knowledge evident in the IPCC reports was recognised before for rise of a ‘global’ climate discourse. For instance, a 2001 Canadian government document asked that research agendas be developed with the involvement of, among others, disabled people (Health Canada). The 2009 Nairobi Declaration on Africa’s response to climate change (paragraph 36) also asks for the involvement of disabled people (African Ministerial Conference on the Environment). However, so far nothing has trickled up to the international bodies, like the IPCC, or leading conferences such as the United Nations Climate Change Conference Copenhagen 2009. Where Will It End? In his essay, “We do not need climate change apartheid in adaptation”, in the Human Development Report 2007/2008, Archbishop Desmond Tutu suggests that we are drifting into a situation of global adaptation apartheid—that adaptation becomes a euphemism for social injustice on a global scale (United Nations Development Programme). He uses the term “adaptation apartheid” to highlight the inequality of support for adaptation capacity between high and low income countries: “Inequality in capacity to adapt to climate change is emerging as a potential driver of wider disparities in wealth, security and opportunities for human development”. I submit that “adaptation apartheid” also exists in regard to disabled people, with the invisibility of disabled people in the climate discourse being just one facet. 

Link - cars

The focus on car transportation instead of public transportation has a “lock out” effect, that prevents minorities and low income groups from accessing public infrastructure, leading to a much lower quality of life.

Lucas 2004 (Karen, Karen Lucas is Senior Research Fellow in the Transport Studies Group University of Westminster UK, October 2004, “Running on Empty”, The Policy Press, http://books.google.com/books hl=en&lr=&id=4GmeE8klB1YC&oi=fnd&pg=PR4&dq=Transportation+Disability+Exclusion&ots=GOUEOavlMW&sig=x41OaZ7SiqbOT7Fheo2A-ZVpHVM#v=onepage&q=Exclusion&f=false, accessed 6/28/12, JK)

It is important to recognise from the outset that many of the inequalities that this chapter identifies have arisen over time as the result of a complex set of interactions between transport and land-use patterns. Figure 2.1 demonstrates how this combination effect works to both perpetuate transport inequalities over time and encourage increased car ownership and use by low-income groups, with its associate economic, social and environmental effects. The overall effect is to create an 'accessibility deficit* among many low-income and excluded groups, which serves to 'lock them out' of the activities that support a reasonable quality of life and thus both contributes to and reinforces their social exclusion. As a starting point, it is important to recognise the dramatic growth in both vehicle numbers and the distances driven in all advanced industrial societies over the last 30-50 years. Mass car ownership, combined with other economic and socio-demographic changes in our society, has encouraged more dispersed land-use patterns. This in turn has meant an increasing shift of both populations and industrial and economic activities from the centre of cities to edgc-of-town or out-of-town developments and, thereby, has demanded more travel intensive lifestyles (May and Trinder, 1991). The UK National Travel Survey (DIT, 2001) illustrates that, in both urban and rural areas, people are having to travel further in order to access basic goods and services. There has been a significant decline in the proportion of households living close to a local food store, from 68% to 57% within six minutes walk; in 1998, 5% had to walk more than 26 minutes, an increase of 3% from 1989/91. Traditional labour markets such as manufacturing, mining and farming have declined and there is now less overall employment in many parts of the UK, but especially low-skilled jobs. Technological developments have also served to change long-established working geographies, with new employment opportunities springing up in different locations, demanding different skills and providing more dispersed employment patterns than the more traditional industries. Hospital services have also been rationalised into fewer and larger units serving wide areas, and are often located in places that are difficult to reach without a car (Murray. 1998). A recent UK Office for National Statistics (ONS) Omnibus Survey conducted on behalf of the Social Exclusion Unit (SEU) (SEU. 2002) identified that:  15% of respondents say they have difficulty getting to hospital; (6% say they have difficulty getting to their doctors surgery;  5% have difficulty getting to the dentist. In the UK. changes in food retailing practices have also resulted in the number of shops falling by about 50% in the last 20 years; the growth of large hyper​markets allow the benefits of cheaper food and the convenience of car-borne access but often result in less choice in price and quality to the already disadvantaged who cannot access them (Elkins et al, 1991). This dispersal of activities has been exacerbated by the extreme 'flight' of local services from many areas of deprivation (Mutton, 1996). Many low-income communities in the UK now lack even basic amenities such as a general food store or a doctors surgery (sec Figure 2.2). The facilities that are available are often of poor quality and the goods they provide can be over-priced. High crime and fear of crime in these areas make them unattractive to businesses and customers alike and help to fuel the decline (SEU. 1998). The UK government SEU's Policy Action Team on Jobs found a general lack of suitable local jobs within the deprived neighbourhoods it visited. However, there was rarely a lack of jobs within reasonable travelling distance of these areas, but unemployed people in the area did not necessarily take these up. A variety of reasons for this were offered, including a lack of skills among the resident population but also poor transport links and/or a reluctance to travel out of the area of residence. The governments Neighbourhood Renewal Unit noted that the boroughs of Kingston and Richmond have 50% more doctors than liarnsley and Sunderland (adjusting for age and needs), yet Barnsley and Sunderland arc likely to have far fewer people with access to a car given their income levels. This means that those in the greatest need of medical help are often least able to access it (SEU, 2(H)2).

Link – transhumanism

The capitalist mindset the affirmative manifests will perpetuate a new form of Ableism. Transhumanism is just a version of discriminatory ableism with utopian dismissal of its endeavors

Sandra Levi and Mark Sherry 2005 [Sandra, Associate Professor at Midwestern University, and mark, dept of sociology at university of Toledo, definitions of ableism http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/9671_022850_Albrecht_EntriesBeginningWithA.pdf

The emerging field of enhancement medicine pushes the boundaries of what is the human norm through genetic manipulation (genomic freedom) and biological bodies (morphological freedom) through surgery, pharmaceuticals, implants and other means (Sandberg, 2001;Wolbring, 2005). Such scientific endeavours fit well with the existing medicalization of the human body where more and more variations of human body structure and functioning are labelled as deviations or diseases.This means that more and more‘healthy’ people feel ‘unhealthy, feel bad about their bodily structure and functioning’ (Wolbring, 2005). The transhumanized version of ableism elevates the medicalization dynamic to its ultimate endpoint, namely, to see the enhancement beyond speciestypical body structures and functioning as a therapeutic intervention (transhumanization of medicalization) (Wolbring, 2005). As more powerful, less invasive and more sophisticated enhancements become available, the market share and acceptance of enhancement products will grow. For any given enhancement product there will not be a bell curve distribution, but rather a distribution jump from the ‘have nots’ to the ‘haves’, which will lead directly to an ability divide.Whatwill change ^ depending on the social reality such as GDP of the economy, income levels and other parameters ^ is how many people end up as ‘haves’or ‘non-haves’ (intrinsic and external techno-poor disabled). The ability divide will be complex between high- and low-income countries and between the poor and richwithin every country. Not everyone can afford enhancing one’s body, and no society can afford to enhance everyone’s body if everyone so wishes. Those deemed able by most people today, but who cannot afford or do not want the technological enhancements tomorrow will became the new class of ‘techno-poor disabled’. Billions of people, who today are seen as able, will become disabled not because their bodies have changed, but precisely because they have not changed their bodies in accordance with the transhumanist norm. Such a future will lead to a transhumanized version of disableismwhere those who do not have or do not want certain enhancements (the intrinsically techno-poor disabled) will be discriminated against, given negative labels and suffer oppressive and abusive behaviour and other consequences.

Transhumanism is littered in ableist rhetoric and re-encrypts the binaries that are happening now, ableism remains perfectly intact and only grows as we create “better” and “more able” humans.
Campbell 2003 (Fiona Anne,   , 2003, “The Great Divide: Ableism and Technologies of Disability Production”, Dissertation, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/15889/1/Fiona_Campbell_Thesis.pdf, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
Consider this possibility: people with disabilities, in the West at least, are living on the cusp of a wide reaching transmogrification - of entering a new plane of embodiment where new technological practices may ‘cure’ their impairment, or at best enable us to morph or simulate ableism (normalcy) and in the not so distant future, leave our bodies via teleportation or cyborghood. The field of post humanism and transhumanism has been alive with activity since the late 1990's. These fields raise a number of concerns in relation to the status and parameters of human impairment and by extension that which is defined as 'disability'. Concisely, two lines of inquiry will be explored further in this section. Namely, is the evolution of the post human figure/entity a 'way out' of impairment? Indeed, does the adoption of particular kinds of posthumanism by disabled people elevate their status to being suprahuman - a shift from 'deficiency' to being 'hyperendowed'? In other words, what kinds of beingness or to use Heidegger's (1977, Orig, 1953) term of phrase 'enframing', are being produced and how are these figurations accorded value? What transformed notions of productivity and uselessness are being formed? In contrast to these first set of questions exists the second inquiry relates to those matters concerning the 'hiddenness' or unintended consequences of post human technological practices. Transhumanists argue that their agenda is to 'move on and out of bodies' into another spectrum of beingness, a Promethean animal who is contingently embodied and thus on a negentropic journey. This eschatological vision of enhancement may present dangers to people with impairments, and really be a 'wolf in sheep's clothing', not just in terms of a fabrication of ableness but rather as a re-encryption of the binary opposition of the normal and pathological (the deficient, mediocre and mundane). In these strands nothing has really changed, the conceptual schemas and mind maps of ableism remain intact and the pool of the remnant, the 'have not's' and 'not quite's' grows larger and more diverse.

Link – technology to help disability

Any Technology that tries to stop Ableism does the exact Opposite. Technology made for walking is not made for efficiency but rather for the disabled to feel "normal" This furthers the ableist ideology in society. 

Davis 2012 Jenny Davis, PhD candidate in the Department of Sociology at Texas A&M University. Her broad interests are at the intersection of culture and identity. She approaches this intersection from multiple directions, utilizing formal theory and experimental work, as well as participant observation and cyber-ethnography. Jan 17, 2012 http://thesocietypages.org/cyborgology/2012/01/17/progress-versus-ableism-the-case-of-ekso/

Eksobionics, a company dedicated to the augmentation of the human body, recently developed Ekso—a “bionic exoskeleton that allows wheelchair users to stand and walk.” In this post, I pose a question to which I honestly do not have a definitive answer: Does this development represent human progress or does it further perpetuate the subordination of physically impaired bodies? I begin with a brief background on the company and a description of the product. I then present arguments for both progress and ableism. Finally, I question —but ultimately defend—the validity of this dichotomy. The argument that Ekso represents human progress is quite straight forward and easy to make. The physically impaired human body is augmented by this device, given the ability to stand and walk where before this ability was not granted. Not only does this give wheelchair users access to spaces previously unavailable, but can have positive health benefits, as the wheelchair user can exercise hir leg muscles, improve breathing capacity, and relieve the skin that becomes susceptible to pressure sores from extended periods of sitting. Moreover, and perhaps most importantly, many (though certainly not all) people with spinal cord injuries do hope to walk again. This technology aids in the accomplishment of this goal. Less straightforward is the argument that Ekso represents a step backwards, a move towards the further denigration of physically impaired bodies. Here we have a product made to improve the lives of those with spinal cord injuries, and yet, it implies that walking, rather than wheeling, is necessarily the preferable state of mobility. I must point out here that a body in a wheelchair is already an augmented body. The technology of the chair, whether manual or electric, grants the mobility that is organically restricted. A practiced wheelchair user can indeed often move more quickly than a person relying on leg muscles alone. When in a wheelchair facilitating space, a wheeler can maneuver quite easily, accomplishing necessary tasks and acting independently. The problem, of course, is that many places and spaces do not facilitate such free use of a wheelchair. I wrote about this more extensively in an earlier post. With this in mind, I will now elaborate on is the difference between disability and physical impairment. It is in this difference, I argue, that we see the ableism that is built into the Ekso. According to the social model of disability (as opposed to the medical model), an impairment is simply a physical condition. The legs are immobile. The eyes do not see. The ears do not hear. These conditions are inherently value neutral. They do not, in any essential way, hinder the extent to which a person can engage as an active member of society. These impairments become disabling, however, when experienced within an environment that fails to accommodate the spectrum of physical and mental states. Sight-only crosswalks are disabling for those with vision impairments. Public speeches without sign-language interpreters are disabling for those with hearing impairments. Buildings without ramps and/or elevators are disabling to those with mobility impairments. The technology of the Ekso assumes able-bodied advantage, and so works to fit the impaired body into an ableist environment. The impaired body is, by implication, devalued. Having laid out both sides of the argument, I must now take a step back and question the validity of the dichotomy itself. Indeed, I have laid out a theoretically false dichotomy between ableism and progress. At an academic level, this dichotomy, as with most dichotomies, is problematic. It incorrectly assumes a zero sum game where a device that aids in walking necessarily denigrates the wheeling body. Empirically, however, this dichotomy is not false. The development and distribution of technologies require resources, including time, money, space, and innovative minds. These resources—especially money—are limited, and choices must be made. Will we use these resources help wheelchair users walk, or to make inaccessible buildings more accessible? Will we use these resources to help blind people see, or to improve web-reading devices? Will we use these resources to develop medications for ADHD, or to develop curriculums and work spaces that accommodate those with high energy and quick moving thought patterns? In a perfect world, these “or” questions would be nonsensical. In the real world, however, the allocation of resources into one side means a decrease in resources for the other. So do we want to use our limited resources to improve ability at the individual level, while perpetuating an ableist environment, or create a more accommodating environment, where impairments are no longer disabling?

Link - victimization

We should reject the idea that disability makes people different to create the starting point for a sense of open to diverse body relations.

Chandler 2009 (Eliza, Eliza Chandler  is a PhD candidate in the Sociology and Equity Studies in Education department at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, 2009, WALKING THROUGH A WAVERING WITH-ITNESS: AN EXPLORATION INTO DISABILITY PRIDE AND SHAME”,  M.A. Thesis, accessed 6/27/12, JK)

When crafting out a new disability pride for myself and in the disability community, I do not propose that we do away with the popular conception of disability pride; the idea that disability is not something to be ashamed of is undoubtedly powerful, and is key to inspiring alliances with disability as an identity rather than as a problem to be solved. However, we must build upon the version of pride that emerged in conjunction with the North American disability rights movement, captured in the description below. I analyze this articulation of pride not simply to critique it but to productively trouble the ground from which I suggest we emerge creating pride anew. According to the website Disabled and Proud: Fundamentally, Disability Pride represents a rejection of the notion that our difference from the non-disabled community is wrong or bad in any way and is a statement of our self-acceptance, dignity and pride. It signifies that we are coming out of the closet and are claiming our legitimate identity. It's a public expression of our belief that our disability and identity are normal, healthy and right for us and is a validation of our experience4 (Triano, 2009). This description of disability pride is powerful and promising. Disability is an embodied experience that appears in our popular imagination as shameful, regrettable, and problematic. Resisting the idea that the “difference disability makes” is simply “wrong or bad” is a necessary starting point, which this declaration of disability pride provides (Michalko, 2001). However, such an articulation of “self-acceptance” and the desire for the recognition of our “disability and identity [as] normal” are not necessarily reflective of the myriad of goals of an entire disabled personhood. People, like me, whose relationship with their disabled embodiment wavers, are excluded from pride when the prideful disabled person is only and always imagined as those holding an unwavering satisfaction with their embodiment. Titchkosky posits: “Texts never just get it right or wrong insofar as they are also a ‘doing’—right or wrong, texts are always oriented social actions producing meaning” (2007, p. 21). Because the meaning of matter—here pride and shame—are made between us, it is necessary for me to become familiar with how other disabled people orient themselves to pride and shame as a starting point for thinking through my own embodied relations. While my textual analysis of these two stories problematize the ways in which disabled pride appears, I do not mean to judge the way that the authors’ articulate their relations to their embodiment as “right or wrong”. Rather, I read these narratives to locate room for pride to move beyond how it has already materialized in texts to create a pride that is open to diverse bodily relations.

Link - Capitalism/Jobs

In the capitalist workplace, the impaired are undervalued because they cannot compete in the labor markets 

Robert 2003. Pamela M. Robert, Department of Sociology, Roosevelt University  2003 “Disability Oppression in the Contemporary U. S. Capitalist Workplace” KL
This study of the ADA’s implementation phase makes clear that employees with disabilities often are hired and retained less for their value as producers than for their value as symbols. As producers, they typically are undervalued; as symbols, they provide employers with the appearance of responsiveness to disability advocates, adherence to stated policies, or compliance with laws. Contemporary work organizations, as Acker (1990) famously underscored, commonly operate with a notion of an ideal employee. Sometimes explicitly but more often implicitly, this ideal is a white, able-bodied male, against which non-whites, women, and people with disabilities are invidiously compared. Individuals who do not fit the ideal get hired, but disproportionately in lower-level jobs and often astokens. The concentration of employees with disabilities at the bot- tom of the occupational structure is consistently revealed by employment data, and tokenism seems to account in many cases for their hiring and retention. Capital not only often undervalues the labor of employees with disabilities, but commonly treats such employees as an unreasonable drain on revenues. This can be seen most clearly in the area of accommodations. Capital, which of course admits no universal right to employment, admits no necessity to design and organize production processes to accommodate all possible employees, including employees with disabilities. In this context, accommodations, even the “reasonable accommodations” required under the ADA, are easily viewed not as necessary measures for realizing the potential of the labor force but as unnecessary costs. As a colleague and I have reported elsewhere (Harlan and Robert, 1998), employers use a variety of subterfuges to prevent employees with disabilities from requesting accommodations. Ultimately, the least likely type of accommodation to be granted is any that might be perceived by able-bodied employees as equally useful to them. Thus, requests for more flexible work schedules or relief from mandatory overtime routinely get denied. Granting such requests could easily snowball into numerous requests from able- bodied employees for comparable accommodations. More fundamentally, granting such requests would threaten to expose the contingent character of the workplace routines that capital imposes on its employees. Ultimately, granting such requests could potentially lay bare the arbitrary nature of capitalist authority. It is thus no won- der that, as one employee with a disability explained, “They [employers] don’t want to set a precedent” (42). In the capitalist context of competitive labor markets and job hierarchies, of course, even undervalued and token employees can be perceived as threatening by co-workers and supervisors. If, as is known, white males can feel threatened by the prospect of minorities or women performing comparable or higher-level jobs, consider how easy it is for able-bodied employees to feel threatened by the prospect of employees with disabilities doing comparable work. Some alienation and harassment of employees with disabilities doubtless stems from workplace enactment of wider cultural patterns, but much is due to the competitive nature of the capitalist workplace itself. Alienating and harassing employees with disabilities is a way of effectively sidelining them in the competitive struggle.
Link - terrorism

Framing in terms of terror leads to the pursuit of mastery over knowledge and predictions about the future. This manifests itself in a violent Managerialism bent on eliminating all that fall into the category.
Jasbir Puar 2004, Assistant Prof. Women’s and Gender Studies at Rutgers and Amit Rai, English at FSU, Social Text 22.3, 2004 ]

The strategy has many prongs, and in that sense actualizes the sliding between the pyramid and the networks of the terrorists themselves: building international alliances and "partnerships" (and it is significant here that the United Nations, as a political body, is only mentioned once throughout the text); projecting a world-dominant American power to the far reaches of the globe; striking constantly at the nodes of terrorist networks; developing transnational ties that map out local, radical solutions to terrorism (assassinations, torture, disappearances, extortion); and strengthening policing functions and processes of criminalization around the world. But perhaps most crucial is the very grammar involved: the obsessive use of the future tense signals both a founding anxiety of (and in) this discourse and the drawing of the subject of counterterrorism to the pleasures of the always as yet unimagined. As if projecting itself into an always already mastered future, where the risk of terrorism is neutralized before actualization, the time of counterterrorism discourse is always in a future that is continuous with a fixed and romanticized national past. Derrida once said, "The future can only be anticipated in the form of an absolute danger. It is that which breaks absolutely with constituted normality and can only be proclaimed, presented, as a sort of monstrosity." Counterterrorism is a technology that dreams of managing and mastering this monstrosity by targeting subjectivities, communities, countries, and, indeed, time itself. Thus, if "the United States will confront the threat of terrorism for the foreseeable future," the counterterrorism imaginary aspires to the total management of this "foreseeable" political risk.38 In that sense its immediate precursor and ally is the technology of insurance. In insurance, the term risk designates neither "an event nor a general kind of event occurring in reality (the unfortunate kind) but a specific mode of treatment of certain events capable of happening to a group of individuals—or, more exactly, to values or capitals possessed or represented by a collectivity of individuals: that is to say, a population. Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no risk in reality. But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one analyzes the danger, considers the event."39 In the counterterrorism imaginary, risk names a [End Page 92] procedure of assessment, counterintelligence, containment, and projection into the future. Its analysis is predicated on the fixity of implacably opposed political forces whose only resolution resides in the murderous destiny of the United States to manage democracy for the world (it is our "calling," as President Bush says). Moreover, the sliding between structure and network returns here in the form of a sort of insurance value. The sliding between the securely fixed and the terrifyingly unmoored that names the essential dynamic of counterterrorism technologies generates specific kinds of self-legitimating exchange values that have innumerable trajectories and their own surplus: cultural (counterterrorism revalues Western civilization), political (it gives the security state the aura of a need), economic (the economics of fear drives the billions of dollars spent on everything from spy planes to home security systems), and affective (fear itself has been given a new value after 9/11). Risk is at once the technology of the future that calls forth all the arts of prediction that science can conjure in its mission to master the future and the abstract machine that diagrams our present. But these terms—pre-sent, future—are no longer actually operative in community formations of terrorist risk. They interpenetrate at each moment, determining each other in a dance of pure repetition. Thus when Randy Martin states that risk "is a rhetoric of the future that is really about the present; it is a means of price setting on the promise that a future is attainable," one must see that, first, risk (financial or terroristic) is not merely a rhetoric—it is an abstract machine whose shiny surfaces do not reflect or signify something as much as they form assemblages with other machines, like panopticism, biopolitics, or necropolitics; and second, the future is now: the ambivalence of the present has given way to the anxieties of the present-future, this anxiety is itself a temporality, an impossible becoming-totalitarian.40 Terrorist risk engenders a nation or, better, civilizational burden unequally shared between members of a risk community. Members of that community would include the capitalist elite from all countries, but not all could exercise equally the right to articulate a position in a "collectively binding" process of "decision making,"41 which demonstrates the discursive kinship to ecological risk. Terrorist risk is both an acknowledgment of the limits of knowledge and a kind of abstract but very real spur forever driving into the bodies of these men and women, driving them to produce absolute knowledge of the other, to connect bodies to security machines, to detain, harass, and always surveil citizens and immigrants and thereby multiply the borders to be policed (and, of course, as Homi K. Bhabha so brilliantly points out, it is the enunciation of the stereotype that is crucial to this paradox).42 In that sense, the terrorist threat draws its enemies (the civilized subjects [End Page 93] of modern risk communities) to a future that has already excluded it. In the future, when it will come, and it will certainly come, there will be no terrorism; meanwhile, in the present, its seemingly infinite proliferation only means that all we are saying is beside the point: we must exterminate the brutes.43 In any case, what becomes possible through this preliminary diagram of terrorist risk is the return of the early modern practice of a "good risk," which is affirmative and designed to be "embraced for self-betterment."44 Because terrorist risk is both a burden of civilization for the transnational risk community against the axis of evil and a mission for the truth, the good, and humanity, danger is revalued as a civilizational value. That is why the civilized are waging an unending war. With every new body bag and suicide bomber the value of "danger" goes up. Counterterrorism, as Achille Mbembe has so movingly shown, is a war machine that assembles, on the same plane of immanence, strategies and rationalities of discipline, biopolitics, and now, once again, necropolitics. As strategy, rationality, and discourse, what this document outlines is a civilizational project machined to a necropolitics. As we have shown, civilization is the nodal point for multiple axes of power: a normalizing sexuality as well as a white supremacist agenda operate through it; "free and open economies" (it goes without saying today that a very closed capitalist restructuring is implied by this phrase) are enshrined in its charter; future-oriented, market-savvy subjective forms are produced through its normalization practices; an implicitly Christian cosmology gives its adherents a sense of mission; microtechnologies of surveillance and policing—everything from a total awareness database to eye recognition software—operate at speeds up to a hundred times faster than current computer processors.45 This civilizational project also puts in place specific spaces of participation and resistance—artificial negativity, Adorno once called it; the "subaltern public sphere" is another version of it—where civility, reason, and the rule of law govern who has a voice, what enunciations are heard, and the parameters of debate. But all dissent of course is treason in a state of emergency, and so the spaces of resistance alternate as holding cells as well. 

***RHETORIC LINK SECTION
Link - “People with Disabilities”

The term “people with disabilities” confuses disability with impairment.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
The British civil rights movement has rejected the term ‘people with disabilities’, as it implies that the disabling effect rests within the individual person rather than from society. The term ‘disabilities’ when used in this context refers to a person’s medical condition and thus confuses disability with impairment. In addition it denies the political or ‘disability identity’ which emerges from the disabled people’s civil rights movement in a similar way to the Black and Gay political identities (Barnes, 1992, page 43; Oliver and Barnes, 1998, page 18). Indeed some are now going further and writing Disabled with a capital ‘D’, in order to emphasise the word’s political connotations. The Deaf people’s movement largely does not identify with the term ‘disabled people’, instead adopting a cultural model and defining themselves as a linguistic minority. Corker (2002) defines Deaf people as “that group of people with hearing impairments who are excluded from the dominant areas of social and cultural reproduction by the perpetuation of a phonocentric world-view.” Deaf people too have adopted a capital ‘D’ in order to politicise the word.

The word disabled carries meaning, we must promote discussion about the use of the word in order to prevent using the word "disabled" in an oppressive manner. 

Sandra Levi and Mark Sherry 2005 [Sandra, Associate Professor at Midwestern University, and mark, dept of sociology at university of Toledo, definitions of ableism http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/9671_022850_Albrecht_EntriesBeginningWithA.pdf

Labeling a person as “disabled” requires a judgment, usually by a professional, that an individual’s behaviors are somehow inadequate, based on that professional’s understanding of community expectations about how a given activity should be accomplished. Professionals typically consider methods used by “abled” person of the same age, sex, and cultural and social environment to accomplish a task to be normal, and all other methods to be abnormal. A problem with this interpretation of disability is the duality of categorization. People are either “disabled” or “abled.” “Abled” persons set the criteria for the categorization, and “abled” persons make the judgments that assign people to one of the two categories. The label “disabled” implies inadequacy as a person. The social meaning of a classification often more strongly influences the daily life of a labeled person than the characteristics that cause the person to meet the classification criteria. When a label carries positive social meaning, the labeled individual may experience expanded opportunities. When the label carries negative social meaning, opportunities often contract. The label “disabled” carries negative social meaning. In the United States, the authors of the ADA recognized the seriousness of the negative consequences of being thought of as “disabled.” The ADA protects persons thought of as “disabled” equally to persons who otherwise meet the criteria for disability under the act. Few other countries have enacted laws to address disadvantage that results from simply being called “disabled.”
Using the term “Disabled” refers to the limitations of opportunities to take part in normal life 

Barnes, 1992. Colin Barnes, Professor of Disability Studies in the School of Social and Health Sciences Halmstad University, 1992, “DISABLING IMAGERY AND THE MEDIA” KL
In contrast the British Council of Organisations of Disabled People (BCODP) favour an approach similar to that developed by the Union of Physically Impaired Against Segregation in 1976, and later adopted and adapted by the Disabled People's International (DPI) -the first international organisation controlled and run by disabled people -in 1981. Hence, although increasingly recognised as attributable to social causes also,42 the term 'impairment' refers to individually based functional limitations -whether physical, intellectual sensory or hidden -but' disability' 'is the loss or limitation of opportunities to take part in the normal life of the community on an equal level with others due to physical and social barriers'.43 This shift of emphasis not only makes the problem of terminology much simpler, but also identifies the main cause of disability -a highly discriminatory society which penalises those who do not conform to able-bodied perceptions of normality. 'Disablism', therefore, refers to prejudice, stereotyping, or 'institutional discrimination' against disabled people. It also means that the phrase 'people with disabilities' is incorrect - people have impairments, they do not have disabilities. Additionally, though the tendency to place the noun 'people' before 'disability' is viewed positively because it emphasises the fact that individuals with impairments are in fact people - something which historically has been denied - it has a number of important implications which need to be explained. Firstly, 'people with disabilities' assumes that disability is the property of the individual and not of society. Here the terms 'disabilities' and 'disability' refer to a medical condition; and 'person with a disability' can easily be substituted by 'person with cerebral palsy' or 'person with multiple sclerosis' etc. As we have seen disabled people and their organisations have rejected the implications of the medical model of disability.

Link - “Moron” “Imbecile” and “Idiot”

“Moron”, “Imbecile”, and “Idiot” are scientific terms that were used to identify people with lower IQs.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
‘Moron’ comes from Greek word ‘moros’ meaning: “foolish, stupid.” It was coined as a scientific term by Dr. Henry H. Goddard and proposed to the American Association for the Study of the Feebleminded by him in 1910. It was accepted by the Association and described a person with a mental age between eight and twelve years and who possessed an I.Q. below 75.” It was the highest rating, the two lower ratings being  ‘imbecile’ and ‘idiot’. ‘Moron’ was quickly adopted in common English to mean: “fool”, and it is no longer in scientific use (Crowley and Crowley, 2001). Of the two lower ratings, ‘idiot’ derives from the Greek word ’idiotus’, meaning: "a person who does not take part in public life." Its usage can be traced back at least to the thirteenth century (Payne and Patton, 1981, page 31), although it does not appear in the 1611 King James Bible. However Shakespeare often uses it: “What’s here? the portrait of a blinking idiot, presenting me a schedule!” (The Merchant of Venice, act II, scene 9).

Link - Feebleminded

“Feebleminded” is a condition or state of melancholy.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
‘Feeble’ derives from the Latin word ‘flebilis’ meaning doleful, sad and melancholy (Little et al, 1969). It was used as early as 1611 in the bible: “Now we exhort you, brethren, warn them that are unruly, comfort the feebleminded, support the weak, be patient toward all” (Thessalonians 5:14). Until recently it was still used widely, for example the National Association for the Care and Control of the Feebleminded set up in 1896 (Oliver and Barnes, 1998, page 33), and as previously mentioned, the American Association for the Study of the Feebleminded from the last century.

Link - “Cretin”

Cretin means Christian and was used historically as a means for pity, which caused it to be used to refer to people with learning difficulties.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
This word was borrowed from the French word ‘crétin’ in 1779. It comes from an earlier word, cretin, which meant ‘Christian’ in the French dialects of Valais and Savoie, although the word ‘Christian’ was not being used in its present-day sense. This is because, from the parochial perspective of the medieval inhabitants of remote Alpine valleys, everyone in the world was Christian. Therefore the word became synonymous with "human being". Due to the lack of iodine in the medieval Alpine diet, certain regions of Switzerland were prone to severe thyroid problems, which led to more people being born with learning difficulties. Moved by compassion, the local priests encouraged the populace to treat them kindly. They argued that they deserved pity because they were, at least, Christians (i.e. "human beings"). Hence the word came to be used to refer to people with learning difficulties (Crowley and Crowley, 1999a).

Link - “Crippled”

The world “crippled” is based on a lack of physical or intellectual power, and is now used in a negative connotation.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Reiser (2001) credits the derivation of the word ‘cripple’ to the Middle German word ‘Kripple’ meaning: “to be without power”. Whilst this may be currently true in the political sense, the inference is a lack of physical or intellectual power. On the other hand, Crowley and Crowley (2000) date its usage back to before 950 AD, the earliest form being the Old English ‘crypel’ which is a form of ‘creep’. Therefore a ‘cripple’ would be one who can only creep. The word is only used once in the King James bible: “and there sat a certain man at Lystra, impotent in his feet, being a cripple from his mother's womb, who never had walked” (Acts 14:8). However it is used a number of times by Shakespeare: “And chide the cripple tardy-gaited night Who, like a foul and ugly witch, doth limp So tediously away.” (Henry V, act IV chorus) The word is still commonly used as an adjective: e.g. “crippling pain”, “crippling debts” and “the health service is crippled”; or as an undesirable fate: “to end up a cripple”. More recently the abbreviated form ‘crip’ has been reclaimed and used by disabled people in the United Kingdom in the same positive way that ‘queer’ was adopted by lesbians and gay men, however it could not be used in that same way by non-disabled people.

Using terms such as cripple, and idiot, reinforces the discrimination against the disabled

Barnes, 1992. Colin Barnes, Professor of Disability Studies in the School of Social and Health Sciences Halmstad University, 1992, “DISABLING IMAGERY AND THE MEDIA” KL
Society's misconceptions about disabled people are constantly being reinforced by disabling terms like 'cripple', 'spastic', and 'idiot'. Of course there is nothing inherently wrong with these terms it is simply that their meaning has been substantially devalued by societal perceptions of disabled people; in short, they have been turned into terms of abuse. Their continued use contributes significantly to the negative self-image of disabled people and, at the same time, perpetuates discriminatory attitudes and practices among the general public. In the same way that lesbians, gay men, black people, members of minority ethnic groups and women have identified the power of language in the promotion of heterosexism, homophobia, racism and sexism, so too disabled people are sensitive to the ways in which words cultivate institutional discrimination. Consequently, a major aim of the British Council of Organisations of Disabled People (BCODP) and the disability rights movement in general is the elimination of disablist language in books, in libraries, in schools, and in the media. Therefore, all those who work in the communications media are asked to alert themselves -to unacceptable terminology and refrain from using it. Unfortunately this is not as simple as it sounds because many of the terms commonly used in relation to disability are used interchangeably and mean different things to different people. Much of this confusion stems from definitions of disability devised by non-disabled people who work in official bodies like the Office ofPopulations Censuses and Surveys and the World Health Organisation. Based on able-bodied assumptions about the experience of disablement these organisations define disability as the relationship between impairment and handicap. 'Impairment' refers to a defective limb, organ or mechanism of the body; 'disability' is the resulting lack of function; and 'handicap' denotes the limitations on daily living which result from disability.Rejected by disabled people and their organisations these meanings individualise and medicalise the problems associated with living with impairment. Their whole focus is on the individual and their perceived inadequacy - restrictive environments and disabling barriers are effectively ignored. They ensure that disabled people are held responsible for any difficulties they encounter during the course of their daily lives.

Link - “Lame”

Lame is used to describe physical impairment which has adopted a negative connotation.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
3.7: Lame A 17th century word used to describe a person with a physical impairment (Little et al, 1969), which became associated with various negative connotations. For example, the term “lame duck” is often used to describe a competitor who does not stand a good chance of winning. Similarly a “lame excuse” is one which is not very convincing.

Link - “Dwarf” or “Midget”
The words “Dwarf” and “Midget” refer to people with restricted growth and assumes a stereotype that disabled people are evil or of a different race.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
3.8: Dwarf and Midget: These words have been commonly used to refer to people with restricted growth. Midget was formed from the word midge, meaning: "small fly", and ‘-et’, so that a midget is etymologyically a "very small, small fly". It was first used 1848 in Canada with the meaning "sand fly". By 1865, midget was being used to describe a “very small person”, and by 1884 it referred to small people who were exhibited in freak shows and circuses. Dwarf is of Germanic ancestry, coming ultimately from the proto-Germanic root ‘dhwergwhos’ meaning "tiny". In Old English it was ‘dweorg’ and meant "person of abnormally small stature". That remained the only meaning until the late 18th century, when, with the influence of German mythology, dwarf came also to mean "small, manlike creature that lives underground and works metal" (Crowley and Crowley, 2001). It is often used in fairytales such as “Snow White and the Seven Dwarves” and fantasy novels such as “The Lord of the Rings”, often to further the stereotype that disabled people are sinister or evil (Barnes, 1992, page 22) and implying that small people are from a different race. In America people self-identify with the word ‘Dwarf’, however in the U.K. the alternative terms ‘short person’ or ‘person with restricted growth’ are generally used.

Link - “Siamese Twins”
“Siamese Twins” refers to conjoined twins from freak shows.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
3.9 Siamese Twins: This term originated in the nineteenth century freak-shows. It was used to describe Chang and Eng, conjoined twins who were born in Siam in 1811 (Drimmer, 1991). It was first used to describe conjoined twins in 1829 (Little et al, 1969)

Link -“Mad”
Mad refers to people with mental health issues.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
3.10 “Mad”: It is thought that this comes from the Latin term ’mutare’ meaning “to change”, and was first used to refer to a person with mental health issues around the end of the 16 th century (Little et al, 1969). Other possible influences are the Sanskrit word for "thought", ‘mata’; and the Greek word ‘matos’ denoting "acting for itself".

Link - “Lunatic”
“Lunatic” means insane and implies madness.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
3.11 ‘Lunatic’: In the fourteenth century the word was spelt ‘lunatyke’ and it was borrowed from the Old French word for `insane.' It came from the Latin ‘lunaticus’ meaning: “moonstruck”; which in turn comes from the Latin word for moon, ‘luna’. This term arose because it was thought that recurring periods of “madness” were caused by phases of the moon’s cycle (Crowley and Crowley, 2002).

Link - Emotive Terms
Referring to disabled people as “Sufferers” or “Victims” are negative reactions, and calling them terms such as “Wheelchair Bound” are inaccurate.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Emotive terms relating to disabled people, such as ‘afflicted’, ‘restricted’, ‘stricken’, ‘sufferer’, ‘unfortunate’ and ‘victim’ tend to reflect a person’s negative reactions to a disabled person. Similarly terms like ‘housebound’, ‘wheelchair bound’ and “confined to a wheelchair” are emotive and inaccurate, since wheelchairs are pieces of equipment that empower rather than restrict (Corcoran, 1977). In addition, many wheelchair users can walk short distances, often using mobility aids other than their wheelchairs, and are not therefore attached to them.

Link - Denial of Individuality or “The (deaf, dumb, etc)”
Phrases such as “the blind” or “the death” objectify disabled people and are oppressive.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Phrases that dehumanise and objectify disabled people, denying individuality, are also regarded as oppressive by the movement (Barnes, 1992, page 43). Examples include: ‘the disabled’, ‘the blind’, ‘the deaf’ and ‘the deaf and dumb’. Various acts such as the Poor Law (1601) use such terminology: “And also competent Sums of Money for and towards the necessary Relief of the Lame, Impotent, Old, Blind…” There are also numerous examples of this from the bible: "But when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind…” (Luke 14:13). The acceptable alternatives are, of course, disabled people, blind people, Deaf people, etc

Link - “Able-bodied”
The term “Able-Bodied” ignores the fact that some disabled people are still “able-bodied”, and causes discrimination.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
4.3 “Able-bodied”: This term is also often incorrectly used, in this case to refer to people who are not disabled. This ignores the fact some disabled people, for example people with learning difficulties may also be ‘able-bodied’. Morris (1993, page x) explains: “the term non-disabled people is used rather than able-bodied people because the point is that people who do not experience physical, sensory or intellectual impairments are not disabled by the prejudice and discrimination which denies opportunities to people who do experience such impairments." Similarly the British movement rejected American terms that revolve around ability, such as ‘differently-abled’ and ‘temporarily able-bodied’ (Rae, 1989)

Link - “Disabled Parking Space”
Disabled is incorrectly used in the place of accessible in the context of toilets and parking.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
The word ‘disabled’ is also often incorrectly used in place of ‘accessible’, for example ‘disabled toilet’ instead of accessible toilet, ‘disabled parking space’ instead of accessible parking space, etc. Similarly ‘deaf aid’ is typically used to incorrectly refer to a hearing aid

Link - “Deaf and Dumb”
The term “Deaf and Dumb” is offensive because deaf people can use sign language to communicate and it implies a learning disability.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
For thousands of years, being a Deaf person has been associated with ‘dumbness’ or lack of intelligence; the use of the term ‘deaf and dumb’ is commonly used to label Deaf people (Carver, 1995). The Greek philosopher Aristotle (350 BC) is credited with being one of the first to associate ‘deaf’ with ‘dumb’: “accordingly, of persons destitute from birth of either sense, the blind are more intelligent than the deaf and dumb.” Over the years the word ‘dumb’ when used in this context became synonymous with ‘silent’. The American National Association of the Deaf point out two reasons why Deaf people consider this offensive. First, Deaf and hard of hearing people are by no means silent since they use sign language and lip-reading to communicate. Second, the word ‘dumb’ is misleading since it automatically implies that all Deaf people also have a learning difficulty (Gannon, 1981). The two words are associated with each other a couple of times in the bible: “And were beyond measure astonished, saying, He hath done all things well: he maketh both the deaf to hear, and the dumb to speak” (Mark 7:37).

Link - “Mute”
“Mute” is considered an offensive word because it is inaccurate, deaf people can still communicate through sign language.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
For similar reasons, the word ‘mute’ is also considered offensive. This term was first used around 1483, stemming from the Latin word ‘mutus’ meaning: “to press together the lips” (Little et al, 1969). It is technically inaccurate, since Deaf and hard of hearing people generally have functioning vocal chords. However in order for a person to successfully modulate their voice, they need to be able to hear their own voice. Again, because Deaf and hard of hearing people use various methods of communication other than their voices, they are not mute.

Link - Disability Symbols
The symbol of the disabled incorrectly assumes that all disabled people are in wheelchairs.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Other myths about disabled people exist within society through inappropriate visual information. For example, the symbol depicting a person sitting in a wheelchair is often used to represent disabled people is a whole, for example on car park spaces, toilets and in literature. This propagates the notion that all disabled people use wheelchairs, when in fact only 4% of disabled people are wheelchair users in the United Kingdom (Gregory, 1996). Ideally a visual symbol is required depicting disability as a social construct.

Link - “Handicapped/ Mentally Handicapped”
The term “Handicapped” implies that life is some kind of competition that disabled people are naturally disadvantaged in, and is derogatory.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
5.1: “Handicapped/ Mentally Handicapped”: This word was traditionally thought of as having allusions to begging and going ‘cap in hand’ (Barnes, 1992, page 43). However recent work has rejected notion of the word originating from begging, instead tracing its derivation from a 17 th century method for setting odds. Crowley and Crowley (1999b) say that the game of ‘handicap’ was first mentioned by that name in 1653, though it was known centuries earlier by the name of ‘Newe Faire’. Basically, one person would challenge another for an article that he owned, and offer something of his own in exchange. If the challenge was accepted, an umpire was chosen to decide the difference of value between the two articles, and all three parties (including the umpire) deposited forfeit-money in a cap or hat. The two contending parties each placed a hand in the cap (hence the name hand i' cap). The umpire then announced how much money was to make up the difference in value between the two items. Both parties then withdrew their hands from the cap at the same time. If either person thought the deal unfair then they would withdraw an open hand, otherwise they would pull out a closed fist. If both parties were in agreement the umpire took all the cash. However if they disagreed then the money went to whoever had been willing for the deal to occur. The use of the term ‘handicapped’ to refer to a disabled person did not come about until 1915, when a writer used the phrase "the handicapped child". The term rapidly caught on and, by 1919, the educational journal “School and Society” was using the term ‘mentally handicapped’. Disabled people have long since rejected this term as derogatory. In the UK the national organisation of people with learning difficulties, People First, said that ‘mentally handicapped’ has become a term of insult. However these issues have still not dissuaded the non-user led organisation Mencap from using and perpetuating the term (People First, 1992).

Link - “Challenged”
The term “Challenge” is based off a sense of competition in life that disabled people just have obstacles to be overcome, ignoring societal barriers.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
When ‘handicapped’ began to fall out of favour in America, it was replaced by phrases still based on the concept of competition. These phrases portray impairment as an obstacle to be overcome, for example: ‘physically / mentally challenged’, ‘challenging behaviour’, and ‘physically inconvenienced’. However these phrases again ignore the societal barriers that disable people, placing the emphasis instead on impairments as the ‘challenging’ factor (Disability Rag, 1985; Rae, 1989).

Link - Referring to people by impairments.
Referring to people by their impairments is considered offensive.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
It is offensive to refer to groups of people by either their impairment or aspects related to their impairment: for example ‘epileptic’, ‘dyslexic’ and ‘arthritic’, and ‘haemophiliac’. Equally offensive and grammatically incorrect is the tendency to refer to a person by the name of their impairment, e.g. “he’s cerebral palsy” or “the one with muscular dystrophy”. Where it is absolutely necessary to refer to an individual’s impairment it is better to state ‘person who has dyslexia’ or ‘people with arthritis’ (Barnes, 1992, page 43).

Link - Spastic
The term “spastic” is a now offensive word that references cerebral palsy and was originally used to invoke pity.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
The word ‘spastic’, originally a medical term defining a specific type of cerebral palsy, deserves particular mention here. First used in 1753, it derives from the Latin word ‘spasticus’. This in turn comes from the Greek word ‘spastikos’ meaning “drawing in”, presumably referring to muscle contraction (Little et al, 1969). In 1861 English orthopedic surgeon Dr. William John Little published the first paper describing ‘spastic diplegia’, referring to: “the universal spastic rigidity sometimes produced at later periods of existence” (Little, 1861), and thus associated the word with the impairment (Schleichkorn, 1987). The impairment was originally called ‘Little's Disease’, and Sir William Osler later coined the term ‘cerebral palsy’ at the end of the nineteenth century (Osler, 1889). In the UK it was adopted in 1952 and used by the organisation then known as ‘The Spastic Society’ for 42 years (Scope, 2001). During this time they ran many advertising campaigns that focused on the impairment, which in turn perpetuated the medical model of disability and charity perspectives, and were designed to invoke feelings of pity in order to fundraise (Hevey, 1992, pages 38-39). The negative imagery that they perpetuated led to the word becoming a playground insult. After nine years of research, the organisation changed its name to ‘Scope’ in 1994 (Scope, 2001).

Link - Disability as a Disease
Referring to disabilities as diseases are considered offensive.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Another myth propagated by both religion and the medical profession is the confusion between disability and illness / disease. Barnes (1991, page 24) states that: “whilst medical intervention for treating illness and disease may be quite appropriate, from the perspective of the disabled people it is quite inappropriate for treating disability.” There are also numerous references to disabled people as “the sick” in the bible: “When Jesus saw their faith, he said unto the sick of the palsy, Son, thy sins be forgiven thee” (Mark 2:5). The confusion is most blatantly seen in the area of mental health, where the terms ‘mentally ill’ and ‘mental health problems’ are still frequently used. However people tend to self-identify with the terms ‘people with mental health issues’ and ‘Mental Health System Survivor’. In addition, some people with psychological impairments find the word ‘mental’ oppressive (Beresford and Wallcraft, 1997, cited in Oliver and Barnes, 1998, page 17). In a recent survey the British Medical Journal asked its readers to identify from a list which 10 items were a “non-disease”. They defined this as: "a human process or problem that some have defined as a medical condition but where people may have better outcomes if the problem or process was not defined in that way" (British Medical Journal, 2002). Disability got just 15 out of 570 votes (under 3%), reflecting how the medical profession still sees disabled people as in need of medical intervention and cure. A number of people responded to the article by pointing out that disability is a civil rights issue (Pal, 2002; Carter and Marsh, 2002).

Link - “Hard of Hearing/ Partially Sighted”
The terms “partially sighted” and “hard of hearing” implies that the person is a deviation from normality.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Although still used by the Royal National Institute for the Blind, the term ‘partially sighted’ is based on a concept of deviation from the ‘normality’ of being ‘sighted’. The phrase that people within the movement tend to self-identify with is ‘visual-impaired person’. The same could also be said of ‘hard of hearing’, however in contrast this is the term that people tend to identify with than ‘hearing-impaired’. This is because in many sign languages including British Sign Language, the sign for impairment is the same as the sign for ‘handicap’, and makes allusions to being broken. For these reasons, the World Federation of the Deaf voted in 1991 to use ‘Deaf’ and ‘hard of hearing’ as their official designations.

Link - “Invalid”
The term “invalid” invokes notions that disabled people are not a valid part of society.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
This quite literally stems from “in-valid”, meaning not valid (Barnes, 1992, page 43), invoking notions of Social Darwinism. The idea of disabled people not being a valid part of society has been around for thousands of years, for example Aristotle wrote: “let there be a law that no deformed child shall be reared” (Aristotle, 355 BC). The use of the word in this context dates back to 1752 and refers to soldiers and sailors who were on the sick list and deemed unfit for active service (Little et al, 1969). However it soon became used to refer to any disabled person, for example there is still a welfare benefit payment in the UK called “Invalid Care Allowance”.

Link - “Retard”
“Retard” is offensive and implies that disabled people are slow and behind “normal people”.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
‘Retard’ is an offensive word, stemming from the Latin verb ‘retardo’ meaning, "to delay", which in turn was taken from the root word ‘tardus’, meaning "slow or late". In English the word became ‘retard’, meaning to keep back, delay, hinder or impede development (Little et al, 1969). The word implies that disabled people are slow, under-developed and lagging behind the allegedly ‘normal’ people. It is often used as an insult (Reiser and Mason, 1990), particularly in America.

Link - “Special Needs”
The phrase “Special needs” assumes that disabled children are less than human, and often refers to needs that all children have.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
The phrase ‘special needs’ came about as an attempt to demedicalise the labelling of disabled children to what was hoped to be less negative labelling based on educational need (Reiser and Mason, 1990, page 88). In 1978 the Warnock Report introduced the concept of “Special Educational Needs” to replace the categories of impairment that were used previously. However the concept still retains the assumption that disabled children were “less than human” and required segregated provision (Barnes, 1991, page 33). Micheline Mason argues: “we consider disability to be a norm within every society, borne out by statistics, and we want our needs to be taken into account as normal needs. It seems questionable that even 20% of young people can have special needs. It seems ridiculous that 45% of young people within inner city areas have special needs” (Reiser and Mason, 1990). The ‘needs’ referred to here are typically determined by professional assessment, rather than by disabled people themselves. Often these needs are commonplace, for example disabled children ‘need’ to receive a decent education, just like any other children. However “the disabling culture transforms ordinary human needs into special needs and corrupts the identity of disabled children into special needs children” (Finklestein and Stuart, 1996). Therefore services based on the social model of disability which address societal barriers would not draw distinctions and segregate people via words such as ‘special’. ‘Special needs’ is now being used as a term of insult, for example British comedian Harry Enfield used it to describe a boy character in order to instil some level of fear of what the boy might do. This is also an indication that whatever term is used to describe a group who are unwanted, not accepted and derided can become derogatory and used as a term of abuse over time. For example the word ‘gay’ is now used as a way of saying something is dire.

Link - special

Using the word "special" is another example of an ableist word

Rose '04

Damon Rose "Don't call me handicapped!"Editor of BBC disability website Ouch! Monday, 4 October, 2004 http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/magazine/3708576.stm
When breaking down the figures though, it was interesting to see that disabled people had voted "special" as fifth most offensive. "Special service", "special school" and "special needs" are phrases used in an attempt to be positive about disability. But in the same way women don't like being elevated to "lady", disabled people find it patronising to be lifted to the status of special. It differentiates them from normal, but in a saccharine manner. Disabled people are different, but not better or more important. Besides, putting them on a pedestal does not appear to be shifting attitudes or solving the appalling disability unemployment situation. 

Link - “(Wheelchair) Users/bound”

Terms such as “Wheelchair user” imply that disabled people take from others and give nothing in return.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
9.2 ‘User’: This term defines them solely in relation to the state services provided for them. The only instance in which disabled people use this term to describe themselves is to specifically refer to the use of a piece of equipment or service, for example ‘wheelchair user’ or ‘personal assistant user’. The word suggests someone who takes from others and gives nothing in return, and is commonly used in relation to the misuse of drugs and intoxicating chemicals (Thomas, 2002). It is also not that far removed from the notion of ‘useless people / eaters’ - the term used by Nazi Germany to refer to disabled people (Rogow, 2002; United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2002).

The term wheelchair bound is bad

Barnes, 1992. Colin Barnes, Professor of Disability Studies in the School of Social and Health Sciences Halmstad University, 1992, “DISABLING IMAGERY AND THE MEDIA” KL
Emotive" terms like 'afflicted', 'stricken', 'sufferer' and 'victim' in sentences relating to a particular condition or impairment must be avoided. They are subjective and place the writer's set of values on the individual or group being described. Examples include: 'afflicted/stricken with polio', 'multiple sclerosis victim/suffer'. Also phrases like 'confined to a wheelchair' or 'wheelchair bound' are inappropriate. Wheelchairs empower rather than confine - they are a mobility aid just like a pair of shoes.

Link - Learning Disabilities
The phrase “People with Learning Disabilities” denies the social construction of disability and makes it seem as if disabled people cannot improve.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
9.3 ‘People with Learning Disabilities’: Originating from the health service, this term was rejected by the movement since, as with ‘people with disabilities’, it denies the social construction of disability. It is widely used today, despite objections from people with learning difficulties. People First, the largest user-led organisation of people with learning difficulties in the United Kingdom, decided against the use of the term some time ago. They reasoned: “if we talk about disabilities, it makes it sound as though we can’t improve. Everybody with a learning difficulty can improve, even if it is only a little” (People First, 1992). However this has not stopped state services, and organisations like Mencap who are not user led, from perpetuating its use.

Link - “Carer/ Caring”

The term “care” and it’s offshoots imply that disabled people need to be protected or supervised and makes them seem dependent.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
9.4 ‘Carer’: This is the term self-identified and adopted by the “carers’ movement” in the United Kingdom. However Morris (1993, page 23) observes that the word also has a detrimental effect on perceptions about disabled people, implying “a sense of a need to be looked after”. As Barnes (2001) explains: “besides ‘have a liking’ or ‘desire for’, to ‘care’ means ‘to be concerned about’ or ‘to look after’. It is also associated with the concepts of ‘protection’ and ‘supervision’ and is used with reference to many sections of the community. We care about family and friends. We care about particularly vulnerable groups such as small children, older ‘frail’ people, and people with serious and life-threatening illnesses.” However, in reference to disabled people ‘care’ usually means ‘to be cared for’, ‘to be looked after’, ‘protected’ or ‘supervised’. From the perspective of disabled people this is an overtly patronizing and unhelpful use of the term because (Barnes, 2001): 1. It implies that disabled people can never achieve any degree of independence within their communities. 2. It conceals the fact that there is overwhelming evidence that many of the problems encountered by disabled people are the result of society's failure to meet their needs. Rock (1988) notes: “The word ‘carer' is beginning to be synonymous with acts of courage and bravery that is, battling along in a hostile world against uneven odds, with the enemy often, defined as the disabled person for whom she has to care.” Any words and phrases that characterise disabled people as dependent should be avoided (Barnes, 1992, page 43). So whilst the role of self-definition is an important one, it is appear important to make sure that the adopted term does not further oppress a different group of people. Some alternatives used by disabled people are ‘personal assistant’ (if the person is employed in that capacity) or ‘supporter’ (if the assistance is informal).

Link - “Vulnerable”

Referring to disabled people as “vulnerable” implies that they are not independent and must be looked after.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Recent government legislation talks a lot about ‘vulnerable people’. For example the document ‘Supporting People: a new policy and funding framework for support services’ defines the term as including “people with learning disabilities” and “people with mental health problems” (DSS, 1998). However as with ‘carer’, the term implies that disabled people cannot live independently and require “looking after”.

***Impact SECTION
Impact – all oppression

Ableism is a pre-requisite to all oppression  

Wolbring '08 Gregor Wolbring, Associate Professor Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, Past President of Canadian Disability Studies Association and member of the board of the Society for Disability Studies (USA), The politics of Ableism, June 2008, 

http://secure.gvsu.edu/cms3/assets/3B8FF455-E590-0E6C-3ED0F895A6FBB287/the_politics_of_ableism.pdf

Ableism is an umbrella ism for other isms such as racism, sexism, casteism, ageism, speciesism, anti-environmentalism, gross domestic product (GDP)-ism and consumerism. One can identify many different forms of Ableism such as biological structure-based Ableism (B), cognition-based Ableism (C), social structure-based Ableism (S) and Ableism inherent to a given economic system (E). ABECS could be used as the Ableism equivalent to the NBICS S&T convergence (Wolbring,2007e). 

Impact - speciesism

Understanding Ableism and its impacts allows us to understand specialism, this is a pre-requisite solving for the environment, or promoting animal ethics. 

Gregor Wolbring, Development, 2008, 51, (252–258) Associate Professor Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, Past President of Canadian Disability Studies Association and member of the board of the Society for Disability Studies (USA) http://secure.gvsu.edu/cms3/assets/3B8FF455-E590-0E6C-3ED0F895A6FBB287/the_politics_of_ableism.pdf

Speciesism assigns different values and rights to beings based on their abilities. Humans are seen as superior over other species because of their exhibition of ‘superior cognitive abilities’. Another transhumanized version of ableismis the set of beliefs, processes and practices that champions the cognitive enhancement of animal species beyond species-typical boundaries, leading to cognitively or otherwise ‘enabled species’. This is seen as a way to alter the relationship between humans and other species, and to change how non-human species are judged and treated (Wolbring, 2007g).This version of ableism favours cognitive abilities, which might play itself out in other areas in the future. If cognitive abilities can be generated in non-human life (artificial life, synbio life, nonhuman biological life), human rights may very well become seen as an obsolete concept. Entities that follow this form of ableism will not be based anymore on one being human but on one having certain cognitive abilities (sentience rights).
Ableism underlies anthropocentrism


Wolbring 2012 [Gregor, assistant professor, Dept of Community Health Sciences, Program in Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, University of Calgary, University of Calgary, ABLEISM, DISABILITY STUDIES AND THE ACADEMY, http://fedcan.ca/fr/blog/ableism-disability-studies-and-academy ]
What abilities one favours and what ableisms one exhibits is a dynamic that also defines human-nature relationship (anthropocentrism versus biocentrism), which in turn has an impact on which strategies and priorities are envisioned and employed for gaining water, energy climate and disaster security and avoiding insecurity. (An example is the recent legal developments in Ecuador and Bolivia that give rights to nature.) One could also say that speciesism is based on ableisms, such as the favouring of cognition. Ableism reflects the sentiment and value system of social groups and social structures that promote certain abilities and view others as nonessential. The Capability Approach of Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum is an increasingly influential framework. The approach also exhibits certain forms of ableisms. In Sex and Social Justice Nussbaum generated a list of10 capabilities, which really are ten abilities to experience, to act upon. Ableism leads to an ability based and ability justified understanding of oneself, one’s body and one’s relationship with others of one’s species, other species and one’s environment. Ableism as such does not have to be negative – it just highlights that one favours certain abilities and sees them as essential. One could choose as a culture to cherish the ability to maintain equity for one’s members and members of a society could see this as positive. Ableisms historically have been used and still are used by various social groups to justify their elevated level of rights and status in relation to other social groups, other species and the environment. Ableism and equity, equality, inequity and inequality An ability lens is essential for examining equity and equality discourses. Many definitions for inequity and inequality exist. According to Cozzens (Science and Public Policy) inequity is, “a normative term denoting an unjust or unfair distribution, and inequality, a descriptive term denoting any uneven distribution, right or wrong.” Given these definitions one could say that equity is a normative term denoting a just or fair distribution and equality is a descriptive term denoting any even distribution. Ableism and ability preferences are not just about distribution but also about judgments. As such, Box One drawing on Cozzens as a starting point gives a more differentiated set of definitions. The disabled people rights movement coined the term ableism to highlight among others an inequitable treatment based on body ability judgments and preferences. At the same time humans frequently generate new abilities such as, for example, through advances in science and technologies. These new abilities often are not usable for people with disabilities due to design flaws of the products. Access to such products – for example, web pages or washrooms – are inequitable. Furthermore we often generate products with negative consequences (e.g. weapons). In such contexts, people with disabilities have fewer abilities than others to protect themselves from the negative consequences (such as war). The concepts of ‘Ability inequity’, inequality, equity and equality also impact so called species-typical people. As I wroteelsewhere, “Ability inequalities also are experienced by so called species-typical people. Eating certain food leads to better abilities, but not everyone has access to this food. Clean water leads to better abilities, but not everyone has access to it. And when some modify their bodies and add to their abilities not everyone will be able to follow suit. ‘Enabling’ enhancements will lead to ability inequalities for those who do not have access to them or who choose not to modify their bodies. Which ability inequality will be seen as inequitable is still debatable. As the right to water was just labeled a human right one could say that clean water access inequality is also inequitable. It will be interesting whether body access modification inequalities will be seen as inequitable in the future and if yes which modifications. Box 1: Ability inequity, inequality, equity and equality Ability Equality has two aspects. One aspect deals with non bodily abilities and the other is linked to bodily abilities. Ability Equality is a descriptive term denoting any even distribution of access to and protection from abilities generated through human interventions, right or wrong. Ability Equality is a descriptive term denoting any factual judgment of abilities intrinsic to biological structures such as the human body, right or wrong Ability Equity has two aspects. One aspects deals with non bodily abilities and the other is linked to bodily abilities Ability Equity is a normative term denoting a just or fair distribution of access to and protection from abilities generated through human interventions Ability Equity is a normative term denoting a just or fair judgment of abilities intrinsic to biological structures such as the human body Ability Inequity has two aspects. One aspects deals with non bodily abilities and the other is linked to bodily abilities Ability Inequity, a normative term denoting an unjust or unfair distribution of access to and protection from abilities generated through human interventions Ability Inequity is a normative term denoting an unjust or unfair judgment of abilities intrinsic to biological structures such as the human body Ability Inequality has two aspects. One aspects deals with non bodily abilities and the other is linked to bodily abilities Ability inequality is a descriptive term denoting any uneven distribution of access to and protection from abilities generated through human interventions, right or wrong Ability inequality is a descriptive term denoting any uneven judgment of abilities intrinsic to biological structures such as the human body, right or wrong Conclusion Disabled people rights movement and the field of disability studies do not only engage in questioning the disablement one experiences due to one’s body abilities. Such scholars also are involved in ability studies. Ability Studies investigates: (a) the social, cultural, legal, political, ethical and other considerations by which any given ability may be judged, and which may lead to favouring one ability over another; (b) the impact and consequence of favouring certain abilities and rejecting others; (c) the consequences of ableism in its different forms, and its relationship with and impact on other isms; (d) the impact of new and emerging technologies on ableism and consequent favouritism towards certain abilities and rejection of others; and (e) identification of the abilities that would lead to the most beneficial scenario for the maximum number of people in the world. We have to engage in Ableism governance and foresight and look into ethical frameworks for the exhibition of ableisms.
Understanding Ableism and its impacts allows us to understand specialism, this is a pre-requisite solving for the environment, or promoting animal ethics. 

Wolbring '08 [Gregor Wolbring, Associate Professor Community Rehabilitation and Disability Studies, Past President of Canadian Disability Studies Association and member of the board of the Society for Disability Studies (USA), The politics of Ableism, June 2008, http://secure.gvsu.edu/cms3/assets/3B8FF455-E590-0E6C-3ED0F895A6FBB287/the_politics_of_ableism.pdf

Speciesism assigns different values and rights to beings based on their abilities. Humans are seen as superior over other species because of their exhibition of ‘superior cognitive abilities’. Another transhumanized version of ableismis the set of beliefs, processes and practices that champions the cognitive enhancement of animal species beyond species-typical boundaries, leading to cognitively or otherwise ‘enabled species’. This is seen as a way to alter the relationship between humans and other species, and to change how non-human species are judged and treated (Wolbring, 2007g).This version of ableism favours cognitive abilities, which might play itself out in other areas in the future. If cognitive abilities can be generated in non-human life (artificial life, synbio life, nonhuman biological life), human rights may very well become seen as an obsolete concept. Entities that follow this form of ableism will not be based anymore on one being human but on one having certain cognitive abilities (sentience rights).

	
	


Impact - genocide
The ideology behind Ableism is the similar to the ideology used by the Nazi's. Ableism will cause the mass extermination of whoever is considered "abnormal"

Sandra Levi and Mark Sherry 2005 [Sandra, Associate Professor at Midwestern University, and mark, dept of sociology at university of Toledo, definitions of ableism http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/9671_022850_Albrecht_EntriesBeginningWithA.pdf

Eugenics may be defined as development and improvement of the human race. Eugenic methods include preventing persons deemed deviant and defective from being born, preventing persons born deviant or defective from reproducing, and isolating persons deemed deviant and defective through institutionalization or murder. The systematic killing of disabled children by the Nazi regime in Germany during World War II illustrates an extreme form of ableist behavior. The identification of the human genome (entire genetic makeup of human beings) facilitates selective abortion based on ableism. Selective abortion is a contemporary form of eugenics. Societies that permit abortion for fetuses likely to be born disabled, but do not permit abortion for those likely to be born abled, invalidate the lives of disabled persons. 
K turns case

Ableism comes before transportation – the infused notions of ableism corrupt the outputs of transportation policies.

McCluskey '88 Martha T. McCluskey, Rethinking Equality and Difference: Disability Discrimination in Public Transportation,

The Yale Law Journal , Vol. 97, No. 5 (Apr., 1988), pp. 863-880  http://www.jstor.org/stable/796517

People with physical disabilities in the United States have faced, and continue to struggle against, many social and economic disadvantages. Over the years, laws have explicitly excluded people with disabilities from holding public office,2 serving on juries,8 marrying,4 working in certain occupations,6 bearing children,6 attending school,7 and even from being seen on public streets. Even today, people with disabilities are "substantially worse off on almost any indicator of well-being including education, employment, and earnings] than are the non-disabled."9 One survey found that 50% of people with disabilities aged sixteen and over had household incomes for 1984 of $15,000 or less, compared to 25% of nondisabled people. Section I of this Note will show how the emphasis on difference instead of prejudice has shaped disability discrimination doctrine. This Section will then draw on insights from sex discrimination theory to demonstrate that pervasive prejudice against people with disabilities exists even though it may be difficult to recognize, and that perceptions about difference are socially constructed and influenced by this prejudice. Section II will argue that biased assumptions concerning difference have resulted in the development of inadequate public transportation regulations under section 504. Finally, Section III will suggest that disability discrimination doctrine would be strengthened by adhering more closely to the disparate impact model, which can remedy the subtle prejudice that makes the "differ? ences" of disability so disadvantageous. Discrimination against the disabled or ableism is discrimination action against people based on the physical ability of their body especially against people with disabilities (Definitions of Disability) in favor of people who are not disabled. An ableist society is said to be one that treats non-disabled individuals as the standard of "normal living", which results in public and private places and services, education, and social work that are built to serve 'standard' people, thereby inherently excluding those with various disabilities.
Rhetoric impact - xenophobia

Ableist rhetoric is empirically based in xenophobic ideals and was used to exclude people for extermination, immigrants were considered “feebleminded”, leading to their systematic sterilization and institutionalization. Disability rhetoric paints people with disabilities as something to be controlled or eliminated in favor of “able-bodied” people. 

Wilson 2003 (James, James C. Wilson is a Professor of English at the University of Cincinnati, where he teaches in a pro-fessional writing and editing program, 2003, “Evolving Metaphors of Disease in Postgenomic Science: Stigmatizing Disability”,   Rhetoric Review, Volume 22, Page 197-202,  http://www.jstor.org/stable/3093041,  Accessed 6/28/12, JK)

Another common rhetorical strategy in postgenomic discourse is to describe the ongoing evolution of the human genome as a war between "positive" and Rhetoric "negative" selection (Liberles). Positive selection is sometimes referred to as "purifying selection." For example, J. K. Pritchard, writing in a recent issue of the American Journal of Human Genetics, proposes "an explicit model for the evaluation of complex disease loci, incorporating mutation, random genetic drift, and the possibility of purifying selection against susceptibility mutations" (124). Here we see the military metaphors so common to medical discourse applied to genomics, as those elements of the human genome designated as socially dys-functional wage war against good citizen genes and the evolutionary forces of purification. According to this rhetorical scheme, proteins also participate in the military campaign to capture the genome. For example, the p53 protein, which is activated in response to DNA-damaging agents and which functions as a tumor suppresser, is often cast as a "key regulator" and "the 'guardian of the genome,"' (Verhagen). Proteins like p53 wage war against the socially undesirable elements of the genome. The ubiquity of these tropes, as well as their historical echoes, are profoundly disturbing to many members of the disability community. Metaphors of "deadbeat,"" oft-shifty,"" renegade," and "immigrant" DNA sequences, when combined with the concept of genetic purification, evoke the problematic history of an earlier science of purification: eugenics. Based on Gregor Mendel's theory of heredity, the American eugenics movement (from about 1910 through 1939) focused increasingly on "negative" eugenics-that is, on identifying, controlling, and eliminating so-called "defectives" so as to prevent them from passing on undesirable genetic traits. Charles B. Davenport founded and directed the Station for Experimental Evolution and the Eugenics Record Office at Cold Spring Harbor, Long Island, in 1910. Davenport and others at the Eugenics Record Office attempted to establish the inheritability of social behaviors, intelligence, and personality." Criminality,"" feeblemindedness,"" shiftlessness," and other such nebulous traits were among those found to be prevalent among certain populations, especially eastern Europeans, Mediterraneans, and Russian Jews. This psuedo-scientific method of social control was underwritten by a growing xenophobia. Increased immigration from southern and eastern Europe trig-gered a wave of hysteria that, in turn, led to eugenics-based anti-immigration legislation such as the Johnson-Lodge Immigration Act of 1924. Henry H. Goddard, a member of the Committee on Eugenics (with Charles B. Davenport), perfected the Binet-Simon intelligence scale as an instrument by which to screen immigrants for defective genes. Using his test, Goddard found, for example, that 40 to 50 percent of immigrants arriving at Ellis Island were "feebleminded." Another committee, the Committee to Eradicate Feeblemindedness, was funded by members of some of America's most prominent families (including the Vanderbilts and the Harrimans). The committee sponsored various eugen-ics-based strategies to control the feebleminded, including institutionalization and forced sterilization. Eventually, more than 30 states complied by enacting laws designed to incarcerate and forcibly sterilize those designated as feeble-minded or otherwise defective.5 The work of these committees might seem laughable today were it not for the harm they caused those who became the objects of their scrutiny. For example, when Charles B. Davenport opened the Eugenics Record Office, he ap-pointed Princeton PhD HarryW . Laughlina is its superintendent  and hired graduates of Radcliffe, Vassar, and the Ivy League schools to interview people in poor and working class neighborhoods in New York and New Jersey. After a few weeks of training, Davenport's upper-class recruits considered themselves competent to diagnose, by sight alone, such conditions as criminalism, feeblemind-edness, and shiftlessness. Of shiftlessness, Davenport determined the following: Let us take "shiftlessness" as an important element in poverty. Then classifying all persons in [...] two families as very shiftless, some-what shiftless, and industrious the following conclusions are reached. When both parents are very shiftless practically all children are "very shiftless" or "somewhat shiftless." Out of 62 offspring, 3 are [.. .] "industrious" or about 5 per cent. When both parents are shiftless in some degree about 15 per cent of the known offspring are recorded as industrious. When one parent is more or less shiftless while the other is industrious only about 10 per cent of the children are "very shiftless." (Qtd. in Hubbard and Wald 18) Far from scientific, these findings simply reveal the prejudices (of class, race, and ability) held by Davenport and his colleagues. It is this unfortunate legacy of discrimination that resonates in the meta-phors used by Avise and the other biomedical researchers quoted above. As in eugenics discourse, physical difference has been transformed into social devi-ance. Problematic genes and proteins, construed as social misfits, serve to under-mine the social collective (the human genome) much as the hordes of suppos-edly feebleminded and shiftless immigrants disembarking at Ellis Island were accused of undermining American society in the first decades of the twentieth century. By extension, then, people with disease/disability are postgenomic de-fectives to be controlled or eliminated by genetic engineers. The metaphors that currently shape postgenomic research stigmatize disability in ways that are only beginning to be understood

***ALTERNATIVE SECTION

Alt - Discourse analysis solvency

Discourse analysis is necessary to understand the basis of violence of ableism and its relationship to society

Oliver no date [ Politics and Language: Understanding the Disability Discourse Mike Oliver Professor of Disability Studies University of Greenwich, London, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Oliver/politics%20and%20lang%20oliver.pdf
In order to fully understand this in respect of policy and practice, it is necessary to further develop the concept of 'discourse'. The French philosopher Foucault (1973) suggests that the way we talk about the world and the way we experience it are inextricably linked -the names we give to things shapes our experience of them and our experience of things in the world influences the names we give to them. This concept and its relationship to language has been described as follows; "Discourse is about more than language. Discourse is about the interplay between language and social relationships, in which some groups are able to achieve dominance for their interests in the way in which the world is defined and acted upon. Such groups include not only dominant economic classes, but also men within patriarchy, and white people within the racism of colonial and post-colonial societies, as well as professionals in relation to service users. Language is a central aspect of discourse through which power is reproduced and communicated". (Hugman 1991.37) A good example of this in respect of policy is the way the discourse of caring has been central to recent attempts to close down long-stay institutions of all kinds. In linking language to politics through the notion of discourse, Ignatieff argues that the discourse of welfare provision which emphasises compassion, caring and altruism, is inappropriate when applied to a second discourse, that of citizenship "The language of citizenship is not properly about compassion at all, since compassion is a private virtue which cannot be legislated or enforced. The practice of citizenship is about ensuring everyone the entitlements necessary to the exercise of their liberty. As a political question, welfare is about rights, not caring, and the history of citizenship has been the struggle to make freedom real, not to tie us all in the leading strings of therapeutic good intentions". (Ignatieff 1989.72) Hence the linking of caring to welfare has unfortunate consequences because it has served to deny people their entitlements as citizens. "The pell-mell retreat from the language of justice to the language of caring is perhaps the most worrying sign of the contemporary decadence of the language of citizenship...Put another way, the history of citizenship of entitlement is a history of freedom, not primarily a history of compassion". (Ignatieff 1989.72) Thus the very language of welfare provision serves to deny disabled people the right to be treated as fully competent, autonomous individuals, as active citizens. Care in the community, caring for people, providing services through care managers and care workers all structure the welfare discourse in particular ways and imply a particular view of disabled people. As early as 1986, disabled people in response to the Audit Commission’s critical review of community care, were arguing for an abandonment of such patronizing and dependency creating language (BCODP 1986). Organisations controlled and run by disabled people including the BCODP, the Spinal Injuries Association and the newly formed European Network on Independent Living have already begun to move to a language of entitlement emphasizing independent living, social support and the use of personal assistants. One could provide a similar analysis of the emergence of the term ‘special’ in education. Arising from the concern of the Warnock Committee (DES 1978) to de-medicalise the education of ‘handicapped children’, as they were then called, special was the label chosen to refer to the kinds of provision these children (who were themselves re-defined as having learning difficulties) would need. There were three reasons for this change in language; firstly to try to replace negative labels (‘delicate’, ‘sub-normal’ etc) with more positive ones; secondly to switch the focus from the child’s medical to their educational needs; and thirdly, to provide a linguistic basis to enable both the provision and practice of special education to continue. In the terms used earlier, it could be said that the Warnock Report tried to change the discourse of special education from a medical to an educational one. It tried and failed for exactly the same reason that the discourse of care in the community failed; there are fundamentally incompatibilities between care and entitlements, between special and ordinary which make both provision and practice contemporaneously difficult and ultimately impossible. Testament to this are the personal experiences of 'special people' "All my life I have known that I was 'different' -special even -because that 'fact' has been brought home to me by the reactions of people around me. They either go out of their way to be nice to me, ignore me, or go out of their way to be awful to me, and it took me a long, long time to realise that these reactions were not necessarily to do with the kind of person I was, rather with what people assumed I was". (Gradwell 1992.17) Further, it has been argued that this change to a discourse of the special has also failed at the policy level because "The phrase 'special educational needs', for example, frequently justifies the separation of disabled children from non-disabled children into segregated special schools". (Barnes 1993.8) Before going on to talk about the political implications of this, there is one further point needs to be made explicitly to be against the discourse of caring in welfare or special needs in educational provision is not to be against caring or against welfare or against education. It is to argue that such discourses are an inappropriate basis to develop a proper discourse of welfare provision and professional practice and that the language of the special is an inappropriate basis to develop a proper discourse about schools and teaching. 5. Politics and the power of language Politics is not just about voting, every so often but at the micro-level it is about the exercise of power in a range of personal and social relationships. As far as I am aware there have been no empirical studies of the micro-politics of the discourse of the special in education, but there has been an important study of discourse in probation practice. It asserts that "Language is fundamental to the work of probation officers, whose task is to extract the 'truth' surrounding criminal behaviour from a number of sources including the defendant, other social workers, official records, reports, the medical profession and the police. From this variety of different and competing discourses, an official explanation of offending is assembled and a 'treatment' plan produced, which will have legitimacy in court. The linguistic rules of engagement require the probation officer to collate and translate explanations of unlawful behaviour into codes recognisable to official judicial bodies". (Denney 1992.135) In this Unit I have been asked not to set you any exercises but a few minutes rewriting the above quote as a special education rather than a probation discourse will illustrate the role that language can play in maintaining particulate sets of power relationships between professionals and their … The reason for the gap is to emphasise that we do not have a language which enables us to talk about such relationships in ways that are not structured by hierarchies and power: for example, doctor-patient; teacher-pupil; social worker-client; lecturer-student; and most recently provider-user. Denney, following post-modernist theorists, suggests that part of the solution to this problem is deconstruction. "The deconstruction of official discourse could provide the beginnings of a process that penetrates dominant and discriminatory conventions". (Denney 1992.135) But deconstruction may make the problem disappear altogether. Hart (1994), in an as yet unpublished study of special needs practice, draws attention to the position taken by the National Commission on Education (1993) that 'flexibility to respond to individual pupils' difficulties may in future prove more successful than maintaining a separate category of "special" need. While coming to the conclusion that maintaining the term 'special' is untenable, she warns "... that simply to dispense with a concept of 'special' education, now that the distinction has been acknowledged to be untenable, would not serve the best interests of children. The former distinction needs to be replaced by a new distinction of quite a different order, which will help to establish and articulate a convincing alternative to individual-deficit ways of conceptualising and pursuing concerns about children's learning" . (Hart 1994.270) What this is drawing attention to is the inescapable fact that language and its use is not just a semantic issue; as has already been argued, it is a political issue as well. And a political issue at the macro-level. Probably the best example of the macropolitics of language is the struggle of deaf people over the centuries to keep their own (sign) language alive. Ladd (1990.10) refers to this as 'a battle between cultures that has parallel in those battles with aboriginal and other native cultures'. In a recent contribution to the debate between the World Health Organisation and organisations of disabled people over their international classification scheme (Wood 1980), I make a similar point about the macro-politics of language, trying to draw parallels between the struggles of disabled people to control the language that is used to describe and classify us, with similar struggles by other oppressed groups. "The imposition of colonial languages on the natives, Oxford English on the regions, sexist language on women, racist language on black people, spoken language on deaf people, and so on, are all forms of cultural domination. Pidgin, dialects, slang, anti- sexist and anti-racist language and sign language are not, therefore, quaint and archaic forms of language use but forms of cultural resistance". (Oliver 1989) One final point needs to be made about the political function of language. It is not enough to realise that language is a political issue simply in an overt sense of the word. Politics as the exercise of power is sometimes as much about keeping things off the political agenda as it is about ensuring that they are debated (Lukes 1974). Thus the point about language is that it may sometimes serve to obscure or mystify issues - even the language rights as Hall graphically reminds us "... the language of rights is frequently deployed to obscure and mystify this fundamental basis which rights have in the struggle between contending social forces. It constantly abstracts rights from their real historical and social context, ascribes them a timeless universality, speaks of them as if they were 'given' rather than won and as if they were given once-and-for-all, rather than having to be constantly secured". (Hall 1979.8) Hall is also making the important point that rights are never one for all time; women and gay men and lesbians have seen some of their legal rights disappear in recent years and many women would argue that their social rights to use public transport after dark no longer exist. The discourse of rights, both human and civil, has played a major role in disability politics in recent years and this requires us to broaden our understanding of the issues in fundamental ways. To begin with, our current segregative practices and segregated provision, which continue to dominate the education of disabled children, have to be seen for what they are; the denial of rights to disabled people in just the same way as others are denied their rights in other parts of the world. As I wrote in a review of a recent re-appraisal of special education. "The lessons of history through the segregation of black people in the United States and current struggles to end segregation in South Africa have shown this to be so. To write as if segregation in schools, or from public transport systems or from public spaces or inter-personal interactions in our own society is somehow different, is to de- politicise the whole issue ". (Oliver 1991) What is both interesting and unfortunate about the integration/segregation discourse in the area of education however, has been its narrowness, both in terms of its failure to see integration as anything other than a technical debate about the quality of educational provision. Its failure to explicitly develop any connections with other debates about segregation of, for example, disabled from public transportation systems, of black people in South Africa, of blind people from public information, or of the poor from major parts of our cities, has been a major omission. An important reason for this is that legislation, as a concept, has been taken over by politicians, policy makers, professionals and academics, who have discussed and debated it, divorced from the views of disabled people themselves. Even my own discipline of sociology, which has a justifiable reputation for criticising everything in sight including itself, has focused little on the exclusion of disabled people from society and its institutions (Oliver 1990).
Alt – positive representations
The alternative is to embrace positive representations of the disabled. It brings a new attitude of acceptance

Evening Gazette 07 (Disability campaign calls for changes,) htp://www.gazettelive.co.uk/news/teesside-news/2007/01/13/disability-campaign-calls-for-changes-84229-18465052/ KL
A campaign to promote equality for disabled people was launched on Teesside by a Government minister. MP Anne McGuire, the minister for disabled people, launched Redcar and Cleveland's Just the Ticket campaign, which features posters showing positive images of people who have disabilities. The posters, with the slogan Tickets Take You Places (Labels Just Stick), include blind BBC Radio Cleveland presenter Mark Turnbull and Redcar charity busker Norman Evans MBE, who has multiple sclerosis. The campaign, launched yesterday at Redcar Education Development Centre, urges people to think more positively about people with disabilities. It has been developed by Redcar and Cleveland Real Opportunity Centre (ROC) and the borough council, and forms part of the new Disability Equality Duty, which became law in December. The new duty makes it a legal requirement for all public bodies to have a disability equality scheme to promote equal opportunities for disabled people. Lynne Baggley, chair of the Redcar and Cleveland Disabled People's Partnership Board, features on the posters. Lynne, a wheelchair user who works with Job Centre Plus, said: "We are citizens just like anyone else and these designs have been created by, with and featuring local disabled people, and celebrate the positive - not the passive. "The Disability Equality Duty requires all public bodies to shift negative attitudes and these images will begin to bridge the gaps." Ann McGuire said: "The new duty is a ground-breaking step on the road to the government's vision of achieving equality for disabled people." The duty requires public authorities to try to end unlawful disability discrimination and harassment of disabled people. Authorities must also promote equal opportunities, take account of disabled persons' disabilities - even if that involves treating them more favourably than others - promote positive attitudes towards disabled people, and encourage their participation in public life.
Alt – expose rhetoric
Our Alternative is to reject the affirmative’s disability rhetoric to open up space for metadiscussion on disability discourse, one that constantly questions rhetoric to prevent slipping into a hegemonic unawareness and take terms for granted.

Lunsford 2005 (Scott, Scott Lunsford has his M.A. in writing and began his PhD  in Rhetoric and Writing studies in 2005, January 1st 2005, “

Seeking a Rhetoric of the Rhetoric of Dis/abilities”, Rhetoric and Composition PhD Papers, Department of English, http://digitalcommons.utep.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=rhet_comp&sei-redir=1&referer=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.google.com%2Furl%3Fsa%3Dt%26rct%3Dj%26q%3Ddisability%2520and%2520rehtoric%26source%3Dweb%26cd%3D10%26ved%3D0CHsQFjAJ%26url%3Dhttp%253A%252F%252Fdigitalcommons.utep.edu%252Fcgi%252Fviewcontent.cgi%253Farticle%253D1000%2526context%253Drhet_comp%26ei%3DOaTsT_2lJIuY8gSI-6y-BQ%26usg%3DAFQjCNGi67PqtbUndsIS7f6HPkueRkRJ8A%26sig2%3DsO_68H9jX3Eo8B09DxEAPg#search=%22disability%20rehtoric%22, accessed 6/28/12, JK)

As an advocate for including dis/ability studies alongside the critical and traditional triumvirate of race, class, and gender, I was excited to see the disability symposium in a recent issue of Rhetoric Review (22.2). I use the form dis/abilities to emphasize the importance of its inclusion as an issue of difference which we approach as critically as we do race, class, and gender: Just as we cannot discuss race without arguing how “whiteness”—at least in this country—performs hegemonic control over other racial identities, we cannot ignore how “ability” realizes its constituent disability. But how do we go about discussing dis/ability? How do we move out of this silence and unawareness which strengthen stigma about various forms of disability? I imagine a metadiscussion to realize a more complicated discourse of disabilities, a discourse which must confront its own disability. First, we must understand the hegemony which makes dis/ability invisible through silence. To put this notion into a context of race, some members of “white” society remain color-blind and resist talking about race, rendering race invisible. As such, some members of an ableistic society sometimes choose to be silent about disability; thus, disability remains invisible. Ability, too, can be invisible. Those of us who are “able-bodied” might not see it because we are it. Plus, we often do not see that our ability constructs disability. Second, once we’ve made dis/ability visible, we can then expand our awareness through language by becoming sensitive to various terminologies assigned to various disabilities. Last, we must always question the language we use so that we do not slip back into hegemonic unawareness, where we simply take for granted yet another term (handicapped or person with a disability or differently abled?) which becomes trite and falls into emptiness and then back into silence. My interest here, then, is to provide a metadiscussion of the discourse of dis/abilities, examining some of the symposium authors’ use of discourse in their articles and related texts: the rhetoric of the rhetoric of dis/abilities, if you will. The first step in this process can be exemplified in Lend Me Your Ear: Rhetorical Constructions of Deafness, by Brenda Jo Brueggemann, who with Georgina Kleege wrote the symposium article “Gently Down the Stream: Reflections on Mainstreaming.” In her book, Brueggemann uses the forms d/Deaf and h/Hearing. With their lower-cased initials, the former halves of these dichotomized words signify the audiological aspects of deafness and hearing; the latter halves denote cultural significance. Yet while those who consider themselves belonging to a Deaf culture, those of us who consider ourselves Hearing might not necessarily assign the initial-capped H designation; some of us just might not realize we are part of a Hearing culture. But should we hearing folks consider ourselves part of a Hearing culture? Wouldn’t it further marginalize those who are deaf and hard-of-hearing by making it obvious that we want our own designation in our ableistic community? Maybe. We who hear provide the normative basis for those who do not hear and who are hard of hearing. Once we realize that idea, we become part of the Hearing culture, and then we are able to see the hegemonic control over Deaf culture. Awareness of hegemony established, we can then further this awareness into the realization of how words and their concepts maintain control over “other” halves of conceptually dichotomized cultures. As I move to the use of words—the second step to this envisioned process—I will invoke Brueggemann again. In Lend Me Your Ear, she asserts that she does not want to focus on words alone: “Rather than to turn to the text, as Aristotle might prefer, and analyze the terms on its page, I favor a more process-centered and person-dominated over a product-centered and strictly linguistic approach” (27). But I must consider that, as rhetoric is interested in studying words and the realities they create, we do indeed pay attention to words sometimes on their own merit. Doing so, we bring sensitivity to the various uses of words and realize their rhetorical value.

Disability terminology is considered offensive and influences how people act, we need to re-examine the origins and evaluate the meanings of them.

Clark and Marsh 2002 (Laurence and Steven, Stephen Marsh is a member of Arnold & Porter LLP's Litigation practice, Laurence Clark is a British stand-up comedian, writer, actor, presenter, and disability rights advocator, 2002, “Patriarchy in the UK: The Language of Disability”, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Clark,%20Laurence/language.pdf, accessed 6/27/12, JK)
Over the years a large amount of terminology concerning disability has evolved which denies the social construction of disability and is now considered offensive by many people in the British disabled people’s civil rights movement. These terms have originated and been perpetuated by the likes of the medical, religious and welfare professions. Many are patriarchal in nature, evoking the notion that disabled people need looking after. Others are based on false premises that have since been disproved. The language that people use reflects what they think and can influence how they deal with situations. If they behave as if the problem is with the individual, they will take a different approach than if they regard the problem as being with the attitudes, systems and practices that create disabling barriers. Therefore it is important to re-examine their origins and evaluate their meanings and connotations today.

Rhetoric key

Ableist and Disability rhetoric must constantly be problematized to stop the hierarchal binary orderings that the discourse creates.
Campbell 2003 (Fiona Anne,   , 2003, “The Great Divide: Ableism and Technologies of Disability Production”, Dissertation, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/15889/1/Fiona_Campbell_Thesis.pdf, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
Like many other themes within social theory, ‘disability’ as a signifier may be understood in terms of catachresis13. That is, there is no literal referent for this concept, for as my thesis will demonstrate, as soon as we discursively interrogate ‘disability’, its meaning loses its fixity, generality and ultimately collapses14. However, terminology as discourse is important and requires certain justifications, clarifications and elaborations. Throughout this thesis, I have intentionally used the neologisms ‘disabled body’, ‘disabled subject’, ‘disabled citizen’, ‘referentially disabled’, as a way of reframing ontological positions of ‘disability’. From this perspective, I argue that the citation ‘disability’ invokes a reading of corporeal differences, particularities, and unintelligibilities within the context of culturally delineated normative and ableist (benchmark) bodies. In this way I argue that the signifier ‘disability’ is always in need of problematisation – it is a conceptual formation that is highly contextual, historical, contestable, multiple, changeable and fluid. Rather than maintaining a notion of ‘disability’ as a mere difference that may by default valorise the subject15, thus instilling hierarchical and binary orderings, disabled subjectifications when situated within poststructuralist traditions explain the inscribing and marking of those bodies from the viewpoint of an analytics of power. So, like sexed and radicalised bodies, the once ‘inessential’ body of the ‘disabled’ subject within critical social theory can be inserted into the continuum of subordination and the art of government in neo-liberalism. The ‘disabled body’, then refers to the figuring and representation of bodies deemed intolerable or ambiguous. Central to this signification is the materiality and embodiment of ‘disability’, in which incogitant assumptions concerning bodily difference bring an ontology of ‘disability’ into existence. One should not confuse the use of such terminology with ‘real’ people with disabilities and the subject positions in which our identities are constituted. Another concern is the question of how we are to ‘name’ privileged subject positions in ways that foreground dimensions of agency without falling into developing power elite theories. In other words, how do we talk about ‘who’ is doing what to ‘whom’? In her discussion about the boundaries of normativity, Thomson (1997a: 8) introduces the notion of the ‘normate’ to designate “the social figure through which people can represent themselves as definitive human beings” and uses the ideas of Erving Goffman (1986; 1990) to profile the type of individuals fitting such a subject position. The effects of a ‘normate’ designation are problematic. Thomson’s theorization conflates a ‘severely ableist’ disposition with the privileged speaking position of what she calls ‘normates’. But this rendering is misleading, for not all severely ableist individuals can be deemed privileged ‘normates’. Ableism also infects the sexed, classed and radicalised bodies of those anchored on the periphery and are not merely restricted to those within the socalled ‘normate’ profile. I argue that Margaret Thornton’s neologism of the ‘benchmark’ is more theoretically tenable because of its conceptual linking of subjectivity with power. According to Thornton (1996: 2), a ‘benchmark’ is used to delineate a hegemonic viewpoint that coincides with the interests of white, middle class, heterosexual, ableist men. Such hegemonic views project a particular way of seeing the world and certain figurations of the body as ‘natural’, as species typical functioning.

Rhetoric key

Rhetoric is both the means by which ableist culture perpetuates itself, and shapes the way disability is perceived and understood

Cherney, 2011. James L. Cherney, Indiana University, Department of Communications, 2011 “THE RHETORIC OF ABELISM” KL
In this essay I analyze ableism as a rhetorical problem for three reasons. First, ableist culture sustains and perpetuates itself via rhetoric; the ways of interpreting disability and assumptions about bodies that produce ableism are learned. The previous generation teaches it to the next and cultures spread it to each other through modes of intercultural exchange. Adopting a rhetorical perspective to the problem of ableism thus exposes the social systems that keep it alive. This informs my second reason for viewing ableism as rhetoric, as revealing how it thrives suggests ways of curtailing its growth and promoting its demise. Many of the strategies already adopted by disability rights activists to confront ableism explicitly or implicitly address it as rhetoric. Public demonstrations, countercultural performances, autobiography, transformative histories of disability and disabling practices, and critiques of ableist films and novels all apply rhetorical solutions to the problem. Identifying ableism as rhetoric and exploring its systems dynamic reveals how these corrective practices work. We can use such information to refine the successful techniques, reinvent those that fail, and realize new tactics. Third, I contend that any means of challenging ableism must eventually encounter its rhetorical power. As I explain below, ableism is that most insidious form of rhetoric that has become reified and so widely accepted as common sense that it denies its own rhetoricity—it "goes without saying." To fully address it  we must name its presence, for cultural assumptions accepted uncritically adopt the mantle of "simple truth" and become extremely difficult to rebut. As the neologism "ableism" itself testifies, we need new words to reveal the places it resides and new language to describe how it feeds. Without doing so, ableist ways of thinking and interpreting will operate as the context for making sense of any acts challenging discrimination, which undermines their impact, reduces their symbolic potential, and can even transform them into superficial measures that give the appearance of change yet elide a recalcitrant ableist system. 

Discourse and Education within the debate round will be a step towards eliminating Ableism
Hehir '03 Thomas Hehir, March 2003 Beyond inclusion: educators' 'ableist' assumptions about students with disabilities compromise the quality of instruction School Administrator, Tom Hehir served as director of the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Education Programs from 1993 to 1999. As director, he was responsible for federal leadership in implementing the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), http://www.aasa.org/SchoolAdministratorArticle.aspx?id=9262

Over the past two decades, more and more students with disabilities have been educated for more of the day in regular education classrooms. This movement largely has been positive for most students with disabilities and has supported the broader goal of societal integration for people with disabilities as all children learn that disability is a natural element of human diversity. Further, the inclusion movement in K-12 education has been supported by research that demonstrates that well-implemented inclusionary approaches are superior to fully segregated placement for most disabled students. Ultimately the controversy around inclusion is dysfunctional and we need to shift from the value of inclusion as a practice to the successful implementation of inclusionary education that recognizes the full range of needs of the disability population. Central to moving beyond the debate is the need to focus on the goals of education for students with disabilities. First and foremost our goal should be to maximize the educational development of all disabled students to enable them to fully participate in all aspects of life. However, we need to also recognize that education plays a central role in changing the society disabled students will be entering. For instance, though blind people attain comparable educational levels to nondisabled people, they do not access employment at the same level. The reason for this is likely to be found in "ableism," the pervasive negative attitudes and prejudice in society. We must move beyond inclusion to confront ableism in education. Considerable evidence points to unquestioned ableist assumptions that are handicapping the education of children with disabilities and resulting in educational inequities. 
Discourse of Ableism will promote consciousness of our own faults and offensive terms towards the disabled. This is the best long term solvency. 

Hehir '03 Thomas Hehir, March 2003 Beyond inclusion: educators' 'ableist' assumptions about students with disabilities compromise the quality of instruction School Administrator, Tom Hehir served as director of the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Education Programs from 1993 to 1999. As director, he was responsible for federal leadership in implementing the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), http://www.aasa.org/SchoolAdministratorArticle.aspx?id=9262

The inclusion movement in education has supported the overall disability movement's goal of promoting societal integration, using integration in schooling as a means to achieve this result. The strong legal preference for placement in regular classes, coupled with the political movement of disability activists and parents, has resulted in significant positive change for students with disabilities who are moving on to jobs and accessing higher education at unprecedented levels. Virtually every school has had to confront the issue of inclusion as parents seek integration for their children with disabilities. Ableism provides a useful perspective through which the inclusion issue can be resolved. First, there needs to be a recognition that education plays a central role in integrating disabled people in all aspects of society both by giving children the education they need to compete and by demonstrating to nondisabled children that disability is a natural aspect of life. Central to this role is the need for students with disabilities to have access to the same curriculum provided to nondisabled children. Further, education plays a vital role in building communities in which disabled children should be included. Therefore, for most children with disabilities, integration into regular classes with appropriate accommodations and support should be the norm.

Our current institution lack the education to prevent Ableism we must transform our current practices of any type of offensive polices, actions, or language. 

Hehir '03

Thomas Hehir, March 2003 Beyond inclusion: educators' 'ableist' assumptions about students with disabilities compromise the quality of instruction School Administrator, Tom Hehir served as director of the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Education Programs from 1993 to 1999. As director, he was responsible for federal leadership in implementing the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), http://www.aasa.org/SchoolAdministratorArticle.aspx?id=9262

The lack of acceptable educational outcomes for large numbers of children with disabilities in an era of standards-based reform should force a re-examination of current practices. Fortunately, there is a foundation in both research and practice upon which to build a better future. Educational leaders, along with parents, teachers and advocates, can do much toward ending ableism in education, including taking these steps:

Language comes first/a2 language is useless

Linguistic analysis is political as a tool to resist naturalized tendencies and practices of domination and control. It is necessary to refuse the bases of ableist politics.

Oliver no date [ Politics and Language: Understanding the Disability Discourse Mike Oliver Professor of Disability Studies University of Greenwich, London, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Oliver/politics%20and%20lang%20oliver.pdf
It is often assumed that the function of language is communication. While it is undoubtedly true that communication is a function of language, it is not the only one. Language is also about politics, domination and control. “The first and most important thing to remember about discussions of language and disability is that they arise because disabled people experience discrimination daily and are denied the same rights and opportunities as the rest of the population” (Barnes 1993.8) These differing views of language can be seen in the recent debates about political correctness. The right wing critique of what they, right wing critics themselves have named, ‘the political correctness movement’ suggest that trying to take control of the naming of experience by developing non-racist, non-sexist or non-disablist language is either ridiculous or dangerous. Thus they claim that it is ridiculous for disabled people to want to be called ‘the physically challenged’ or ‘the differently abled’ and they claim that it is dangerous to try to dispense with ‘scientific’ labels such as ‘mental retardate’ in favour of those chosen by people themselves such as ‘person with a learning difficulty’. There are two points I want to make about this. Firstly the terminology that is ridiculed is usually not the terminology people use to talk about themselves – the vast majority of democratic organizations of disabled people want to be called exactly that; disabled people, not some name thought up by our critics. Secondly, in respect of danger, it is not unusual for right wing critics to use terminology like ‘mind control’ or ‘thought police’ in respect of those of us who think what we are called is important. I myself have been called a ‘linguistic terrorist’ for calling a friend ‘a survivor of the mental health system’ rather than ‘mentally ill’, ‘a schizophrenic’ or some other more or less accurate descriptive term. At the individual level, using the terminology that individuals prefer is a matter of dignity and respect which costs me nothing and does not control my mind. At the policy level, I have the suspicion that calling someone a ‘retardate’ or ‘a schizophrenic’ makes it easier for us as a society to lock them up, drug them into insensibility, electrocute or even kill them. It is not quite so easy to do these things to a survivor of the mental health system or a person with a learning difficulty. Of course, I am not so naive to suggest that changing labels from the negative to the positive inevitably means that people will be treated more humanely~ just that it increases the possibility. Nor am I suggesting that how we label people is all that is at stake when we discuss the roles and use of language. In recent years, under attack from post-modernist social theory, our ideas about the role and function of language have undergone a radical shift. "There is no master of language. Its speakers are only travellers along pathways that have emerged in the course of what is a collective and organically developing phenomenon". (Lecercle 1990.87) This view suggests that language cannot be understood merely as a symbolic system or code but as a discourse, or more properly, a series of discourses. The advantages of this are that discourses are treated as contingent; they arise, change and disappear. This view also understands signification or naming as action rather than as mere representation and suggests that social meanings do not constitute a single, symbolic system. Finally, it allows for the existence of the power and inequality that exists in society to be reproduced in language use. 
Alt solvency – rhetoric/ontology key

Question the rhetoric of ableism and disability allows us to open space up space to discuss. This leads to ontologically shifts in our relationship to disability
Campbell 2003 (Fiona Anne,   , 2003, “The Great Divide: Ableism and Technologies of Disability Production”, Dissertation, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/15889/1/Fiona_Campbell_Thesis.pdf, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
By placing ‘disability’ at the speaking centre of our analysis, not just in terms of subject/object relations but also based on an affirmative ontology, a ‘space’ can be opened for the foregrounding of an eroticisation of ‘disability’, read as a positive unfolding of difference. Known euphemistically as ‘disability’ culturalism, the literature concerning this ontological enclave is minimal and patchy. We can include some selective autobiographical/biographical material as a starting point. These works are often phenomenological in orientation (Bauby, 1997; Kuusisto, 1998; LaSpina, 1998; Mairs, 1987; Mairs, 1996; Sacks, 1984; Sacks, 1989; Williams, 1996). Another cluster of literature covers celebratory cultural representations in performance, visual arts, aesthetics, literature and media (Corker, 1999a; Duffy, 1997; Kuppers, 1999; VSA Arts Gallery, 1999). Only a handful of works tackle ‘disability’ as ontologically positive ‘head on’, either by way of discussion of the notion of ‘disability culture’/pride11 or the appropriation (and re-inscription) of traditionally pejorative language and imagery (Australian Association of the Deaf, ND; Brannon, 1995; Campbell, 1999; Corker, 1999a; Linton, 1998; Martin, 1997; Wrigley, 1996). Many of the recent developments within ‘disability culture’ mirror some of the pathways of the cultural politics of other liminal identity groups such as queer nation and black pride12. This dissertation makes a significant contribution to epistemological and ontological explorations of the ways ‘disabilities’ mediate ‘desire’ and incite a movement towards a transgressive aesthetic.

Alt solves ableism/injury politics

We are not injury politics but rather an interrogation to avoid re-performing the flaws of ableism

Campbell, 2008. Fiona A. Kumari Campbell, Griffith University, March 2008, “Exploring internalized ableism using critical race theory” KL
The ruminations of CRT (cf. Delgado and Stefancic 2000) transposed to an analysis of ableism point to its embeddedness. The very existence of ableism and its effects, like racism, are covert but more often profoundly veiled. Ableism as an epistemology and ontological modality frames an individual’s subjectivity and thus becomes the power ‘that animates ones emergence’, complicity and resistance (Butler 1997b, 198). At the end of this paper two strong images of living with impairment emerge. The first is of disabled people as survivors. People with disabilities labour under the pain and burden of violence – violence that is epistemic, psychic, ontological and physical. This labouring has resulted in lives of ontological vulnerability. For scholars there is an ethical imperative to interrogate the violence of ableism and speak of its injuries. By exposing the practices of ableism and unravelling the psychic life of internalized ableism, unearthing various states of injury, (apologies to Wendy Brown, 1995), when reiterating these violences and injuries I am mindful of the necessity not to re-perform them. An example here could be the continual usage of photographic images of people exhibited as freaks when alive and re-exhibited in a form of fetishist graphics on the Internet. To do so would be to fall victim to a theorizing that reinstitutes the notion of an overwhelming vision of catastrophe, where disabled people are forever sucked into the vortex of being perpetual victims. This paper invites the reader to sign up to the field of critical ableism studies and argues for a critical need to investigate inter- nalized ableism and its effects on the psychic life of our community. Further research could explore the process of counter-storytelling about liberalism’s so-called ‘disability success stories’ and the way these stories differ when the individual ‘succeeds’ in spite of impairment and those stories which embrace impairment and frame success in terms of ‘because disability’.

***2NC answers TO 

A2—Alt Causes

The reason the disability experience a lower quality of life is not because they are impaired; rather it is a result of the restrictions imposed by society

Barnes, 1992. Colin Barnes, Professor of Disability Studies in the School of Social and Health Sciences Halmstad University, 1992, “DISABLING IMAGERY AND THE MEDIA” KL
Indeed, there is now clear evidence from several sources that Britain's six and a quarter million disabled people experience a lifestyle characterized by poverty and dependence.1 Traditional medical explanations suggest this is because impairment has such a traumatic physical and psychological effect on individuals they are unable to achieve a comparable lifestyle by their own efforts. Disabled people and their organizations reject this as a sound basis for understanding the problems associated with disability. They, along with a growing number of professionals and policy makers, particularly overseas, maintain that it is not 'impairment' - individually based functional limitations whether physical, sensory, intellectual or hidden -which prevents people from achieving a reasonable lifestyle but restrictive environments and disabling barriers. Thus, 'disability' refers to a complex system of social constraints imposed on disabled people by a highly discriminatory society (see Part Three). The problem of discrimination is compounded for disabled members of the lesbian and gay communities, disabled black people, disabled women and disabled members of other marginalized groupings. This is because in addition to disability they frequently experience other forms of discrimination such as heterosexism, racism, sexism etc. Thus, if a disabled person is also a member of one or more marginalized groups their experience of discrimination will be more complex and its consequences further disempowering. When explaining the outcome of disability, therefore, the likelihood of simultaneous oppression should always be considered.

A2: the permutation

The permutation merely footnotes disability this is proven by the history of Transportation funding which has empirically favored cars over public transit services, ignoring the disabled, and making access to any public institution impossible to access without a car.

Lucas 2004 (Karen, Karen Lucas is Senior Research Fellow in the Transport Studies Group University of Westminster UK, October 2004, “Running on Empty”, The Policy Press, http://books.google.com/books hl=en&lr=&id=4GmeE8klB1YC&oi=fnd&pg=PR4&dq=Transportation+Disability+Exclusion&ots=GOUEOavlMW&sig=x41OaZ7SiqbOT7Fheo2A-ZVpHVM#v=onepage&q=Exclusion&f=false, accessed 6/28/12, JK)

Decisions about how the state spends money on transport have traditionally been made on the basis of cost benefit analysis (CBA). Cost benefit analysis takes different forms in different countries, and it is not appropriate or necessary to discuss the method in any detail in the context of this book. (For those with an interest in exploring the subject further, a comprehensive explanation of the method can be found in numerous publications on transport economics; for example, sec Button, 1993). It is important to note, however, that there is a tendency for CBA to favour transport projects that bring small journey-time savings to a large number of travelers. Traditionally, therefore, transport-spending decisions have tended to favour road-building projects over public transport services and cycling and walking amenities. As later chapters of this volume demonstrate, the overall effect of the application of these methods has tended towards offering the greatest benefits from state transport spending to those who are already well-off in terms of their transport provision (mainly motorists), and least benefits to those who are least well provided for in this respect (mainly people who do not or cannot drive). In transport planning, too, the main focus of activity has been geared towards improving operating conditions for vehicles. Until quite recently, the accepted transport planning method in both the US and UK has been to assess the likely demand for travel and cater for that demand through extensions to the capacity of the road and rail networks. Despite wide and long-standing criticism of the method and the incremental introduction of legislation requiring the transport planning process to consider wider social and community needs (dating as far back as the Ministry ofTransport and Ministry of Mousing and Local Government circular of 1964 in the UK, and the US Highway Act of 1962) (cited in liruton, 1993, pp 56), only lip service has tended to be paid to the needs and values of communities themselves. This has resulted in a general tendency for transport systems to cater for physical movement rather than improving access to goods and services for the population as a whole or for minority ethnic and low-income groups. More recently, however, transport policy making on both sides of the Atlantic has been undergoing some fundamental changes in its approach at both the national and local levels of government. In both the UK and the US, new policies and programmes are emerging which are recognizing and attempting to address the negative consequences of poor transport, particularly on low-income and other disadvantaged groups. An important question that is addressed in later chapters of this book is whether or not these will be sufficient to reverse the negative trends that have been set in motion by the previous policy oversights in this respect. The social costs of poor transport and the benefits of reducing these as part of a welfare agenda arc often poorly understood and even more poorly monitored. One of the problems has been that providers of key services, including employers, educators, health workers and housing suppliers, have failed to understand the important role that, transport plays in the distribution of the 'merit good' of their services across the populations they serve. The result has been that increasingly essential services such as jobs, hospitals, schools and shops are situated in places that are virtually impossible to access without a car. This means that those people in the population that most need these services are often the least able to reach them, and yet transport and access considerations rarely play a part in decisions about the location of these services. In the main, these considerations do not play a part in mainstream transport planning decisions either, and the recent shift away from a demand-led planning model has generally not facilitated wider consideration of the social costs of transport policy. Equally, transport policy has been seen as 'falling outside* of this realm of social policy inquiry, either because it has been overlooked as a basic commodity or because the market system of delivery, supported by the state subsidies that are already in place, are presumed to be adequate for meeting people's travel needs. Chapter Two that follows, examines empirical evidence of the distribution of transport provision in the UK and the US in an attempt to gain a better understanding of how the travel behaviour of different social groups affects their life chances.

Empirical evidence proves - the affirmative fails to solve for Ableism through transportation, they are only masking its harms by providing a false solution that will only further the disabled from equality. 

Gleeson '98

Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
Although most Western countries now have in place some form of building and planning legislation that attempts to counter the problem of inaccessibility, there is accumulating evidence to show that such policies are generally failing to reduce or prevent discriminatory urban design. Access legislation is often opposed by development in its enforcement recently in the united states powerful corporate interests have argued before the federal judiciary that the Americans with  Disabilities Act by requiring businesses to provide wheelchair access is an unnecessary restriction opon private property rights, and therefore and infringement of the Fifth Amendment.  In Britain, Imrie and Wells ( 1993a) have shown how the Thatcher government during the 1980s progressively relaxed central controls on accessibility standards and encouraged a mood of regulatory voluntarism among local authorities (which bear the primary responsibility for enforcing access codes). The authors argue that many local authorities subsequently gave little policy priority and few resources to accessibility responsibilities. The national lethargy on access policy was attributed in part to the flourishing climate of local growth politics and the consequent anxiety of individual councils that "superfluous" building regulations would frighten away increasingly mobile development capital (Imrie & Wells, 1993a). Like Britain, New Zealand has enacted accessibility legislation, in the form of amendments to its Building Act (1991), which aim to make that country's cities more accessible to disabled people. However, in one major New Zealand city, Dunedin, disability advocacy groups have argued that local government has failed to enforce the accessibility standards in the building legislation. Reflecting the British experience portrayed by Imrie and Wells ( 1993a, 1993b), Dunedin disability activists have recently argued that the city's local government has neglected its accessibility policy responsibilities by under resourcing its building standards inspectorate (Otago Daily Times, September 11, 1994, p. 5). In late 1993, after some press exposure of activists' complaints, the city council's building control manager publicly admitted that "resources are being stretched" and attached the familiar bureaucratic codicil for inaction by remarking that "the requirements [of the Building Act] are being enforced as far as is reasonably practicable" In a further admission this same officer acknowledged that the\ city council had not required a particular commercial establishment to install a lift during a major refit, although the building legislation may have required this. He then attempted to reassure the city's disability community with the observation that "this place can still be accessed by people with disabilities who are not confined to a wheelchair" (Dunedin Star Midweek, November 10, 1993, p. 1), thereby demonstrating a highly arbitrary and selective notion of disability that conflicted with the inclusive aim of the legislation.

Permutation doesn’t address that the fundamental structure of capitalist organization makes it impossible to alter through mere legislation
Gleeson '98

Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
The geographers Imrie and Wells ( 1993a, 1993b), have produced analyses that recognize the importance of political economic factors in preventing the successful implementation of public access policies. However, in one such analysis they suggest, after Hahn ( 1986), that the capitalist city is "characterised by a thoughtless lack of design and planning in public and private building" (1993a, p. 213). This remark seems to deny the possibility that physical inaccessibility arises from a socio structural origin. Inaccessibility is reduced here to a sociospatial contingency whose diffuse genesis is merely the inadvertently discriminatory decisions of individual actors (i.e., planners, architects, developers) in the land economy. The discriminatory design of capitalist cities appears then to be an environmental "accident," which the state must correct through accessibility legislation, rather than the phenomenal form of deeper material and ideological structures of oppression.
A2: speaking for others

We speak with, not for people.

Gleeson '98

Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
The challenge in short is to pursue a geography with disabled people that seeks an inclusive, but not homogeneous, ideal of social justice. Mter Young (1990), this ethical ideal must seek both material fairness and sociopolitical inclusion as its central political objectives. However, both objectives cannot be achieved through simply the promulgation of universal moral standards, but must be won through political engagements that presume social difference and seek thereby to articulate and satisfy the variety of human needs that exist in contemporary capitalist societies. This demands that geographers seek a political encounter with disability-a major form of social difference within the struggles of disabled people themselves. This is a critical point-not about political credibility, but about the validity of social scientific knowledge. When geographers speak on disability, we must not pronounce on or even for disabled people. Rather, we must, as Young (1990) observes, speak with the oppressed "other." It is surely this capacity to share the empowering potential of knowledge with the socially marginal that will define an enabling geography.

A2: focus on ableism is stereotyping/static

Ableism describes societal procedures and structuring practices, it does not have a marginalizing view of impairment

 Campbell 2008 [ Fiona Kumari Convenor of the Disability Studies major in the School of Human Services, Griffith University. Existing in distant relation to Terra Abled, she inhabits the zone of peripheral subjectivities (crip, queer, south Asian and Jewish). Fiona is interested in ways technology and law create and recite disability. She is currently working on her first book Contours of Ableism. M/C Journal, Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) - 'able' Home > Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) Refusing Able(ness): A Preliminary Conversation about Ableism

So what is meant by the concept of ‘ableism’? A survey of the literature suggests that the term is often referred to in a fleeting way with limited definitional or conceptual specificity (Clear; Iwasaki & Mactavish: Watts & Erevelles). When there is commentary, ableism is described as denoting an attitude that devalues or differentiates disability through the valuation of able-bodiedness equated to normalcy. For some, the term ableism is used interchangeably with the term disablism. I argue however that these two words render quite radically different understandings of the status of disability to the norm. Furthermore, as a conceptual tool, ableism transcends the procedures, structures, for governing civil society and locates itself clearly in the arena of genealogies of knowledge. There is little consensus as to what practices and behaviours constitute ableism. We can nevertheless say that a chief feature of an ableist viewpoint is a belief that impairment or disability (irrespective of ‘type’) is inherently negative and should the opportunity present itself, be ameliorated, cured or indeed eliminated. Ableism refers to … a network of beliefs, processes and practices that produces a particular kind of self and body (the corporeal standard) that is projected as the perfect, species-typical and therefore essential and fully human. Disability then, is cast as a diminished state of being human (Campbell 44). In a similar vein, Veronica Chouinard defines ableism as “ideas, practices, institutions and social relations that presume ablebodiedness, and by so doing, construct persons with disabilities as marginalised … and largely invisible ‘others’” (380). In contrast, Amundson & Taira attribute a doctrinal posture to ableism in their suggestion that “Ableism is a doctrine that falsely treats impairments as inherently and naturally horrible and blames the impairments themselves for the problems experienced by the people who have them” (54). Whilst there is little argument with this presupposition, what is absent from the definition is any mention of ableism’s function in inaugurating the norm. Campbell and Chouinard’s approach is less about the coherency and intentionalities of ableism; rather their emphasis is on a conception of ableism as a hub network functioning around shifting interest convergences. Linton defines ableism as “includ[ing] the idea that a person’s abilities or characteristics are determined by disability or that people with disabilities as a group are inferior to non-disabled people” (9). There are problems with simply endorsing a schema that posits a particular worldview that either favours or disfavours dis/able-bodied people as if each category is discrete, self-evident and fixed. As I will argue later, Ableism sets up a binary dynamic which is not simply comparative but rather co-relationally constitutive. Campbell’s formulation of ableism not only problematises the signifier disability but points to the fact that the essential core of ableism is the formation of a naturalised understanding of being fully human and this as Chouinard notes, is articulated on a basis of an enforced presumption that erases difference.
A2: focus on language fails

We don’t just replace terms, through criticism we recreate practices and the basis for reality.

Oliver no date [ Politics and Language: Understanding the Disability Discourse Mike Oliver Professor of Disability Studies University of Greenwich, London, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Oliver/politics%20and%20lang%20oliver.pdf
In this Unit, I have not discussed the issue of language in ways that suggest that what is at stake is merely changing the labels and terminology we use. Instead I have written about language as a political issue structured by relations of power and have attempted to locate this within post-modernist social theory. I have argued that language is inextricably linked to both policy and practice and it is precisely because of these inextricable links that the right wing critics of political correctness are wrong. We do not use language just to describe the world and name our own experiences of it. Nor does language merely enable us to deconstruct the world and practices we engage in. It can enable us to conceptualise a better world and begin the process of reconstructing it. We can only believe that attempting to do so is ‘mind control’ or ‘linguistic terrorism’ as far as disabled people or those with special needs are concerned, if we believe that everything is fine and the worlds we inhabit do not need deconstructing and reconstructing. If we believe that we can improve the quality of all our lives through better policy and changed practice, then we have to recognize that language has a central role to play in this improvement.
***Vulnerability K (Butler)

Vulnerability Ethic

Our ethic is based on the precariousness of life in an attempt to interrupt the dominant forms of representation that render some lives ungrievable. Our ethic is crucial to making the value to all lives be maintained by politics

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 xvii-xix

"Precarious Life" approaches the question of a non-violent ethics, one that is based upon an understanding of how easily human life is annulled. Emmanuel Levinas offers a conception of ethics that rests upon an apprehension of the precariousness of life, one that begins with the precarious life of the Other. He makes use of the "face" as a figure that communicates both the precariousness of life and the interdiction on violence. He gives us a way of understanding how aggression is not eradicated in an ethics of non-violence; aggression forms the incessant matter for ethical struggles. Levinas considers the fear and anxiety that aggression seeks to quell, but argues that ethics is precisely a struggle to keep fear and anxiety from turning into murderous action. Although his theological view conjures a scene between two humans each of which bears a face that delivers an ethical demand from a seemingly divine source, his view is nevertheless useful for those cultural analyses that seek to understand how best to depict the human, human grief and suffering, and how best to admit the "faces" of those against whom war is waged into public representation. The Levinasian face is not precisely or exclusively a human face, although it communicates what is human, what is precarious, what is injurable. The media representations of the faces of the "enemy" efface what is most human about the "face" for Levinas. Through a cultural transposition of his philosophy, it is possible to see how dominant forms of representation can and mUSt be disrupted for something about the precariousness of life to be apprehended. This has implications, once again, for the boundaries that constitute what will and will not appear within public life, the limits of a publicly acknowledged field of appearance. Those who remain faceless or whose faces are presented to us as so many symbols of evil, authorize us to become senseless before those lives we have eradicated, and whose grievability is indefinitely postponed. Certain faces must be admitted into public view, must be seen and heard for some keener sense of the value of life, all life, to take hold. So, it is not that mourning is the goal of politics, but that without the capacity to mourn, we lose that keener sense of life we need in order to oppose violence. And though for some, mourning can only be resolved through violence, it seems clear that violence only brings on more loss, and the failure to heed the claim of precarious life only leads, again and again, to the dry grief of an endless political rage. And whereas some forms of public mourning are protracted and ritualized, stoking nationalist fervor, reiterating the conditions of loss and victimization that come to justify a more or less permanent war, not all forms of mourning lead to that conclusion.

Our ethic fundamentally alters the relationship of self, other, and community that challenges conventional notions of autonomy and re-characterizes our role to violence

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 26-28

But is there another normative aspiration that we must also seek to articulate and to defend? Is there a way in which the place of the body, and the way in which it disposes us outside ourselves or sets us beside ourselves, opens up another kind of normative aspiration within the field of politics? The body implies mortality, vulnerability, agency: the skin and the flesh expose us to the gaze of others, but also to touch, and to Violence, and bodies put us at risk of becoming the agency and instrument of all these as well. Although we struggle for rights over our own bodies, the very bodies for which we struggle are not quite ever only our own. The body has its invariably public dimension. Constituted as a social phenomenon in the public sphere, my body is and is not mine. Given over from the start to the world of others, it bears their imprint, is fo rmed within the crucible of social life; only later, and with some uncertainty, do 1 lay claim to my body as my own, if, in fact, I ever do. Indeed, if I deny that prior to the fo rmation of my "will," my body related me to others whom I did not choose to have in proximity to myself, jf I build a notion of "autonomy" on the basis of the denial of this sphere of a primary and unwilled physical proximity with others, then am I denying the social conditions of my embodiment in the name of autonomy? At one level, this situation is literally fa miliar: there is bound to be some experience of humiliation for adults, who think that they are exercising judgment in matters of love, to reflect upon the fact that, as infants and young children, they loved their parents or other primary others in absolute and uncritical ways-and that something of that pattern lives on in their adult relationships. I may wish to reconstitute my "self" as if it were there all along, a tacit ego with acumen from the start; but to do so would be to deny the various forms of rapture and subjection that fo rmed the condition of my emergence as an individuated being and that continue to haunt my adult sense of self with whatever anxiety and longing 1 may now fe el. Individuation is an accomplishment, not a presupposition, and certainly no guarantee. Is there a reason to apprehend and affirm this condition of my fo rmation within the sphere of politics, a sphere monopolized by adults? If 1 am struggling for autonomy, do I not need to be struggling for something else as well, a conception of myself as invariably in community, impressed upon by others, impinging upon them as well, and in ways that are not fully in my control or clearly predictable? Is there a way that we might struggle for autonomy in many spheres, yet also consider the demands that are imposed upon us by living in a world of beings who are, by definition, physically dependent on one another, physically vulnerable to one another? Is this nOt another way of imagining community, one in which we are alike only in having this condition separately and so having in common a condition that cannot be thought without difference? This way of imagining community affirms relationality not only as a descriptive or historical fact of Our fo rmation, but also as an ongoing normative dimension of our social and political lives, one in which we are compelled to take stock of Our interdependence. According to this laner view, it would become incumbent on us to consider the place of violence in any such relation, for violence is, always, an exploitation of that primary tie, that primary way in which we are, as bodies, outside ourselves and for one another. We are something other than "autonomous" in such a condition, but that does not mean that we are merged Or without boundaries. It does mean, however, that when we think about who we "are" and seek to represent ourselves, we cannot represent ourselves as merely bounded beings, for the primary others who are past for me not only live on in the fiber of the boundary that contains me (one meaning of "incorporation"), but they also haunt the way I am, as it were, periodically undone and open to becoming unbounded.

We must attend to the mass difference of conditions that distribute vulnerability across the globe

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 31-32

I am referring to violence, vulnerability, and mourning, but there is a more general conception of the human with which I am trying to work here, one in which we are, from the start, given over to the other, one in which we are, from the start, even prior to individuation itself and, by virtue of bodily requirements, given over to some set of primary others: this conception means that we are vulnerable to those we are tOO young to know and to judge and, hence, vulnerable to violence; but also vulnerable to another range of touch, a range that includes the eradication of our being at the one end, and the physical suPPOrt for our lives at the other. Although I am insisting on referring to a common human vulnerability, one that emerges with life itself, I also insist that we cannot recover the source of this vulnerability: it precedes the formation of "1." This is a condition, a condition of being laid bare from the start and with which we cannot argue. I mean, we can argue with iI, but we are perhaps foolish, if nOI dangerous, when we do. I do nOI mean to suggest that the necessary support for a newborn is always there. Clearly, it is nOl, and for some this primary scene is a scene of abandonment or violence or starvation, that theirs are bodies given over to nothing, or to brutality, or to no sustenance. We cannot understand vulnerability as a deprivation, however, unless we understand tile n􀃀ed that is thwaned. Such infants still must be apprehended as given over, as given over to no one or 10 some insufficient support, or to an abandonment. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to understand how humans suffer from oppression without seeing how this primary condition is exploited and exploitable, thwarted and denied. The condition of primary vulnerability, of being given over to the touch of the other, even if there is no other there, and no suppon for our lives, signifies a primary helplessness and need, one to which any society must attend. Lives are suPPOrted and maintained differently, and there are radically different ways in which human physical vulnerability is distributed across the globe. Certain lives will be highly protected, and the abrogation of their claims to sanctity will be sufficient to mobilize the forces of war. Other lives will not find such fast and furious support and will not even qualify as "grievable."

Vulnerability impact - Violence
Violence is a product of our relationship to our own vulnerability. Mindfulness of this state can create peaceful solutions while denial fuels masteries of violence and war. Our politics attends to this human condition instead of striving for immortality

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 28-29

Mourning, fear, anxiety, rage. In the United States, we have been surrounded with violence, having perpetrated it and perpetrating it still, having suffered it, living in fear of it, planning more of it, if not an open future of infinite war in the name of a "war on terrorism." Violence is surely a touch of the worst order, a way a primary human vulnerability to other humans is exposed in its most terrifying way, a way in which we are given over, without control, to the will of another, a way in which life itself can be expunged by the willful action of another. To the extent that we commit violence, we are acting on another, putting the other at risk, causing the other damage, threatening to expunge the other. In a way, we all live with this particular vulnerability, a vulnerability to the other that is part of bodily life, a vulnerability to a sudden address from elsewhere that we cannot preempt. This vulnerability, however, becomes highly exacerbated under certain social and political conditions, especially those in which violence is a way of life and the means to secure selfdefense are limited. Mindfulness of this vulnerability can become the basis of claims for non-military political solutions, just as denial of this vulnerability through a fantasy of mastery (an institutionalized fantasy of mastery) can fuel the instruments of war. We cannOt, however, will away this vulnerability. We must attend to it, even abide by it, as we begin to think about what politics might be implied by staying with the thought of corporeal vulnerability itself, a siruation in which we can be vanquished or lose others. Is there something to be learned about the geopolitical distribution of corporeal vulnerability from our own brief and devastating exposure to this condition?

The ontology proferred by the affirmative is critical to a conception of humanity that disavows the infinite paranoias of wars without end against spectral enemies

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 33-34

I am referring nOt only to humans not regarded as humans, and thus to a restrictive conception of the human that is based upon their exclusion. It is not a matter of a simple entry of the excluded into an established ontology, but an insurrection at the level of ontology, a critical opening up of the questions, What is real? Whose lives are real? How might reality be remade? Those who are unreal have, in a sense, already suffered the violence of derealization. What, then, is the relation between violence and those lives considered as "unreal"? Does violence effect that unreality? Does violence take place on the condition of that unreality? If violence is done against those who are unreal, then, from the perspective of violence, it fails to injure or negate those lives since those lives are already negated. But they have a strange way of remaining animated and so must be negated again (and again). They call1lot be mourned because they are always already lost or, rather, never "were," and they must be killed, since they seem to live on, stubbornly, in this state of deadness. Violence renews itself in the face of the apparent inexhaustibility of its object. The derealization of the "Other" means that it is neither alive nor dead, but interminably spectral. The infinite paranoia that imagines the war against terrorism as a war without end will be one that justifies itself endlessly in relation to the spectral infinity of its enemy, regardless of whether or nOt there are established grounds to suspect the continuing operation of terror cells with violent aims.

Impact - Genocide

Our affirmative is an exposure of the forms of hidden violence in benign everyday actions. Bringing them to the forefront is critical to confronting forgotten and normalized forms of violence in the status quo

NANCY SCHEPER-HUGHES 2003 A Genealogy of Genocide CMPS/Modem Psychoanalysis, Vol. 28, No. 2

I have suggested a genocidal continuum comprised of a multitude of "small wars and invisible genocides" conducted in the normative spaces of public schools, clinics, emergency rooms, hospital wards, nursing homes, court rooms, prisons, detention centers, and public morgues. The continuum refers to the capacity to reduce other humans to nonpersons, monsters, or things, which gives license to institutionalized forms of mass violence. In referring to a genocide continuum, I realize that I am walking on thin ice. The idea of a continuum flies directly in the face of a venerable tradition of genocide studies that argues for the absolute uniqueness of the Holocaust and for a careful and restricted use of the term genocide (see Fackenheim, 1970). But if there is a moral risk in overextending the concept of "genocide" into spaces and corners of everyday life where we might not ordinarily think to find it, an even greater risk lies, I believe, in failing to sensitize ourselves, in misrecognizing, protogenocidal sentiments that are enacted everyday and in peacetime. Bourdieu's (1977) partial and unfinished theory of violence is useful. By revealing the normative forms of violence that are hidden in the minutiae of normal social practices—in the architecture of homes, in gender relations, in communal work, in the exchange of gifts, and so forth—Bourdieu forces us to consider the broader meanings of violence and their possible links to explicit political terror. The Italian Marxist phenomenologist and radical psychiatrist Basaglia (1987) coined the term "peacetime crimes"—crimini di pace—to express the relationship between wartime and peacetime, between war crimes and peace-crimes. Basaglia's own awakening occurred when he first entered an Italian manicomio (a traditional state mental asylum) as a psychiatric intern after World War II. He was immediately struck by a frightening sense of deja vu—the odor of defecation, sweat, and death catapulted him back to the prison cell where he had been held as a member of the Italian resistance during the German occupation. That single terrifying moment was the basis of his equation of mental hospitals with concentration camps and the links between war crimes and everyday, peacetime crimes. International war tribunals had just been established to try those guilty of war crimes, treated for the first time as crimes against humanity. Meanwhile, Basaglia struggled to unmask the invisible, because still unrecognized, crimes against humanity practiced in Italian state mental asylums after the war. The supreme irony was that some of the more disturbed inmates were already suffering from war-related posttraumatic stress disorders only to encounter in the hospital another battery of medically sanctioned tortures, including the all-too-familiar applications of solitary confinement, physical restraint, removal of clothing, exposure to cold, dirt, and sleep deprivation, in addition to professionally applied "strangleholds." Peacetime crimes become war-crimes when they are applied systematically, institutionally, and legitimately with the imprimatur of the state behind them. The concept of peacetime crimes allows one to see the parallel uses of rape during peacetime and wartime and to grasp the resemblances between everyday raids and assaults by government immigration agents on Central American refugees and earlier statesponsored genocides of native Americans, such as the Cherokee Indians' forced exile, their "Trail of Tears." Peacetime crimes make a certain kind of domestic "peace" possible. The phenomenal growth of a new military, postindustrial, prison complex has taken place in the absence of dissent. How many executions, including of the mentally ill and mentally deficient, are needed to make life feel more secure? How many maximum security prisons are needed to contain an expanding population of young Black and Latino men seen as a class of "public enemies"? Ordinary peacetime crimes, such as the steady evolution of American prisons into Black concentration camps (Wacquant, 2000) constitute the "small wars and invisible genocides" to which I refer as do the infant mortality and homicide rates in Oakland, California.' Events like these constitute invisible genocides not because they are secreted away or hidden from view, but quite the opposite. As Wittgenstein (1969) observed, the things that are hardest to perceive are those which are right before our eyes and taken for granted. They evoke the anagogic thinking that enabled Goffman (1961) and Henry (1996) and Basaglia (1987) to perceive the logical relations between concentration camps and mental hospitals, nursing homes and other "total" institutions, and between prisoners and mental patients. This allows us to see the capacity and the willingness of ordinary people—society's practical technicians—to enforce, at other times, genocidal-like crimes against classes and types of people thought of as waste, as rubbish, as deficient in humanity, as better off dead or even as better off never having been born. The mad, the disabled, the mentally deficient have often fallen into this category, as have the very old and infirm, the sick poor, the immigrant, the refugee, and despised racial, religious, and ethnic groups. Erikson (1950) referred to "pseudo-speciation" as the human tendency to classify some individuals or social groups as less than fully human—a necessary prerequisite to genocide and one that is carefully honed during the unremarkable peacetimes that can precede the sudden and only seemingly unintelligible outbreaks of genocide. Sacrificial Violence and Invisible Suffering Denial is a prerequisite of mass violence and genocide. In my book. Death Without Weeping 1992, based on more than 25 years of intermittent field research in the sugar plantation zone of Northeast Brazil, I explored the social indifference to staggering infant and child mortality in shantytowns. Local political leaders. Catholic priests and nuns, coffin makers, and shantytown mothers themselves casually dispatched a multitude of hungry "angel-babies" to the afterlife each year saying, "Well, they themselves wanted to die." The babies were described as having no "taste," no "knack," and no "talent" for life. Medical practices such as prescribing powerful tranquilizers to fretful and frightfully hungry babies. Catholic ritual celebrations of the death of "angel-babies," and the bureaucratic indifference in political leaders' dispensing free baby coffins but no food to hungry families and children, interacted with maternal practices such as radically reducing food and liquids to severely malnourished and dehydrated babies so as to help them, their mothers said, to die quickly and well. Perceived as already "doomed," sickly infants were described as less than human creatures, as ghostly angel-babies, inhabiting a terrain midway between life and death. In Death Without Weeping (1992) I described these babies in the following manner: I have been seeing on the Alto do Cruzeiro children of one and two years who cannot sit up unaided, who do not or who cannot speak. whose skin over the chest and upper part of the stomach is stretched so tightty that every curve of the breast bone and of the ribs stands out. The arms, legs, and buttocks of these children are stripped of flesh so that the skin hangs in fotds. The buttocks are discolored. The bones of the hungry child's face are fragile. The eyes are prominent, wide open and often vacant; sometimes they have sunk to the back of the head. The hair is thin, dry, brittle and wispy, often with patches of baldness, though their eyelashes can be exceptionally long. Vitamin deficiencies lead to changes in skin pigmentation, and one sees children who are speckled like Easter eggs with patches of white or gray on their brown skin. There is swelling of the abdomen, limbs, and face. Scabies, impetigo, fungal infections, and all kinds of skin infections and ulcers, invariably badly infected. In some babies there is an extraordinary pallor (a severe anemia perhaps) that lends the child an unnatural, waxen appearance that mothers see as a kind of death mask. My daughter Jennifer, who often accompanied me in household visits, would refer to such children as "snowball babies." Such babies are normally very passive and immobile. They do not stand and cannot walk. At l)est, they drag their limbs behind them in a grotesque parody of crawling. When frustrated they can snap at the hands of the person who attempts to pick them up. But since they are weak, shriveled, and without teeth, they can do no damage. They look out at the world with the unhappy appearance (the jeito) of little old men or frightened spider monkeys. Angel babies inspire fear, revulsion, and an eliminative impulse tp. 1461. "Really and truly," Alto mothers said. "It is better that these spiritchildren return to where they came," though from heaven or hell, the mothers were uncertain and so they sometimes referred to wasted, hungry infants as suffering from "doenga de cao," the dog's disease, which carried a double valence. It was a reference to the "madness of hunger," which so resembled rabies, and also a reference to Satan himself who is called "the dog." What is at stake in the "extreme situation," whether on the Alto do Cruzeiro or in the concentration camp, is the ability to retain the status of a human being (or not). The concentration camps, as described by Levi (1986, 1988), Bettleheim (1980), and others, contained a subpopulation of adults resembling the angel-babies of the Alto do Cruzeiro. They were called Muselmann. Levi (1986) described them as "non-men who marched and labored in silence . . . who had given up responding to [the environment] at all, and who had become objects, finally 'reaching a point of no return' " (Levi 1986: p. 70). To Bettleheim (I960), the Muselmann was a nonperson, a "monstrous biological machine," lacking any human content. The Muselmann was despised, abused, and then, at the end, avoided and "allowed" to die. While the parallel was strong, I gradually came to think of the shantytown angel-babies more in terms of Girard's (1987) idea of sacrificial violence. The given-up, offered-up angel-babies of Bom Jesus seemed to me to be prototypical generative scapegoats, sacrificed in the face of terrible domestic conflicts about scarcity and survival. And that is, in fact, just how their mothers sometimes spoke of them.
Alt solvency - Must recognize vulnerability

Our affirmative is a recognition of the vulnerability and frailty inherent to the human condition. This places the precariousness of life at the center of a more responsive political ethics

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 42-4

By insisting on a "common" corporeal vulnerability, I may seem to be positing a new basis for humanism. That might be true, but I am prone to consider this differently. A vulnerability must be perceived and recognized in order to come into play in an ethical encounter, and there is no guarantee that this will happen. Not only is there always the possibility that a vulnerability will not be recognized and that it will be constituted as the "unrecognizable," but when a vulnerability is recognized, that recognition has the power to change the meaning and structure of the vulnerability itself. In this sense, if vulnerability is one precondition for humanization, and humanization takes place differently through variable norms of recognition, then it follows that vulnerability is fundamentally dependent on existing norms of recognition if it is to be attributed to any human subject . So when we say that every infant is surely vulnerable, that is clearly true; but it is true, in part, precisely because our utterance enacts the very recognition of vulnerability and so shows the importance of recognition itself for sustaining vulnerability. We perform the recognition by making the claim, and that is surely a very good ethical reason to make the claim. We make the claim, however, precisely because it is not taken for granted, precisely because it is nOt, in every instance, honored. Vulnerability takes on another meaning at the moment it is recognized, and recognition wields the power to reconstinne vulnerability. We cannot posit this vulnerability prior to recognition without performing the very thesis that we oppose (our positing is itself a form of recognition and so manifests the constitutive power of the discourse). This framework, by which norms of recognition are essential to the constitution of vulnerability as fI precondition of the "human," is important precisely for this reason, namely, that we need and want those norms to be in place, that we struggle for their establishment, and that we value their continuing and expanded operation. Consider that the struggle for recognition in the Hegelian sense requires that each partner in the exchange recognize not only that the other needs and deserves recognition, but also that each, in a different way, is compelled by the same need, the same requirement. This means that we are not separate identities in the struggle for recognition bUt are already involved in a reciprocal exchange, an exchange that dislocates us from OUf positions, OUf subject-positions, and allows us 10 see that community itself requires the recognition that we are all, in different ways, striving for recognition.

Framing extensions
Our alternative is not an endpoint to be solved but rather a process to be undertaken. The framing of our discussions is critical to the materiality of our politics. The rationale we use for our judgments in politics are a precondition to politics itself as it advances the question of how we understand life, living, death, dying and the recognition of each

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 28-31

This work seeks to reorient politics on the Left toward a consideration of precarity as an existing and promising site for coalitional exchange. For populations to become grievable does not require that we come to know the singularity of every person who is ~t risk or who h~s, indeed, already been risked. Rather, 11 means that ~o.hcy needs to understand precariousness as a shared condmon, and precarity as the politically induced condition that would deny equal exposure through the radically unequal distribution of wealth and the differential ways of exposing certain populations, racially and natio~~lly conceptualized, to greater violence. The recogmtl~m of shared precariousness introduces strong normative commitments of equality and invites a more robust universalizing of rights that seeks to address basic human needs for food, shelter, and other conditions for persisting and flourishing. We might be tempted to call these "material needs"-and that they surely are. But once we acknowledge that the "frames" through which such needs are affirmed or denied make possible the practices of war, we have to conclude that the frames of war are part of what makes the materiality of war. Just as the "matter" of bodies cannot appear without a shaping and animating form, neither can the "matter" of war appear without a conditioning and facilitating form or frame. The operation of cameras, not only in the recording and distribution of images of torture, but as part of the very apparatus of bombing, make it clear that media representations have already become modes of military conduct. 13 So there is no way to separate, under present historical conditions, the material reality of war from those representational regimes through which it operates and which rationalize its own operation. The perceptual realities produced through such frames do not precisely lead to war policy, and neither do such policies unilaterally create frames of perception. Perception and policy are but two modalities of the same process whereby the ontological status of a targeted population is compromised and suspended. This is not the same as "bare life," since the lives in question are not cast outside the polis in a state of radical exposure, but bound and constrained by power relations in a situation of forcible exposure. It is not the withdrawal or absence of law that produces precariousness, but the very effects of illegitimate legal coercion itself, or the exercise of state power freed from the constraints of all law. These reflections have implications for thinking through the body as well, since there are no conditions that can fully "solve" the problem of human precariousness. Bodies come into being and cease to be: as physically persistent organisms, they are subject to incursions and to illnesses that jeopardize the possibility of persisting at all. These are necessary features of bodies-they cannot "be" thought without their finitude, and they depend on what is "outside themselves" to be sustained-features that pertain to the phenomenological structure of bodily life. To live is always to live a life that is at risk from the outset and can be put at risk or expunged quite suddenly from the outside and for reasons that are not always under one's control. Whereas most positions derived from Spinozistic accounts of bodily persistence emphasize the body's productive desire,14 have we yet encountered a Spinozistic account of bodily vulnerability or considered its political implications?15 The conatus can be and is undercut by any number of sources: we are bound to others not only through networks of libidinal connection, but also through modes of unwilled dependency and proximity that may well entail ambivalent psychic consequences, including binds of aggression and desire (Klein). 16 Moreover, this generalized condition of precariousness and dependency is exploited and disavowed in particular political formations. No amount of will or wealth can eliminate the possibilities of illness or accident for a living body, although both can be mobilized in the service of such an illusion. These risks are built into the very conception of bodily life considered both finite and precarious, implying that the body is always given over to modes of sociality and environment that limit its individual autonomy. The shared condition of 1?recari0':lsness implies that the body is constitutively s<:>cIal and mterdependent-a view clearly confirmed in dIfferent ways by both Hobbes and Hegel. Yet, precisely because each body finds itself potentially threatened by others who are, by definition, precarious as well forms of domination follow. This standard Hegelian poi~t takes on specific meanings under contemporary conditions of war: the shared condition of precariousness leads not to reciprocal recognition, but to a specific exploitation of targeted populations, of lives that are not quite lives cast as "destructible" and "ungrievable." Such populations are "lose-able," or can be forfeited, precisely because they are framed as being already lost or forfeited; they are cast as threats to human life as we know it rather than as living populatIons in need of protection from illegitimate state violence, famine, or pandemics. Consequently, when such lives are lost they are not grievable ' since, in the tWIsted logic that rationalizes their death, the loss of such populations is deemed necessary to protect the lives of "the living."
Our view of life is critical to a different type of politics and society. The question of precariousness must be at the forefront of our discussions otherwise we make war and violence possible. The framework for this debate is a precondition to normative policymaking as it is the only method with which to evaluate our advantage.

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 51-3
To perceive a life is not quite the same as encountering a life as precarious. Encountering a life as precarious is not a raw encounter, one in which life is stripped bare of all its usual interpretations, appearing to us outside all relations of power. An ethical attitude does not spontaneously arrive as soon as the usual interpretive frameworks are destroyed, and no pure moral conscience emerges once the shackles of everyday interpretation have been thrown off. On the contrary, it is only by challenging the dominant media that certain kinds of lives may become visible or knowable in their precariousness. It is not only or exclusively the visual apprehension of a life that forms a necessary precondition for an understanding of the precariousness of life. Another life is taken in through all the senses, if it is taken in at all. The tacit interpretive scheme that divides worthy from unworthy lives works fundamentally through the senses, differentiating the cries we can hear from those we cannot, the sights we can see from those we cannot, and likewise at the level of touch and even smell. War sustains its practices through acting on the senses, crafting them to apprehend the world selectively, deadening affect in response to certain images and sounds, and enlivening affective responses to others. This is why war works to undermine a sensate democracy, restricting what we can feel, disposing us to feel shock and outrage in the face of one expression of violence and righteous coldness in the face of another. To encounter the precariousness of another life, the senses have to be operative, which means that a struggle must be waged against those forces that seek to regulate affect in differential ways. The point is not to celebrate a full deregulation of affect, but to query the conditions of responsiveness by offering interpretive matrices for the understanding of war that question and oppose the dominant interpretations-interpretations that not only act upon affect, but take form and become effective as affect itself. If we accept the insight that our very survival depends not on the policing of a boundary-the strategy of a certain sovereign in relation to its territory-but on recognizing how we are bound up with others, then this leads us to reconsider the way in which we conceptualize the body in the field of politics. We have to consider whether the body is rightly defined as a bounded kind of entity. What makes a body discrete is not an established morphology, as if we could identify certain bodily shapes or forms as paradigmatically human. In fact, I am not at all sure we can identify a human form, nor do I think we need to. This view has implications for rethinking gender, disability, and racialization, to name a few of the social processes that depend upon the reproduction of bodily norms. And as the critique of gender normativity, able-ism, and racist perception have made clear, there is no singular human form. We can think about demarcating the human body through identifying its boundary, or in what form it is bound, but that is to miss the crucial fact that the body is, in certain ways and even inevitably, unbound-in its acting, its receptivity, in its speech, desire, and mobility. It is outside itself, in the world of others, in a space and time it does not control, and it not only exists in the vector of these relations, but as this very vector. 11 In this sense, the body does not belong to itself. The body, in my view, is where we encounter a range of perspectives that mayor may not be our own. How I am encountered, and how I am sustained, depends fundamentally on the social and political networks in which this body lives, how I am regarded and treated, and how that regard and treatment facilitates this life or fails to make it livable. So the norms of gender through which I come to understand myself or my survivability are not made by me alone. I am already in the hands of the other when I try to take stock of who I am. I am already up against a world I never chose when I exercise my agency. It follows, then, that certain kinds of bodies will appear more precariously than others, depending on which versions of the body, or of morphology in general, support or underwrite the idea of the human life that is worth protecting, sheltering, living, mourning. These normative frameworks establish in advance what kind of life will be a life worth living, what life will be a life worth preserving, and what life will become worthy of being mourned. Such views of lives pervade and implicitly justify contemporary war. Lives are divided into those representing certain kinds of states and those representing threats to state-centered liberal democracy, so that war can then be righteously waged on behalf of some lives, while the destruction of other lives can be righteously defended.

A2: util

The victimization of disability is justified by a moral calculus that privileges catastrophic discourses. Confronting our understanding of disability must be situated at the forefront of ethical deliberation.

Clapton 2003 [Jayne Clapton. Centre for Work, Leisure and Community Research at Griffith University. October 2003. “Tragedy and catastrophe: contentious discourses of ethics and disability”. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research 47:7. Pages 542-544//fitz.

Within the conjunction of disability as personal tragedy and bioethics as medical ethics, the presence of disability presents then as an anathema to the good. In this context, people with ID are likely to be constructed negatively as anomalous Others, and understood as not-right Others. Disability, therefore, is viewed either as a distressing or disastrous situation, or as an undesirable problem to be fixed or eliminated. Consequently, these implicit and unquestioned understandings result in a relationship between bioethics and disability which is more likely to be focused upon the ethical practices of carers, practitioners, clinicians, technicians and ethicists. It is their works which are assessed in light of assumed goodness, that is, for their capacity to normatively respond to the presumed themes of imbued unhappiness, suffering, burden, dependence, incompetence, undesirability, irrelevance and the need to control Dependent Others. Both of these constitutive elements (i.e. people perceived as personal tragedy and bioethics as medical ethics) are contentious and are often separately challenged. Personal tragedy theories, for instance, have been critiqued by social theorists of disability. Social interactionists (e.g. Goffman 1968; Susman 1994) seek to critique processes of stereotyping and stigmatization; whilst more recently, social oppression theorists (e.g. Oliver 1990, 1996; Barnes 1998) highlight the oppression experienced by people with disability as a result of the disablism imposed by the barriers of an excluding society. Likewise, traditional medical ethics have been challenged by proponents of other forms of applied ethics such as contextual ethics and feminist ethics (see Donchin 2001; Rawlinson 2001; Sherwin 2001). However, it is the ongoing failure to critique both elements of the conjunction by theoretical-conceptual analyses that the opportunities for alternative relationships remain elusive from the ‘disciplines of control’. For as long as the ethical scrutiny is founded upon this conjunction, those who are subjected to ongoing civil and moral exclusion are at risk of being either disqualified or treated as irrelevant in ethical deliberations about clinical procedures or technologies. Unfortunately, this treatment often results in the reduction of status to that of mere object requiring analyses and control, rather than recognition of the value of their subjectivity and unique way of being human. An agenda emerges, then, that is driven not just by the need to control individual impaired bodies, but also the bodies presumed to be sources of burden that impair society. Bioethics, biotechnology and intellectual disability Introducing two discourses This discussion seeks to deconstruct this before-mentioned conjunction in the context of biotechnological concerns, and in doing so, struggles both with its inherent complexities and the need to avoid essentialist accusations (e.g. ‘All scientists and doctors are bad or have bad intentions for people with disability’). There is a need to grapple with concerns about how to speak, or more pertinently, who can speak, to the multiple agendas within biotechnology. For instance, how do we differentiate private and personal ethical decisions that may be required in particular situations, such as a clinical encounter, from monumental concerns of the public arena which may involve eugenic intentions (Caplan 2000; Kitcher 2000; Kuna 2001; Wolbring 2001)? Moreover, should these debates privilege the voices and knowledges of practitioners by silencing or constraining the voices of people with ID and/or their families? As a response to these challenges, it has become increasingly apparent that there are multiple, entangled discourses within the conjunction, and this discussion seeks to explore two of them. These discourses can be identified as a Discourse of Tragedy, as alluded to thus far in this discussion, and a Discourse of Catastrophe, which is somewhat more concealed and has received little attention. Discourses of tragedy and catastrophe Adapted from the Oxford Dictionary (1992), tragedy can be defined as an unhappy event or series of events in real life with disastrous or sorrowful conclusions. Catastrophe, on the other hand, can be defined as a sudden disaster because of the disruption of an established social order. Significantly, it appears that there are two different ethical agendas or intent within these discourses. Put simply, it seems that the major difference between the discourses is that the tragedy discourse is firstly enacted within the private arena, whilst the catastrophe discourse is primarily enacted in a public arena. This difference shifts the emphasis from issues of private decision-making to the maintenance of a particular social order which can privilege or marginalize people with ID through the role of the market and economic power. In this latter context, there is an intentional agenda for the minimization or elimination of societal burden and nonproductivity, that is, to protect the greatest ‘good’ for the greatest number. People with ID, who are predominantly defined within the disability-bioethics conjunction by deficits, are commonly represented as sources of such burden, and thus are the foci for intervention or prevention. Therefore, it is a Discourse of Catastrophe that underpins a symbiosis between ethics and political intent. Some preliminary observations This author's preliminary exploration of commonalities and differences of the two discourses in the context of the Human Genome Project reveals the following observations. Both the tragedy and catastrophe discourses consist of a theoretical understanding of disability based upon Personal Tragedy perspectives. As previously discussed, such a perspective locates the ‘problem’ within the individual (or their relatives), who are subjected to the authoritative and definitive power of disciplines such as medicine, science, law and moral philosophy. However, whilst a Discourse of Tragedy constrains the enactment of that power to the private arena in sites such as the clinical encounter, the Discourse of Catastrophe extends the influence of that power into public arenas of economic efficiency, industrial growth and the minimization of burden. Research agendas and allocation of research funding are also subjected to significant shifts. In Australia, for example, there is a politically driven move from ‘fundamental research’ concerned about unique manifestations of a condition or situation, to ‘priority-driven research’ which contributes directly to population health and outcome-based health care (Commonwealth of Australia 1999). In terms of the two discourses in relation to the Human Genome Project, this represents a shift from seeking an explanation for the presence of impairment or disability, to seeking the cause of such in order to minimize or prevent the presence of a condition within a society. In this latter context, projects are enhanced by financial investment into partnerships created from government, industry and research communities, resulting in outcomes that must account for such investments by profit and/or financial growth. The positioning of people with ID as neutral objects within these powerful contexts remains unquestioned. In both discourses, people with ID are often viewed as morally insignificant as their status of personhood is perceived as questionable (Kuna 2001). Notions of incompetence in their ability to reason are ascribed to such people because of identity presumptions implicit within personal tragedy frameworks which are dependent upon diagnoses, categorizations and stereotyping. Other notions such as suffering, dependency, unhappiness and loss serve to politically marginalize or morally exclude such individuals in a society which privileges citizens according to autonomy, independence and prosperity (Reinders 2000). Therefore, people with ID are viewed as Needy Others. When such neediness can be prevented by biotechnology, choices in relation to preventable suffering, unhappiness or burden become paramount and, thus, construct notions of undesirability or dispensability. A Discourse of Catastrophe which seeks to account for societal burden expands the parameters of such decision-making beyond those based mainly on biological determinism to economic determinism and practices founded upon cost benefits and cost avoidance (Bridle 2000). Ethical perspectives and principles, then, are either underpinned by notions of either pathos or control. Both of these notions may be practised within the Discourse of Tragedy and, therefore, may invoke utilitarian, duty-based or virtue-based ethics. Principles such as beneficence, nonmaleficence, autonomy, mercy, compassion and care underpin actions aimed at preventing, protecting, providing care for, and enhancing the prosperity of individuals or families, and are offered in spite of the personal burden or tragedy of disability. The Discourse of Catastrophe, on the other hand, is primarily concerned with the quality of the greater population, and invokes utilitarian or bio-utilitarian ethics (Vehmas 1999) . In this discourse, the view is expressed that it is a logical choice of rational subjects to reject the possibility of disability (Harris 2000). Therefore, these ethics may support eugenic processes that ascertain that some lives are not worth living because of presumed suffering or burden. Legal jurisdictions of the notions of ‘wrongful life’ and ‘wrongful birth’ (Ossorio 2000) are also embedded in such a moral views.
A2: moral systems

The moral system they approach the world through is flawed in the context of disability we must begin from the context of interaction with the other.

McGuire 2010 [Anne,  Dept. Sociology And Equity Studies In EducationOntario Institute For Studies In Education, University Of Toronto Disability, Non-Disability And The Politics Of Mourning: Re-Conceiving The 'We' Disability studies quarterly, Vol 30, No 3/4 (2010) > McGuire
Because this article grapples with (and is also the product of) the paradox of 'living with' one another, this paper represents the risk of approaching a critique of Brown's articles, without locating the processes of ableism with Ian Brown, the father, the person. Brown's articles appear in a cultural context that informs us, in covert and overt ways, that the disabled body represents a deviation from how bodies (and minds and senses) ought to be. And so, I search for a way to attend to how newspaper articles and family stories are engaged in the making of the meaning of disability, without falling back on these same systems of moral interpretation. I do this for several reasons. Systems of moral interpretation do not bend and give to fit the complex contours of lived experience. Like disabled people, parents of disabled people have often been marginalized in the search for moral clarity. For example, parents of disabled people — mothers in particular — are very often discursively framed as morally or practically "culpable" for the "tragedy" of their child's disability and are, therefore, under constant public (and self) surveillance. I do not want to reproduce these (inherently ableist) tactics of moral surveillance by measuring Brown's role as a parent in relation to normative moral standards of how 'good' parents 'ought to be'. My critique — an interpretive critique — asks readers to resist our (persistent, seductive, collective) desire for moral clarity and attend to what Brown's narrative — itself a social, political action related to but separate from his actions as a parent — is already accomplishing. Tanya Titchkosky (2007) writes: "Texts appear to people, and with real consequences, texts enter our lives. In the context of our lives, texts come to life. This life reflects, if only in a flash, the meaning of the being of that which the text speaks…" Following Titchkosky, this paper asks: how is the meaning of disability and non-disability, already, being made and organized in Brown's text? Brown's articles attempt to 'answer' questions like who is recognized as worthy, who is qualified to 'search for answers,' and who is human, by relying on the knowledge he has gained from his (familial) proximity to disability. However, as Michel Foucault (1988), demonstrates, questions of knowledge are also and always questions of power. Mechanisms of power are operating on and through Brown's articles — they were in print on the front page of a national newspaper for three weeks, are being published in book form by Random House in the summer of 2009, they are read by hundreds of thousands of people and are received with almost unanimous praise. By contrast, "Walker" the newspaper headline reminds us, "can't speak" [Brown 2007a, A1]. The kinds of stories that non-disability tells about 'living with' disability are never neutral. These stories, as relationally powerful stories, are always involved in the production and legitimization of conceptions of disability — conceptions that are always tied to the materiality of bodies. If to narrate 'living with' disability — to speak up, speak out, speak-on-behalf-of — is one crucial function of living with others, it is necessary to trace our speech along the lines of our (power) relations, to attend to the ways in which our words are producing and governing ourselves and others. Emmanuel Levinas (1998) reminds us that coming to know the other is neither as straightforward nor as simple as Brown's articles seem to suggest. Insofar as I am always and already proximal to the other — exposed to her gaze, to his touch, to violence or respect — the autonomy of the I, Levinas posits, is fundamentally disrupted. Still, as I am touched by the other, as I am so close, so proximal as to be (re)formed in and through our relation, something still remains distant, inaccessible to me. Levinas reminds us that in our proximity, there is also and necessarily a distance; the other is entirely unassumable from the positionality of the I. He reminds us that the other is proximal to the I only as an excess that always exceeds my ability to fully know this other (91). It becomes critical to think through (again and again) the ways in which we are given over beyond the self, and where this excess of the other, and the other's relation to me, exceeds my ability to know it. Judith Butler (2004) articulates this distance or excess that lies between you and I in terms of an essential "unknowingness" (28). She writes: "I cannot muster the 'we' except by finding the ways in which I am tied to 'you', by trying to translate but finding that my own language must break up and yield if I am to know you. You are what I gain through this disorientation and loss. This is how the human comes into being, again and again, as that which we have yet to know" (Butler 2004, 49). The I, Butler tells us, is both constituted and undone by the other. The 'we,' then, is revealed to be a tenuous and paradoxical union. In one way, the 'we' designates homogeneity - a unification of the same and different; the self-and-other. Still, this 'we' also demarcates heterogeneity. The self. The other. Wholly separate yet conditionally linked. The 'we' is a complex tie that both binds and keeps separate, the same tie that binds and separates disability and non-disability in Brown's narrative. Because of this 'excess' or 'unknowingness' and because we are always embedded in relations of power, Butler argues that there is, therefore, no such thing as a detached or innocent narrator of relations. She writes: "[T]he very 'I' is called into question by its relation to the Other, a relation that does not precisely reduce me to speechlessness, but does, nevertheless, clutter my speech with signs of its undoing" (Butler 2004, 23). As I narrate the relational ways in which I am intimately close with and connected to the other, as I draw on a 'we' (as I do, and I must), my words are always bearing witness to this excess. I am marking the very impossibility of the task of narrating a 'we'. If to narrate is one way to render the relationship between the self and the other knowable, then to narrate is necessarily "to falter" (Butler 2004, 23), to be reminded of a looming and inaccessible "unknowability" (Butler 2004, 28).

Precariousness key to ethics

The framing around frailty and precariousness is crucial to the ethical orientation we have to the other

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 77-9

If, as the philosopher Emmanuel Levinas claims, it is the face of the other that demands from us an ethical response, then it would seem that the norms that would allocate who is and is not human arrive in visual form. These norms work to give face and to efface. Accordingly, our capacity to respond with outrage, opposition, and critique will depend in part on how the differential norm of the human is communicated through visual and discursive frames. There are ways of framing that will bring the human into view in its frailty and precariousness, that will allow us to stand for the value and dignity of human life, to react with outrage when lives are degraded or eviscerated without regard for their value as lives. And then there are frames that foreclose responsiveness, where this activity of foreclosure is effectively and repeatedly performed by the frame itself-its own negative action, as it were, toward what will not be explicitly represented. For alternative frames to exist and permit another kind of content would perhaps communicate a suffering that might lead to an alteration of our political assessment of the current wars. For photographs to communicate in this way, they must have a transitive function, making us susceptible to ethical responsiveness. How do the norms that govern which lives will be regarded as human enter into the frames through which discourse and visual representation proceed, and how do these in turn delimit or orchestrate our ethical responsiveness to suffering? I am not suggesting that these norms determine our responses, such that the latter are reduced to behaviorist effects of a monstrously powerful visual culture. I am suggesting only that the way these norms enter into frames and into larger circuits of communicability are vigorously contestable precisely because the effective regulation of affect, outrage, and ethical response is at stake.

Ontology first – ableism specific

Focusing on the epistemological and ontological foundations of ableism is a critical response to resolving the violence of its exclusion. The rush to action merely accommodates ableism’s control over the liberal subject and politics

 Campbell 2008 [ Fiona Kumari Convenor of the Disability Studies major in the School of Human Services, Griffith University. Existing in distant relation to Terra Abled, she inhabits the zone of peripheral subjectivities (crip, queer, south Asian and Jewish). Fiona is interested in ways technology and law create and recite disability. She is currently working on her first book Contours of Ableism. M/C Journal, Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) - 'able' Home > Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) Refusing Able(ness): A Preliminary Conversation about Ableism

Phenomenological studies have long recognized the importance of focusing on the experience of the animated living body (der Leib), in recognition that we dwell in our bodies and live so fundamentally through them. This intensity is captured by Kalekin-Fishman: Before every action, there is a pause ... and a beginning again. The pause is for description, for mulling over the requirements of balance, for comparing the proposed action with movements that are familiar, and for explaining to myself why I can or cannot do what is at hand ... In the course of daily living, the thinking is not observable; the behavior just happens, part of what this person does naturally. The physiology of ‘a slight limp’ is part of the unmediated expression of what my ‘I’ is ... (136) In short, we cannot ‘know’ existence without being rooted to our bodies. To this extent, it is problematic to speak of bodies in their materiality in a way that distinguishes between emotions and cognition. This generative body is shaped by relations of power, complex histories and interpreted through a bricolage of complex interwoven subjectivities. This approach to perceiving the body in terms of geist or animation can be applied to re-thinking peripheral bodies deemed disabled. It is this body that infuses the discourses and animates representations. Refusing Able(ness) necessitates a letting go of the strategy of using the sameness for equality arguments as the basis of liberal freedom. Instead of wasting time on the violence of normalization, theoretical and cultural producers could more meaningfully concentrate on developing a semiotics of exchange, an ontological decoder to recover and apprehend the lifeworlds of humans living peripherally. Ontological differences, be that on the basis of problematical signifiers of race, sex, sexuality and dis/ability, need to be unhinged from evaluative ranking and be re-cognised in their various nuances and complexities without being re-presented in fixed absolute terms. It is only then, in this release that we can find possibilities in ambiguity and resistance in marginality (cf. de Beauvoir; hooks). Instead of asking “how do you manage not being like (the non-stated) us?” (the negation argument), disability imaginaries think/speak/gesture and feel different landscapes not just for being –in-the-world, but on the conduction of perception, mobilities and temporalities. Linton points out that the “kinaesthetic, proprioceptive, sensory and cognitive experiences” of disabled people as they go about their daily life has received limited attention. Nancy Mairs notes a disability gaze is imbricated in every aspect of action, perception, occurrence and knowing. In order to return bodies back to difference–in-the-human, a re-conceptualization of knowing (episteme) is paramount. Only this knowledge is of a carnal kind, where thinking, sensing and understanding mutually enfold. Whilst ever present in ableist normalising dialogue, disability’s veracity is undeniably contingent upon conversations of ableism, its production and performance, to confer validity.

Ableism has to be focused on at the level of ontology to effectively address it.
Campbell
 2008 [ Fiona Kumari Convenor of the Disability Studies major in the School of Human Services, Griffith University. Existing in distant relation to Terra Abled, she inhabits the zone of peripheral subjectivities (crip, queer, south Asian and Jewish). Fiona is interested in ways technology and law create and recite disability. She is currently working on her first book Contours of Ableism. M/C Journal, Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) - 'able' Home > Vol. 11, No. 3 (2008) Refusing Able(ness): A Preliminary Conversation about Ableism

My approach is three pronged. Firstly I explore the problem of speaking/thinking/feeling – about the Other (in this case persons referred to as ‘disabled people’) and the ‘extraordinary’ Other, the ‘Abled’. This conversation is captured under the banner of “The Ableist Project”. Here I argue it is necessary to shift the gaze of contemporary scholarship away from the spotlight on disability to a more nuanced exploration of epistemologies and ontologies of ableism. As part of this project of exposure my second task then will be to tease out the strands of what can be called “Ableist Relations”, including the effects of the compulsion to emulate ableist regulatory norms. Finally, as part of a commitment to make the necessary connections between theory and practice, I look at the tasks ahead in the refusal of Ability and the commitment to a disability/not-abled imaginary. I. Shifting the Gaze – “The Ableist Project” Typically literature within disability and cultural studies has concentrated on the practices and production of disablism, specifically by examining those attitudes and barriers that contribute to the subordination of people with disabilities in liberal society. Disablism is a set of assumptions (conscious or unconscious) and practices that promote the differential or unequal treatment of people because of actual or presumed disabilities. On this basis the strategic positions adopted to facilitate emancipatory social change whilst diverse, essentially relate to reforming those negative attitudes, assimilating people with disabilities into normative civil society and providing compensatory initiatives and safety nets in cases of enduring vulnerability. In other words, the site of reformation has been at the intermediate level of function, structure and institution in civil society and shifting values in the cultural arena. Such an emphasis produces scholarship that contains serious distortions, gaps and omissions regarding the production of disability and re-inscribes an able-bodied voice/lens towards disability. Disability, often quite unconsciously, continues to be examined and taught from the perspective of the Other (Marks; Solis). The challenge then is to reverse, to invert this traditional approach, to shift our gaze and concentrate on what the study of disability tells us about the production, operation and maintenance of ableism. The earlier work of Tom Shakespeare concludes, “… perhaps the maintenance of a non-disabled identity … is a more useful problem with which to be concerned; rather than interrogating the other, let us de-construct the normality-which-is-to-be-assumed” (28). Hughes captures this project forcefully by calling for a study of the “pathologies of non-disablement” (683). An Abled imaginary relies upon the existence of an hitherto unacknowledged imagined shared community of able-bodied/minded people (c.f. Butler & Parr) held together by a common ableist homosocial world view that asserts the preferability and compulsoriness of the norms of ableism. Overboe and Campbell point to the compulsion to emulate the norm through the internalisation of ableism. Ableistnormativity results in compulsive passing, wherein there is a failure to ask about difference, to imagine human be-ingness differently. Compulsory ableness and its conviction to and seduction of sameness as the basis to equality, claims results in a resistance to consider ontologically peripheral lives as distinct ways of being human least they produce a heightened devaluation. Ontological reframing poses different preoccupations: what does the study of the politics of ‘deafness’ tell us about what it means to be ‘hearing’? Indeed how is the very conceptualisation of ‘hearing’ framed in the light of discourses of ‘deafness’? By decentring Abledness, it is possible to “to look at the world from the inside out)” (Linton 13) and unveil the ‘non-disabled/ableist’ stance. In a different context Haraway (152) exclaims “… [this] cannot be said quite out loud, or it loses its crucial position as a pre-condition of vision and becomes the object of scrutiny”.

Ontology/Epistemology First

The question of recognizability is intimately bound with the affirmatives attempt to change the normative frames around which life and death are organized. This ontological question of the constitution of the social field is imperative

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 5-7

How then is recognizability to be understood? In the first instance, it is not a quality or potential of individual humans. This may seem absurd asserted in this way, but it is important to question the idea of personhood as individualism. If we claim that recognizability is a universal potential and that it belongs to all persons as persons, then, in a way, the problem before us is already solved. We have decided that some particular notion of "personhood" will determine the scope and meaning of recognizability. Thus, we install a normative ideal as a preexisting condition of our analysis; we have, in effect, already "recognized" everything we need to know about recognition. There is no challenge that recognition poses to the form of the human that has traditionally served as the norm of recognizability, since personhood is that very norm. The point, however, will be to ask how such norms operate to produce certain subjects as "recognizable" persons and to make others decidedly more difficult to recognize. The problem is not merely how to include more people within existing norms, but to consider how existing norms allocate recognition differentially. What new norms are possible, and how are they wrought? What might be done to produce a more egalitarian set of conditions for recognizability? What might be done, in other words, to shift the very terms of recognizability in order to produce more radically democratic results? If recognition is an act or practice undertaken by at least two subjects, and which, as the Hegelian frame would suggest, constitutes a reciprocal action, then recognizability describes those general conditions on the basis of which recognition can and does take place. It seems, then, that there are still two further terms to understand: apprehension, understood as a mode of knowing that is not yet recognition, or may remain irreducible to recognition; and intelligibility, understood as the general historical schema or schemas that establish domains of the knowable. This would constitute a dynamic field understood, at least initially, as an historical a priori.3 Not all acts of knowing are acts of recognition, although the inverse claim would not hold: a life has to be intelligible as a life, has to conform to certain conceptions of what life is, in order to become recognizable. So just as norms of recognizability prepare the way for recognition, so schemas of intelligibility condition and produce norms of recognizability. Those norms draw upon shifting schemes ofintelligibility, so that we can and do have, for example, histories of life and histories of death. Indeed, we have ongoing debates about whether the fetus should count as life, or a life, or a human life; we have further debates about conception and what constitutes the first moments of a living organism; we have debates also about what constitutes death, whether it is the death of the brain, or of the heart, whether it is the effect of a legal declaration or a set of medical and legal certificates. All of these debates involve contested notions of personhood and, implicitly, questions regarding the "human animal" and how that conjunctive (and chiasmic) existence is to be understood. The fact that these debates exist, and continue to exist, does not imply that life and death are direct consequences of discourse (an absurd conclusion, if taken literally). Rather, it implies that there is no life and no death without a relation to some frame. Even when life and death take place between, outside, or across the frames by which they are for the most part organized, they still take place, though in ways that call into question the necessity of the mechanisms through which ontological fields are constituted. If a life is produced according to the norms by which life is recognized, this implies neither that everything about a life is produced according to such norms nor that we must reject the idea that there is a remainder of "life"-suspended and spectral-that limns and haunts every normative instance of life. Production is partial and is, indeed, perpetually haunted by its ontologically uncertain double. Indeed, every normative instance is shadowed by its own failure, and very often that failure assumes a figural form. The figure lays claim to no certain ontological status, and though it can be apprehended as "living," it is not always recognized as a life. In fact, a living figure outside the norms oflife not only becomes the problem to be managed by normativity, but seems to be that which normativity is bound to reproduce: it is living, but not a life. It falls outside the frame furnished by the norm, but only as a relentless double whose ontology cannot be secured, but whose living status is open to apprehension.

A2: perm/cede the political

The permutation and cede the political arguments are attempts to normalize and incorporate the criticism into the ableist economy. This routinization denies the transformative effects of the alternative making ableism possible.

McRuer 2006 [Robert, a professor and theoriest on gay and disability studies. He received his PhD from the University of Illinois in 1995 Foreword by Michael Berube Crip Theory: Cultural Signs of Queerness and Disability, P _180-181

Disabled people and their allies, then, are in fact incorporated into contemporary economies, however tenuously, and-as far as images of disability are concerned-disabled people, again however tenuously, are at work both producing and consuming the images in circulation within those economies. And since incorporation into processes of production and consumption is most evident in and around the realistic mode, on some level a progress narrative is built into the trajectory of "Seeing the Disabled," despite Garland-Thomson's suggestion otherwise. I would argue, however, that the issues here extend far beyond Garland-Thomson's (or my own) writing; it seems to me that a cultural progress narrative toward the realistic mode for representing disability, even if it is still in many ways emergent, very much precedes (and in some ways en​ables) any scholarship on it. Related to this, there is one other argumentative strand that troubles me in "Seeing the Disabled," this time because I am at least inclined to be convinced by portions of it: "Realism aims to routinize disability, making it seem ordinary. As such, it has the most political power in a democratic order, although one could argue that the transgressive most effectively achieves social change in democracies" (363). My first question about this seductive argument is: if one could argue that the transgressive most effectively achieves social change-and in a post-Stonewall, post-HEW takeover, post-ACT UP, post-ADAPT, post-Sex Panic!, post-Battle for Seattle world, such an argument,would have a lot going for it-then why not argue it?8 And my second question may partially answer my first: if we are in the realm of routinizing a particular cultural construction and making it seem ordinary, are we not potentially in the realm of ideology? "Routinizing and making something seem ordinary" is actually a fairly good description of what Roland Barthes called myth-making. From soap powders to wrestling matches, Barthes's queer eye for the French bour​geoisie of the 1950s pinpointed the ways in which myth-makers appro​priated cultural and historical objects or signs and attached new mean​ings to them. This new, second order of signification was then made to seem natural. In the essay on "Photography and Electoral Appeal," for instance, Barthes contends that political "photography constitutes . . . a veritable blackmail by means of moral values: country, army, family, ho​nour, reckless heroism" (Mythologies 92). None of these moral values magically inhere in any given photograph of a politician, whether the photograph is of Pierre-Marie Poujade for Barthes or of John Kerry or George W. Bush for us. Myth-making, however, makes these moral val​ues seem self-evident, makes the values seem to inhere magically; ventril​oquizing the images, Barthes imagines them saying, naturally, "Look at me: I am like you" (91; italics in original).9 The fact that Barthes's larger project in Mythologies includes an atten​tiveness to both electoral photography and advertising, moreover, sug​gests an awareness, on his part, of how a variety of myth-making, visual rhetorics for the mid-century French bourgeoisie were working in con-cert. In particular, visual rhetorics at work in the state were functioning relatively harmoniously with visual rhetorics at work in the market. In fact, the essay on French politicians directly follows an essay on "The New Citroen," which argues that "cars today are almost the exact equiv​alent of the great Gothic cathedrals . . . the supreme creation of an era, conceived with passion by unknown artists, and consumed in image if not in usage by a whole population" (88). The Citroen does not, naturally, speak, but of course its status as a commodity fetish-as "a very queer thing," as Karl Marx would say (Capital 319)-makes it appear to speak (though not to reveal the history of its production). Barthes doesn't, this time, ventriloquize, but the Citroen's message too seems fairly clear: "Look at me; people like you want to have me." 
The Return of the Transgressive: Burning Candles for Bob Flanagan Chela Sandoval argues the following: Barthes's radical aim in Mythologies is to challenge [the] formation through which Western meaning, consciousness, and ideology are pro​duced, and thus to rescue the irreproachably good, compliant citizen-subject of Western culture as she/he unerringly enters this sensuous ex​perience, this living prison house of meaning. Barthes's strategy is to demonstrate how meaning is conjugal, erotic, and satisfyingly natural​ized. (95) "Seeing the Disabled," it is important to emphasize, purports to ac-knowledge such ideological maneuvers; to return, in good faith, to Garland-Thomson's claims: "The rhetoric of realism is just as constructed and convention-bound as the rhetorics of the wondrous, sentimental, or exotic" (344). This claim, however, is at least partially undone by the dis​avowed progress narrative that weaves together visual advances in the state and the market (and although the market emerges at various points in Garland-Thomson's discussion of the other three modes, it is only the realistic that thoroughly weaves together market and state) and by the subordination (through a brief dismissal) of the exotic/transgressive. The quick subordination of the transgressive, in particular, makes it seem as though there were, in fact, something inherently better (and more satis​fying), because less bound by the able-bodied conventions of the past, about the realistic mode. In this section, I call back the transgressive to consider whether it might be understood otherwise.

A2: cede the political

Our ethics separates us from normal forms of sovereign subject-hood  and be able to open ourselves to the unpredictability of politics with the other

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 44-

I have moved in this essay perhaps too blithely among speculations on the body as the site of a common human vulnerability, even as I have insisted that this vulnerability is always articulated differently, that it cannot be pro􀂿rly thought of outside a differentiated field of power and, specifically, the differential operation of norms of recognition. At the same time, however, I would probably still insist that speculations on the formation of the subject are crucial to understanding the basis of non-violent responses to injury and, perhaps most important, to a theory of collective responsibility. I realize that it is not possible to set up easy analogies between the fo rmation of the individual and the formation, say, of state-centered political culrures, and I caution against the use of individual psychopathology to diagnose or even simply to read the kinds of violent formations in which state- and non-state-centered forms of power engage. But when we are speaking about the "subject" we are not always speaking about an individual: we are speaking about a model for agency and intelligibility, one that is very often based on notions of sovereign power. At the most intimate levels, we are social; we are comported toward a "you"; we are outside ourselves, constituted in cultural norms that precede and exceed us, given over to a set of cultural norms and a field of power that condition us fundamentally. The task is doubtless to think through this primary impresSionability and vulnerability with a theory of power and recognition. To do this would no doubt be one way a politically informed psychoanalytic feminism could proceed. The "I" who cannot come into being without a "you" is also fundamentally dependent on a set of norms of recognition that originated neither with the ''I'' nor with the "you." What is premarurely, or belatedly, called the "I" is, at the outset, enthralled, even if it is to a violence, an abandonment a mechanism' , , doubtless it seems beller at that point to be enthralled with what is impoverished or abusive than not to be enthralled at all and so to Jose the condition of one's being and becoming. The bind of radically inadequate care consists of this, namely, that attachment is crucial to survival and that, when attachment takes place, it does so in relation to .persons and institutional conditions that may well be violent, impoverishing, and inadequate. If an infant fails to attach, it is threatened with death, but, under some conditions, even if it does attach, it is threatened with non-survival from another direction. So the question of primary support for primary vulnerability is an ethical one for the infant and for the child. But there are broader ethical consequences from this situation, ones that pertain not only to the aduh world bUi to the sphere of politics and its implicit ethical dimension. I find that my very formation implicates the other in me, that my own fo reignness to myself is, paradoxically, the source of my ethical connection with others. I am not fu lly known to myself, because part of what I am is the enigmatic traces of others. In this sense, I cannot know myself perfectly or know my "difference" from others in an irreducible way. This unknowingness may seem, from a given perspective, a problem for ethics and politics. Don't I need to know myself in order to act responsibly in social relations? Surely, to a certain extent, yes. But is there an ethical valence to my unknowingness? I am wounded, and I find that the wound itself testifies to the fact that I am jmpressionable, given over to the Other in ways that I cannOt fully predict or contro1. 1 cannot think the question of responsibility alone, in isolation from the Other; if I do, I have taken myself out of the relational bind that frames the problem of responsibility from the start.

framing first/a2 framework

The question of politics is not possible to assess until an ontological framing question is established. The very framework chosen is critical to the normative questions that the negative asks

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 138-40

In a recent exchange, 1 the British sociologist Chetan Bhatt remarked that "in sociology, cultural theory or cultural studies, many of us assume a field of truths ... a (albeit contested) field of theoretical intelligibility for understanding or describing 'Self', 'Other', the subject, identity, culture."2 He adds: "I am no longer sure these concepts necessarily have the expansive capacity to speak to the massive transformations of life-worlds outside Euro America, the rapid unscrambling and repackaging of what we call 'identity' ... " If Bhatt is right, then the very framework by which we proceed, whether that of multiculturalism or human rights, presumes specific kinds of subjects that may or may not correspond to the modes of life in play within the present time. The subjects presumed by the liberal and multicultural frameworks (and we will have to try to distinguish between them) are characterized as belonging to certain kinds of cultural identities, variously conceived as singularly or multiply determined by lists of categories that include ethnicity, class, race, religion, sexuality, and gender. There are persistent questions about whether and how such subjects can be represented in law, and what might count as sufficient cultural and institutional recognition for such subjects. We ask such normative questions as if we know what we mean by the subject even as we do not always know how best to represent or recognize various subjects. Indeed, the "we" who asks such questions for the most part assumes that the problem is a normative one, namely, how best to arrange political life so that recognition and representation can take place. And though surely this is a crucial, if not the most crucial, normative question to ask, we cannot possibly approach an answer if we do not consider the ontology of the subject whose recognition and representation is at issue. Moreover, any inquiry into that ontology requires that we consider another level at which the normative operates, namely, through norms that produce the idea of the human who is worthy of recognition and representation at all. That is to say, we cannot ask and answer the more commonly understood normative question, regarding how best to represent or to recognize such subjects, if we fail to understand the differential of power at work that distinguishes between those subjects who will be eligible for recognition and those who will not. In other words, what is the norm according to which the subject is produced who then becomes the presumptive "ground" of normative debate? The problem is not merely or only "ontological" since the forms the subject takes as well as the life-worlds that do not conform to available categories of the subject emerge in light of historical and geopolitical movements. I write that they "emerge" but that is, of course, not to be taken for granted, since such new formations can "emerge" only when there are frames that establish the possibility for that emergence. Thus, the question is: are there such frames and, if so, how do they work? There are variants on liberalism and multiculturalism which propose to think about what recognition might be in light of the challenge to notions of the subject and identity proposed by Bhatt above. Some of these positions seek to extend a doctrine of recognition to coalitional subjects. Sociologist Tariq Modood, for example, proposes a conception of citizenship relying less on subject-based perspectives or claims than on the inter-subjective exchange that takes place, for instance, as a result of "coalitional possibilities between sexual politics and religious multiculturalism." In his view, citizenship has to be understood as dynamic and revisable, as marked by "conversations and re-negotiations." A substantial conception of citizenship implies modes of dialogue that reconstitute the participants in significant ways. Modood makes clear that "the one thing that civic inclusion does not consist of is an uncritical acceptance of an existing conception of citizenship, of 'the rules of the game' and a one-sided 'fitting-in' of new entrants or the new equals (the ex-subordinates)." He then makes this important addition to his remarks: "To be a citizen, no less than to have just become a citizen, is to have a right to not just be recognized but to debate the terms of recognition."3 Making the demand to become a citizen is no easy task, but debating the terms by which that citizenship is conferred is surely even more difficult. In this perspective, the citizen is itself a coalitional exchange; in other words, there is no singly or multiply determined subject, but a dynamic social process, a subject who is not only under way, but constituted and reconstituted in the course of social exchange. One is not only entitled to a certain status as a citizen, but this status is itself determined and revised in the course of social interaction. We might say that this dialogic form of social ontology is all well and good, but that legal recognition makes juridical subjects of us all. Although that may well be true, there are extralegal conditions for becoming a citizen, indeed, for even becoming a subject who can appear before the law. To appear before the law means that one has entered into the realm of appearance or that one is positioned to be entered there, which means that there are norms that condition and orchestrate the subject who can and does appear. The subject who is crafted to appear before the law is thus not fully determined by the law, and this extra-legal condition of legalization is implicitly (non-juridically) presupposed by law itself.

The way that we frame debates is crucial to the instrumental implementation of affirmatives. Our questioning of frames is crucial to the recognition of the precariousness of life

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 10-12

The frame that seeks to contain, convey, and determine what is seen (and sometimes, for a stretch, succeeds in doing precisely that) depends upon the conditions of reproducibility in order to succeed. And yet, this very reproducibility entails a constant breaking from context, a constant delimitation of new context, which means that the "frame" does not quite contain what it conveys, but breaks apart every time it seeks to give definitive organization to its content. In other words, the frame does not hold anything together in one place, but itself becomes a kind of perpetual breakage, subject to a temporal logic by which it moves from place to place. As the frame constantly breaks from its context, this self-breaking becomes part of the very definition. This leads us to a different way of understanding both the frame's efficacy and its vulnerability to reversal, to subversion, even to critical instrumentalization. What is taken for granted in one instance becomes thematized critically or even incredulously in another. This shifting temporal dimension of the frame constitutes the possibility and trajectory of its affect as well. Thus the digital image circulates outside the confines of Abu Ghraib, or the poetry in Guantanamo is recovered by constitutional lawyers who arrange for its publication throughout the world. The conditions are set for astonishment, outrage, revulsion, admiration, and discovery, depending on how the content is framed by shifting time and place. The movement of the image or the text outside of confinement is a kind of "breaking out," so that even though neither the image nor the poetry can free anyone from prison, or stop a bomb or, indeed, reverse the course of the war, they nevertheless do provide the conditions for breaking out of the quotidian acceptance of war and for a more generalized horror and outrage that will support and impel calls for justice and an end to violence. Earlier we noted that one sense of "to be framed" means to be subject to a con, to a tactic by which evidence is orchestrated so to make a false accusation appear true. Some power manipulates the terms of appearance and one cannot break out of the frame; one is framed, which means one is accused, but also judged in advance, without valid evidence and without any obvious means of redress. But if the frame is understood as a certain "breaking out," or "breaking from," then it would seem to be more analogous to a prison break. This suggests a certain release, a loosening of the mechanism of control, and with it, a new trajectory of affect. The frame, in this sense, permits-even requires-this breaking out. This happened when the photos of Guantanamo prisoners kneeling and shackled were released to the public and outrage ensued; it happened again when the digital images from Abu Ghraib were circulated globally across the internet, facilitating a widespread visceral tum against the war. What happens at such moments? And are they merely transient moments or are they, in fact, occasions when the frame as a forcible and plausible con is exposed, resulting in a critical and exuberant release from the force of illegitimate authority? How do we relate this discussion of frames to the problem of apprehending life in its precariousness? It may seem at first that this is a call for the production of new frames and, consequently, for new kinds of content. Do we apprehend the precariousness of life through the frames available to us, and is our task to try to install new frames that would enhance the possibility of that recognition? The production of new frames, as part of the general project of alternative media, is clearly important, but we would miss a critical dimension of this project if we restricted ourselves to this view. What happens when a frame breaks with itself is that a taken-for-granted reality is called into question, exposing the orchestrating designs of the authority who sought to control the frame. This suggests that it is not only a question of finding new content, but also of working with received renditions of reality to show how they can and do break with themselves. As a consequence, the frames that, in effect, decide which lives will be recognizable as lives and which will not, must circulate in order to establish their hegemony. This circulation brings out or, rather, is the iterable structure of the frame. As frames break from themselves in order to install themselves, other possibilities for apprehension emerge. When those frames that govern the relative and differential recognizability of lives come apart-as part of the very mechanism of their circulation-it becomes possible to apprehend something about what or who is living but has not been generally "recognized" as a life. What is this specter that gnaws at the norms of recognition, an intensified figure vacillating as its inside and its outside? As inside, it must be expelled to purify the norm; as outside, it threatens to undo the boundaries that limn the self. In either case, it figures the collapsibility of the norm; in other words, it is a sign that the norm functions precisely by way of managing the prospect of its undoing, an undoing that inheres in its doings.
The state-centered framework demand misunderstands the ontological conditions of power and denies the questioning of these theoretical perspectices. Our criticism of their epistemological certainty is a critical first step to any normative politics

JUDITH BUTLER 2009 Frames of War When Is Life Grievable? ISBN-13: 978-1-84467-333-9 149-150

The operation of state power takes place within an ontological horizon saturated by power that precedes and exceeds state power. As a result, we cannot take account of power if we always place the state at the center of its operation. The state draws upon non-statist operations of power and cannot function without a reserve of power that it has not itself organized. Further-and this is not particularly new-the state both produces and presupposes certain operations of power that work primarily through establishing a set of "ontological givens." Among those givens are precisely notions of subject, culture, identity, and religion whose versions remain uncontested and incontestable within particular normative frameworks. So when we speak about "frameworks" in this respect, we are not simply talking about theoretical perspectives that we bring to the analysis of politics, but about modes of intelligibility that further the workings of the state and, as such, are themselves exercises of power even as they exceed the specific domain of state power. Perhaps the most salient site where an "impasse" emerges is not between the minority sexual subject and the minority religious subject, but between a normative framework that requires and produces such subjects in mutual conflict and a critical perspective that questions whether and how such subjects exist outside-or in various relations to-that presumptive antagonism. This would imply a consideration of how that framework depends upon and induces a refusal to understand the complexity of the historical emergence of religious/sexual populations and subject formations that cannot be reduced to either identity form. On the one hand, it is possible to say that such reductions, however falsifying, are necessary because they make possible normative judgments within an established and knowable framework. The desire for epistemological certainty and certain judgment thus produces a set of ontological commitments that may or may not be true, but which are deemed necessary in order to hold firm to existing epistemological and ethical norms. On the other hand, the practice of critique, as well as the practice of providing a more adequate historical understanding, focus on the violence effected by the normative framework itself, thus offering an alternative account of normativity based less on ready judgment than on the sorts of comparative evaluative conclusions that can be reached through the practice of critical understanding. Indeed, how do we reapproach the politics of judgment and evaluation once we begin to think critically and comparatively about competing schemes of evaluation?
Our strategy of dissent is critical to democratically challenging the sphere of appearance which renders some lives as unlivable and some deaths as ungrievable. To exclude this view produces a political climate that destroys democratic participation

Judith Butler 2004 [Precarious Life: The Powers of Mourning and Violence 1844675440 Xix-xxi

Dissent and debate depend upon the inclusion of those who maintain critical views of state policy and civic culture remaining part of a larger public discussion of the value of policies and politics. To charge those who voice critical views with treason, terroriSIsympathizing, anti-Semitism, moral relativism, postmodernism, juvenile behavior, collaboration, anachronistic Leftism, is to seek to destroy the credibility nOt of the views that are held, but of the persons who hold them. It produces the climate of fear in which to voice a certain view is to risk being branded and shamed with a heinous appellation. To continue to voice one's views under those conditions is not easy, since one must not only discoum Ihe truth of the appellation, but brave the stigma that seizes up from the public domain. dissent is quelled, in part, through threatening the speaking subject with an uninhabitable identification. Because it would be heinous to identify as treasonous, as a collaboratOr, one fails to speak, or one speaks in throttled ways, in order to sidestep the terrOrizing identification thai threatens 10 take hold. This strategy for quelling dissent and limiting the reach of critical debate happens nOt only through a series of shaming tactics which have a certain psycho. logical terrorization as their effect, but they work as well by producing what will and will nOt count as a viable speaking subject and a reasonable opinion within the public domain. It is precisely because one does nOt want to lose one's status as a viable speaking being that one does not say what one thinks. Under social conditions that regulate identifications and the sense of viability to this degree, censorship operates implicitly and forcefully. The line that circumscribes what is speakable and what is livable also functions as an instrument of censorship. To decide what views will count as reasonable within the public domain, however, is [0 decide what will and will nO[ Count as the public sphere of debate. And if someone holds views that are nOt in line with the nationalist norm, that person comes to lack credibility as a speaking person, and the media is not open to him or her (though the internet, interestingly, is). The foreclosure of critique empties the public domain of debate and democratic contestation itself, so that debate becomes the exchange of views among the like-minded, and criticism, which ought to be central to any democracy, becomes a fugitive and suspect activity. Public policy, including foreign policy, often seeks to restrain the public sphere from being open to certain forms of debate and the circulation of media coverage. One way a hegemonic understanding of politics is achieved is through circumscribing what will and will not be admissible as part of the public sphere itself. Without disposing populations in such a way that war seems good and right and true, no war can claim popular consent, and no administration can maintain its popularity. To produce what will constitute the public sphere, however, it is necessary to control the way in which people see, how they hear, what they see. The constraints are not only on contentccrtain images of dead bodics in Iraq, for instance, arc considered unacceptable for public visual consumption-but on what "can" be heard, read, seen, felt, and known. The public sphere is constituted in part by what can appear, and the regulation of the sphere of appearance is one way to establish what will count as reality, and what will not. It is also a way of establishing whose lives can be marked as lives, and whose deaths will count as deaths. Our capacity to feel and to apprehend hangs in the balance. But so, too, does the fate of the reality of certain lives and deaths as well as the ability to think critically and publicly about the effects of war.

A2: Vulnerability is ableism

Vulnerability is the correct frame to begin relationships to otherness and disability from

McGuire 2010 [Anne,  Dept. Sociology And Equity Studies In EducationOntario Institute For Studies In Education, University Of Toronto Disability, Non-Disability And The Politics Of Mourning: Re-Conceiving The 'We' Disability studies quarterly, Vol 30, No 3/4 (2010) > McGuire
The forces that govern what the 'human' looks like extend far beyond the example of Ian Brown's three articles. The systemic processes that work to dehumanize disabled bodies are deeply entrenched in our social context and work on as much as through Brown's narrative. Families with disabled members are subject to and governed by ableist social processes and systems of oppression and, as such, are marginalized. Still, in her chapter, "From pity to respect: The ableist gaze and the politics of rescue," Sherene Razack cautions that identifying ourselves as marginalized often allows us "to avoid addressing our position within dominant groups and to maintain our innocence or belief in our non-involvement in the subordination of others" (Razack 1998, 132). Following Razack's assertion, it is critical to consider how non-disabled family members, hierarchically privileged in this regard, are always at risk of sustaining and reproducing systems of ableism and oppressive processes of normalization. While Brown did not invent this kind of ableist framing, his articles do participate in its reproduction. As a way to begin the task of thinking through what it means to speak the 'we' — to tell the story of our lives with others, I would like to return to Brown's mourning of his 'lost' boy. Brown's narrative seeks a quick end to his grief by way of a quick return to the familiarity of the same — to return his boy to a state of non-disability, to return his life to a state of without disability. In doing so, Brown's articles miss an opportunity to attend to how the 'we' — how disability and non-disability — is being constituted in these moments of grief. So, I would like to finally stay with the grief expressed by Brown, struggle with it as Butler suggests, and resist the seduction of a quick return to order. Butler states that the disorientation of grief provokes us into a state of questioning the self and the self's relation to the (lost) other. Grief is disorienting, it leaves me uncertain of who I am without you, or without the you I expected. Rather than an end point, I believe this place of uncertainty is a rich place to begin to theorize the tie that links together disability and non-disability. To 'live with' the other, to speak the 'we,' is always to be at risk of relating to the other violently. However, this risky space may also be an opportunity to re-enter the story that 'we' are telling and to tell it differently. In the face of otherness, instead of asking (and answering) questions like, 'Do I consider you human?,' we might ask, following Hannah Arendt (1958), "Who are you?" (178). The other's response to this latter question can never be fully known in advance and can never be finally known, once and for all. As we turn to the other and ask, "who are you?," we are also, and inevitably, asking the question, 'who are 'we'?'. It is vital, then, to stay with and 'live with' the uncertainties and disorientations that result from approaching living with disability as a question to which there is no single or simple answer and a question that must be returned to and theorized again and again.

A2: Butler indicts

Butler is key to the question of impairment - Disability has to be theorized as an interactional process that prefigures structures of domination

McGuire 2010 [Anne,  Dept. Sociology And Equity Studies In EducationOntario Institute For Studies In Education, University Of Toronto Disability, Non-Disability And The Politics Of Mourning: Re-Conceiving The 'We' Disability studies quarterly, Vol 30, No 3/4 (2010) > McGuire
Between December 1st and 15th 2007, the Globe and Mail, one of Canada's two national newspapers, published a series of articles entitled "The Boy in the Moon," written by feature reporter, Ian Brown. In the three part-series, Brown narrates his life with his 11-year-old son, Walker, who is cognitively disabled. Brown's articles, accompanied by large pictures of he and his son, were spread across the newspaper. Front page, above the fold, the articles were hard to miss. Indeed, during those first two weeks of December, the articles seem to generate a lot of 'talk'. Overwhelmingly, this 'talk' was positive. The 'Comments' section of the Globe and Mail Online was overflowing with praise. Finally — commentators wrote, again and again, often drawing on the same words — someone has garnered the needed 'courage' to write 'honestly' and from the 'heart' about what it is like to 'live with' disability. I would like to linger with the notion of 'living with' disability and reframe it as a question: What does it mean to be 'living with' disability? In the newspaper, the notion of 'living with' disability is almost exclusively drawn upon to reference an individualized condition (for example, 'there are approximately 200,000 Canadians living with autism'), characterized as an individual 'problem' that seems to require an equally individualized 'solution'. This paper presents a contrasting view. I begin from an understanding that disability is not solely or simply in some bodies and not others, it is always made in the social spaces between bodies (Michalko 2002; Titchkosky 2007). Disability is always both lived and lived with. In this way, when we are talking about 'living with' disability, we are also talking about how disability is related to and is constituted by a relationship to non-disability. I should note that as I draw upon the terms 'disabled' and 'non-disabled,' I am not intending to use them oppositionally or simply, but rather as designations that are fluid and relational. Disability marks the body in ambiguous ways — it appears and disappears, is noticed and is hidden — as we move through different physical and social spaces, and as we find ourselves in different political and historical moments. It's also critical to consider how disability marks different bodies in different and relational ways; systems of ableism come into contact with racialized bodies, queer bodies, classed bodies, gendered bodies, bodies that already have been touched by other (and perhaps multiple) systems of oppression. And so, we — all of us — are making sense of this thing called 'disability' that is many and shifting, and are endowing it with particular and divergent meanings. With this in mind, disability can and must be theorized as an interactional process — a 'living-with.' I am choosing to focus my analysis on Brown's series of articles because they are engaged in narrating Brown's (non disabled) life as a life lived in relation to disability — a life, literally, with disability. As Brown's articles narrate his life with disability, they vividly and, often, poignantly, tell the story of Brown's multifarious relationship to disability. Brown's narrative of 'life with' disability tells the story of a father who suffers deeply with not always being able to comfort his son; a father who struggles with not being able to communicate with certainty with a son who does not use words to speak; a weary parent of a disabled child straddling his desire that his son might learn to 'fit in' to a normal world, and his longing that the normal world might welcome and, even, desire his son. Brown's narrative also tells of intimate moments of comfort and connection — the story of a child nestled into a father's side as they fall asleep together after a long night of crying, a private language of tongue 'clicks' shared only between father and son. Brown's articles braid together stories of joy and anguish, connection and isolation, pride and shame (Chandler, 2009): 'life with'. This paper will critically examine one aspect of Brown's articles that appears in the midst of these stories; as Brown's articles are engaged in narrating life with disability, they, simultaneously, narrate the cognitively disabled life as a "lost" life. In the face of this seeming contradiction, this paper will explore Brown's series of articles in relation to Judith Butler's (2004), "Violence, Mourning, Politics." In doing so, this paper will trace how Brown is drawing upon and narrating his own life with disability and will conduct an analysis of how disability, particularly cognitive disability, is being enacted as "not quite a life" (Butler 2004, 34). I have chosen to focus on this particular aspect of Brown's articles as a way of initiating a conversation about the risks we face as we take on the impossible and necessary task of telling stories of our lives with others — of narrating a 'we'. I ask: if this is a story about 'living with' disability, what kind of story is being told? And, how are we all living with this story of disability? By posing these questions, it is my hope that we might begin to imagine how 'we' — disability and non-disability — might tell our story differently and otherwise (Butler, 1993; Titchkosky 2007).

***Aff ANSWERS

A2: transportation links
They cant indict all transportation – there is the possibility for positivity in transportation infrastructure toward disability
Casas '07  Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

In transportation, this is reflected in the ability of the transport system to provide to all members of a society the same level of access to different opportunities. When access/social rights are not secured and a population is at a disadvantage, social exclusion occurs (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997). Groups at a potential disadvantage often include people with disabilities, women, the elderly, children, those living in certain areas (urban/rural), and people who are subject to certain forms of prejudice, including race or sex (Torrance 1992; Hine and Grieco 2003). Traditionally social exclusion indicators have been based on local indices of deprivation that do not account for the transport system (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997; DETR 2000; Grieco, Turner, and Hine 2000; Hodgson and Turner 2003; Litman 2003). These indices are not suitable in certain disadvantaged groups, such as the disabled, where local clusters are not the norm and where exclusion is not necessarily based on lack of access to the transport system. Rather, for the disabled, difficulties are more in terms of mobility

Link turn
Not having access to transportation creates an ableist culture, the disabled are not able to have the mobility of any other citizen. aff 

Casas '07 Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

In transportation, this is reflected in the ability of the transport system to provide to all members of a society the same level of access to different opportunities. When access/social rights are not secured and a population is at a disadvantage, social exclusion occurs (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997). Groups at a potential disadvantage often include people with disabilities, women, the elderly, children, those living in certain areas (urban/rural), and people who are subject to certain forms of prejudice, including race or sex (Torrance 1992; Hine and Grieco 2003). Traditionally social exclusion indicators have been based on local indices of deprivation that do not account for the transport system (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997; DETR 2000; Grieco, Turner, and Hine 2000; Hodgson and Turner 2003; Litman 2003). These indices are not suitable in certain disadvantaged groups, such as the disabled, where local clusters are not the norm and where exclusion is not necessarily based on lack of access to the transport system. Rather, for the disabled, difficulties are more in terms of mobility, which can be related to deficiencies in the transport system or to a particular impairment affecting access level.

Not having access to transportation creates an ableist culture, the disabled are not able to have the mobility of any other citizen. Aff is a step towards equality.  

Casas '07 

Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

In transportation, this is reflected in the ability of the transport system to provide to all members of a society the same level of access to different opportunities. When access/social rights are not secured and a population is at a disadvantage, social exclusion occurs (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997). Groups at a potential disadvantage often include people with disabilities, women, the elderly, children, those living in certain areas (urban/rural), and people who are subject to certain forms of prejudice, including race or sex (Torrance 1992; Hine and Grieco 2003). Traditionally social exclusion indicators have been based on local indices of deprivation that do not account for the transport system (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997; DETR 2000; Grieco, Turner, and Hine 2000; Hodgson and Turner 2003; Litman 2003). These indices are not suitable in certain disadvantaged groups, such as the disabled, where local clusters are not the norm and where exclusion is not necessarily based on lack of access to the transport system. Rather, for the disabled, difficulties are more in terms of mobility, which can be related to deficiencies in the transport system or to a particular impairment affecting access level.

The only way to stop any type of exclusion within the status-quo, is to have inclusion through offering the same mobile opportunities.

Casas '07 Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

There still is a need for methodologies that can incorporate spatial mobility to adequately identify groups being excluded (Grieco,Turner, and Hine 2000; Miller 2003; Cass, Shove, and Urry 2005). The present research seeks to fill this gap by setting two objectives. The first is to operationalize a measure that combines the category and spatial approaches typically used in transport and social exclusion research. Cumulative accessibility measures are calculated to determine the number of opportunities in individuals’ activity spaces and these opportunities are then used as an exclusion index. The second objective focuses on a sample of the disabled population in the Greater Buffalo-Niagara Region (GBNR) in Western New York and seeks to determine if any differences exist in the exclusion indexes of disabled and nondisabled populations and to identify the possible causes of exclusion using a set of explanatory variables.

Exclusion of the disabled occurs in areas lacking in transportation. Increasing transportation decreases exclusion. 

Casas '07  Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

In transportation, this is reflected in the ability of the transport system to provide to all members of a society the same level of access to different opportunities. When access/social rights are not secured and a population is at a disadvantage, social exclusion occurs (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997). Groups at a potential disadvantage often include people with disabilities, women, the elderly, children, those living in certain areas (urban/rural), and people who are subject to certain forms of prejudice, including race or sex (Torrance 1992; Hine and Grieco 2003). Traditionally social exclusion indicators have been based on local indices of deprivation that do not account for the transport system (Bhalla and Lapeyre 1997; DETR 2000; Grieco, Turner, and Hine 2000; Hodgson and Turner 2003; Litman 2003). These indices are not suitable in certain disadvantaged groups, such as the disabled, where local clusters are not the norm and where exclusion is not necessarily based on lack of access to the transport system. Rather, for the disabled, difficulties are more in terms of mobility

The Disabled is currently dependent on transportation it would be morally corrupt to not expand it
Casas '07 Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

Being disabled is defined as having an impairment, including difficulty standing or walking, being in a wheelchair or using a cane, being deaf or blind, or having a mental illness. A common characteristic among the disabled is their dependence on the transport system to reach destinations/opportunities. The disabled are identified as transport-excluded if they have a reduced level of access to opportunities when compared to the rest of the population

There is a relationship with how ableist a community is and the lack of transportation. the less access there is for anyone with disabilities to access the more Ableism there is within a community. 

Casas '07 Irene Casas National Center for Geographic Information and Analysis University at Buffalo SUNY, Volume 59, Number 4, November 2007 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9272.2007.00635.x/pdf

The focus of this research is on the social dimension of sustainability, particularly in issues related to transport. Exclusion can lead to a nonsustainable environment where the rights of certain members in society are not met. Under this framework, relations between transport and exclusion typically follow one of two approaches or the link between them (Church, Frost, and Sullivan 2000). The category approach focuses on travel patterns, attitudes, and the needs of particular groups that are considered at a disadvantage in relation to the transport system (Turner and Grieco 2000). The spatial approach is typically faced by communities concerned with accessibility problems caused by poor access to the transport system (Torrance 1992; Grieco 1994).

Access is critical to assisting the interaction with ableism

Kathy 2000 (Kathy Livingston, is an associate professor of sociology at Quinnipiac University in Hamden, Connecticut , July 2000,  “When Architecture Disables: Teaching Undergraduates to Perceive Ableism in the Built Environment”, American Sociological Association, Teaching Sociology, Volume 28, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1318988, accessed 6/29/12, JK)

The definition of disability used by the World Health Organization(W HO)is "any restriction or lack of ability to perform an activity in the manner or within the range considered normal for a human being" (Weitz 1996:155). Although the WHO model focuses on the individual and suggests that disability resides within the person, a sociological models suggests that disability is defined or determined by how others respond "to bodies that fail to meet social expectations...[as] reflected in the social or built environment"(Weitz 1996:155). The built environment demands certain physical abilities and "rewards" able-bodied people as "normal" but "punishes" those who can-not meet those demands and thus deviate from the norm. For example, stairways make parks, buildings, buses and trains inaccessible to people who use wheelchairs, whereas wheelchair ramps allow anyone to access those places independently. A link can then be made between access to the built environment and access to the social environment; public spaces that favor able-bodied people create ableism by making people with disabilities less visible, minimizing their chances for social interaction, and making isolation and stigma likely. Re-moving barriers in public places for people with disabilities increases their visibility and provides opportunities for social interaction among all people, regardless of their abilities. If the built environment were modified to accommodate people with various abilities, almost anyone could live independently and travel to jobs or school without having to rely on the "mercy" of others for assistance. But students need help perceiving and understanding these examples as illustrations of structural discrimination or ableism.

A2: rhetoric key
Rhetoric isn’t important – the k overfocuses on disability – the inevitability of linguistic slip ups makes this more confusing

Rose '04 Damon Rose "Don't call me handicapped!"Editor of BBC disability website Ouch! Monday, 4 October, 2004 http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/magazine/3708576.stm
Due to popular rubbishing of what is referred to as "political correctness', many disabled commentators now publicly say they don't care how people refer to them. But privately they fume if someone calls them "handicapped" or "brave". Last year Ouch! ran a poll to try and determine what really are the most vilified words and expressions around disability. Unsurprisingly "retard" came top as the most offensive followed by "spastic".When breaking down the figures though, it was interesting to see that disabled people had voted "special" as fifth most offensive. "Special service", "special school" and "special needs" are phrases used in an attempt to be positive about disability. But in the same way women don't like being elevated to "lady", disabled people find it patronising to be lifted to the status of special. It differentiates them from normal, but in a saccharine manner. Disabled people are different, but not better or more important. Besides, putting them on a pedestal does not appear to be shifting attitudes or solving the appalling disability unemployment situation. Clearly, language in this field is a hotch-potch of confusion.
Language is reversible – The introduction of injurious language simultaneously introduces the prospect of contestation – Their erasure avoids the prospect of contestation

Butler 97 Judith Butler, 1997, EXCITABLE SPEECH- politics of speech, ,KL

One is not simply fixed by the name that one is called. In being called an injurious name, one is derogated and demeaned. But the name holds out another possibility as well: by being called a name, one is also, paradaoxically, given a certain possibility for social existence, initiated into a temporal life of language that exceeds the prior purposes that animate that call. Thus the injurious address may appear to fix or paralyze the one it hails, but it may also produce an unexpected and enabling response. If to be addressed is to be interpellated, then the offensive call runs the risk of inaugurating a subject in speech who comes to use language to counter the offensive call. When the address is injurious, it works its force upon the one in injures. 

A2: cap bad for disabled people

In a capitalist system, the impaired is given plenty of opportunities to escape “disability,” not provided in any other system

CAC 2012 Center for Advanced Capitalism, 2/4/12, “Frequently Asked Questions about Capitalism” http://www.capitalismcenter.org/Philosophy/FAQ/#6 KL
The first question in evaluating any social system cannot be: What happens to those who are helpless and incapable of supporting themselves? Such people, by definition, are dependent for their survival on others—on those who are capable of working and who can produce wealth. Thus, the first question must be: What happens to the thinkers and producers? What conditions make it possible for them to think and produce? The fundamental answer to that question is: freedom—the freedom to direct their own actions and to keep the property they have produced. Thus, to advocate taxes and regulations on the producers in the name of helping the disabled is a hopeless contradiction—it means helping the non-producers by throttling the producers on whom they depend. It should also be pointed out that, under capitalism, those who are incapable of supporting themselves are a tiny and ever-shrinking minority. The trend today is to inflate the ranks of the allegedly helpless by defining everything to be a “disability”—including such vague and non-debilitating conditions as “chronic fatigue,” allergies, and “depression.” But the reality under capitalism is that fewer and fewer conditions are disabling. In a pre-industrial society, where most people survived by heavy physical labor, an injury to a hand or leg could make a worker destitute. Today, a quadriplegic can make a living simply from the power of his mind to solve problems—and the power of computers (produced by capitalism) to help him communicate his thoughts. Under capitalism, therefore, the genuinely helpless are a very small minority who could easily be supported by private charities—charities made possible by a capitalist society’s extraordinary wealth. But the condition that makes this charity possible is that those who cannot support themselves respect the rights and freedom of those who do.

Policymaking key

Rejection of policymaking dooms the affirmative- disrupting the inequitable social constructions of people with disabilities is insufficient and leaves the disabled people excluded.  Only focusing on practical politics can produce empowerment for the disabled while disrupting oppressive norms

Dewsbury et al 2k4

(Guy, Lancaster Univ, Karen Clarke, Lancaster Univ, Dave Randalll, Manchester Metropolitan Univ, Mark Rouncefield Lancaster, Ian Sommerville, Lancaster, The anti-social model of disability, Disability & Society, 19.2 March)

We do not share all these concerns as they apply to the social model of disability, for we are not menaced by constructionism, nor do we wish to promote one variety of truth claim over another. We are concerned specifically with how this helps. The constructionist focus, we feel, has altered our perspective on expertise such that where we had previously unquestioningly accepted the professional expertise of medical practitioners, we now equally unquestioningly accept the expertise of the sociologist who wishes to undermine it. The social constructionist, that is, provides professional explanation by revealing the hidden nature of the social world in and through a number of typical steps. These include: 1. Showing that definitions of a given concept are shifting, especially historically. Many social constructionist studies draw attention to the ways in which explanations that were accepted as matters of fact were embedded in the ideologies or discourses of the time and can now be clearly seen as absurd or wrong. 2. Deriving from this that ‘things could be otherwise’ insofar as new and ‘constructionist’ models can be used contrastively with models that have preceded them, including models that still have a currency. 3. Arguing that in some way this challenges the ‘social reality’ of the concept in question. 4. Suggesting that this challenge to the social reality of any given social fact has important political consequences and that the social constructionist is pivotal in the realization of these consequences. We think there may be problems here, mainly with steps 3 and 4. As Hacking (1999) has convincingly shown the validity and importance of challenges to social reality depend very much on what kind of challenge they are. Equally, we will suggest that the apparent political importance of the constructionist position is largely rhetorical. This is not to understate its importance, for rhetoric is a powerful force, but it does not assist us with our ‘what to do next’ problem. In explicating the various ways in which disability is a social construct the Social Model highlights the social features of what, on first consideration, might appear as a purely physical problem. As Humphrey argues: ‘… the social model harbours a number of virtues in redefining disability in terms of a disabling environment, repositioning disabled people as citizens with rights, and reconfiguring the responsibilities for creating, sustaining and overcoming disablism’ (Humphrey, 2000, p. 63). Again, there are self-evident, political, advantages in adopting this position. As Hacking suggests, ‘it can still be liberating suddenly to realize that something is constructed and is not part of the nature of things, of people, or human society’ (Hacking, 1999, p. 35). However, the metaphor has grown tired, if not tiresome, and in the matter of what we call ‘practical politics’, that is the quite ordinary business of making-do, managing, coping (and obviously everyone ‘makes do’, not just disabled people) that might inform the design-related questions we want to ask, it is for the most part empty. In order to pursue this theme, we need to examine the sense in which the ‘social model’ can be seen as ‘radical’, for as with so many similar avowals there is less to this than meets the eye. Despite the supposedly ‘radical’ nature and claims of the social model of disability it clearly engages in the ordinary business of sociology and, as Button (1991) suggests, any radical claims are readily absorbed into everyday sociological debate. That is, radical political commitments are not radical sociologies—they are, from within a sociological perspective, unremarkable. Radical causes are the very stuff of conventional sociology, conducted along conventional lines. Even, for example, the argument that some current sociological approaches propagate a ‘disablist’ view of society that legitimates the treatment of disabled people, whilst simultaneously obscuring their real position within society is but a pale imitation of earlier, similar, Feminist and Marxist arguments. The application of the idea may be new but the idea itself, and the argument presented, is not.

Alt turn – reifies dichotomies
The politics of the 1ac reify the abled/disabled dichotomy while unwittingly creating a purism test for membership in the disabled community allowing for the ghettoization of unacceptable forms of disability and excluding participation from non-disabled academics and citizens

Humphrey, 2k

(Jill C. Faculty of applied social science @ the Open University, Researching disability politics, or, some problems with the social model in practice, Disability & Society 15.1)

ABSTRACT This article arises from a research project involving the disabled members’ group in UNISON, and problematises the social model which explicitly undergirds the discourses and practices of this group. In abstract terms, there are dangers that the social model can be interpreted in a way which privileges some impaired identities over others, sanctions a separatist ghetto which cannot reach out to other groups of disabled and disadvantaged people, and weaves a tangled web around researchers who adhere to the emancipatory paradigm. In concrete terms, these dangers are explored with reference to the stories of impaired people who believe that they are excluded from the disabled members’ group, the predicaments of ex-disabled and differently-disabled people in relation to the movement, and the culture of suspicion surrounding academics, particularly the `non-disabled’ researcher as would-be ally. It is argued that, whilst such identities and issues might appear to be `marginal’ ones in the sense of occurring at the boundary of disabled communities, disability politics and disability studies, they should not be `marginalised’ by disabled activists and academics, and indeed that they pose challenges to our collective identities, social movements, theoretical models and research paradigms which need to be addressed. Introduction The social model arose as a reaction against the medical model of disability, which reduced disability to impairment so that disability was located within the body or mind of the individual, whilst the power to de® ne, control and treat disabled people was located within the medical and paramedical professions (Oliver, 1996). Under the bio-medical reÂ gime, material deprivation and political disenfranchisement continued unabated, whilst institutional discrimination and social stigmatisation were exacerbated by segregation (Barnes 1991). In this context, the social model harbours a number of virtues in rede® ning disability in terms of a disabling environment, repositioning disabled people as citizens with rights, and reconfiguring the responsibilities for creating, sustaining and overcoming disablism. Indeed, when the social model is confronted with the resurrection of the medical model in its bio-medical, psychological, psychiatric and sociological guises, then it needs to be vigorously defended (Shakespeare & Watson, 1997). However, this does not mean that the social model is flawless, in either its design or its implementation. More precisely, if it is interpreted in a way which undermines the very communities, politics and studies it was supposed to enhance, it is incumbent upon us to inquire `What’ s going on? What’ s going wrong?’ A fruitful starting point and indeed one which already contains an answer to the above questions, is to recognise that there are two main versions of the social model, which are necessarily interrelated, but which will lead into opposing directions if we are not careful. In academic texts, the social model begins with an appreciation of the individual and collective experiences of disabled people (e.g. Swain et al., 1993). It goes on to elaborate the nature of a disabling society in terms of the physical environment, the political economy, the welfare state and sedimented stereotypes (e.g. Barnes et al., 1999). Finally, it endorses a critical or emancipatory paradigm of research (e.g. Barnes & Mercer 1997a) . This analysis lends itself to a recognition of the array of diverse experiences of disabling barriers; a realistic appraisal of the need for broader political coalitions to combat entrenched structural inequalitie s and cultural oppressions; and an openness about the potential for non-disabled people to contribute to critical theory and research. In activist discourses, the emphasis is upon the fact that it is non-disabled people who have engineered the physical environment, dominated the political economy, managed welfare services, controlled research agendas, recycled pejorative labels and images, and translated these into eugenics policies. This analysis lends itself to a dichotomy between non-disabled and disabled people which becomes coterminous with the dichotomy between oppressors and oppressed; and this tightens the boundaries around the disabled identity, the disabled people’ s movement and disability research. Whilst this hermeneutic closure is designed to ward off incursions and, therefore, oppressions from non-disabled people, it may also have some unfortunate consequences. I would like to illustrate these consequences by drawing upon a research project involving the four self-organised groups (SOGs) for women, black people, disabled members, and lesbian and gay members in UNISON (see Humphrey, 1998, 1999). Material drawn directly from conversations and observations in the disabled members’ group is supplemented by interview transcripts with members of the lesbian and gay group, my own personal experiences of and re¯ ections upon disability and discrimination, and recent developments in various social movements and critical research texts. The rest of the article depicts three problematic consequences of the social model in practice and redirects them back to the social model as critical questions which need to be addressed by its proponents. First, there are questions of disability identity where a kind of `purism’ has been cultivated from the inside of the disability community. Here, it can be demonstrated that some people with certain types of impairments have not been welcomed into the disabled members’ group in UNISON, which means that the disability community is not yet inclusive, and that its membership has been skewed in a particular direction. Second, there are questions of disability politics where a kind of `separatism’ has been instituted. Whilst the UNISON constitution allows for separatism to be supplemented by both coalitions and transformations, these have been slow to materialise in practice, and the dearth of such checks and balances in the wider disabled peoples’ movement implies that the danger of developing a specific kind of disability ghetto is more acute. Third, there are questions of disability research where a kind of `provisionalism’ is suspended over the role of researchers. The most obvious dilemmas arise for the non-disabled researcher as would-be ally, but it is becoming clear that disabled academics can also be placed in a dilemmatic position, and it is doubtful whether any researcher can practise their craft to their own standards of excellence when operating under the provisos placed upon them by political campaigners.

Alt turn - factionalism

Your privileging of the heterogeneity of the disability community backslides in factionalism as identity boundaries lead to the exclusion of certain disabilities as non-disabled based on under-examined power dynamics.  The inability to interrogate the hierarchy of oppression within the disabled community by reducing disability oppression to social forces driven by the non-disabled ensures that assistance will only perpetuate the marginalization of disabled populations

Humphrey, 2k

(Jill C. Faculty of applied social science @ the Open University, Researching disability politics, or, some problems with the social model in practice, Disability & Society 15.1)

The medical model posited an essentialist conception of impairment, elaborated complex typologies of diagnoses and treatments, and erased the experiences of disabled people from the medical map. The social model sequesters impairment from disability and vests control of the latter in disabled people themselves. Dis​abled people are ipso facto in a privileged ontological and epistemological position in relation to disability, insofar as they know when they encounter disabling societal barriers, and it is their experiential knowledges which should guide all debates on why society is disabling and how to erase disablism from the social map. The proliferation of groups run by and for disabled people—in the service of practical and social support, as well as cultural and political pursuits—suggests that they are rapidly consolidating themselves into an ethnos. This is a term used by Anthias & Yuval-Davis (1992) to denote a distinct people with a distinct culture, although this should be understood in social constructionist, rather than essentialist terms—a collectivity is not a pre-given essence, but rather only exists to the extent that its members demarcate criteria of inclusion and exclusion as part of their reflexive appropriation of their identity and heritage. The boundaries of any given community are in this sense 'artificial' constructs, and therefore contestable and changeable. The disability community has already made enormous efforts in recognising its own heterogeneity and in accommodating to those with multiple identities—hence, the sub-groups for disabled black and/or Asian people (e.g. Priestley, 1995) and those for disabled gay and/or lesbian people (e.g. Shakespeare et al.t 1996). This is a positive development in terms of under​standing the multifaceted nature of identities and oppressions (see Vernon, 1999), and the variegated impacts of policies and practices (see Drake, 1999). It may become problematic if such sub-groups splinter apart from the main movement(s) which gave birth to them, or if they prioritise one aspect of their identity or oppression above another, as indicated by Vernon (1999). However, there is another boundary problem which is arguably more germane to the disability community, since it pertains to the boundaries of disability itself. From the 'inside', there are deaf people who are classified as disabled in legislation and by society, but who repudiate the disabled identity on the grounds that they constitute a distinct linguistic and cultural minority (e.g. Harris, 1995). There are also people who are coming to see themselves as disabled in spite of not being recognised as disabled in official or traditional discourses—hence, the thought-provoking question from Cooper (1997) 'Can a fat woman call herself disabled?' There is also a potentially vast, but largely untapped liminal space inhabited by people who have journeyed from a disabled to a non-disabled identity and sometimes back again, and by those whose disabilities are hidden from the gaze of others (cf. French, 1993; Druckett, 1998). The UNISON group is grounded upon the principle that anyone who self-defines as disabled is disabled and is therefore eligible to join the disabled members group. In theory, this seems to be a self-evident truism; in practice, it may well 'work' for many people; to articulate an alternative maxim would be inconceivable and, I would argue, undesirable. Nevertheless, during the course of the research project I was led, unexpectedly, to problematise this maxim. First, it transpires that there is an element of compulsion in adopting a disabled identity, which may be one aspect of what Shakespeare (1997) has dubbed the ' "Maoism" in the Movement'. Many members of the UNISON group refuse to accept the self-definitions of deaf members as 'deaf not disabled', insisting that they are deaf and disabled, or indeed that they are first and foremost disabled, and only secondarily deaf. Moreover, one interviewee who worked in a voluntary agency run by and for disabled people claimed that their policy was to refer to all service-users as disabled people, regardless of the fact that many service-users repudiated this label. Whilst some did not regard themselves as 'disabled', others continued to use 'inappropriate' termi​nology to refer to their impairments, such as 'handicapped', and here the social model was deployed to over-ride self-definitions. The danger here is that the political principles of more powerful disabled actors can be prioritised over the personal perceptions of less powerful disabled actors until the principle of self-definition lapses into self-contradiction: DW [W]e work with a lot of disabled people who are not interested in the social model or anything like that. What we've said is we won't use the language they've asked us to use about them—we'll just call them their name—it's not that difficult—you don't have to refer to that language necessarily, because you have to hold on to your principles as well.  Second, we can witness the silencing of impairments, as impairment is relegated to a clandestine and privatised space, an effect which Hughes & Paterson (1997) have attributed to the social model, and its dualism between impairment and disability. Whilst some interviewees were explicit about their impairments, these were people with apparent impairments in any event. One interlocutor enshrouded her impair​ments in layers of secrecy so that after 2 hours of otherwise frank and detailed dialogues I was still bemused as to which impairments she had experienced. Whilst I was led to believe that different impairments had impacted differently upon her career in workplaces, trade unions and civil rights politics, the discursive absence around impairments in their specificity prevented me from developing an accurate or adequate understanding of her narrative: JCH: I find it interesting that you had, like, an invisible impairment that became, kind of, visible— DW: No, that was a different thing. JCH: Oh, that was a different thing—right. W: So then I was diagnosed as having something completely different. I've still got this other things but at the moment it's not so visible. (Emphases added.) At the time, my concerns that explicit interrogations could become oppressive intrusions meant that I accepted the veil of ignorance and castigated myself for my curiosity. Subsequently, I discovered that it was not just 'outsiders' who could be perplexed by these 'impairments with no name'. A blind man discussed his frus​tration with other disability activists who challenged his inquiries as to the nature of their impairments—his standard reply was that it was an access issue not only for him, in virtue of his blindness, but also for them, in virtue of his role as a service-provider and access advisor. At the same time, this interviewee exhibited a more general awareness that both disability politics and disability theory had been dominated by people with particular disability identities like his own: DM: It's very convenient for people with apparent disabilities or impair​ments to operate a social model which says. 'We don't want to discuss things in terms of 'impairments'. Because these people have got priority anyway, and impairment-related provision [in UNISONJ ... The trouble with it [the social model] is that it's very difficult ... for people with learning difficulties or other conditions ... which are not catered for ... to raise their concerns as things which need dealing with on a service level, without feeling that they're breaking the law and talking about impairments. Third, the right to self-define as disabled has as its logical corollary the duty to accept others' self-definitions, but suspicions that people are not who they claim to be circulate around the disabled community in UNISON. Casting aspersions upon the purported disability of other group members in veiled or outright manners, with or without names attached, arose spontaneously during interviews. In my naivete, I neither comprehended nor challenged this at the time, but from re-reading and de-coding interview transcripts, I can discern three themes as follows: a self-defined disabled person may be suspected of not being disabled when they harbour a non-apparent impairment, and/or express views which diverge from the prevailing consensus, and/or simultaneously belong to one of the other self-organised groups. These themes, in turn, suggest the operation of hierarchies of impairments, ortho​doxies and oppressions, respectively. This is a strange juncture, where the propensity to treat only tangible impairments as evidence of a bona fide disability identity clearly marginalises those with non-apparent impairments, such as learning or mental health ones, whilst the reluctance or refusal to differentiate between impairments by identifying them bolsters up the claims by people with apparent impairments that they represent all disabled people. The twist in the tale is that when other disabled people do become visible and audible in interrogating the hierarchy of impairments. they may find themselves once again marginalised as the other hierarchies of orthodoxies and oppressions come into play. For one thing, people with learning or mental health difficulties may speak with a different voice, given the qualitatively different stigmata attached to different impairments and given the fact that the social model has been developed by those with physical impairments, so that their contributions may be interpreted as deviating from prevailing orthodoxies. For another, people who belong to another oppressed group may be all too visible in their difference, but their blackness or gayness may be construed as detracting from their contributions as disability activists, given the propensities of each group to prioritise its own specific identification-discrimination nexus. The following intervie​wee testifies to some of these dynamics: DM: People have the right to self-define. But what we've never said is who has got the right to challenge. So if somebody says 'I'm a disabled person; I've come to this disability group' I don't know how you can deal with your suspicion that they're not. In fact you can't deal with it. And you have to ask yourself why you want to deal with it ... [names mentionedj ... But I'm absolutely convinced that there are lots of people who don't come to groups because they're frightened that they don't look disabled enough. Indeed, this hierarchy of impairments and this 'policing' of the disability identity does act to exclude UNISON members who believe that they experience the disabling effects of an impairment, but who suspect that they would not 'count' as disabled people according to the prevailing criteria in the disabled members' group. Evidence for this emerged during a detailed case-study of the lesbian and gay group, and two examples should suffice. The first example is of a lesbian who had been dyslexic since childhood, who had experienced a range of discriminations in edu​cation, employment and everyday life, and who was registered as disabled with the Department of Employment. She sought to engage in her local disabled members' group, but disengaged after the first meeting: DL: I'm also disabled with an invisible disability, dyslexia ... I have to educate people about dyslexia as well ... An invisible disability is very difficult for people to cope with—you have to tell each new person, and then they each interpret it differently, and then they can forget ... And it's a fluid disability as well—it's manageable sometimes and unmanageable other times ... and people can't deal with that either ...' JCH: Did you ever go to the disabled members' group? DL: I did. And I got stared at when I walked in. By people who really should know better. JCH: Sorry. Why did you get stared at? This is not obvious to me! DL: Because I didn't look like I was disabled. The second example is, perhaps paradoxically, someone whose impairment was visible, but who dared not join the disabled members' group on the grounds that it was not 'severe' enough to be taken seriously by other group members. The impairment in question was skin allergies over her entire body, including facial disfigurement which is recognised under the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, as one of its few token gestures towards the social model of disability (Hqual Opportu​nities Review, 1996). Nevertheless, this interviewee's self-definition as disabled was confounded and then crushed by her convictions that disability activists would define her as non-disabled: DL: 'I get quite bitter sometimes. I don't think I'm disabled, because I don't think that what I've got prevents me from functioning, or society doesn't prevent me from functioning. But it probably does ... And my skin tissue scars very easily, and I've got visible marks on my face, and people do look, and I do feel conscious of it, and I'm made to feel conscious of it. But I would feel like I was—what's the word?—an impostor if I attended a disability caucus for those reasons. I feel that the disability caucus excludes people like that ... Nobody takes things like that into account. JCH: The crazy thing is, that until people like you get involved in the disability movement in the union, then they won't take things like that into account! But that does put a big burden on you—or on people in your position—to come out and say 'Hey! We're here too! What about us?' DL: But I feel like mine is a minimal complication. Or whether I'm made to feel that way ...? The argument here is that the social model as operationalised within the UNISON group has both reified the disability identity and reduced it to particular kinds of impairments—physical, immutable, tangible and 'severe' ones—in a way which can deter many people from adopting a disabled identity and participating in a disability community. Whilst this indicates that the social model may harbour its own set of indigenous essentialisms and exclusions, the solution is not to capitulate to the other-imposed essentialisms and exclusions of the medical model, but rather to work towards a more inclusive model. This will entail a more welcoming stance towards all those who self-define as disabled whatever their impairment might be and towards those who experience impairments and who want to combat discrimina​tions, but who do not choose to identify as 'disabled' for whatever reason. It is time for people to ask 'What do we mean by "our" community? Are its building-blocks safe or its boundaries sensible?' There may be merit in reflecting upon Young's (1990a) warning that communities are often fabricated out of the yearning to be among similar-and-symmetrical selves, to the point where members respond to alterity by expelling it beyond their border. Clearly, a self-perpetuating spiral can be set in motion, whereby the tighter the boundaries are drawn, the more those included will normalise their sameness and exclude others, the more the excluded will become estranged others, and the less the community will be informed by experiences of and reflection upon diversity, etc. This should not be misread—the UNISON group, like many other disabled people's organisations, is at least as democratic as any other social or political group in its constitution, and it is at least as diverse as any other in respecting multiple identities. Paradoxically, some disabled people's organisations may have expended more energies in reaching out to black and gay people who harbour specific impairments than in reaching out to differently disabled people whatever their other oppressions. Of course, we must do both. But the question 'Who is to "count" as a member of the disability community?' is not as strange as it may sound and may even be the Achilles heel of disability politics to date.
A2 Alt – exposure fails

Aff doesn’t solve- exposing disability oppression does not lead to social change, non-disabled won’t surrender power 

Donoghue, 2k3

(Christopher, Fordham University, Challenging the authority of the medical definition of disability: an analysis of the resistance to the social constructionist paradigm, Disability & Society 18.2)

In an effort to debunk the entrenched authority of the medical model, a social constructionist paradigm has been adopted by many disability theorists and activists. They have suggested that society normally creates a negative social identity for people with disabilities (Gergen, 1985; Fine & Asch, 1988; Scotch, 1988; Brzuzy, 1997). Through the construction of this identity, which is typically characterised by deviant or abnormal behaviour, the non-disabled majority is granted a legitimate means to exclude and isolate people with disabilities. As removed members of society, their contributions are often discredited and their successes are treated as aberrations. Likewise, the expectations of people with disabilities are chronically low, and there is an ever-present suggestion that their lives are not necessarily worth living. This identity has been argued to derive from the medical model, which defines a disability as a deficiency that restricts one’s ability to perform normal life activities. By adopting the social constructionist viewpoint, theorists and activists have contended that society has created disability by choosing not to remove structural constraints that would enable more people to participate and gain access to social resources. The social constructionist approach was an effective ideological rejoinder to the established medical model. Yet the question of how to convince the non-disabled majority that society has disabled certain individuals has not been adequately resolved. The activists attempted to adopt the social constructionist theory as a basis for a minority group model of disability. They would use this model to support a plea for action to people with disabilities as a mechanism to overcome the oppression being inflicted upon them by the non-disabled majority. While it is clear that such a transformation of the definition of disability among academics and disability activists has clearly taken hold, the disability movement appears to have achieved only limited success in changing the views of the non-disabled majority. By accepting the reward of civil rights protection without insisting that the medical model be publicly dismantled, the hopes of the disability activists to change the views of the broader public may have been sacrificed. The willingness to make this concession may have stemmed from the belief among social constructionist theorists that society will change its perception of disability if it is merely demonstrated that the prior notion has been made unjustly. From a structural point of view, it would seem to take much more to convince a dominant group in society that it needs to redistribute power and access to its treasured resources. The more desirable arrangement to the non-disabled majority is one that maintains the superiority of people with ‘normal’ abilities. As a result, the disabled are typically described as dysfunctional and are often perceived to be incapable of understanding the world in the same way that ‘normal’ people do. Although social constructionists argue that such judgements regarding how people should be able to think or act are subjective notions that stem from dominant social ideologies, they may be said to underestimate the extent to which those ideologies are created and legitimated by the non-disabled majority because they best serve their interests.

A2: Butler - Racism/Violence Turn

Butler abdicates responsibility to the other, reinforces racism, and justifies violence

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Finally, I turn to my most serious objection to Frames of War—that it continues a line of thinking quite prevalent in academic parlance today, particularly of the leftist, "emancipatory discourse" variety, one that I find morally irresponsible. For Butler—faithful to her poststructuralist heritage—responsibility is a predominant concern. We read in the first chapter that responsibility arises from our being bound to one another and from the demand this binding places on us (a point embedded in another litany of rhetorical questions—"am I responsible only to myself? Are there others for whom I am responsible? … Could it be that when I assume responsibility what becomes clear is that who 'I' am is bound up with others in necessary ways? Am I even thinkable without that world of others?" [35]). Butler alludes to her "brief reflections on the perils of democracy," but only gives us a few platitudes with which her readers would most likely be quite familiar, such as the idea that global responsibility does not mean bringing American-style democracy to other nations. This would be an "arrogant politics," she says, and an irresponsible form of global responsibility (37). How many of her readers would disagree? So what would a globally responsible politics look like? Butler does not provide a satisfying answer to this question. What she does provide are more reasons to object—strenuously and urgently—to cultural relativism, hardly innocuous in these times when "cultures" are at war with their others, each claiming moral immunity for their own crimes in the name of tradition and cultural purity. Culture has become a crucial alibi against moral approbation, and Western scholars are among the most vehement defenders of the ban on judgment.3 Butler's last three chapters, which deal in large part with the West's fraught relationship to Islam, include a familiar critique of the "Western" notions of progress, of universal norms, of approaches to violence, and even of sexual politics (surprisingly, Butler does not appear overly outraged in her discussion of Islamic regimes' policies toward gays). There is considerable fence-sitting in these chapters, as Butler grapples with the conflict between sexual freedom and religious principles, but falls short of taking a stand. For example, although she argues that it is not a question of "the rights of culture [threatening] to trump rights of individual freedom," for all intents and purposes culture appears everywhere in these chapters as immutable, imposing, and on par with sexual orientation, and we are not given a route out of the impasse when these come into conflict. Butler only recommends we continue to think with Laclau and Mouffe that antagonism keeps open an alliance (between religious and sexual minorities) and "suspends the idea of reconciliation as a goal" (148). This is not helpful advice for Sakineh Mohammadi Ashtiani, a 45-year-old Iranian woman who awaits death by stoning as I write this, for committing the sin of adultery. Will someone please tell me why we cannot condemn outright a religion or culture for denying equality to a particular segment of society? Slavoj Żižek would call this the "antinomy of tolerant reason." In our "tolerance" of the "other"—whether cultural, racial, ethnic, religious, or geopolitical—liberal-minded citizens of Western democracies become tolerant of intolerance. Apologies for our own cultural beliefs or practices proliferate, while those who remain steadfast in their intolerance of, or hostility toward, the West are not expected to be apologetic. Multicultural tolerance, Žižek concludes, leads to a lack of respect for the Muslim other, demonstrating a "hidden and patronizing racism" (115). This is why Frames of War abdicates its moral, political, and intellectual responsibility. The most disappointing effects of this can be found in the final chapter, "The Claim of Non-Violence," which shuffles impotently between intellectual obfuscations of violence and non-violence. Today, when we most urgently need to resist a global political paradigm that preaches death and destruction in the name of security, the operative question (in a book that promises to be philosophical and political) should not be: how can I make a call for non-violence if I, as a subject, am formed through norms that are by definition violent?4 Butler concludes only that non-violence can't be a universal principle, that it "arrives as an address or an appeal" entailing some work on our part to consider under what conditions we can be responsive to such a claim (165). Furthermore, this is not a call to a peaceful state, but a struggle to "make rage articulate and effective—the carefully crafted 'fuck you'" (182). I find this line, quite frankly, appalling. The buildings and sidewalks of Sarajevo are pock-marked with thousands of carefully crafted "fuck-you"s. We cannot tell from mortar fire whose rage is the "good" rage Butler condones. This is where her attempt to deconstruct—with tolerance of ambiguity and with "cultural sensitivity" but without moral judgment—inevitably leads. It may be true that "We judge a world we refuse to know, and our judgment becomes one means of refusing to know that world" (156), but the opposite is also true and perhaps more relevant for our times: we know a world we refuse to judge, and our knowing becomes one means of refusing to judge that world.
A2: Butler - Cede the Political

Butler’s alternatives destroy the efficacy of political responses. Her concept of sovereignty and the ethics of her argument displace the ability for effective politics

Dean 2009 [jodi, professor of political science received ph.d., columbia, m.a., columbia,b.a., princeton, democracy and other neoliberal fantasies communicative capitalism & left politics duke university press durham & london 2009 

as conservatives have resolved to fight any and all opponents to the death and neoliberals have been ever more emboldened in their grotesque grabs for greater and greater shares of the world's wealth, many on the academic and typing left have urged peace, love, and understanding. These influential voices advocate a turn to ethics, a generosity to difference and awar_eness of mutual vulnerability. They respond to the religious, nationalist, and market fundamentalisms dominating contemporary social and political life by rejecting dogmatism and conviction, advocating instead micropolitical and ethical practices that work on the self in its immediate reactions and relations. They are likely right that engaging others with affirmation and generosity is a nice thing to do. But it's politically suicidal. The more the left refrains from divisive political engagement, the more the right advances. Some on the left share my concern about the futility of a politics based on malting sure that nobody is offended. An editorial in The Nation on June 26, 2006, for example, urged progressives in the United States to recognize that now is the time for conviction, not caution. This editorial might be thought of as a direct counter to Judith Butler, who argues against conviction and for responsiveness in Giving an Account of Onese!f (200S). There she portrays conviction in terms of an ethics that "takes the self to be the ground and measure of moral judgment:'] Butler admits that there might be times for condemnation and deliberation but she warns against th ese modes of judgment insofar as they carry with them a certainty and opacity that disallow connections to others. Left politics, Butler suggests, is ultimately incompatible with conviction, condemnation, and denunciation. Butler's recent work is emblematic of the ethical turn in left political theory, one that seems to embrace ethics out of a kind of political despair. For her, ostensible barriers to justice can become opportunities for responsibility, recognition, and resignification. 2 Opacity, vulnerability, exposure, and grief provide potential openings to others and to ourselves, resources that might enable us to understand how our human being is necessarily and unavoidably a being together. The cost of this ethical sensitivity, however, is politics. Butler presents ethical resources as avail able only under conditions of the denial of politics. Should we make political choices or act politically we will cut ourselves off from the ill sights and capacities arising out of vulnerability and grief. Thus, Butler offers a set of responses to contemporary fundamentalisms that eschew condemnation and conviction and present openness and critique not only as ethically preferable to decisions for or against but as necessarily incompatible with the division necessary for politics. To be sure, Butler's ethical turn need not displace politics. Rather, ,as this chapter explains, such displacement results from her constrained conception of sovereignty, wherein sovereignty functions less as a political arrangement than as a kind ofmaster capable not only of holding together diffuse meanings and effects by the force of its word, a word with power to initiate and end, but also of fully determining the words that it utters and the effects of iliese words. I show how Butler's critique of sovereignty misfires as it shoots at fantastic returns of a master rather than attending to the more complex reformatting of sovereignty in globalized communica tive capitalism. Because she aims at the wrong target, left political con viction ends up a casualty of friendly fire, a result that contributles to neoliberalism's advance.
A2: Butler - Vulnerability Fails

Precarity/vulnerability is an insufficient model for politics and recreates violent power relations

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Leaving aside the matter of "framing" for now, let's consider Butler's analysis of the apprehension of life. Vulnerability is a popular subject these days, drawing from such concepts as Hannah Arendt's "mere life," Giorgio Agamben's "bare" or "naked" life, and inspired by such actualities as the precarious labor and daily life of non-status peoples.2 For Arendt, mere life is what is left when humans are stripped of citizenship, rendering them ineligible for basic human rights when they are most in need of them. Agamben defines "bare life" as the condition of homo sacer, the Roman figure whose life was not sacrificeable because it had no worth to begin with. There is no punishment for the one who kills an individual characterized as bare life, for it is already considered to be unhuman. This life simply doesn't count—a central term for Jacques Rancière, whose version of vulnerable life is featured in his account of "those who have no part" or those who don't count in political life—the poor, the modern proletariat—and who bring no more than contention or disagreement (150). To distinguish her ideas from those of her contemporaries, Butler outlines a notion of the "grievability" of life, which is the condition under which life actually matters. "Only under conditions in which the loss [of a life] would matter," she argues, "does the value of the life appear" (14). A life that is worthy of grief becomes a "liveable life" in Butler's terminology, and without this grievability "there is no life, or, rather, there is something living that is other than life" (15). This is a senseless obfuscation—one of many to come—of a rather simple idea. If we do not value a life, its loss means nothing to us. The prospect of the loss of loved ones makes us realize how valuable they are to us. We get this. And perhaps we can grant Butler the point that such lives are indeed more liveable than those that will not be grieved. But to argue that without the grief there is really no life, or "something living that is other than life," makes no sense. It borders on the ludicrous when we read the following explanation: "Those we kill are not quite human, and not quite alive, which means that we do not feel the same horror and outrage over the loss of their lives as we do over the loss of those lives that bear national or religious similarity to our own" (42, emphasis added). In suggesting that some lives are not lives, Butler completely misses what is useful about Arendt's and Agamben's distinction between life that counts and life that does not: there is still life beyond "dehumanization." When we are bereft of all rights, citizenship, and belonging to a human community, there is still life. This insistence that some are not considered to be alive, rather than merely not human in a way that counts, does not seem to matter much in the long run. Butler's point is that humans are inherently vulnerable; it is a condition we share, accompanied by great risks since we live only with the illusion of being in control of our lives. As we learned from Precarious Life, precarity implies that we are all social beings, exposed to the familiar and to the unknown, an exposure that obliges us to respond to others (Frames of War 14). (Following Emmanuel Levinas, Butler does not explain why we are obliged, or why others' needs are assumed to "impinge" on us). But while life is by definition precarious or vulnerable, certain populations are designated as precarious politically speaking. They become exposed to injury and violence in greater degrees, vulnerable before the very state to which they need to appeal for protection (25-6). Again, her debt to Arendt, to Agamben, and to Foucault's biopolitics is evident here. Bare life is produced by sovereign power, relentlessly, as we have learned from these authors. Precarity is thus "politically induced" and it is this operation that Butler insists leftist politics must address. Why this should be the job of leftist politics rather than simply politics, is a question we might want to ask. She implies that those on the left are in a privileged position to reverse the process whereby life becomes "ungrievable." But her call for a "reconceptualization of the Left" (book flap) entails the same old tricks of the trade: a pronounced emphasis on recognition, cultural difference and identification with powerlessness. This last point may sound exaggerated, but I would argue that powerlessness is the condition we settle for when we are content with merely recognizing or acknowledging precarity as fundamental to human life. If we stop there, we risk reducing vulnerable life to a state of agentless victimhood, a condition that comes with a certain moral authority and may inspire pathos rather than action. The tone of Butler's discussion of precarity is worrisome in this respect; we find here a celebration of fragility without an accompanying call for political will and action. Butler insists that a solidarity based on precarity cuts across identity categories and therefore shifts the terms of a leftist politics that is overly preoccupied with identifications. This shift is supposed to help the left refocus and expand the political critique of state violence by providing a new alliance in opposition to the exploitation and violence of the state. Such an alliance "would not require agreement on all questions of desire or belief or self-identification. It would be a movement sheltering certain kinds of ongoing antagonisms among its participants, valuing such persistent and animating differences as the sign and substance of a radical democratic politics" (32). She is not alone in this formulation. Consider Agamben's description of the protesters at Tiananmen Square as a community "radically devoid of any representable identity" or condition of belonging (The Coming Community 85-87). To build an alliance on the common lot of precarity, however, fails to alleviate one of the main dilemmas of a politics based on identity: how to form political solidarities that do not become exclusionary and ultimately replicate the identical abuses of power they contest. Butler thus exposes one of the most relentless dangers of a leftist, identity-focused political approach in her own argument; precarious life as a basis for solidarity, when this is the very condition produced by state violence, risks merely turning the tables of power, hostility or violence. Calling for an alliance of precarious lives, she is simply pouring new wine into old wineskins.

Butler alienates audiences, doesn’t provide a political solution for vulnerability, and destroys the agency of the “vulnerable”

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Identity politics as we know it is precarity politics. Group identities become solidified based on a common experience of victimhood. Butler acknowledges this herself when she approvingly refers to Wendy Brown's incisive critique of "wounded attachments" as a basis for subjectivity (Butler 179). The risk—when injury becomes the defining moment of the subject—is that violence can easily be justified on this ground (see Brown). We would be wise then to listen to Arendt's assertion that the solidarity of persecuted peoples does not last longer than a minute after their liberation. It becomes dangerous, in fact, when it is believed that "life comes fully into its own only among those who are, in worldly terms, the insulted and injured" ("On Humanity" 13) It would be interesting to figure out precisely how precarity or vulnerability could also be the basis of our political strength, a point Václav Havel elaborated decades ago in The Power of the Powerless (1985). I had hoped that Butler would pursue this, and tell us how leftist politics—or any politics for that matter—could help. But her discussion of precarity only leaves us with truisms, which makes me wonder whom she considers her audience to be. For example, she remarks that "To live is always to live a life that is at risk from the outset and can be put at risk or expunged quite suddenly from the outside and for reasons that are not always under one's control" (30). This is followed with: "Part of the very problem of contemporary political life is that not everyone counts as a subject" (31). Would her audience not already know this? If she is writing to a left-wing, intellectual audience, she should address the question of where we go from here. If Butler is writing for readers outside of academic institutions and unfamiliar with her work or contemporary cultural theory in general, on the other hand, the jargon-filled, bumpy sentences would be so off-putting as to make this book unreadable indeed. And if she is writing for a community of scholars, the truisms (and the jargon-filled, bumpy sentences) equally make for tedious reading. While the idea of precarity has certainly caught on—we read these days about the precarious status of global laborers, of refugees and migrants, and of impoverished slum dwellers—without some direction on how shared vulnerability can help us refuse powerlessness, we may wallow in pity for a fragile humanity. As others besides Butler have done, we must seek power in the refusal of powerlessness. This power does not derive from any moral authority granted to the victim, but from what Havel called "humanity's revolt against an enforced position … an attempt to regain control over one's own sense of responsibility" (153). We need to address, in other words, the responsibility of vulnerable populations, not simply responsibility to them. This is why I am drawn to the writings of Partha Chatterjee, who is certainly aware of precarious lives in the slums of Calcutta, but does not rob them of their own agency. These inhabitants are indeed "the governed," but they nurture what Chatterjee calls "political society," a designation for those groups who may live illegally in a number of ways for the sake of survival, but who "make a claim to habitation and livelihood as a matter of right" (40). They have acquired a political existence where none was provided, showing how it may thrive in unexpected places. This is an example of what Havel describes as the "power of the powerless." For Rancière, it is essentially the definition of politics: that those "who have no part" assume their fundamental equality and contest the forces that seek to take it away. This is at the same time an assumption of responsibility for their own agency. If we must make something of grief besides a call for war, we must do more than dwell on the suffering of those deemed ungrievable.

***MISCELLANEOUS

Def of disability

The affirmatives belief that their set of morals is far more superior than anyone else in this round is the practice of Ableism--- believing that a different way of thinking is abnormal is another way of calling the negative team incapable of determining right from wrong. 

Sandra Levi and Mark Sherry 2005 [Sandra, Associate Professor at Midwestern University, and mark, dept of sociology at university of Toledo, definitions of ableism http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/9671_022850_Albrecht_EntriesBeginningWithA.pdf

Ableism is a set of beliefs, processes and practices that produce  based on abilities one exhibits or values  a particular understanding of oneself, one’s body and one’s relationship with others of humanity, other species and the environment, and includes how one is judged by others (Wolbring, 2006a,2007a, b, c, d). Ableism reflects the sentiment of certain social groups and social structures that value and promote certain abilities, for example, productivity and competitiveness, over others, such as empathy, compassion and kindness. This preference for certain abilities over others leads to a labelling of real or perceived deviations from or lack of ‘essential’ abilities as a diminished state of being, leading or contributing to justifying various other isms (Wolbring, 2006a, 2007a, b, c, d). Ableism is an umbrella ism for other isms such as racism, sexism, casteism, ageism, speciesism, anti-environmentalism, gross domestic product (GDP)-ism and consumerism. One can identify many different forms of Ableism such as biological structure-based Ableism (B), cognition-based Ableism (C), social structure-based Ableism (S) and Ableism inherent to a given economic system (E). ABECS could be used as the Ableism equivalent to the NBICS S&T convergence (Wolbring,2007e). 

Capitalism comes first

As long as we live in a capitalist society we will never free the oppressed. Capitalism is what introduced us to discrimination...voting affirmative will enslave us all. 
Gleeson '98

Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
A further major feature of urban disbalement is poverty, due largely to the exclusion of disabled people from main stream employment markerts observes that "Poverty is disability's close companion" and, like Liachowitz (1988) and Oliver (1991), traces this relationship back to the growth of urbanization in 19th-century Europe. As I have argued elsewhere (Gleeson, 1993), the motive force for this urbanization was the rise of competitive capitalism, a mode of production that fashioned workplaces, and entire cities, around industrial labor markets that excluded "slow" or "incapable" workers. The economies of contemporary capitalist cities thus reveal a legacy of discriminatory industrial labor markets by continuing to valorize nondisabled labor power over all other forms. Both Liachowitz ( 1988) and Alcock ( 1993) argue that contemporary capitalist cities both reflect and entrench disablement through their physical inaccessibility and discriminatory labor markets. Alcock (1993) draws particular attention to the link between inaccessibility and poverty, arguing that there are many "additional costs of coping with a disability in the able-bodied world" (Alcock, 1993, p. 188). Inaccessibility also often means that disabled people are unable to engage in mainstream consumption activities, thereby reducing their capacity to purchase goods and services at optimal prices. These goods and services include major urban consumption items, such as housing, education, transport, and finance (Oliver, 1991).

Under an ableist society people with disabilities are not seen as human but as a commodity.

Gleeson '98

Brendan Gleeson Justice and the Disabling City Urban planning and governance Political economy of planning Social policy and the city The geography of disability Public land development Environmental policy and theory Transport and urban governance March 20, 1998, ISBN-10: 1572303115
The postpositivist position accepted by most contemporary human geographers problematizes an absolute view of space and the belief this encourages of urban geographical change as primarily the rearrangement of objects on a flat, isotropic surface. Historical-geographical theorists (e.g., Harvey, 1990, 1996; N. Smith, 1984; Soja, 1989) and other postpositivist geographers have argued for a view of space as socially produced-a sociospatial dialectic, which sees society and space as mutually constituting material dynamics. In this view, capitalist social space arises from the territorialization of, among other things, deep structural forces such as commodity relations, which in the process of materialization are themselves mediated by existing spatial patterns. Critically, the historical-geographical view locates the origins of disablement in capitalist society at the unseen and dynamic structural level of sociospatial transformation: a dialectic of social and spatial change that has devalued the capacities of impaired people. One historical example of this dialectic is the growth of commodity relations in late feudal society that slowly eroded the labor power of impaired people. Market relations, and the commodification of labor, introduced a social evaluation of work-the law of value into peasant households. Heretofore, these households had been relatively autonomous production units, largely clustered in small rural communities (cities and large towns were few in number-most Europeans in the Middle Ages lived in hamlets and villages). 

Communism Aff—A2: Ableism K

Capitalism values people by the abilities of their bodies. Only in a classless society can the impaired have equal opportunities as the able-bodied. 

Slorach, 2011. Roddy Slorach, St George’s, University of London “Marxism and disability” January 4, 2011, http://www.isj.org.uk/?id=702 KL

Weaker, older or impaired members of pre-class societies were more likely to survive with the development of settled agricultural production and surplus crops. Feudal societies saw impairment in religious terms, as a mark of either good or evil, which meant those affected often faced persecution. However, the rural production process, and the extended nature of the feudal family, allowed many to make a genuine contribution to daily economic life. Families living and working as large groups were able to provide networks of care for children and the elderly. This way of life, typical for much of the world’s population for thousands of years, was to virtually disappear in the last three centuries. The rise of capitalism forced people off the land. In Britain production for the market began on a scale sufficiently small as to be carried out in the home, and therefore impaired people could still play a role. However: the rural population was being increasingly pressed by the new capitalist market forces, and when families could no longer cope the crippled members would have been most vulnerable and liable to turn to begging and church protection in special poor houses. Market forces soon favoured machinery which was more efficient and able to produce cheaper more plentiful woven material. Those working larger looms would more likely survive and cripples would have had greater difficulty working such equipment. The Industrial Revolution accelerated the pace of change enormously. Larger-scale machinery concentrated in factory towns increasingly destroyed the old cottage industries as well as traditional family structures, with members forced to find work away from the home or patch of land. The new factory worker “could not have any impairment which would prevent him or her from operating the machine. It was, therefore, the economic necessity of producing efficient machines for large-scale production that established ablebodiedness as the norm for productive (ie socially integrated) living…production for profit undermined the position of physically impaired people within the family and the community”.8 Working lives previously shaped by the hours of daylight and the seasons were now determined by the rhythm of the factory—even more so with the invention of gaslight and round the clock working. People’s bodies were now valued according to their ability to function like machines: Factory discipline, time keeping and production norms broke with the slower, more self-determined and flexible work pattern into which many disabled people had been integrated. As work became more rationalised, requiring precise mechanical movements of the body, repeated in quicker succession, impaired persons—the deaf or blind, and those with mobility difficulties, were seen as—and without job accommodations to meet their impairments, were—less “fit” to do the tasks required of factory workers, and were increasingly excluded from paid employment. [The Industrial Revolution] removed crippled people from social intercourse and transformed them into disabled people. Specialisms were developed to help maintain and reproduce the new working class. Poor Law officials and an expanding medical profession developed pseudo-scientific categories to identify those of the poor who were unfit for work—”the sick, the insane, defectives, and the aged and infirm”. Dependence on others was now identified as a social problem and impairment equated with sickness and illness. Throughout the 18th and 19th centuries those identified as disabled were segregated into workhouses, asylums, prisons and special schools. This had “several advantages over domestic relief: it was efficient, it acted as a major deterrent to the able-boded malingerer, and it could instil good work habits into the inmates”.10 Isolating disabled people in institutions—barbaric and oppressive as they were—led to the intensive study and treatment of impairments, creating the basis for clearer scientific understanding and classification. Mental impairment, for example, was seen as a single category until Langdon Down’s reports for the London Hospital in 1866. These identified, among other conditions, what later became known as Down’s Syndrome.

Religious roots of ableism

Religion in general depicts disabled people as “fallen” or “incomplete” side of human ontology, showing them to be broken and sinners outside of God’s creation.
Campbell 2003 (Fiona Anne,   , 2003, “The Great Divide: Ableism and Technologies of Disability Production”, Dissertation, http://eprints.qut.edu.au/15889/1/Fiona_Campbell_Thesis.pdf, accessed 6/29/12, JK)
Dominant understandings of Christian theological traditions have positioned people deemed corporeally ambiguous as representing the sinful, irredeemable, mortal side of human ontology. In other words, people with disabilities represent a kind of ‘fallen’ or incomplete creation. Additionally, ‘disability’ has been equated with notions of sin and irrationality, or alternatively it has performed as symbol of the ‘suffering servant’ - a virtuous human who is made ‘whole’ in the next life. With these themes in mind I am in agreement with feminist theologian Nancy Eiesland who argues that “ … ‘disability’ has never been religiously neutral, [it is] … shot through with theological significance” (Eiesland, 1994: 69). Indeed, within mainstream Western theology, both traditional and modern, ‘disability’ has embodied a moral discourse that oscillates around a number of diffuse and seemingly contradictory themes: ‘disability’ as an undesirable, negativised state of ontology acting as a sign of punishment or evil incarnation; the disabled body as a ‘conduit’ body/’damaged’ object (a vehicle or vessel of theological showing) - marked out either as the object of divine action or as a challenge to divine ‘perfection’; and ‘disability’ as a form of impurity, as ‘matter out of place’ creates ambiguities about competence, exemptions and inclusions within religious practice (Fontaine, 1996: 289 - 295; Rose, 1997: 397). It is not surprising then, that Christian theology is perceived in philosophical, sociological and feminist works related to embodiment, as the source of ambivalence and even hatred towards the body and corporeal differences attributed to ‘sex’, ‘race’ and ‘disability’. It is this legacy that set in train the foundations and justifications of persecution, marginality and oppression of people with ‘disabilities’ (DeVries, 1994: 127; Rose, 1997: 396). Despite the churches involvement in charities servicing people deemed ‘poor’ and its substantial investment in ‘disability’ and human services, there has been a paucity of material critically examining the relationship of theological precepts to the construction of ‘disability’. It has only been the mid – 1990’s that a ‘disability’ focus within theological studies has emerged. Chapter Three’s discussion of Christian theology forms a fundamental component of the thesis as a whole as mainstream culture continues to read and appropriate visual and textual images of biblical people with ‘disabilities’ within secularised cultural productions. Critical studies can be divided into two streams – scriptural: exegetical/hermeneutical and systematic theology. Work in the area of systematic theology has been slow coming. Earlier attempts to develop a transgressive theology of ‘disability’ have been stalled by epistemological frameworks that continue to render ‘disability’ as a brokenness wherein faith in divine activity induces possibilities of ‘post-corporeal’ salvation. Recent shifts in theologizing of ‘disability’ have engaged in a reformulation of the divine as the ‘disabled god or Christ’. Whilst approach has varied in focus, often the transgressive potential of the analysis has floundered as the figuring of god as ‘disabled’ is based on an a priori negative ontology of ‘disability’, although the exposition of this new symbolic formulation has been divergent and conflicting (Cooper, 1992; Eiesland, 1994; Habel, 1998). Exegetical work has focused on foregrounding texts of ‘terror’, by way of techniques of deconstruction as well as reclaiming alternative celebratory scriptural images of ‘disability’ (Alison, 1997; Ashley, 1985; DeVries, 1994; Eiesland, 1994; Eiesland and Saliers, 1998; Fontaine, 1996; Grant, 1998; Habel, 1998 (1981); Harriman, 1996; Rose, 1997; Stiteler, 1994; Webb-Mitchell, 1994). Developments within feminist theological biblical hermeneutical studies suggest that earlier attempts at exegesis involving the foregrounding of ‘positive’ roles/views of people with ‘disabilities’ have their limitations. In discussing the sexing of texts, Cheryl Exum (1994 [1981]: 76) sums up this concern well: “one [cannot] … simply pluck positive images out of an admittedly andocentric text, separating literary characterizations from the andocentric interests they were created to serve”. The critique of a ‘surface reading’ of texts has led to exciting developments in biblical intertextuality, narratological studies and poststructuralism (Aichele and Bible and Culture Collective., 1995; Bal, 1988; Beal, 1992; Beal and Gunn, 1997; Brenner and van Dijk Hemmes, 1993; Carrette, 1999; Exum, 1996; Fewell, 1997; Kristeva, 1982; Kristeva, 1995). Such methodological approaches can be appropriated and transposed when examining theologically ‘disability’ from the prism of positive ontologies. 

Ideology

Ideology enables a hazardous relationship to the multiple populations through ableism

Oliver no date [Mike, Professor of Disability Studies, University of Greenwich, London, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/Oliver/p%20of%20d%20oliver4.pdf
No attempt to develop a social theory of disability can ignore the issue of ideology for there is a clear relationship between prevailing social structures, dominant ideology and the way society handles its deviants. (Abbot and Sapsford, 1987, p. 7) But part of the problematic for social theory is that there is no one universally agreed definition of ideology, and indeed, in some definitions, the very nature of ideology is to obscure the relationship between social structures, social policies and the treatment of deviants. Here, ideology will be characterised by a set of values or beliefs underpinning social practices, whether those social practices be the work process, medical intervention or the provision of welfare services. But that itself is not enough, for, by leaving it there, social consciousness can be reduced to a pluralist vision of sets of competing ideologies. Hence it is necessary to turn to the work of Gramsci (1971) who attempted to provide a specific link between social structures and ideologies by distinguishing between what he called 'organic' and 'arbitrary' ideologies. But, further, he attempted to address the issue of power and dominant ideology through the development of the concept of hegemony which becomes more all-bracing than ideology for It is the sheer taken-for-grantedness of hegemony that yields its full affects - the 'naturalness' of a way of thinking about social, economic, political and ethical issues. (Hamilton, 1987, p. 8) The hegemony that defines disability in capitalist society is constituted by the organic ideology of individualism, the arbitrary ideologies of medicalisation underpinning medical intervention and personal tragedy theory underpinning much social policy. Incorporated also are ideologies related to concepts of normality, ablebodiedness and able-mindedness. These ideologies will be the subject of the next two chapters and the issue of hegemony will be returned to subsequently. INDIVIDUALISM AND IDEOLOGY The ways in which the rise of capitalism excluded disabled people from the process of work and its consequent social relations was described in the previous chapter. But it also changed the way disabled people were viewed, for 'Capitalism, whether free market or welfare, encourages us to view people ... as a commodity for sale in the labour market.' (Burton, 1983, p. 67) The requirements of the capitalist economy were for individuals to sell their labour in a free market and this necessitated a break from collectivist notions of work as the product of family and group involvement. It demanded nothing less than the ideological construction of the individual. Or to put it in a slightly different way, 'Thus individualism is seen as being the ideological foundation upon which the transition to capitalism was based.' (Dalley, 1988, p. 32) That this ideological construction of the individual was rooted in history, Marx had no doubt. The further back we go into history, the more the individual, and, therefore, the producing individual seems to depend on and constitute a part of a larger whole: at first it is, quite naturally, the family and the clan, which is but an enlarged family; later on, it is the community growing up in its different forms out of the clash and the amalgamation of clans. (Marx, 1913, p. 267) Hence, individuals always existed but only as part of larger social groupings whether they be families, clans or communities. It was only with the rise of capitalism that the isolated, private individual appeared on the historical stage. It is but in the eighteenth century, in 'bourgeois society' that the different forms of social union confront the individual as a mere means to his private ends, as an outward necessity. But the period in which this view of the isolated individual becomes prevalent, is the very one in which the inter-relations of society (general from this point of view) have reached the highest state of development. (Marx, 1913, p. 268) This highest state of development (that is, the rise of capitalism) did not simply bring with it new problems for social order and social control. It also required new ways of seeing or constructing these problems of order and control. Within this set of problems, the 'body' - the body of individuals and the body of populations appears as the bearer of new variables, not merely between the scarce and the numerous, the submissive and the restive, rich and poor, healthy and sick, strong and weak, but also between the more or less utilizable, more or less amenable to profitable investment, those with greater or lesser prospects of survival, death and illness, and with more or less capacity for being usefully trained. (Foucault, 1980, p. 172) This, then, is the ideological underpinning for the separation and specialisation processes which took place with the rise and development of the institution and which were described in the previous chapter. Further, as Lukes as pointed out, this ideological construction of, or way of seeing, the individual not only legitimates one view but delegitimates others. But every way of seeing is also a way of not seeing; and in this case a view of man as essentially property-owning or self-interested or 'rational' or concerned to maximise his utility amounts to the ideological legitimation of a particular view of society and social relations - and the implicit delegitimation of others. (Lukes, 1973, pp. 149-50) In relating this discussion to disability, it is not the ideological construction of property-owning, self-interested or rational individuals that is important. Rather it is the construction of 'able-bodied' and 'able-minded' individuals which is significant, with their physical capabilities of operating the new machines and their willingness to submit to the new work disciplines imposed by the factory. This particular ideological construction can best be understood within Gramsci's distinction between 'organic' and 'arbitrary' ideologies. One must distinguish between historically organic ideologies, those, that is, which are necessary to a given structure, and ideologies that are arbitrary, rationalistic, or 'willed'. To the extent that ideologies are historically necessary they have a validity which is 'psychological'; they 'organise' human masses, and create the terrain on which men move, acquire consciousness of their position, struggle, etc. To the extent that they are arbitrary they only create individual 'movements', polemics and so on. (Gramsci, 1971, p. 377) These organic and arbitrary ideologies, would better be called 'core' and 'peripheral', precisely because they are interrelated and interdependent; in this particular case the core (organic) ideology of individualism gives rise to the ideological construction of the disabled individual as the antithesis of able-bodiedness and able-mindedness, and the medicalisation of disability as a particular kind of problem. Precisely how this construction occurred now needs to be discussed.
Queer theory internal link
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A similar gap could be located in relation to disability. Everyone is vir​tually disabled, both in the sense that able-bodied norms are "intrinsically impossible to embody" fully and in the sense that able-bodied status is al-ways temporary, disability being the one identity category that all people will embody if they live long enough. What we might call a critically dis​abled position, however, would differ from such a virtually disabled po​sition; it would call attention to the ways in which the disability rights movement and disability studies have resisted the demands of compul​sory able-bodiedness and have demanded access to a newly imagined and newly configured public sphere where full participation is not contingent on an able body. We might, in fact, extend the concept and see such a perspective not as critically disabled but as severely disabled, with severe performing work similar to the critically queer work of fabulous. Tony Kushner writes: Fabulous became a popular word in the queer community-well, it was never unpopular, but for a while it became a battle cry of a new queer politics, carnival and camp, aggressively fruity, celebratory and tough like a streetwise drag queen: "FAAAAABULOUS!" ... Fabulous is one of those words that provide a measure of the degree to which a person or event manifests a particular, usually oppressed, subculture's most dis​tinctive, invigorating features. (vii) Severe, though less common than fabulous, has a similar queer history: a severe critique is a fierce critique, a defiant critique, one that thoroughly and carefully reads a situation-and I mean reading in the street sense of loudly calling out the inadequacies of a given situation, person, text, or ideology. "Severely disabled," according to such a queer conception, would reverse the able-bodied understanding of severely disabled bodies as the most marginalized, the most excluded from a privileged and always elusive normalcy, and would instead suggest that it is precisely those bod​ies that are best positioned to refuse "mere toleration" and to call out the inadequacies of compulsory able-bodiedness. Whether it is the "army of one-breasted women" Audre Lorde imagines descending on the Capitol; the Rolling Quads, whose resistance sparked the independent living movement in Berkeley, California; Deaf students shutting down Gal​laudet University in the Deaf President Now action; or ACT UP storming the National Institutes of Health or the Food and Drug Administration-in all of these, severely disabled/critically queer bodies have already gen​erated ability trouble that remaps the public sphere and reimagines and reshapes the limited forms of embodiment and desire proffered by the sys​tems that would contain us.26 Compulsory heterosexuality is intertwined with compulsory able​bodiedness; both systems work to (re)produce the able body and hetero​sexuality. But precisely because these systems depend on a queer/disabled existence that can never quite be contained, able-bodied heterosexuality's hegemony is always in danger of collapse. I draw attention to critically queer, severely disabled possibilities in order to bring to the fore the crip actors who, in chapter 1 and the remainder of this book, will exacerbate, in more productive ways, the crisis of authority that currently besets heterosexuallable-bodied norms. Instead of invoking the crisis in order to resolve it (as in a film like As Good As It Gets), I would argue that crip theory (in productive conversations with a range of disabled/queer movements) can continuously invoke, in order to further the crisis, the inadequate resolutions that compulsory heterosexuality and compulsory able-bodiedness offer us. And in contrast to an able-bodied culture that holds out the promise of a substantive (but paradoxically always elusive) ideal, crip theory would resist delimiting the kinds of bodies and abilities that are acceptable or that will bring about change. Ideally, crip theory might function-like the term "queer" itself-"oppositionally and rela​tionally but not necessarily substantively, not as a positivity but as a po​sitionality, not as a thing, but as a resistance to the norm" (Halperin 66). Of course, in calling for a crip theory without a necessary substance, I hope the remainder of Crip Theory will make clear that I do not mean to deny the materiality of queer/disabled bodies, as it is precisely those material bodies that have populated the movements and brought about the changes I discuss throughout. Rather, I argue that critical queerness and severe disability are about collectively transforming (in ways that cannot necessarily be predicted in advance)-about cripping-the sub​stantive, material uses to which queer/disabled existence has been put by a system of compulsory able-bodiedness, about insisting that such a sys​tem is never as good as it gets, and about imagining bodies and desires otherwise.
