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Alnmost all writers in the field of disability studies in
Engl i sh speaking countries and those witers in non-English
speaki ng countries who publish in English describe the Soci al
Model of disability as universally accepted and treat it as if
there were only one version. However, there are at |east two
Soci al Model versions to be found in research and anal yti cal
writings in English. These two nodels and at | east seven
others are all versions of the disability paradigm (Pfeiffer,
2001) Although a distinction can be nade between "nodel"” and
"paradigm " they are consi dered synonynous for this essay.

One distinct version of the Social Mdel is the crypto
Mar xi st version found primarily in the United Kingdom but
used in other countries. It states that the organization of
soci ety produces discrimnation experienced by people with
disabilities. (In the United Kingdomthe term di sabl ed person
is preferred over people with disabilities.) This social
organi zation, it says, nmust be changed in order to end
di scrim nati on based upon disability.

The ot her version of the Social Mdel is found chiefly in
the United States, but it is also used in other countries. It
states that fulfilling the "normal"™ role nodels in society
hel ps constitute a person's identity, at |east as seen by
others. The definition of disability is an unexpected
differentness (to use Goffman's term which makes sone rol es
i npossible or at least quite difficult to carry out. Although
Gof f man may not have agreed, changing these rol e expectations
will end discrimnation based upon disability.

Both of these versions show up repeatedly in articles
published in the Disability Studies Quarterly and el sewhere.
Overl ooki ng the distinctions between these two versions of the
di sability paradigm (and the other seven versions) can lead to
dire consequences in both research and in advocacy. It can
al so lead to unnecessary conflicts and m sunder st andi ngs
bet ween researchers and advocates.

Researchers using the UK Social Mdel will analyze soci al
structures and their inpact on people with disabilities.
Researchers using the US Social Mdel will analyze soci al

roles and attitudes toward failure to fulfill them Wile



these two things are related, they are actually distinct
phenonena.

Advocates using the UK Social Mddel will work for changes
in social structures. Advocates using the US Social Mdel wll
seek to change attitudes and behaviors. Again, these two
things are related, but they again are distinct phenonena.

In addition, researchers and advocates who are not
fam liar with the other seven versions of the disability
paradigmwi Il m ss a considerabl e anount of the experience of
di sability. They should be aware of all versions and shoul d
(where appropriate) explicitly state which version or versions
they are using. Mdst of us, however, are very tolerant of the
ot her versions and, thank goodness, work together for compn
goals. Still, clear comrunication requires that the viewpoint
(for lack of a better term of a witer/speaker be understood.
Reachi ng conmon goal s depends upon cl ear conmuni cati on.
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