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Abstract

The deficit nodel was, at one tine, donminant in the
study of disability, but not in disability studies.
There are three variations of the deficit nodel: the
medi cal nodel, the rehabilitation nodel, and the
speci al education nodel. But a person with a disability
does not have a deficit. ldentifying as a person with a
disability is an ideological act. There are nine
versions of the disability studies paradi gm which can
be conbined into one statenent which raises the
question of why people with disabilities face
oppression. To answer that question the phil osophica
foundati ons of Western culture nust be exami ned. When
that is done the G eek, Christian, and nodern versions
of an ontology with an epistenology are found. As we
are "socialized" and educated we are given one of these
ontologies with its acconpanyi ng epi stenol ogy. The
ontol ogy contains uncritical hypotheses about the world
which are stereotypes of all but the power elite. This
type of ontology lies at the heart of discrimnation
based on disability. W must critically exam ne that
ontol ogy and reconstruct it. When we do so we will find
that only an experientially based epistenology will be
sufficient and that it produces sonme experientially
based knowl edge, but nostly inferential know edge. Life
therefore nust be lived tentatively. Qur research nust
be guided by a critical spirit.

In order to discuss the phil osophical foundations of
di sability studies one nust first deal with the deficit nodel and
the disability paradigm (Pfeiffer, 2001) This analysis will then
lead to the actual philosophical foundations and their
i mplications.

In this paper the terns nodel and paradi gm are used
i nterchangeably in part because it follows comon usage in this
area. No matter which termis used, a nodel or paradigm presents
the major variables in a field and their relationships. Once the
maj or variables are known and their rel ationships are expl ored,
then fruitful research in a field can occur. However, the
researcher mnust know the primary, useful nodels or paradigns in



the field and what are NOT vi abl e nodel s or paradi gns.
The Deficit Mde

Until recently the dom nant paradi gmregarding disability
(not disability studies) was the deficit nodel which is not to be
found, and should not be found, in disability studi es because it
conflicts with the disability paradigm The deficit nodel says
that the person with a disability has a deficit which nust be
corrected. This nodel is still very much alive outside of
disability studies and infects many peopl e doing disability
research outside of the field of disability studies.

There are three variations of the deficit nodel: the nmedica
nodel, the rehabilitation nodel related to enploynent, and the
speci al education nodel. Each nodel specifies a deficit (health
condition, enployment condition, |earning condition) which nust
be corrected in order to make the person with a disability
"normal ." OF course many of these conditions can not be corrected
(whatever that neans) so that the person with a disability wll
never be allowed to be normal (whatever that neans).

But there is no deficit in the person with a disability.
There is nothing which keeps her frombeing normal. "Normal" is a
val ue based perspective. Amundson (2000) gives an excell ent
anal ysis of the concepts of normal and abnornmal. These concepts,
he wites, formthe basis of the deficit nodel of disability. He
shows that normal and abnormal are social judgments of what are
and what are not acceptabl e biological variations and
functioning. By classifying people with disabilities as abnornal
t hese val ue judgnents are used to justify the di sadvantages which
confront people with disabilities.

The deficit nodel can have a place in narrow circunstances
as long as it is not an overall paradigmused for research in
disability studies. For exanple, poverty is a problemfor many
peopl e. Studyi ng how people can be brought out of poverty is
useful, but the focus can be wongly shifted if the researcher
considers the lack of skills in a person as a deficit. The
failure of society to provide skills as a part of early education
is the real deficit. For many persons who live in poverty the
solution is creating an educational program which hel ps peopl e
learn skills. Another deficit (and not to be found within the
person) is poor planning by governnment and by the private sector
whi ch nakes skills quickly obsolete with no chance for people to
| earn new ones.

Disability does not refer to a deficit in a person
Disability refers to a value judgnment that something is not being
done in a certain, acceptable way. Just as race is not a viable
bi ol ogi cal term and has no "scientific" definition, disability
has no "scientific" or even a comonly agreed upon definition
Disability is not based on functioning or normality or a health
condition, but on value judgenents concerning functioning,
normality, and health. In other words, the termdisability is
based on ideol ogy and social class.

The Nine Models of Disability Studies

In the field of disability studies there are at |east nine
interpretations or versions of the disability paradigm



(1) the social constructionist version as found in the
United States, (2) the social nodel version as found in
the United Kingdom (3) the inpairment version, (4) the
oppressed mnority (political) version, (5) the

i ndependent living version, (6) the post-npdern (post-
structuralist, humanist, experiential, existential)
version, (7) the continuumversion, (8) the human
variation version, and (9) the discrinination version.
(Pfeiffer, 2001: 32)

Each of the nine versions will be briefly summarized and
critiqued. Mre information is to be found in Pfeiffer (2001).

1. THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ONI ST VERSI ON AS FOUND I N THE US:
Ervin Goffrman (1963) wrote about nornmal people and peopl e who
have an unexpected differentness and their nutual interaction in
social situations. This unexpected differentness is seen as a
stigma by the so-called normal people who socially construct the
identity of people with disabilities based on that differentness.
Ei ther the way in which they function (can not wal k, see, hear),
the way they | ook, the way the behave, or sonme other way is the
basis of this unexpected differentness.

There are three objections to the US social constructionist
disability paradigm (1) acceptance of existing social roles
gives disability the appearance of objectivity and inevitability;
(2) the roles are based upon val ue judgenents as to what is
"good"; and (3) it is a deficit nodel because the person with the
disability is blanmed for not being able to fulfill the socia
role. On the other hand, it makes sense to many people for why a
person is described as having a disability. At the sane tine it
has |imted useful ness for research and advocacy.

2. THE SOCI AL MODEL VERSION AS FOUND IN THE UK: Wdely known
as the SOCI AL MODEL, this version presents a class perspective on
disability and its adherents usually stress their working class
origins. It enphasizes that the organi zati on of society
(especially the means of production) prevents certain people
(known as di sabl ed people) fromparticipation in society in terns
of enpl oynment and access. According to the social npdel, society
al so assunes di sabl ed people are not able to make their own
deci sions so that physicians are enpowered to nake deci sions for
t hem about things which are not connected to nedicine.

Many witers, however, criticize it as only a nodel which
says why there are people with disabilities and it is not a
soci al theory which would | ead to understandi ng and change.
Further, it is said, the nodel excludes some disabilities
(because those persons can work) and alienates them Because it
is not a social theory it is said that it has linited useful ness
for research purposes. Because it alienates some people it is
said that it is not very good for advocacy. However, its
adherents are vociferous in its defense.

3. THE | MPAI RMENT VERSI ON: This version states that it is
the inpairnent which differentiates people with disabilities from
peopl e without disabilities and therefore it is the inportant
variable. It is countered that inpairments and disabilities are
both socially constructed so that it is nothing new And it is
seen as a deficit nodel because the inpairment is in the person
while it is the social structures which produce the disability.



The inpai rnment nodel is not fully devel oped yet and may or may
not becone worthwhile in the future.

The inpairment version certain drives alot of research on
particul ar conditions, but this research is not in the field of
disability studies. And it also sets forth the focus of alot of
organi zati ons such as the Miscul ar Dystrophy Association, the
Cancer Society, the March of Dines, Easter Seals, and others al
of which Iive off of people with disabilities.

4. THE OPPRESSED M NORI TY (POLI TI CAL) VERSI ON: Let ne
caution many of you. Whenever your findings are presented with

any indignation or fervor, you will be characterized (wongly) as
a partisan advocate and dism ssed. (Ustun, Bickenbach, Badley, &
Chatterji, 1998). The reason for this grievous ni stake we will

tal k about when we discuss the phil osophical foundations of
di sability studies.

This version points out that people with disabilities are
treated as second class citizens, that we are confronted with
various barriers (architectural, sensory, attitudinal, cognitive,
econonic barriers and others), and that we face discrimnation
Because of this discrimnation many persons with a disability see
a correspondence of their experiences with those experienced by
an oppressed mnority group

The major criticismof this version is that it has an
i nadequate theoretical basis with too nuch enphasi ze on structure
excl uding the inportance of discourse. It uses dichotom es
(di sabl ed, non-di sabled; rich, poor) which are limting and not
real. Furthernore, it is said, its mlitancy turns off non-

di sabl ed people. Its insights, however, are useful in research
and it is very useful for organizing and advocacy.

5. THE | NDEPENDENT LI VI NG VERSI ON: This versi on enphasi zes
that the person with a disability has a fundanmental right to make
personal choices and does not have a deficit which needs to be
corrected. The problem confronting a person with a disability
consi sts of various socially created barriers, poor support
services, and the attenpt of professionals to control. The
solution is advocacy in order to elimnate barriers.

In investigating certain topics this version is useful and
it certainly helps in advocacy and organi zi ng.

6. THE POST- MODERN, POST- STRUCTURALI SM HUMANI STI C
EXPERI ENTI AL, EXI STENTI ALI ST VERSI ON ( THERE ARE MANY DI FFERENT
NAMES FOR THIS VERSION): Disability is a cultural and politica
construct which needs to be decoded and deconstructed in order to
set forth the basic orientations and unstated assunptions about
disability and people with disabilities. Everyone has an agenda
and this agenda nust be set forth. To do this it focuses on
cultural artifacts and texts to understand what is happening.

Critics argue that this approach and its product are not
under st andabl e by nost academi cs nuch | ess the general public. It
is of no use in organizing and in advocacy, they say. But it
certainly has its adherents who use it as a basis for their work

7. THE CONTINUUM VERSION: Inplicit in all the versions and
an assunption of all of themis that there is a continuum from
non- di sabl ed to disabl ed. Everyone, it is said, will eventually
be di sabl ed. However, this version is not fully devel oped even
t hough it may beconme so in the future. It is a useful perspective
as to why everyone shoul d be concerned about discrinination based
upon a disability.



8. THE HUMAN VARI ATI ON VERSI ON: Kay Schriner and Richard
Scotch (1997; 1998; with a nod to Higgins, 1992) are the
originators of this version of the disability paradigm They
argue that while people with disabilities are simlar to other
oppressed groups, they suffer discrimnation because the
disability community is so varied, not just different. Society
sinmply is not able to deal with the wide variation in the conpl ex
disability conmmunity and standardization will not work.

However, there are two problenms with the human variation
version of the disability paradigm It relies too nuch on the
concept of normal and it views policy outcones (such as the ADA)
as an attenpt to remedy discrimnation when it actually is a
statenment of rights and the ADA is in reality a civil rights
statute.

9. DI SABILITY AS DI SCRIM NATION: Al of the previous eight
versions of the disability paradi gm have sone basis in |ogic and
experience, but a person with a disability only feels she is
di sabl ed when confronted with discrinmnation. It is this
di scrim nation which brings together the other versions.

Disability rights are civil rights. As Bob Burgdorf (1997:
568) wrote: "Nondiscrimnation is a guarantee of equality. It is
not a special service reserved for a select few " W nust not be
seen as being in a protected class with special prerogatives
because that destroys all ideas of equality. W nust receive
equal protection (be treated as others are treated) and due
process (be treated fairly). (Glbraith, 2002)

The discrimnation version opens up a vast area for
research. It can be used for organi zing and advocacy (especially
advocacy) .

A Statenent of the Disability Paradi gm

What, then, is the disability paradi gn?? Drawi ng on the nine
versions just presented, the disability paradigmsets forth the
following ideas: (1) carrying out social roles and tasks produces
di scrimnation; (2) the organization of society also produces
discrimnation; (3) an inpairment in no way signifies tragedy and
a lowquality of life and to assunme so is discrimnatory; (4)
people with disabilities are an oppressed nmnority; (5) al
peopl e need various services in order to live independently; (6)
all people have agendas nost of which result in discrimnation,
but especially discrinm nation based on disability; (7) everyone
will eventually becone disabled; (8) there is no "normal" human
behavi or which can be the basis of social policy; and (9)

di scrim nation agai nst persons with disabilities is found
everywhere at all tines. In summary, identifying as a person with
a disability is an ideological act, the termdisability is an

i deol ogical term and there is no conmonly accepted way to
identify or define disability and to neasure it.

The inplications of the disability paradi gm nust be stated.
Basically the person with a disability, not the professional nor
the service provider, nmakes the inportant decisions. In addition
soci al change nust occur and it is society and not people with
disabilities who must change. As a result any research using the
di sability paradigm has to include, as active partners, people
with disabilities because they are the real decision makers.
These inmplications can be found in nunerous places (Pfeiffer



2001: 46; Pfeiffer, 2000; Wal nsl ey, 2001; Mactavish, Mahon
Lutfiyya, 2000; Beaul aurier, Taylor, 1999; G lson, Bricout,

Baski nd, 1998; Barnes, 1996; Oiver, 1992) At the same tine,
disability and the experience of disability is not a tragedy, it
is not dependency, and it is not a |oss of productivity and
ability. Disability is a natural part of life. There is as nuch
di fference between people with disabilities as between people in
gener al

To speak of grief, guilt, and bitterness in relation to
people with disabilities is not appropriate. Nor should people
with disabilities be described as courageous, noble, and brave
because of what they have acconplished any nore than any one
el se. Unlike the common stereotypes, people with disabilities can
be sexual, sensual, and very good parents. They are not poor
unl ess they are unenpl oyed. They are not ignorant unless they
wer e excluded from nmai nstream educati on and only provided specia
education. Many people with disabilities are quite brilliant in
fact. (Pfeiffer, 2001: 44-45)

These ignorant stereotypes formthe basis of nuch research
on the experience of disability and the |lives of people with
disabilities. As a consequence, nost of the research done in
public health and rehabilitation on disability and people with
disabilities has no worth. Further, much of it is seen by many
persons (including persons with disabilities) as oppressive or at
| east as irrelevant. For exanple, the Wirld Bank uses Disability
Adj usted Life Years (DALYs) which describe people with
disabilities as burdens. (Miurray & Lopez, 1996a; Murray & Lopez,
1996b; World Bank, 1995; Anand & Hanson, 1997; Essink & Marie,
1999; Kothari & Gulati, 1997; M chaud, 1999; Murray & Acharya,
1997) The World Health Organi zati on and nany researchers use the
International Classification of Inpairments, Disabilities, and
Handi caps (I CIDH) and now known as the Internationa
Classification of Functioning (ICF). Not only does the Wrld Bank
in DALYs and the World Health Organization in the ICF try to
measure an undefined concept (disability), they further the
agenda of eugenics which will elimnate (kill off) people with
disabilities. (Pfeiffer, 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000)

The Phil osophi cal Foundati ons

Why does this discrimnation and oppressi on happen? Wy is
this oppression obvious only to sone researchers in the field of
disability studies? Wiy is it not clear to persons who formul ate
and i npl enent social policy? Wy is it not clear to the people in
the nmedia who sinply nmouth platitudes which enhance this
oppression? Wiy does it continue to exist? In order to resolve
t hese questions there nmust be some phil osophical analysis. There
must be an exam nation of the current three dom nant ontol ogies
with their epistenologies.

Thi s di scussion of ontology and epistenplogy will not ring
true to sone readers because they are inmersed in their ontol ogy
and epistemology. It will be irrelevant to others and it m ght
even be silly to sonme. But, dear reader, be willing to understand

sonme i deas which may be contrary to your ontol ogy and
epi stemology. It is a very difficult thing to do. It may not be
an easy experience.



Ont ol ogy and Epi st enpl ogy

Ontol ogy cones fromthe Greek word onta which refers to
t hi ngs which exist. The suffix ol ogy means the study of. So
ont ol ogy neans the study of things which exist. It is "The
science of being or reality; the branch of know edge that
i nvestigates the nature, essential properties, and rel ations of
being." (Wbster's New Col |l egi ate Dictionary, 1949: 587) That is
a comonly used definition.

Epi stempl ogy cones fromthe G eek word epi steme which neans
know edge. Again the suffix ology neans the study of. So
epi stenol ogy nmeans the study of know edge. It is "The theory or
sci ence of the nmethod and grounds of know edge, esp. with
reference to its limts and validity." (Webster's New Col |l egi ate
Dictionary, 1949: 277) That is another common definition

Ont ol ogy says what exists and epi stenpl ogy says how one
knows what exists. These two sets of philosophical principles
govern how lives are |lived and decisions are nade for others.

In order to go further in this philosophical analysis the
following two statenments nust be presented. They are assunptions
whi ch are based on the author's critical reflection and
i ntrospection. They are part of the author's ontol ogy and as
assunptions they can not be "proven."

The first statenent is: In the process of maturing and
devel opi ng peopl e accept, from outside sources, an ontol ogy which
carries with it an epi stenpl ogy.

The second statenent is: Although this statenment describes
what appears to happen with people, the process nust be reversed.
A persons's ontol ogy and epi stenol ogy nust be cl osely and
critically exam ned. Once that has occurred the process nust be
reversed working out an epi stenol ogy which then helps to
deternmi ne an ontol ogy.

First, however, this cautionary word. The foll ow ng
di scussion of the three dom nant ontol ogies today is only an
outline of a very conplex matter. It is a tinme consumng
adventure with far reaching inplications. However, it is vitally
i mportant to individuals - disabled or not - and to disability
st udi es.

There are three dom nant ontol ogi es today in Western
phi | osophy: the Greek, the Christian, and the nodern (sonme people
prefer to call the nodern ontology the scientific ontology). The
nodern ontol ogy evolved fromthe Christian which itself evol ved
fromthe Greek. All three ontol ogies can be found today both in
politics and in research (and in other ways, too). They are to be
found in non-Western phil osophy under different nanes.

The nost influential ontology in Western phil osophy and one
of the nost influential in non-Western phil osophy is the one
which the Greeks, especially Plato, set forth. Even though it is
found in non-Wstern philosophy, it should not be named "G eek"
when di scussi ng non-Western phil osophy because it had a conmon
origin with what we call G eek.

For now only Western phil osophy will be considered because
the author was born and educated in a society which largely is
based on Western phil osophy. He studied non-Western phil osophy
and does attenpt to go outside of the Euro-American orientation
If the reader has done the sane, the difficulties are well known.

Returning to the discussion of ontology, in G eek ontol ogy



there are two |l evels of existence. The real world consisted of
the | ogos sonetinmes translated as The Word. The inperfect world
consi sts of every day existence. In Plato's allegory of the Cave,
which is the classic explanation of this ontol ogy, the person is
seated facing away fromreality and sees the inperfect world of
exi stence. Behind him (certainly not her in the Greek tradition)
reality passes back and forth in front of a fire. The person sees
shadows of reality reflected against the side of the cave which
he is facing and not reality itself. In order to know reality,
the person nmust engage in difficult study with those people who
have al ready gone through this process and who know reality

t hrough the use of reason. Only in this manner can the person
conme to know truth, justice, goodness, and beauty which are
enbodied in reality.

The epi stenol ogy which is enbodied in the Greek ontology is
accept ance of the know edgeabl e person's word (that termis not
used accidentally) describing reality. The unl earned person nust
accept the authority of the | earned person. Some day the
unl earned person nmay becone a | earned person if he works hard
enough. O course, it is the |earned person who nmake the fina
deci si on.

The other greatly influential ontology in Wstern phil osophy
is the Christian ontology. In this ontology there are three
| evel s. People are still stranded in an inperfect existence, but
above it (above in a sense being better) is the reality of God
who is in heaven. God is the source of all truth, justice,
goodness, and beauty. God is the ultimate reality to which al
people strive. Below the inperfect world is found the dung heap
that which is false, unjust, evil, and ugly - otherw se known as
hel I .

It is clear that the Church Fathers (theol ogians witing in
the first three centuries after the tine of Jesus) took the idea
of the unworldly Greek reality and nolded it into heaven. They
al so took the idea, which can be found in Judaismin what the
Christians call the Od Testanent, of a place where tornented
people go after death if they do not go with Yahweh as part of
the chosen nation of Israel. It is this place which is known as
hel I .

The cultures of the Geeks and the Jews were greatly
influential in the formation of Christianity. In the Christian
Gospel of John (which enbodies this Greek ontol ogy) the opening
words are: En ache he ho | ogos ¢ ho | ogos pron then. For those
persons who nmay not renmenber their Greek, the translation is: In
t he begi nning was the word and the word was with God. In other
words, the essence of reality, of being, is the logos which is
basically God. It is the expression of the Christian ontology in
G eek terms.

The epi stenmol ogy of the Christian ontology is very simlar
to that of the Greeks. One nust put aside worldly experiences and
study under priests to becone know edgeabl e about God. The
hi ghest calling is to be a priest. In addition, in order to be
assured of getting to heaven, one nust al so have the bl essings of
the Church given by the priests. Being know edgeabl e about God
and entering heaven are equat ed.

One of the nost influential early (first century) Christian
| eaders was Saul of Tarsus, otherw se known as Paul. This man
Paul was very well trained in Geek philosophy as well as



rabbi ni cal, what night be called Jew sh, philosophy. At the sane
time he was highly trained in Roman phil osophy which was nore
pragmati c than G eek phil osophy and Christian and Jew sh

t heol ogy. Paul, in his Epistles, and Luke, in the Acts of the
Apostles, were apologists for Christianity to the cultured
Romans. Paul, Luke, and others were working to get Christianity
accepted in the Roman Enpire as a legitimate religion different
t han Judai sm and separate fromthe Ronan state religion. Because
the Roman elite was pragmatic, Paul, Luke, and others (not John
however) pitched Christianity in pragmatic terns.

There was yet another tradition in early Christianity and
that was of the everyday experiences of the working nmen and
worren. It was very down to earth and not consciously enbodyi ng
the Greek, the Jew sh, nor the Roman understandings of life.

The exi stence of these four traditions is why the Christian
New Test anent begins with the Gospels otherwi se known, in G eek,
as the kyregma and in English the "good news" which is the story
about Jesus. The four Gospels are Matthew (fromthe Jew sh
tradition), Mark (fromthe daily experience tradition), Luke
(fromthe Roman tradition), and John (fromthe G eek tradition).
Those four books plus the Epistles of Paul, the Acts of the
Apostles, and the rest of the New Testanent are neant to explain
Christianity and attract to it the ruling elite of the Roman
Empire. They also laid the foundation of Western civilization
which still exists in the 21st century.

In the fifth century Augustine of Hi ppo nade a inportant
contribution to Western phil osophy. He el aborated the Christian
ontology fromthe everyday and the Roman traditions with help
fromthe witings of Aristotle who studied under Plato and who is
in the Geek tradition. In the 13th century Thomas Aqui nas nmade
anot her significant contribution. He el aborated the Christian
ontology fromthe Greek tradition with a strong influence from
Augustine. But there was a problem

I f everyday experience did not warrant study because it was
not the | ogos, the word, what should be done with those pesky
peopl e who continued to study nature and find out inportant
t hi ngs? Remenber that Galileo was censured by the Roman Catholic
Church because his investigations showed that the sun, not the
earth, is the center of the universe. OQther advances in fields of
knowl edge other than theol ogy were coning at a rapid rate. Mbst
of these researchers acknow edged theol ogy as the Queen of the
Sci ences and then went about their work which clearly threatened
the Christian ontol ogy.

It remained for another 13th century theol ogi an, Peter
Abel ard, to fashion a way in which research on the everyday world
of experience could be accepted by the Church. Abelard worked on
t he t heol ogi cal probl em of how conmmuni on wi ne coul d both be
fermented grape juice and the bl ood of Christ, otherw se known as
t he question of transubstantiation. Abelard argued, and it was
general ly accepted, that although the real world consisted of the
non-material (the blood of Christ) it was connected (through
transubstantiation) with the material world (the fernented grape
juice). But only priests of the Church could performthis
particular mracle in the Mss.

Transubstantiation made it legitinmate to study the materia
world. Granted the material world was an inperfect counterpart to
the |1 ogos, nevertheless, it was now proper to study it. The



nodern ontol ogy eventually canme into exi stence. There was

consi derabl e nore devel opment of it over the centuries, but
thanks to Peter Abelard it was possible and proper to study the
mat eri al worl d.

In the nodern ontology there is only the real, objective
world, the scientific one, the material world. Its study is the
hi ghest calling because it gives "real" know edge. At first the
scientists had to nod toward the Church (not any nore, sonetines
the Church has to nod toward science), but soon the scientists
had an ontol ogy in which the material and the non-material, were
separate. Scientists studied the material. Science told us the
nature of material existence. Theol ogy studied the non-materia
whi ch was the source of law, norality, and ethics.

There were further refinenments of this ontology by others
i ncludi ng Descartes and Kant. Eventually the material world
i ncluded the dichotony of m nd and body, nental and physical, so
that mental experience (psychol ogy) was as real as physica
experience (physics). The three | evels of existence were noral,
nmental, and physical.

The epi stemol ogy enbodied in the nodern ontol ogy said that
the only knowl edge worth having was that which could be
enpirically denonstrated. There is quite an el aborate scientific
nmet hodol ogy, but there is a problem As so called hard science
devel oped 19th and 20th centuries, it was enbodied in
mat hemati cal formul ati ons. Soon these mathematical fornul ations
(often called theories) took on a life of their own. If enpirica
denmonstrations conformed with the predicted outcones, then both
the experinment and the theory were considered worthwhile. If they
did not conform then at first the theory had to be revised. Now,
the enpirical denonstrations have to be refined and revised.

It seens that the Greek epistenol ogy has reenerged. Today
students study with the masters who tell themwhich theory to
accept and develop (the nature of reality) which then dictates
how the enpirical denonstration (the epistenology) should
proceed. It was al nobst not noticed that the third |evel, called
the noral |evel, was pushed aside and reserved for non-worldly
peopl e to study.

The so called hard sciences | ook down upon the so called
soci al sciences because the social science theory is not
expressed in mathematical fornmul ati ons and the net hodol ogy does
not require a laboratory. If social science is fornulated
mat hematically, as in economics, then it becones obvious that the
"science" does not explain conplex human behavi or

The hard sciences say the methodol ogy of social science is
i nadequate, but the social sciences say that for themthere are
too many vari abl es which can not be controlled. The socia
sci ence which has progressed the nost is public choice theory,
but it is still devel oping.

An exanpl e of the problens which devel oped for the hard
sci ences i s quantum physics because it can only be understood in
terms of mathematical fornulations. Any experinental observation
i n quantum physics by definition changes the outcones.

Doi ng Phi | osophi cal Analysis

Why bot her to do phil osophical analysis of the concepts of
ont ol ogy and epi stenmpl ogy? Because researchers nust go beyond the
di sability paradi gm and understand their intellectual foundations
before doing disability research. Unless they are aware of conmon



ont ol ogi es and epi stenol ogi es and what their particul ar ontol ogy
and epi stenol ogy neans, they are |ost and wandering. Not only
will they be frustrated in fornmulating research hypot heses, they
can easily work on things which are enpty of meaning.

Under standi ng the disability paradi gmand generally understandi ng
the world will point themin fruitful directions for research

One of the author's other assunptions is that everyone has
an agenda. In ternms which the author would rather use, everyone
has a utility function which produces a preference order over a
series of alternatives in decision nmaking. The utility functions
of people differ and there are sonme people who really are
altruistic though it is because of their utility function and not
because they are "saintly" or "good" people. Let it be noted that
this elaboration of a utility function is contrary to the usua
one in economcs and in public choice theory.

In politics (donmestic and international) there are agendas.
Usama bin Laden and CGeorge Bush both have agendas (utility
functions) which govern their actions. But why would others
foll ow these people or any political |eader? They follow the
political |eader because of the | ogos. The |ogos, the Wrd, the
ethical, the Divine, or call it justice, right, good, truth,
what ever, was snuck back into the nodern ontol ogy and says the
power| ess should follow the powerful |eader and the ones who
know. the scientist, the priest, and the political leader. In a
cynical vein, acceptance of this logos is a defense mechani sm
whi ch nakes tolerable the mserable |ife of nbst people.

This part of the ontology which the political |eaders and
the followers (including the scientists and priests) accept says
t hat the popul ace nust follow their |eaders in order to enter
paradi se (in one case) and in order to achieve national security
(in the other case). This point later will be discussed again.

The nodern ontology (with the | ogos) and its epistenpl ogy
are widely accepted in both the Western and the non-Wstern
worlds. It is consciously accepted by many people, but just
plainly accepted with no reflection by nost people. In this way
one coul d explain the appearance and spread of denobcracy, a
secul ar religion as sone people describe it. One could al so use
the nodern ontology with the | ogos as the expl anati on of
evangel i cal religious nmovements which cone and go. But the nodern
ontology is not without its faults.

There are two nmjor problenms with the nodern ontol ogy and
epi stenol ogy. The first problemis the blanket acceptance of a
series of dichotomies. It is assuned that there is objective
reality and subjective illusion. This dichotony is exenplified by
body versus mind or hard data versus soft inpressions. It is
assunmed that the nodern ontol ogy enbodies a true val ue system as
opposed to confusion. Fromthis val ue system cone statenents of
ri ght versus wrong, truth versus fal sehood, evil versus good,
wort hy versus unworthy, beautiful versus ugly. There is a whole
val ue systeminherent in the contenporary version of the nodern
ont ol ogy and epi stenol ogy. (Brown, 2001) And guess what? Peopl e
with disabilities are wong, false, evil, unworthy, and ugly.

The second problemis that while in the so called hard
sciences there is careful experinmentation and the requirenment to
rej ect hypotheses if they do not neet the standards of the
accept ed net hodol ogy, there are alot of hypotheses which never
get tested. If the so called hard sciences were consistent, they



woul d chal | enge many of the hypotheses about human behavi or which
are passively accepted. (Cetina, 1998) In other words, people who
only accept the nodern ontol ogy are ignorant of |arge areas of
know edge about people. And they are quite arrogant about their

i gnor ance.

Usual | y these passively accepted hypot heses about human
behavi or and people are called stereotypes. In Western society
due to the nodern ontology there are a nunber of stereotypes
about groups of people. Consider the follow ng stereotypes of
African Americans, wonen, Japanese Anericans, elderly persons,
and persons with disabilities. They can be el aborated even nore.

The stereotype of African Americans: they snell, have greasy
and dirty hair, are lazy, shiftless, but they do have rhythm
they steal, can not be educated, are sexual aninals, do not know
proper English, live in abject poverty, love to be bossed about
by whites, and are drug users.

The stereotype of wonen: they are hel pl ess, can not nake
deci sions, are soft, giggle, are high strung, easily becone
hysterical, can not understand conpl ex ideas, want to be
dom nated, want to sexually satisfy any man around, and are
sickly.

The stereotype of Japanese Anericans: they are sly,
schem ng, can not be trusted, do not know proper English, are
i nscrutabl e, hang together, are unfriendly, are deceptive, and
pl ot agai nst all other people.

The stereotype of elderly persons: they are hel pl ess,

i mpotent, a burden, frail, have nental |apses, are confused
easily, are rude, can not work, live in poverty, are not
productive, and are chronically ill.

The stereotype of people with disabilities: they are
hel pl ess, ignorant, can not |earn, are confused, are ugly,
enbarrassing, unable to do things, have a low quality of life,
are poor, unenpl oyed, can not keep a job, want to be with their
own kind, are incontinent, are in constant pain, often drool
have no social graces, are pitiful, tragic, a social burden, in
need of charity and wel fare, are sexless, sick, and broken and
need to be fixed.

Then guess what: the stereotype of white nmales are that they
are virile, manly, intelligent, smart, strong, able, are problem
sol vers, are natural |eaders, run the world, are heterosexual
heal t hy, and good looking and in their lives they enbody truth,
goodness, value, justice, and beauty.

The point is that anyone who passively accepts an ontol ogy
wWith its acconpanyi ng epi stenology without critically exam ning
it accepts al ot of baggage known as stereotypes. That is the
primary reason that people with disabilities face discrimnation
VWat |Is to Be Done?

Peopl e nmust beconme aware of the value assunptions of the
ontol ogy and epi stenpl ogy which are handed to them as they grow
up. They nust becone critical, skeptical thinkers. They nust
start with epistenology and once it is worked out, they nust then
apply it to the ontol ogy which they are expected to passively
accept. Only then can they becone free.

In other words, not only nust people exam ne and then
reconstruct their personal ontology using their critica
epi stenology in order to free thenselves from harnfu
stereotypes, they nust keep this procedure in mnd when they do



research, especially in disability studies. People's |ives, which
i ncl udes research, nust be based on critical thinking. However,
critical thinking and discussion is difficult to do because

| anguage gui des thinking (M nkel, 2002) and English is
fundamentally Platonic in its ontol ogy and epi stenpl ogy.
Nevert hel ess, it nust be done.

A Phil osophical Analysis of Disability Studies

Does this philosophical inquiry relate to the disability
nmovenment and disability studies research? Of course it does and
here are sone exanpl es.

During the Fall of 2001 a very influential book on
di sability studies was published. It is the Handbook on
Disability Studies edited by Gary Al brecht, Katherine Seel man
and M chael Bury (Al brecht, Seelnan, & Bury, 2001). The aut hor
in his research, is very concerned with the influence of the
International Classification of Inpairments, Disabilities, and
Handi caps (I CIDH) which was revised and now i s naned the
International Cl assification of Functioning (ICF). He is
concerned about the ICIDH I CF because it uncritically enbodies
the nodern ontol ogy and its epistemol ogy. This Handbook on
Disability Studies |iberally uses the |ICIDH I CF framework
especially in the first part of the book

He is concerned about the ICIDH | CF because it is based on a
medi cal nodel, a deficit nodel, of disability although many of
its adherents protest that using the terminpairnent does not
point to a deficit and that the idea of social participation is
now enbodied in the ICF. But they are wrong. The ontol ogy
enmbodied in the ICF objectifies disability as a deficit and
conveys stereotypes (the untested hypotheses) of the worst type
about people with disabilities.

The Handbook on Disability Studies is a peculiar work. Part
| is titled The Shaping of Disability Studies as a Field and
el even of its twelve chapters uncritically accept the ICF and its
baggage. There is one of those twelve chapters (Asch, 2001) which
concerns the field of bioethics and which raises the concerns
expressed here. It really seens out of place because the other
el even chapters so uncritically accept the ICF

Part 11 of this Handbook is titled Experiencing Disability.
It opens with a chapter (G I, 2001) which clearly distinguishes
bet ween the way people with disabilities experience disability
and the way "outsiders" say disability ought to be experienced.
This chapter easily debunks the |ICF' s stereotypes of people with
di sabilities.

Al t hough Part Il and also Part Ill (titled Disability in
Context) contain a number of chapters which are not very good,
they do contain some chapters which, although they ignore this
guestion about ontol ogy and epi stenol ogy, make imnportant
contributions. (Ferguson, 2001; Barnartt, Schriner, & Scotch
2001; French & Swain, 2001) A full philosophical analysis of this
Handbook woul d be a very val uabl e contribution.

Josie Byzek in an article in the January-February 2002 issue
of Mouth Magazi ne (Byzek, 2002) applies philosophical analysis to
the disability noverment using ADAPT as the key exanple seeing it
(correctly) as a main part of the disability novenent. The term
ontology is not used, but rather the disability novement's
foundation is substituted.

The disability novenent, Byzek wites, has an ontol ogy (not



her term) which is based on anger which cones from how peopl e
with disabilities are treated. It is pseudo-nonviol ent because
denonstrations (by ADAPT and ot hers) produce hostages (people who
are not allowed to | eave their offices) who are the sanme as
peopl e being forced to live in nursing homes. The novenent is
non-sel f-critical because the | eaders of the disability novenent
decide the issues, the targets, and the actions to be done
passi ng them down to the denponstrators. The foundation of the
disability novenment is anger, pseudo-nonviol ence, and non-self-
critical |eadershinp.

Byzek says that the disability novenent nust reject this
ontol ogy (not her term in order for it to survive, grow, and be
successful. By saying this |ast statement Byzek outlines the
needed epi stenol ogy: what ever nmakes it possible for the
di sability novenment to survive, grow, and be successful

The nine versions of the disability paradigmcan al so be
subj ected to phil osophical analysis.

The social constructionist version as found in the US, the
soci al model version as found in the UK, the oppressed minority
(political) version, the independent living version, and the
human variation version all assune (all have in their ontol ogy)
sonet hi ng known as soci al groups, social organization, socia
oppression, and social ways to deal with differences usually by
creating social barriers. However, these things do not exist.
Only the individual self exists with its perceptions.

This view (which the author accepts) produces a radica
epi stemology in which it is not certain that other selves exist.
Therefore, in doing research, the author must be very careful in
testi ng hypot heses about social forces and organi zation. The
aut hor, as a researcher, may want to test a hypothesis which
assunes that other selves exist, but he must be very clear what
is going on. He may also want to test a hypothesis that
extraterrestrial aliens or denons or ghosts or gods exist, but he
woul d not know how to do such a test. In the same way he has
probl enms testing a hypothesis about social forces and
or gani zati on.

The i npairment version and the continuum version are both
deficit nodels in that there is a deficit, a short coming in the
person with a disability. Otherwi se, it nmakes no sense to speak
of an inpairment or a continuum of disabilities. At the same
time, since people with disabilities do not have deficits in this
sense there is no epistenological test to use. You can not test
not hi ng.

What is then left are the post-nodern, post-structuralism
humani stic, experiential, existentialist version and the
di scrimnation version. The former version (which shall be nanmed
the existentialist version) has an experienced based epi stenpl ogy
which identifies things in its ontol ogy. Although one can
identify with these experiences, they are hard to deal with. One
can discuss them but how can they be tested? The users of the
exi stentialist version have their texts to work with, but they
even say that their texts are subject to different
interpretations. They are on the right track and produce accounts
whi ch are of considerable value, but they appear to only produce
i nferential knowl edge and no experiential know edge.

So there is the discrimnation version. How does a person
know t hat discrim natory behavior exists? It is experienced. A



person knows when there is a denial equal protection and due
process. Stated otherw se, the person knows when she is not being
treated as others are treated and when that treatnent is not

fair. A person knows when she is faced with discrimnmnation.

The overwhel mi ng conclusion fromthis philosophical analysis
is that alot of research in the field of disability studies is
worthless. It concerns things |like social groups and deficits
whi ch have no enpirical, experiential, existential meaning. But
it is very difficult to object to this meaningless research
because the very | anguage used enbodi es a G eek-Christian-nodern
ont ol ogy and epistempl ogy. It contains words (that is, concepts)
of good and bad, truth and fal sehood, justice and injustice,
worth and insignificance, beauty and ugliness. These are false
di chot oni es because the world is not just either/or. There is an
absolute relativity of value systens in the world including the
val ue system underlying that statement.

Concl udi ng Remar ks

There is no way to draw a conclusion to this presentation
but one can draw out the inplications of the ontol ogical approach
as outlined (the Greek, the Christian, and the nodern) and
contrast it with the epistenol ogical approach of critica
t hi nki ng and experiential testing.

On Septenber 11, 2001, a group of religious fanatics killed
some 3,000 people using four civilian airliners filled with jet
fuel. The point is not that it happened, but why it happened and
how it can be understood. Understanding these types of events is
the real reason one does research. Even though each study nay be
a small step, together they add up to an understandi ng.

It is here contended (as the result of the author's
research) that accepting the Greek, Christian, or nodern
ontol ogy, as here outlined, leads to a fanaticismin which the
"other" should be, needs to be, nust be destroyed. A fanaticism
in which giving one's life in the destruction of the |ives of the
"other" is the highest noral, ethical, and religi ous act
possi bl e.

In the US during the nineteenth century many persons
concei ved of a manifest destiny for the country to bring
denocracy to the rest of the world. The US built up quite an
enpire doing it. The US entered World War | to nake the world
safe for denocracy. The US entered World War Il to defend
denocracy. The US fought in Korea, Vietnam Kuwait, and now in
Af ghani stan to protect freedom and capitalism The wording
changed a little as did the enphasis, but the ontology was the
same: the US knows truth, justice, goodness, beauty, and what is
best for the rest of the world and it is are ready to kill others
to prove it. But the USis not the only country to adhere to this
ont ol ogy.

Sone Japanese in the 1920s and 1930s conceived of their
peopl e as having a pure spirit unsoiled by Western culture.
Therefore, their mlitary canpaigns during the 1930s and 1940s
were to purify East Asia and to destroy the influence of the
"white devils."

Sone Germans in the 1920s and 1930s conceived of their
peopl e as having a pure spirit unsoiled by Western cul ture.
Therefore, their mlitary campaigns during the 1930s and 1940s



were to purify Europe and to destroy the influence of the
"Christians, |liberals, and Jews."

The English did it, the Russians did it, the Germans did it,
the French did it, the Spanish, the Italians, the Japanese did
it, the Bal kan nations, the Chinese - they all didit. In fact,
no nation and no religion avoided killing others (if they had the
resources to do so) in the name of truth, justice, goodness, and
even beauty.

In all of these cases val ue systens enbodied in utility
functi ons based on respect and nore inportantly based on the
equal ity of people, of gender, of race, and of differing
intellectual viewpoints were the eneny which had to be destroyed.
As wel | discussed in Buruma & Margalit (2002), they had to be
destroyed because they undernined the ideal of the pious,
uncorrupted peasant who worked hard and al ways obeyed authority.
The religious |eaders and the political |eaders worked together
to keep society stable - and therefore their privileged position.

According to the religious and political |eaders it is the
soul of the peasant which is in danger fromthese values. It is
no acci dent that West European and US nissionaries go to other
| ands to save souls. And they go into the country side and into
the urban slunms in all parts of the world to save souls.

It is primarily the skeptical intellect which is the target
of m ssionaries. The peasant nust becone pious (as defined by the
religious | eaders) and obey the |aw (as defined by the politica
| eaders). The scientists present the "facts" which support the
definitions of the religious and the political |eaders.
Intellectuals who question notives and neans mnmust be renoved and
silenced. Law is based upon divine revelation and inpl enmented by
| eaders. It is this view which unites right wing Christians in
the US, ultra-orthodox Jews in Israel, fascists in many
di ctatorships around the world, far right Islamists, and any
authoritarian group.

It was far right Islamc terrorists who crashed those pl anes
on Septenber 11. It was right wing Christians Jerry Falwell and
Pat Robertson who said it was puni shnent from God (their god of
course) for the denial of God (again their god) in US society.
They both had the sane ultimte goal: to chastise the US popul ace
in order to force themto enmbrace their ontol ogy, their
epi st enol ogy, their value system

People with disabilities are seen in the US today as the
"other" which is concretely involved with the world of
experience. Any ontol ogy which presents a world of experience as
inferior to a world of divine lawwill lead to the oppression of
people with disabilities. Any ontol ogy which enphasi zes ablism
and nornmality doonms people with disabilities to destruction. Any
ont ol ogy which presents an epi stenol ogy based on authority and
conformity results in the death of people with disabilities.

Is starting with a skeptical, experienced based epi stenol ogy
the only way? The answer is no. To take such a position will |ead
to the attenpt to cleanse the intellect of people who disagree
with that position. Cleansing the intellect is no different than
cl eansing the soul. They both involve killing the "other."

Much is expl ai ned when the dom nant view of people with
disabilities is seen to rest on an ontol ogy which has an
epi st enol ogy based on authority and conformty. Perhaps the nost
fundanental research question of all in disability studies is how



do we turn around this dom nant ontol ogy.
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