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Abstract

As it is generally conceived, knowledge belongthindividual: we imagine how a
lightbulb suddenly illuminates above the sciensisttad, a muse whispers in the philosopher’s
ear, cogs slide into place as wheels turn in thekénr’'s mind, and, “Eureka!” an idea is born. As
an individualistic experience, knowledge is sednrthe repository of the mind, a “steel trap” as
it is so often referred, which can only be breadmgthe most sophisticated and precise
methods. From these popular representations of kaulp®, one can extrapolate further to
conclude that knowledge is not made, it is receivelli of these metaphors of knowledge
present a passive subject waiting for knowleddeetanparted from the Cosmos.

Much like knowledge, a disability and, reflexivetire knowledge of disability, is an
individually sited matter; disability is somethitmbe had, possessed, or owned, not shared.
Similar to knowledge, disability is not activelygaluced, it just “is.” And disability, too, is
internally located, often being attributed as thiecome of physiological malfunction. It follows
then, that because both knowledge and disabiléysaparately regarded as individualistic
phenomena, as located with(in) the individual, as@xisting independently of him or her, that
knowledge of disabilityvould also share these characteristics. This &uahjective, however, is
to prove just the opposite: to position disabidya form of knowledge, and therefore, the
knowledge of disability as the endpoint of an omgqgprocess of social interaction.

| use discourse analysis to analyze interviews gotedl with staff members of a
university office responsible for providing acaderaccommodations to students with

disabilities, in conjunction with documents authibesd disseminated by this organization. My



Vi
study conceives discourse as language in actiohiBy mean that discourse creates the very
social structures it is presumed to describe.d atglerstand discourse as reflexive, meaning that
embedded within discourse are larger social ancahmarms. Believing that analyzing discourse
allows for normative beliefs on knowledge and dikigtio be clearly displayed, | ask the
following questions: By what assumptions do membegsnize disability in their daily
practice? What role does communication play ingl@ecesses of social organization? What
resources or forms of evidence are necessary ¢ordigie, to produce knowledge of, disability?
And does everyone have equal access to these ces@ur

This study’s findings hold broad implications faverse stakeholders. For the field of
Communication, this study affirms the need for sedi ways of understanding communication,
as it shows how antiquated ideations of commurooads a linear exchange of information
narrowly define what counts as knowledge. Additlbnahis study also contributes to Disability
Studies in that rather than arguing disability a®eial artifact from an exclusively conceptual
standpoint, it empirically makes a case for disgbés the product of social interaction. For the
organizational members consulted in this studyfdraecommendations for their praxis. The
final, and arguably the most important, party thé study has implications for is the student
with a disability. Because this study promotes aeniclusive approach to disability, and
because it encourages a lesser burden of proofresgiect to knowing disability, this study is of

particular interest to the individuals who are sified as “disabled.”



Introduction
Ei incumbit probatio, qui dicit, non qui negat
(The proof lies upon him who affirms, not him whoielg

The fourth and fifteenth amendments to the UnitedeS Constitution assign the burden
of proof exclusively to the plaintiff, as the pakginging charges. Consistent with the well-
known legal maxim, “innocent until proven guiltytfiose alleging guilt must furnish compelling
evidence to support their claim. The proceedinghefU.S. justice system are an extension of
an established rule governing social interacti@t ikewise dictates persons claiming
knowledge must supply compelling evidence to legite their charge. Whether it is knowledge
of an alleged criminal offense or knowledge abogtaup of people, evidence is what separates
an arbitrary belief from an incontrovertible fact.

On a social scale, this suggests a key assumgiiaut &nowledge: “Knowledge is a
belief we can prove, for which we have evidencan(Dijk, 2011, p. 14). In other words, it is
through the inclusion of evidence that a belieflesvated to the status of knowledge; thus,
rendering evidence is a requisite in the produabtibknowledge. By presupposing that a belief
becomeg&nowledge, | am also assuming that knowledge, tholyknowledge of disability, is
not ready-made, but is actively produced in proegesé communication. Therefore, although
this dissertation centers on my research with aeussity office responsible for providing
accommodations to students with disabilities, o a study on disability as if disability
preceded communication. Rather, this dissertagpnesents work in the field of

Communication, for it examines the communicativacpices of members of this office, referred



to hereafter as the “Office for Disability Affai(®DA),” in order to glean insight into how
disability is constituted.

The overarching research question driving my werkhow do members discursively
produce and organize knowledge of disability? Tliis, dissertation offers an epistemology of
disability from the standpoint of these social mensbMore than to just construct a view of
disability from the perspective of ODA membersxamine staff interviews and organizational
documents to identify the communicative means biglwvhblaims regarding disability are
transmuted into knowledge. | consider the role evad plays in the making of knowledge of
disability, interrogating what exactly qualifies@ddence. In order to frame knowledge
production as an interactional process, | returant@ra when prevailing conceptions of
knowledge construction originated. In the followisgctions, | trace the origins of contemporary
understandings of knowledge.

Knowledge as Empirical Endpoint

Possibly nowhere is the emphasis on evidence iwlatlye greater than in the Age of
Enlightenment. Often referred to as “The Age of &g’ this time period, spanning the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, is assoesiétfethe likes of René Descartes, Immanuel
Kant, and Isaac Newton. Though this philosophicadition quickly spread throughout Europe,
the Enlightenment’s earliest beginnings were inl&mgy and France with the works of John
Locke and Voltaire. Part of the Enlightenment’s egddied with the solutions it posed for the ills
of the time. The Enlightenment was a reaction &pdéc monarchs claiming divine right to rule,
and to parochial abuse of authority. For a sogétyreeling from the cultural regress of the
Middle Ages, also known as the “Dark Ages,” citizeaf the seventeenth and eighteenth

centuries welcomed a new framework for understanthe world around them. This particular



framework sought to replace superstition with sogerspeculation with empiricism (Love,
2008).

The Enlightenment set the stage for the “ScienRigvolution,” which fundamentally
changed approaches to scientific inquiry. The SigiefRevolution espoused empiricism as the
new, preferred method, thus exchanging deductiweght with inductive thought. For thinkers
of the time, knowledge was not produced throughusieely theoretical means, but through
systematic experimentation (Israel, 2011). It ithils way, through the evaluation of a series
stringent tests, that knowledge is rendered obbé&ryguantifiable, and generalizable.

Many of the beliefs that the Enlightenment advaneedld now fall under the heading of
“modernity.” Given their relevance to my dissenati a few of these beliefs are worth
mentioning here. The first is with respect to lamgge. From an “Enlightened” point of view,
language is exclusively representative; it is amsdar grasping an objective, external reality.
Language stands for something that exists indepelydsf the subject, and consequently, it is a
mere conduit of knowledge (Bruffee, 1986).

At the same time that words are presumed to refsomething outside of themselves,
they are viewed as inherently meaningful. Sincagbténed thought sees knowledge as deriving
from singular rather plural sources, the notiort thaaning can reside in a lone, isolated
utterance is consistent with this premise. Furtlteenbecause words were viewed as inherently
meaningful, this line of thought gave rise to ageure for studying language, wherein scholars
examined decontextualized utterances to produaeraatic truths regarding language as a
whole.

Essentially, knowledge from an Enlightened poinvtiefv can be contained, not just in

words but in individuals (Shotter & Gergen, 1998).be more specific, knowledge is located
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within individual minds, which as a result of tiidamous Cartesian split, is distinct from the
body. This epistemological concept of mind is seshmarized by Brauffe (1986), who
represents the Enlightenment’s relationship betvikreroutside world and inner thoughts in
terms of a mirror. The mirror metaphor illustrakgdightenment views of knowledge that
interpret it as an individual and empirical outcomerein an external reality is ascertained
through the senses and then projected in the rBirzdiffee writes,

The human mind is equipped with two working elerseatmirror and an inner eye. The

mirror reflects our reality. The inner eye conteatps that reflection. Reflection and

contemplation together are what, from this cogeipeint of view, we typically call

thought or knowledge. (p. 776)

Due to the fact that this reality is taken to bke¢ady there,” the knowledge derived from
this independent world is equally taken-for-grantBlde presumed apparentness of this hidden
yet empirically accessible universe is what makesedge of it self-evident. When one argues
that something is self-evident, that individuaéssentially claiming that a statement speaking to
the validity of his or her claim is unnecessaryras phenomenon requires no further
explanation.

To better understand what it means to claim thatetbing is “self-evident,” | turn to
another well-known historical document, the U.Sclagtion of Independence. The following
statement can be located early on in this docuni@re:hold these truths to be self-evident, that
all men are created equal.” In claiming that theat@reation all men [sic] is a self-evident truth,
the authors are likewise implicitly claiming thatg particular truth requires no further

explanation, no further evidence. Nothing thoughnnately and fundamentally self-evident.
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The quality or state of self-evidence is not sonmgtiphenomena have, but something they are
attributed by social members.

Consider the example of Newton’s proverbial apflece the apple evidenced the laws
of gravity, gravity became just that: a law, alru fact. It was a fact, which after some time,
was integrated into a shared stock of agreed-upoalsknowledge. The notion that knowledge
is agreed-upon and social hints at another keyeaiém the production of knowledge that the
Enlightenment’s positivist position overlooks. Awill show, even a fact, such as gravity or in
the case of the present study, disability, is itthg idly in the universe, waiting to be
discovered. It is, on the contrary, actively antlatrated produced, and is as a result,
inescapably social in origin (Berger & Luckmann6&9Gergen, 1997; Shotter, 1993).
Knowledge as Contingent upon Identity

Turning from physical truths to social truths, cdees the self-evident property of
identity. Certain social identities allow individado claim knowledge of events, objects, and
people that others are not equally able to claimprdcess known as “category entitlement”
(Sacks, 1974), these categories of identities “avdrin themselves, certain sorts of knowledge”
(Potter, Edwards & Wetherell, 1993, p. 17). Tosthate how category entitlement works, Sacks
offers the example of two friends, one who was @e&gs to an accident, and the other who was
not. Only the former friend, Sacks claims, is akbolto express distress because only he belongs
to the category of “witness.”

Categories not only entitle emotions, they alsdtlerdne to make knowledge claims that
might otherwise be untenable. A mother for inséac@n claim that the reason her baby is crying
is because she is tired, and most people woulgness her, nor would she feel compelled, to

explain how she knows that her baby’s cry meaisstited. Her identity of mother (the child’s
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mother) privileges her to this knowledge. Her knedge of her baby’s motivations for crying
becomes self-evident in the context of her idenfitye relationship between the mother’s
identity and her knowledge of her baby’s reasongifging represent a social truth that
stipulates that mothers know their baby’s behavibike any other truth, whether it is the case
of a falling apple or a crying baby, this truthuisderstood as commonsense, meaning that the
explanation for how the knowledge was acquiredresady embedded with the identity category
itself.

Social identity differs from interactional identjtsts the former refers to identity as it is
more generally conceived: as a relatively stable set of ascriptions. The example of the
mother represents a social identity; though theselavinevitably be variation from person to
person, most people have an approximate sharesideanother.” If asked to describe what
they think of when they think of a mother, many pleavould provide several overlapping
responses (e.g., a mother is a woman, has a hildsturing, etc.). If, however, one was in
conversation with a person who is a mother, andosi@sting to her as a mother as opposed to
one of her many other identities, then that indiaidwould not only be recognizing the other’s
social identity as mother, but helping to createihiractional identity as mother. The mother,
moreover, in recognizing the other’s orientatioméo identity of mother, assumes this
interactional identity and enacts it. Take tworids in conversation. One friend turns to the
other and inquires about the school her child ddefmhe other friend, realizing that she has been
implicitly called upon to take up her identity asnather, responds accordingly by talking about
her child’s school.

The Enlightenment was thus misguided in its podtay identity on two accounts. First,

identity does not exist in people but between theagether, two (or more) people fashion
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identity through communication. Second, becausatity is often thought of something that an
individual possesses, it is also seen as inalterdlble case of interactional identities
demonstrates how identity is invoked by the exigenof the situation, and is as a result, always
fragmented and always changing (Antaki, Condor,e&ihe, 1996; Bucholtz & Hall, 2005;
Johnstone, 2008; Zimmerman, 1998). Continuing kXaenple of the two friends, if one of the
friends in the conversation switched topics samaaduire about her conversational partner’s
work as a university professor, then the other @awdw be induced to assume a completely
different identity. In a matter of seconds, onehaf conversational partners has shifted from one
identity to another.

Chapter Three elaborates on the transitory anéaole nature of identity. In Chapter
Three, | describe the discursive means by which @L&ad Administrator, for example, lays
claim to the category of expert. The expert idgrthiat the Lead Administrator assumes,
however, is not something she does alone. Witherctntext of the research interview, | am, by
soliciting her input, requesting that she enad farticular identity. By orienting to her as
expert, by asking questions germane to her pradtam inviting her to take on the role. In this
way, | am directly involved in co-constructing tigentity she puts forth. What is more is that |
am not only participating in her identity in thabment, | am also implicated in the kinds of
actions that identities grant. So, when, from tia@dpoint of expert, she claims knowledge that
only an expert would be able claim, | am co-produddhat statement.

Using interview transcripts, | present identitynstruction as a joint accomplishment, and
| furthermore show how these collaboratively matinitities entitle and deny certain actions
when it comes to claiming knowledge. As | illusé@in the first example of the mother and the

crying baby, the mother, as a member of the cayegioentitlement, was permitted to engage in
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an action relevant to her category: she was aldsgert knowledge of her baby’s needs. Like
this example, in Chapter Three, | demonstrate la®ioth Lead Administrator and as a person
with a disability, this staff member’s identitiesceise her from expounding upon how she knows
what she claims to know.

In both cases, of the mother and of the Lead Adstrigiior, one can observe how
identities authorize actions, how they sociallytifygRorty, 1980) them. Other social members,
members not of the category of entitlement, rerohilgated to supply a rendering that
validates—that socially justifies—the claim theg advancing. In order to be judged
sufficiently explanatory, these renderings offeagdo other social members must include
acceptable forms of evidence.

Knowledge as Exercise in Accounting

That of legitimizing claims to knowledge throughidance is a process known as
“evidentiality.” Evidentiality indicates to the hea how the speaker has come to know what he
or she proposes to know (Tracy & Parks, 2010).idoalirse, evidentiality can assume many
forms. For example, a speaker can reference ag@seurce as is so often done in academic
writing (see Dehkordi & Allami, 2012) in order tmbue his or her claim with evidentiality, and
consequently, authority. Alternatively, evidenceaking to the legitimacy of a speaker’s claim
to knowledge may also be achieved through lessdbmeans, such as through the inclusion of
firsthand accounts or personal testimony.

Per the norms of social interaction, when a clamat self-evident, when it is not self-
explanatory, it is accompanied by an account. GQjasdated to motives, accounts often address
an implicit question regarding a speaker’s intemtibesign, or rationale (Mills, 1940); they

answer the question, “Why?” (Sacks, 1992). Accgumi$h prospective and retrospective, are
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anticipatory. As Shotter (1984) notes, all speakpesak under the impression that they will be
held accountable for what they say. Before progdin account, speakers first ascertain the
likelihood that their claim will be scrutinized. the event that they perceive the probability of
their claim being challenged to be high, speaktezia an account to their claim to render it both
intelligible to the hearer within the context oéthituation at hand as well as the larger social
order.

On a broader scale, accounts are integral to therggon and preservation of the
moral/social order because they make sense ofghaocies with the potential to threaten it
(Garfinkel, 1967; Goffman, 1971). The interactignal (Goffman, 1967) of accounting is
essential to knowledge construction in that accoane opportunities for individuals to make
sense of events to both themselves and to othersieinbers of a mutual moral community
(Shotter & Utrecht, 1989), individuals hold eachataccountable through the social processes
of judging, shaming, and condemning. Buttny & Me1{2001) note that “Accountings are
‘collaboratively achieved’ among interlocutors” g95), meaning that the success of accounting
is contingent upon another; the person to whonateeunt is offered must find the account both
relevant and sufficient. Therefore, the variousoaots featured in Chapter Three and Chapter
Four are not to be interpreted as individual cbutions of the staff member, but as joint
accomplishments between researcher and respoibnugnizing that knowledge claims, and
the accounts that partially constitute them, atedeoived from a singular source intimates a
fundamental flaw in traditional views of knowledgleat of knowledge production as an
individual enterprise.

The Age of Enlightenment served as the precursorddern positivism. Scholars

working within a positivist tradition, such as EmmDurkheim and Talcott Parsons in Sociology,
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and Claude Levi-Strauss in Anthropology, took tbierstific principles established in the
Enlightenment and applied them to the study of humgeraction (Kilminster, 1998). Like the
modes of scientific inquiry developed a few cerdsiprior, positivists in the social sciences
sought to create rigid and reproducible methodgéorerating universal truths about the human
condition (Geertz, 1973). The idea was that ifrtfethod of study was designed precisely and
correctly, the results would reflect absolute tritb ensure that the method for extracting truth
was effective and the result accurate, these schptaposed a disinterested and uninvolved
researcher as a means for achieving objectivitfplltwed that knowledge, truth, was apart from
the researcher as he or she was not involved anattion. Knowledge under the positivist
model was presumed to be predetermined—researchigraeeded to refine their methods for
harvesting and disseminating it.

Knowledge as Joint Activity

Well into the 2% century, the intellectual legacies of the Enligiment remain alive and
well in the social sciences, including the field@dmmunication. The field of Communication,
ever the philosophical amalgam, began in part vagiearch in Information Theory. Two
information theorists in particular, Claude Shanaod Warren Weaver (1949), can be credited
with developing what is the most renowned Commuimoanodel to date: the transmission
model of communication. Shannon and Weaver’s magopms, “A Mathematical Model of
Communication,” represented communication muchdikeathematical equation. This
mathematical model, or transmission model asribis called, suggested that one could wield
control over the interpretative process (Krippefidd©93), manipulating, for instance, the

information transmitter or the message designfavarable and foreseeable end.
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The belief that communication may be controllea@d¢bieve a desired outcome is still
prevalent in contemporary research methods, gtigétanes notwithstanding. In fact, as | will
address in Chapter Two, my primary research methtetyviewing, is often mistakenly
conceived of in terms of a transmission or stimuksponse model (Mishler, 1986). In the case
of the research interviewhe question posited by the researcher is sedreasimulus eliciting
information concealed in the mind of the interlamyuthe response. Because questions in the
interview setting are viewed from a behavioristgpective that sees human response as
predictable, much effort has been dedicated tovige design and questioning planning. The
rationale informing this effort holds that if theethod is designed correctly and precisely, the
results will in turn reflect an accurate and imgarruth. Furthermore, because these truths are
unbiased by researcher agenda or question strutheseare taken to be generalizable, and thus
universal and predictable.

But there is another way of conceiving of intervéeunterviews are a recontextualization
of events (Bernstein, 1990; Linell, 1998), not parting of them. Take, for instance, the act of
transcribing a recorded interview. While the actrafscription may initially appear to be a
simple exercise in notation, in the process ofdcabing, the researcher is deciding what to
omit, include, emphasize, and so forth (Ochs, 19r3his way, the events reported in the
interview are recontextualized at least three timmase when they are recounted in the local
interview setting by the speaker, again when tBearcher renders the oral text into a verbal
one, and lastly, when the researcher incorporatesview extracts into his or her analyses.
Thus, knowledge garnered from the interview is patde of objectification, as it necessitates an
agent, more than one in fact, for its productionthle methodological chapter that follows, |

discuss at greater length my reasons for rejettiadpelief that interviews “harvest” knowledge
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(Antaki, 2006), and consequently, my decision ti&ende interview itself the topic of analysis
(Potter & Hepburn, 2005).

In Chapter Three, by analyzing the spoken discooirstaff members, | demonstrate
empirically the saliency of the interview-as-da¢aaurce (Seale, 1998) view. | focus on staff's
concern to control the interviews they conduct wgitiindents as well as the interview they
participate in with me. The belief that there idard a “right way” to do interviews is as
misguided as the belief that some data are béiher athers. Believing that some data are better
assumes that these data better represent an giséablindependent truth, when in fact the
“truth” is being negotiated in the interview itsedb all data is relevant. With respect to
interviewing, | share Dingwall's (1997) thoughts e matter when he writes that the
interview’s “relationship to any ‘real’ experienisenot merely unknown but in some senses
unknowable” (p. 56). In claiming that the relatibisbetween the interview and reality is
unknowable, Dingwall is not suggesting that we dbpossess the appropriate methods for
accessing this reality; rather, he is assertingittiarviews, like all speech events, are not
representative of an external reality, nor are ttegyesentations of internal mental states (Potter
& Mulkay, 1985; Potter, 1996). Interviews are rdimtis, versions, of events that are
recontextualized to fit the interaction at hand.

Unlike mathematical equations, humans are not ptaole. One of the most significant
shortcomings of a mathematical model of commuroceit that it neglects to account for human
agency. Early interpretivists like Clifford Gee(i©83) refuted a naturalist approach to the study
of meaning-making, asserting that causal understgaaf culture disregard the fact that it is
human beings’ ability to choose that makes theevacably unpredictable. Often referred to as

“co-construction” or “joint activity” (Bucholtz & Hll, 2005), agency is distributed among social
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actors, and is accordingly, not exclusive to thdvidual (Jones & Norris, 2005). People
construct knowledge, of disability for example,dtger. They respond to questions to
accomplish the joint activity of an interview, atiy offer and evaluate accounts to co-
construct, manage, negotiate, and habitually rénactsthe social order.

Describing knowledge as (socially) constructedoigsistent with the view of
communication informing my work: a performative asahstitutive view of communication.
According to the transmission model, communicaisooften likened to a fixed, calculable
eguation where language is but an interchangeabiable. Saussurean linguistics, for instance,
exemplifies this orientation to language as sclsaddgtempt to uncover universal features hidden
in language. Such orthodox ventures into the stidgnguage seek to determine what is behind
language or for what language stands. In many vegssturalist interpretations of language,
like Saussurean linguistics, resemble the positivizde of inquiry characteristic of the natural
sciences, as they dissect language into sign#iedssignified (Derrida, 1967/1974) in an attempt
to identify a universal grammar of language (Choym4e76).

A performative orientation to language on the otieard extends beyond the semantic
level (Chafe, 1970) to argue that language in disepurse, is not as a passive medium or tool
through which social relations are constructed,dmuagent in meaning-making (Austin, 1962;
Butler, 1997; Searle, 1976). In focusing on whaglaage accomplishes, and not what it stands
for, a performative approach takes context to serdsal to the study of language. Whereas in
structural linguistics it is common practice torext a unit of language from its context and
abstract it, the goal of a performative view islegermine how the local situation calls for the
operation performed by discourse. Accounting fartegt also accounts for the fact that the

same series of utterances can perform one actiondrsituation, and a completely different one
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in another setting. The situatedness of languaggal for language does not inherently possess
meaning, but acquires meaning as it is deployeuat@naction.

Possibly the most illustrative example of the perfative quality of language lies with
Austin’s (1962) notion of speech acts. Speechaetsas they sound, utterances that incite
action. An oft-cited speech act example is of adimgl ceremony, where in uttering “I do” or in
proclaiming “lI now pronounce you married,” two péopre actually wed. In the case of
disability, and consistent with a performative urstiending of language, | hold that discourse
does not represent disablement, it actually doesligabling. In this respect, discourse truly is
performative.

One of the most fundamental actions that languag®mns is that it constructs realities,
and therefore, it is not only inherently performaatibut constitutive as well. The constitutive
view of communication is nearly interchangeablehw¥hat is otherwise known as a “rhetorical
view of communication” (Tracy, 2003). Both the ctingive view and rhetorical view regard
discourse as inherently active, with rhetoricatdigse analysts in particular concentrating on
pragmatic accomplishments of discourse. | oriertisoourse, whether in spoken or written
form, as social action (Baker, 1997). | claim ttisicourse is inherently active, in effect bringing
about the very things it is presumed to describ@ther words, contrary to popular conception,
discourse does not represent biology, nature (Bagtd, 2004; Bartesaghi & Castor, 2009;
Rorty, 1980), or social circumstance. Rather, thisugh discourse that these very things are
brought into being; as Tracy & Mirivel (2009) puitit is through discourse that seemingly
biological conditions like disability are “real-id&(p. 154). It is in this regard that discourse is
social action (Van der Berg, 2004). In the casdisdbility, this means that the ways in which

disability is discursively organized are not représtive of a putative condition or set of



15
conditions, but that reflexively, the vocabularyatiscourse of disability quite literally disables,
by constructing disability as an individual problenorthy of professional attention (Bartesaghi,
2009; Davis, 1986).

One function discourse performs is that of organgyzit is through and by discourse that
persons are ordered into social categories, inotuftir instance, “disabled,” “suspect,” and
“expert.” “Discourse” refers to exchanges at theelef interaction, as well as constellations of
ideologies. Gee (1990) describes the first integbi@n of discourse as “little ‘d,” with the
second sort representing what he calls “big ‘D3atiurse. For him, little ‘d’ discourse
encompasses conversations, texts, and storieseasbig ‘D’ discourses “are ways of being in
the world” (p. 142), discourse in the Foucauldianse of the word. What Gee emphasizes
though is that these two understandings of diseoarrs not discrete as big ‘D’ cannot exist
without little ‘d.’ Little ‘d’ constitutes the meanby which big ‘D’ discourses, such as those that
socially organize people, are reproduced. In my awrk, | utilize and connect both big ‘D’ and
little ‘d’ discourse.

My orientation to discourse is best summarized lytls (2005) who writes that
discourse “is the actualities of people’s livegyriganizes relations among people” (p. 25).
Smith’s definition of “discourse” as it relatespgmcesses of organization highlights both the
active (“it organizes relations among people”) andsequential (it “is the actualities of people’s
lives”) nature of discourse. | investigate how staémbers position themselves with relation to
other university members, members of different @seifons (e.g., healthcare providers,
university faculty), and persons with disabiliti€took at how they present themselves as
knowledgeable or unknowledgeable, as an authagtyd or a friend, as compassionate or just

effective in their work.
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In Chapter Four, | elucidate the organizationalligqiaf discourse when demonstrating
how through their talk, members organize studectsraing to type of disability along a moral
hierarchy. The membership categorization analydiSA) method | utilize in Chapter Four is
ideally suited for illustrating the organizing fdiyuof discourse, as it shows how social members
make sense of the world and people around thenmdupag members into social categories
(Sacks, 1992). By way of MCA, | detail the discuesmeans by which ODA staff members
implicitly categorize students: as a having a prefiédisability, a dispreferred disability, as
morally sanctioned, and as morally suspect. Astirae time, | attend to the social categories
staff members create for themselves, including dfhakpert. With each social category comes
established expectations and entitlements to cectaims and activities that members of that
category can, and are often compelled to, exetutay Chapter Four analyses, | consider the
implications of membership categorization. On the band, | discuss how membership
authorizes members belonging to certain sociaboaites to make otherwise unauthorized
claims to knowledge of disability. On the other diahreflect on the consequences a student’s
membership category, as a student with a visitdahiiity or as a student with a nonvisible
disability, hold for his or her ability to securecammodations.
Knowledge as Socially Organized

By treating “organization” as both a noun and @yéam positing a few things about the
relationship between discourse and organizatiast,Firganizations are not just sites where
discourse occurs, rather discourse constitute@ag@ons; this perspective was appropriately
termed the “communication-as-constitutive orgargzimovement (Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren,
2009; Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen, & Clark, 2011; Me® & Zaug, 2008).This particular

assumption is compatible with the recent discurtive witnessed in Organizational Studies
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(Alvesson & Karreman, 2000; Deetz, 2001), whichdsdhat organizations areatkedinto
existence” (Bakken & Hernes, 2006, p. 1602). Thealted discursive turn represents a
paradigm shift wherein organizations are no lorugerceived strictly in terms of stable entities,
but as continuously reproduced through interactamsng its members. Reproduction of this
sort comprises my second claim regarding commupita&s organization: that organization is
an active, ongoing process.

An endogenous approach to the role of communicati@mganizing emphasizes two
things. The first is the processual nature of hbéhact and the entity of organization contends
that the “stabilization of entities resides in grecess [of organizing] itself” (Hernes & Weik,
2007, p. 251). The second is that organization®ese understood from inside-out, rather than
outside-in, that they are not preexisting entitirg,are constructed internally by the exchanges
and practices of social members.

Weick’s (1969) pioneering texthe Social Psychology of Organizjrexamines
“organization” as a verb, or an action, as oppdseanoun, an object. For Weick, concerning of
organization as a verb is essential to understgrgBnse-making within an organizational
setting. Sense-making from a process perspectpergetually in transition as members
continuously revise meaning upon interacting witheo members and upon encountering novel
situations. Weick vehemently opposes the reduaifaomplex processes to simple nouns, for
such a practice transforms ambiguities of orgamnahto the taken-for-granted. In linguistics,
this same mechanism by which dynamic processesoaensed into noun form is known as
“nominalization” (Schmid, 2000).

Billig (2008) notes that ironically “nominalizatidims itself a nominalization in that the

word refers to the intricate process by which yandxdicates are converted into nouns. An
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example of nominalization pertinent to my studg Weith the case of “fact.” “Fact” is
rhetorically flexible, as speakers employ this témna variety of situations to indicate a host of
different things: “it was a fact that the suspeeswgeen fleeing the scene”; “the fact of the matter
is that | do not care”; “in fact, | do not know."sAhese examples illustrate, the word “fact”
performs various activities, but what exactly imet? This is one question that my dissertation
attempts to answer by showing that unlike the nairiiact” suggests, a fact is actually the
product of communication over time.

In Chapter Five, | show how the use of nominal@aimbues documents disseminated
by ODA with rhetoric flexibility. Also within thichapter, | show how texts within organizations
are frequently oriented to as static artifactseathan links in chains of conversations
(Gunnarsson, 1997). Furthermore, because textsrigestabilized and standardized over time,
their agentive capacity is often overlooked (Cop&8904; Latour & Woolgar, 1979). In Chapter
Five, | detail how, when enrolled in interactiortktvhuman agents, institutional documents can
be said to enact agency in that they speak fostident with a disability (Cooren, 2010).

While Weick’s work is instrumental in providing afternative means of conceptualizing
organizations, in its emphasis on organizing,stefjards the interplay between organization as
verb, and organization as noun. In this regarddibeursive notion of recursivity proves useful
in reconciling the noun-verb dichotomy. Recursiyiy the reflexive relationship between
process and structure, departs from a longstarsdioglogical tradition, which positions
structure, in this case, organization, as bottptibducer and product of process, of organizing.
Structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) contributemtoanalyses of ODA, as it highlights the dual
nature of the organization. These members invokews organizing discourses, such as a

medical discourse, to materialize the organizatidrthe same, the grander institutional
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discourses that constitute the organization autbdhe organizing work conducted at the local
level.

With respect to knowledge construction, structaratheory invites one to question the
glossing that takes place in the construction faic which subsequently leaves the ostensible
fact unquestioned. Given the reflexive nature aidedge construction, one would be hard-
pressed to determine definitively which came fitlse fact or the discourse informing it. Did the
discourse of disability create disability as in@wv known, as a biological fact? Or, did the
“discovery” of disability as a material truth infardiscourses of disability? Still yet, is the
relationship between structure (e.qg., the factisdilility) and process (e.g., the discourse of

disability) as structuration theory suggests, artote complicated than that?
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Chapter 1: Languaging Disability

In part due to its organizational and performafiuections, and in part due to its highly
consequential nature, language in use has becaewti@l concern for disability scholars and
advocates alike. The eye on the discourse of disaisi apparent in far-reaching documents,
such as the 1990 Americans with Disabilities AdD@d, as well as its amended version, the
2008 Americans with Disabilities Amendments Act (ABA). Both of these federal legislative
documents prescribe what is known as “Personiéirgjuage” as the primary means for altering
social inequities experienced by people with dig#s. People-first language, a shift in the
languaging of disability that favors the ascriptipersons with disabilities” over “disabled
people,” is a response to a longstanding mode ndeqtualizing disability: that is, according to
a medical model.
The Medical Model of Disability

Throughout history, people have organized diffeeginca variety of ways. In the Middle
Ages for instance, impairment was superstitioustyarded as retribution for moral transgression
(Metzler, 2005). While such an archaic view may rem@m absurd, contemporary social
organization of disability has not progressed fanftit. Not unlike several centuries ago,
disability today is intimately tied to notions obmality, and just as in the “Dark Ages,” the
burden of disability is still assigned exclusivébythe individual. Such antiquated ideations of
impairment strongly resemble what modern schokrs t“the personal tragedy model of

disability.” It is the “personal” of the personahgedy model that is to be emphasized here as
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Oliver (1986) notes when he writes that this appihda disability “has served to individualise
the problems of disability and hence leave soaidl@conomic structures untouched” (p. 16).

Several hundreds of years later, the personaldsagedel persists in the form of the
medical model. Like the personal tragedy modelntieelical model positions the individual as
the site of impairment. As Chan and Chan (2000¢cefmedicine, as we now know it, is a
direct product of the Enlightenment era, which chamed “objectivity, determinacy, causality
and impatrtial observation” (p. 332). From a modstrperspective, disability is observable and
determinable, and assigned exclusively to the iddad. The premise that impairment is within
the individual consequently warrants the entrariae\ariety of institutions into the disabled
body. In this regard, a medical paradigm of disgbdoes not invoke the medical institution
exclusively. As a result of what Oliver (1990) ceih*medical imperialism,” the medical
discourse of disability has expanded so as to epassa host of other helping professions
(Edelman, 1974), including therapeutic, caregiviedpabilitative, governmental, and even
educational organizations like ODA.

The individualization of disability serves thasstitutions well. The long-held personal
tragedy view of disability portrays the individuaith a disability as a victim, as dependent upon
another for care and attention (Barnes, Mercerh&k@speare, 2010). As members of these
helping professions enact the professional-clielationship, they are perpetuating yet another
ideology of disability. By claiming access to resms—both material and immaterial, such as
specialized knowledge—members of these professimanwittingly constructing disability in
terms of dependency. In order to obtain monetasistsice, medical attention, or learning

accommodations as in the case of ODA, the indiViduth a disability must assume the role of
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dependent. By enacting the role of dependent, ¢hsop with a disability is, as disagreeable an
idea as it is, ultimately participating in his a@rtown disablement.

Within the context of disability and the helpingfessions, however, the notion of
dependency is not to be confined to the clienhdividual with a disability. As professional and
client are relational identities, reliant upon @mether for each to be meaningful, the
professional is as much, if not more, dependenhertlient. In fact, in the case of disability, the
identity of professional, or expert, is entirelyp@adent on the other’s impairment, as Barnes,
Mercer, & Shakespeare (2010) point out when thatewi[tjo acquire an impairment is to
become the object of professional attention” (d.)1&he authors continue that “This ‘expert’
[the professional] defines an individual’s needd how these should be met” (p. 161).
Therefore, while the professional and client idiediare relational, they are by no means
symmetrical.

The People-first Movement

The People-first movement was initiated in the WoSeplace the reductionist
descriptors witnessed in medical records, suchVis gatient” or “Autistic patient.” In many
ways, by seeking to allow alternative means ofifieation, outside of one’s disability, the
Person-first impetus is attempting to unfetter kil from the medical institution’s historical
stronghold on it. This effort can be observed m ADA’s semantic substitution of “someone
who is” (disabled person) with “someone who hagr§pn with a disability), with the latter
based on a reframing of the individual over thablikty. As a result of its relative positioning of
the “person first,” the ADA is able to claim that eadividual is no longer solely defined by his

or her disability.
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In 2008, U.S. legislating bodies authorized amemim® the Act. These amendments,
pertaining to accessibility and equal opporturtitygreby produced the current legal document,
the Americans with Disabilities Amendments Act (ABA). Like the preceding act, this piece
of legislation was designed to afford and ensughtsi for disabled citizens. In spite of the
various changes made to the content of the origicialsuch as broadening the definition of
disability to encompass more diverse forms of impant, the categorization used to capture
persons with disabilities remains the same (U.SlaEgmployment Opportunity Commission,
2005).

Although the ADA and its subsequent amendment onply that there exists a
preferred way of referencing persons with disabgitthe U.S. Department of Labor is by
contrast, much more explicit—it both employs anelspribes People-first Language for
employers and their employees. The U.S. Departofdrdbor (DOL) Office of Disability
Employment Policy (ODEP)'’s official website featsir@ range of links to disability-related
topics. Included in one of these links is the doeatn“Communicating with and about People
with Disabilities,” which reads much like a “how*tmanual, instructing persons in the
workplace on “proper” communication “with and abodisabled people. Interestingly, the use
of the conjunction “and” here suggests that comrationwith persons with disabilities is to be
grouped with communicaticaboutpersons with disabilities, and furthermore, tihaise two
types of communication are interchangeable. Keepimgind that language in use is indeed
social action, the latter half of the documentletidistinguished only by an alternate
preposition, ultimately renders persons with dikiagés passive receivers and subjects of
communication. To communicate with a person is &kehim or her an active participant in the

very act itself, whereas communicating about agredoes not require his or her participation,
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let alone presence. The logic implicit in the doemt’s title suggests that communicatadgput
persons with disabilities does not necessitate comicatingwith them. In light of this, it may be
worth asking whether or not those prescribing lagguchoices are people with disabilities
themselves. This is in fact, a question drivinginguiry as | am continuously asking who, the
student or the staff member, and what, a docuna@nstitution, or an individual, gets to speak
for whom. Table 1 below details some prescribech$eias well as their less preferred
counterparts.

Table 1 A Transmission View of Disabilitffable 1 lists the offensive term for describing
disability in the left column, with its more prefed People-first substitute in the right column.
The table presents communication in a one-to-onéguration, as a simple act of translation,

where one word correspondingly begets another.

Affirmative Phrases Negative Phrases

person with an intellectual, cognitive, retarded; mentally defective

developmental disability

person who is blind, person who is visually the blind

impaired

person with a disability the disabled; handicapped
person who is deaf the deaf; deaf and dumb
person who is hard of hearing suffers a hearing loss
person who has multiple sclerosis afflicted by MS

person with cerebral palsy CP victim
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The ODEP document opens by acknowledging the seppm®gress made with the
enactment of the ADA, but shortly thereafter itntikes a specific site where improvement is
still needed; the document reads, “where progressli needed is isommunication and
interactionwith people with disabilities” (Office of Disabiyi Employment Policy, n.d.). In
order to facilitate said progress, the documenitbars provide a list of what they term
“affirmative phrases” and “negative phrases” fosctébing various disabilities (see Table 1,
above). The affirmative phrases are listed in ammol on the left side of the page with their
corresponding negative equivalent presented irflarooto the right. Take, for example, the
descriptors designated as negative phrases, “egfaeshd “mentally defective.” Their suggested
alternative as listed in the column representirfignaative phrases is “person with an
intellectual, cognitive, developmental disability.”

Though this portion of the ODEP document offerglaage guidelines at the level of
words, later in the guide, it takes the relatiopdietween discourse and disability a step further
SO as to encompass communication more generalbalRbat the document locates progress in
“communication and interaction,” and not language&sively. These proposed suggestions for
communicating with and about disabled people mareappear locally, in the Office of
Disability Affair's (ODA) faculty handbook. In th&€Communication” section of the handbook,
the preface, as well as the proposed terms, maatimest verbatim to that which is featured in
the original ODEP document. In both cases, in tB&EP document, and in ODA'’s slightly
modified version of it, communication is establidlzes integral to effecting social change for

persons with disabilities.
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Disability under a Transmission Model of Communicaion

In some ways, these documents and the respecstraitions they represent are on to
something; certainly, communication is both a loand mechanism of change for people
everywhere. What is less certain though, is wipeet to how communication is presented.
Both documents introduce communication in termsaismission. Under this model, a speech
token (e.g., a pejorative term for disability) mputted by one communicatiadpouta person
with a disability—someone other than the subjent or herself—and an equivalent but more
preferable descriptor is outputted by the commuitnaequation. For those implicitly
subscribing to the transmission model, communicasdut a fixed and predictable algorithm—
a simple matter of translation.

The transmission view of communication is bounduigh another metaphor of
communication, the control metaphor. Similar to tiamsmission metaphor, the control model of
communication is causal in nature, asserting thatrounication is but a tool for bringing about
a foreseeable change. In the case of the ODEP Brddocuments, this change is presumably
social equality. As Krippendorff (1993) notes, timntrol model produces “social asymmetries”
(p. 9), with the controllers of communication segarfrom the controlled. Whereas in the
unilateral transmission model of communicationgbader is active and the receiver passive, the
control metaphor adds another layer of complexibpitending that controllers are
knowledgeable experts while the controlled are canapvely uninformed (Krippendorff, 1993).
In the case of the ODEP and ODA documents, theaited, the passive and uninformed
subjects of conversation, are not agents in thearsation; they are the objects, they are persons

with disabilities.
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While many have written extensively on the shortoas of a transmission view of
communication (see Carrey, 1989; Krippendorff, 298ddy, 1979) for all of the reasons
mentioned here, including its inability to accotmtthe dynamic and ongoing phenomenon that
is communication, these documents suggest thatghsmission model is alive and well in
contemporary society. Despite its numerous flahis,model remains so prevalent precisely
because it ensures that those involved in desigamngppropriate discourse of disability remain
in business, so to speak. When applied to disghilie transmission model of communication
legitimizes the need for experts from a varietynstitutions to speak about, and subsequently
for, persons with disabilities. These experts tbperationalize the transmission model in their
practice, which further compounds its persuasiygeapas a means of representing disability.
Reflexively, because it is used by experts, thesimrassion view of disability is vicariously
imbued with expertise.

As it concerns matters of disability, the transmoissnodel proves even more useful to
members of the helping professions in that it reduarger processes for socially organizing
persons with disabilities to a matter of semantigs$itution. Speaking to the misconception that
language can be used as a quick-fix to engendal sb@ange, Oliver (1996) notes that the “role
of language, however, is more complex than simmpyremoval of offensive words” (p. 34). So
the question then becomes, are these variousuitnstis misguided in placing so much stock in
language, in communication, as a means for altesoagal inequities?

The Social Model of Disability

The Person-first Movement underway here in the $.80t necessarily representative of

activist efforts elsewhere, especially in the Ushikengdom. At the time that several activists in

the U.S. were turning to language as a means iiogibg about social change, their international
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counterparts were looking to larger structuraléssun 1972, the Union of the Physically
Impaired against Segregation (UPIAS) was founddtenUnited Kingdom (UPIAS, 1976).
UPIAS suggested a new way of approaching disapdipart from the prevailing medical model
of the time. UPIAS founders bifurcated disabilitydrder to distinguish its conceptual
relationship from impairment. Impairment differsrn disability on the grounds that it deals
strictly with the materialization of the body. UP3X1976) defines impairment as “lacking part
of or all of a limb, or having a defective limbganism or mechanism of the body” (as cited in
Oliver, 1990, p. 11). While impairment is locatedhathe body, disability, by contrast, is located
in “social organizations which take no or littlecaant of people with physical impairments” (as
cited in Oliver, 1990, p. 11). This distinction Wween impairment and disability essentially laid
the groundwork for the development of a social thexd disability.

Though UPIAS may have provided the foundationsafeocial model of disability,
Oliver (1990) is largely credited with populariziitgBy examining how disability as ideology is
intimately bound up with forms of social organipatisuch as Capitalism, Oliver furthered
UPIAS’s claim that disability is a social, not gical, pathology. Drawing heavily from the
work of Foucault (1963/1973), Oliver asserts thidhwhe rise of Capitalism came the rise of
individualization, and with individualization cangentemporary understandings of disability as
a personal problem. Furthermore, Oliver contends @apitalism invites people to be conceived
in terms of their production value. In this metapba market, people with disabilities are
viewed as less valuable, for they are viewed asitetrumental in the production of a
progressive society.

In his discussions of disability as a product afiabideology, Oliver (1990) is careful to

distinguish the diverse use of “social” as a prefithin scholarly discourse. In particular, he
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goes to great lengths to differentiate social aoiesibnist approaches to disability from social
creationist ones. From a social constructionisidyaint, the problem with people with
disabilities’ disenfranchisement lies in the “minafsable-bodied people, whether
individually...or collectively” (p. 82). By this ddfition, those suggesting language as a means
of promoting equity for disabled people—proponegitthe Person-first Movement—are
operating from a social constructionist positiohey believe that because language affects
perception, if one changes the discourse of disgbdne changes the reality of it. The
marginalization of people with disabilities accarglito social creationists, however, is as Oliver
puts it, “located in the institutional practicessaiciety” (p. 83). Accordingly, Oliver prefers the
ascription “disabled people” over “persons withathigities” as in the former, the word
“disabled” functions more like a verb than an atijex

As | mentioned before, the ascription of “disabpedple” is much more common in the
U.K. than in the U.S. In part because of its diesrchistory with disability, “persons with
disabilities” is preferred in the U.S. | am incliho agree with Oliver in that proponents of
People-first Language tend to overestimate itstalid improve the lives of persons with
disabilities. Still, | use People-first Languageotighout this dissertation for the simple reason
that the majority of my readers are in the U.Sd @inus are more familiar and more comfortable
with “persons with disabilities.”

Along these lines, ODA’s Lead Administrator, Cafl®), also disputes the ability of
word modifications to single-handedly thwart theadimination people with disabilities so often

incur. When | (S) asked her what role she thougingliage played in disability issues, she noted,
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Extract 1
369 C: | think (2.0) | mean what we talked abowt tither day was that you know
370 whether you call somebody “gimp” or whetheu all them “person
371 with a disability” (1.5) i-it you can still ypcan_useppropriate language
372 and still have terrible attitude

373 S Mm okay

374 C: And | think we sometimes feel or astif you use the right language that

375 means that everything else is going to follomugh

376 S ((laughter)) Mm-hm

377 C: And | don’t think that’s truat the same time you know and kinda vice

378 versa people can be using poor languagetiatbest intentions

Cathy responds to the People-first Movement in shatquestions the movement’s
prescriptivist orientation to language. In presicrg a “right” way to reference persons with
disabilities, People-first Language is reinforcengransmission model of communication. By
designating certain terms as more suitable subssifior others, the Person-first Movement is
presenting communication in linear, causal, terma prescribed term is presumed to effect
more positive attitudes towards people with disaed. Cathy, however, diverges from the
transmission model when she says in lines 374-37bink we sometimes feel or aes if you
use the right language that means that everythgagi® going to follow through.” Cathy is
touching on the fact that communication is ofteated as an equation that can be manipulated
or designed for a favorable outcome. All one hada@s exchange one variable for another,
replace the offensive term with the benign one,\aild, the desired communicative and social

outcomes are achieved.
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Cathy further demonstrates her skepticism towaods&ptualizing communication in a
reductionist manner as she illustrates that langaeagl intention are not directly correlated (lines
377-378). Such an understanding of the relationsatpreen language and inner states also goes
against dominant beliefs of communication that régleas a means for getting at private
knowledge, locked away in the confines of an irdlinl’s mind. For her, language,
communication, is not a direct reflection of inient so proponents of a prescriptivist language
program, such as the People-first Movement, shbeldary of over-crediting mere linguistic
substitution as sufficient for social change.

At the same time, Cathy does concede that by c¢iuiilg the status quo for ways of
languaging disability, prescriptivist approachés lihe People-first Movement represent positive
change nonetheless. She says,

You can get caught up in all of that linguisticalbyt what it's getting at for me the fact

that there’s a linguistic argument in general istihtells me is that people are thinking

and people are talking about it and that it-it dbidity] is something that is emerging

not only as a medical condition or as somethingwrout as something that could be

different (lines 380-385).

Paradoxically, despite Cathy’s implicit rejectioinedinear and overly simplified view of
communication, some of ODA’s practices inadverterginforce this one-dimensional
representation of communication. That is why, fa;, mhis important to scrutinize these
organizational practices and discourses; not te pagyment, but to identify opportunities for

ODA staff to improve their practice by addressinggible inconsistencies.
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An Embodied Model of Disability

Since its inception, the social model of disabiigs come under criticism for
perpetuating an unhealthy impairment/disabilitylgma. In doing so, many (Dewsbury, Clarke,
Randall, Rouncefield, & Sommerville, 2004; Hughe®&iterson, 1997; Shakespeare & Watson,
2001) have argued that this practice refuses tsidendisability from an embodied and
phenomenological ontology. Ignoring or underminiing materiality of impairment does
Disability Studies a great disservice, for in dogay some would be led to believe that if
structural and economic barriers were overcomeaiment, along with disablement, would no
longer be of concern. The truth is that people wittabilities, like able-bodied people,
experience physical troubles with their bodies. Wtieir bodies become broken, worn, or
“leaky” as some would have it (Schildrick, 199 ey willingly and eagerly seek the services of
the institution purportedly oppressing them. Indrisique of the social model of disability,
Shakespeare (2008) cautions against constructigcime as the proverbial straw person, the
scapegoat that can assume all responsibility foakmjustice against people with disabilities.
To demonstrate the welcome role medicine playberives of some individuals with
disabilities, Shakespeare references the vital fageal diagnosis in order to obtain monetary aid,
insurance reimbursement, and government assistance.

In a similar vein, Dewsbury et al. (2004) take essuth proponents of the social model
as they claim that those working exclusively frdnis fparticular conceptual framework are
guilty of the same practice they disavow. Whereh®eates of the social model seek to
undermine certain institutions’ (the medical ingibn, especially) claims to specialized
knowledge on all matters disability-related, thayd simply transferred the claim of expertise

from members of the medical professions to acadermterestingly, over this 20-year debate
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on the social model, literature within Disabilityu8lies critiquing the social model on the
grounds that the claims it advances are purelyrétieal is few and far between. In this
dissertation, | answer this implicit call for dateven analysis by examining disability, not in
social structure and ideology, but in the localteahof ODA members’ talk.

It is my belief that the social model of disabilapd a phenomenological approach to
disability are not irreconcilable. | do not belieseyone endorsing the social model would deny
the veritable existence of impairment. An idealalobration between the two models, however,
would acknowledge the difficulties impairment caegent, as well as the need for medical
attention in some cases, yet in the spirit of thead model, it would remain critical of the
meaning assigned to impairment in this contextoAtsthe spirit of the social model, my work
is, in many ways, a critique on institutional discses of disability. Taking into account the
embodiment of disability, | am by no means suggediine eradication of institutional
involvement (i.e., medical institution) in disabyi—nor do | want to, as Dewsbury et al. (2004)
caution against, entitle medical sociology to acthe sole spokesperson for disability. Instead, |
am soliciting multiple discourses, or perspectivdsjisability.

In interrogating institutional discourses of didapi | am more specifically interrogating
the ways in which it constrains the choices ODA rbera can make, particularly with respect to
the forms of documentation they can accept frordesits. To fault the medical institution
though would be too simple. As alluded to previgukto not locate disablement in this
structure as doing so would reinforce the strueagency dualism | denounce. After all, medical
documentation is one of the most widely acceptedica@tions of disability, used in military and
veteran affairs, social security administratiord ao on. Because the medical institution is

validated by social members as one of the onlygmdapable of verifying disability, ODA



34
members, knowing that their decisions are held @ati@ble to the same social members,
likewise prefer medical documentation to the exoli®f most others. As this example suggests,
ODA members’ decision-making practices are thorbudhemmatic, making the process of
organizing disability inescapably complex.

An Interactional Model of Disability

While the medical model claims that disabilitynisthe individual, and the social model
claims that disability is in societal institutioasd ideologies, | propose that disability is in, or
rather the outcome, of interaction. Although engairiwork within the field of Disability Studies
on disability-in-interaction is scant, scholarsonversation analysis, discursive psychology, and
discourse analysis, have traced the productionsabdlity in conversations between
representatives of the medical institution andrtbiéents (McHoul& Rapley, 2005; Perakyla,
Antaki, Vehvilainen & Leudar, 2008), for instanees, well as those taking place between
caregivers/support staff and persons with disaslifAntaki, 1999; Antaki, 2001; Antaki,
Finlay, Walton & Pate, 2008). Many of the scholarguing disability as an interactional
outcome, however, may resist the appellation os&bility Studies scholar” as their projects are
not confined to the topic of disability. Rathert firactitioners from conversation analysis to
pragmatics to discursive psychology, their respeatnodes of inquiry constitute the topic of
study. The methodology is of primary focus, andgbeial phenomenon it illustrates is often
secondary.

Some (e.g., Rapley, 2004), however, have placability at the heart of their
scholarship. In other words, those like Rapley dbamoose between discursive psychology or
disability, but do both. Rapley mobilizes discouaslytic principles to illuminate disability as

an interactional phenomenon. He simultaneously cgegersations on disability to illustrate the
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implicit social rules governing discourse. It istivis regard, that | model my project after
Rapley’s.

The discursive psychological approach that Ra@2€94) adopts is ideally suited to
make the case that diagnostic categories sucmtgléctually disabled,” do not exist outside of
interaction, but that one instead acquires themdiaig through the course of interaction (see
McDermott, 1993). Discursive psychology is largebncerned with demonstrating how the
exchanges and measures designed to assess anoséiagnalready-present-but-hidden
cognitive state actually produce said state. Raf#1694), for example, analyzes an exchange
between an institutional interviewer and a candidadient for the diagnosis of an intellectual
disability. By virtue of his status as a potentint with a disability, the participant’s minimal
responses (e.g., “mm-hm, “okay”) to the intervieweestions were interpreted as abnormal
acquiescence and as evidence of an underlyinggmbksulting in the diagnosis of
“intellectually disabled.” Under any other circumistes—in interviews with persons not already
presumed disabled—such responses would be pertaigptable.

Smith (1978) likewise details how certain behavianes recounted and recontextualized
by participants in conversation to suggest to #@rér that these actions are symptoms of a
problem—in this case, mental illness. Smith shoas b woman, ‘K,” was portrayed as
mentally ill by her friends. Similar to the candidalient in Rapley’'s example, K was initially
established as a candidate for mental illnessskdtis alone supplied instructions to the hearer
(here, the interviewer) that K’s friends’ descripts of her behavior should be taken as evidence
of her illness. In order to construct K as mentél|yher friends engage in what Smith terms a
‘cutting out’ (p. 50) procedure, whereby they seddcevents speaking to K's apparent mental

iliness. Their construction of K’s state was ack@n a very specific way: first they established
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a social norm, and then described how K deviatewh fit. This discursive practice allowed them
to transform otherwise innocuous behavior into egpions of mental iliness. For example, K's
friends recalled a time when they all went to teadh. K’s friends, as they reported, leisurely
lied on the beach, which was intended to serve@asdrm against which K’s actions were
indexed. They proceeded to describe K swimmingra¢lengths while they relaxed onshore.
Since K’s behavior deviated from theirs, which egemted normal behavior, K was
consequently exhibiting abnormal behavior—behawidicative of mental iliness.

Much like Rapley (2004), Smith (1978) shows via €&xample of ‘K, how otherwise
unremarkable behavior can be presented in suclyahaait renders the candidate client (for
mental illness or disability) a client proper. Smidentifies the discursive processes by which
‘K’ became mentally ill as a form of social orgaatimn. She acknowledges that comparable
processes are used in institutional settings téas end: to organize those individuals who are
in accord with social norms, as well as those winagate from them. The informal interactional
work performed by ‘K”s friends proves that soctmbanization can be both “formal and
informal” (Smith, 1978, p. 24), arising in both iibstional discourses and casual conversation.
Both Smith and Rapley’s projects shared a similgedive: to elucidate how the supposed
facticity of a biological condition (mental illnesand intellectual disability, for that matter)
come to be regarded as fact through a dynamicssefigocial interactions.

Antaki (1999) endeavors to accomplish somethinglaimwhen he analyzes the role of a
guality-of-life questionnaire in institutional int@ews conducted with individuals with learning
disabilities. In an effort to denaturalize disalyilas a biological fact, Antaki shows the behind-
the-scenes interactional work that goes into produdisability by considering the implications

of paraphrasing standardized questions as theyaappethe interview schedule. He found that
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in an interview between an institutional intervievaad an individual with a learning disability,
the interviewer often reformulated and reposed tijpres This reformulation, more importantly,
was consistently done “sensitively” (p. 437), sdaaccount for the cognitive abilities of the
respondent. Sensitivity, in this case, meant rephgaguestions in such a way that interviewers
were more likely to elicit a positive, socially aptable, and face-saving response. Through the
rephrasing of their questions, interviewers setntie¢éaphoric bar lower, thus producing a higher
a quality-of-life score on behalf of the respond&¥hile such sensitivity “might seem
generous,” Antaki reminds that it ultimately “consits the respondent as impaired” (p. 437).

Having thus established my theoretical framewarkhe next chapter, | describe the data
informing my analyses, along with my methodolog@&paproach, discourse analysis. Also in this
chapter, and because discourse data is derivedfietawork, is an ethnography of the site of
my study, which is intended to familiarize readeith the physicality of the organization. After
presenting ODA as an institutional entity, | contrto Chapter Three, which marks the first of
three analytical chapters comprising this dissenrtat

Chapter Three examines staff members’ beliefs dagaithe ways they can know
disability. In this chapter, staff present commatiien as a conduit of knowledge, knowledge as
dependent upon evidence, and disability as obskrv@hapter Four, the second analytical
chapter, considers how members formulate clainksitoviedge of disability. | see these claims
as a means for staff members to construct theiridemtities, as well as the identities of students
with disabilities. | look at the discursive mechans staff use to construct identities, and the
various activities that identity categories affartd deny. My final analytical chapter, Chapter
Five, considers the relationship between writteth @iral texts, and the role they play in the

organization of disability. In addition to demorging how text and talk reflexively inform one
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another, in this chapter, | discuss texts as thkte to the broader context of evidence in the
production of knowledge. The concluding chaptera@ar Six, is reserved for recommendations
based on my observations and interactions with Gi2#f, wherein | acknowledge the practical

constraints of their everyday organizing work.
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Chapter 2: Disability in the Making: A Discourse Analytic Approach to Disability

The terms “discourse” and “communication” shareegnally polysemic quality. On the
one hand, the term “discourse” is used to refamntgthing from a unit of speech greater than a
sentence to a cultural ideology, such as in “Thecburse of Oppression,” “The Discourse of
Racism,” and so forth (Schiffrin, Tannen, & Hamil{®001). “Communication” on the other
hand, can signal anything from the exchange of mizadecodes between computers to face-to-
face encounters between friends. The two termseaover, are often used interchangeably,
further compounding the versatility and confusicnampanying both. In this chapter, | attempt
to clarify my claim that disability is discursiveproduced and organized through everyday
communication. To start, | describe the physicalityhe Office of Disability Affairs (ODA) and
the nature of daily office operations, as wellrasaduce the staff members who participated in
this study. My objective in re-creating the resbasite and participants here is to present
communication as multidynamic, with various socidés, personal interests, and organizational
and institutional goals bearing down upon it.

| then proceed to detail the data informing thiglgt including a comprehensive account
of the process by which this data was generatecaalyzed. Next, | elaborate on the theoretical
assumptions informing the analysis. In this sectiggtesent my methodological and theoretical
approach according to six premises of discoursesé&lpremises are as follows: discourse is not
representative; discourse is not a conduit of inlneuaghts or feelings; discourse organizes social

relations; discourse is constrained and guidedloiabnorms; discourse is responsive; and
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discourse is a vehicle of change. | hope to hayehlapter’s end, set a distinct tone and
established clear expectations for the analysibetopics featured in the chapters that follow.
The Office of Disability Affairs

The Office of Disability Affairs (ODA) is locatednothe main campus of a large, public
university located in the Southern region of thetebhStates. This university matriculates
approximately 40,000 students annually. On theersity campus, ODA is housed within a
building that is home to several other administabffices, including the Office of the
Registrar, Student Affairs, and the Financial Aiffic2. The Office of Disability Affairs is
situated along a breezeway, adjacent to a smeli fi@aturing a few vending machines and a
large bulletin board overwhelmed with flyers adigang a host of products and services. A
modestly sized sign that reads, “Office of Disabilffairs,” positioned above two automatic
glass doors, is the sole indicator of the office.

Upon passing through the automatic doors, one firaisor herself in a small foyer that
features a restroom to the right and a glass domight ahead. To the left of this door, equipped
with both a handle and a push-pad for automaticyeista doorbell that is used for afterhours
visits. Upon passing through this second door,foms him or herself in a small lobby. In the
left half of the lobby are a handful of chairs,regovith a desktop computer and a printer/copier
for student use. In the right half is a wall almestirely devoted to displaying informational
pamphlets on a variety of disability-related issues

The receiving area sits just to the left of thelwébrochures. Receiving is distinguished
by a desktop marked by student sign-in materidilsheards, preprinted forms, and a cup of

pens. On most days, ODA’s administrative assistinta, sits on the other side of this imaginary
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window. As a student approaches the receiving dageg greets her and asks her to write down
her student identification number so that she nieck her in.

More often than not, students come to ODA to takexam and are familiar with the
process for doing so. Without further promptinghesitation, this student takes a small piece of
paper from the desktop, fills in her universityntiécation number, along with the
corresponding course number and scheduled timdbadéoexam, and then returns the slip to Jana.
Jana proceeds to walk around the corner to thé, mdtere two student proctors sit behind a
glass window, and tapes the student’s informatioa wall behind the proctors. When the time
arrives for the student to take her exam, a progtdks out into the lobby and escorts the student
through a side door. This door leads to a corridaturing a collection of cubbies that function
like lockers where students automatically divesnikelves of all belongings. Immediately
following, the proctor guides the student into mkyi lit room full of grey cubicles, complete
with ear plugs, table-top fans, and white noisemras. Before exiting the room, the proctor
hands the student a copy of ODA’s Honesty Poliaywmmarizes its contents, delivers the exam
packet, and reminds her of the amount of time slaotted.

Testing accommodations represents but one of rmacymmodations that ODA offers.

In addition to providing extended testing time aeduced-distraction environments, much of
staff members’ daily activities consist of meetimigh students to determine appropriate
accommodations and then drafting memos to facaltyotify them of the request for
accommodations. A typical accommodations requegtashk that the student receive lecture
notes, or that he or she be permitted to leaveabmm when necessary. Alternatively,
accommodations may request that the instructocisaliclassmate to transcribe notes for the

student, or ask permission for an interpreter tenak class with the student. Outside of student
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and faculty correspondence, ODA staff are alsoamsiple for organizing university events
designed to promote disability awareness and adyoca

Staff members These duties, and others, are primarily distedi@mong a total of seven
full-time, salaried staff members. While thesefstaémbers are assisted by a small number of
part-time student employees and temporary intemly, the full-time staff were consulted for
this study due to reasons of duration and consigtehemployment. Of the seven staff
members, one is the Lead Administrator, anoth#rdsAssistant Lead Administrator, three are
advisors, one is the testing specialist, and theras an administrative assistant.

Students who come to the office for reasons othean testing are likely there to meet
with an advisor to discuss accommodations. Eacisadspecializes in working with students
with certain disabilities. Long-time advisor, Betéyr instance, is fluent in American Sign
Language (ASL), making her the primary advisortfe Deaf and hearing impaired. As such,
Betsy’s duties include matching interpreters taletis and captioning audio materials for
courses. However, she also sees students withrgadisabilities, Bipolar Disorder, Asperger
Syndrome, Attention-Deficit Disorder (ADD), and Atition-Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
(ADHD).

Karina is another staff member who equals Betdgrims of tenure with the Office of
Disability Affairs. Though Karina is not technicathn advisor—her official title is as Assistant
Lead Administrator—she often assumes the respadiigibiof an advisor all of the same. She
meets with students with physical and mobility esswchronic health conditions, vision
impairments, temporary impairments, as well as BipDisorder and Asperger Syndrome. In
addition to her student consultations, Karina &isads lectures on pedagogy and diversity

workshops on campus to discuss what she refers ‘@isability etiquette.”
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Much newer than Betsy and Karina, Isabel was hasedn advisor only a few months
prior to the commencement of my study with ODA.Beofair, Isabel had been employed by
ODA previously, working in testing for about a ydefore she accepted a position as an advisor.
In her new capacity, Isabel works primarily withidents with ADD, ADHD, and other learning
disabilities. Outside of meeting with students igcdss accommodations, Isabel also spearheads
student interest groups and organizations, andrgisps student employees.

Melissa is the ODA staff member who assumed Isaliefmer position as a testing
specialist. She too was promoted from within thecef working previously as a student proctor.
Now, she schedules exams campus-wide, contactadimis for exam materials, and oversees
student proctors. Melissa is not only a universityployee, but a student as well, attending night
and online classes to pursue a master’s degrée indalth sciences. Melissa aspires to become a
medical doctor in the future, and has an externisagkground with disability and public policy.
Prior to arriving at ODA, she worked with a goveemhmunicipality, enforcing ADA
regulations and standards.

Acting as liaison between the Lead Administratait #re advisors is Jana, ODA’s
administrative assistant. Jana manages day-to4fiag operations, including scheduling full-
time employees, developing office publications prmmotional materials, greeting students, and
“triaging” student case files to the appropriatgiadr, depending on the student’s disability and
the advisor’s availability. Jana is a recent graelwd the university where she now works. Prior
to earning a bachelor’s in Business Administratitana served in the U.S. Armed Forces. In
between the time she spent in the military andithe she spent working towards her degree,

Jana worked for Veterans Affairs, coordinating beséor veterans with disabilities.
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All of the abovementioned staff members repo®A Lead Administrator, Cathy. As
Lead Administrator, Cathy allocates resources, taais the budget, establishes and upholds
ODA and university policies, and communicates wither entities within the university. She
rarely receives students, seeing only about a guaftthe students that the advisors do. The
students that Cathy does meet with are generatlgmional in one manner or another, for
example, students who engage in disruptive behavittre classroom or office. Outside of her
administrative and disciplinarian roles, she igltdescribed tie-breaker. If the other advisors
cannot come to a consensus as to whether or niotlarg should receive accommodations, the
Lead Administrator provides the deciding vote.

Emily is the last ODA staff member, who despite $tatus as an intern, participated in
this study. While Emily was employed in a tempornaogition, at the start of my study, she had
worked in the office full-time for several montimsaking her sufficiently knowledgeable of the
organization’s practices and procedures. A receadugte of the Mental Health master’s
program at the university, Emily’s role was asmgidvisor, primarily working with students
with depression, ADHD, and learning disabilitiestsas dyslexia.

One full-time ODA staff member who did not pampiate in this study remains, however.
This staff member, John, serves a dual role asadend technology specialist. Although his
official title is as an advisor, John does not nvaigh students regularly. Instead, his job is to
provide assistive technologies to students. Owvangilay, he can be seen unbinding textbooks
and scanning them into a software program thatedsthe text into an audio file for visually
impaired students. While John would have been wiiserqualified to participate in this study,

he did not self-elect to do so, which preventedrrslvement altogether.
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My role. Prior to its implementation, this study was revievig the university’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The study was aped on a few conditions, one of which
specifies that | am prohibited from soliciting tharticipation of ODA employees (see Appendix
A for study approval letter). In order to preentp possibility that staff members feel coerced,
perceiving that their participation (or lack thefjewill affect their employment, the Lead
Administrator informed them privately of the oppority to take part in the study. In the event
that they wished to participate, they could contaetof their own volition. John, however, did
not contact me and thus he was disqualified astacipant.

Another condition of the study was implementeg@ratect the interests of the students
visiting ODA. Initially, students receiving accomdations through ODA were identified as part
of the study population, and accordingly, the réorant process for this group was similar in
design to the recruitment process for staff membidtsr a few weeks observing ODA
operations, however, | realized that | was morerggted in how staff members make sense of
what they do, and how they organize disability &&cathrough their practices. In order to meet
this research objective, | decided only to confeghv@DA staff members.

The majority of my observations of ODA practicesk@lace in the receiving area. | felt
minimally intrusive here, but was still able todkahe accommodations process from beginning
to end. Data derived from observations are judt titsservations. Per my study agreement, | did
not engage in participant observation (e.g., hglmitth office operations), as doing so would put
me into contact with sensitive, confidential madks; such as students’ medical histories, which
were of little import to my study. Over the courdesix months, | visited ODA once or twice a
week, on average for one to two hours at a timepserve interactions and conduct interviews.

On each visit, | brought a journal with me to retary reflections. These fieldnotes were
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instrumental in developing interview questionsthes helped me to determine what questions
were important to ask. They furthermore aided intewtualizing participants’ responses in the
interview setting. In sum, my data for analysisasnprised of eight interviews conducted with
seven staff members (one interview was a followntgrview), approximately 50 hours of
observation, and organizational publications atufed in the office’s lobby and on its website.
Data: Composition & Generation

The data for this study may be classified accordinigvo types of discourse: spoken and
written. Oral texts are constituted by interviewftWODA staff. Per the stipulations of my study
under the IRB, | was required to use a pre-appraviesview “script” during all interviews (see
Appendix B for interview schedule). | structuree tjuestions in the script so as to be open-
ended and relatively generic. My motivation wastoid constraining participants’ choices in
responding, yet at the same time, maintain theiitieof my research by remaining compliant
with my study protocol.

| audio-recorded all interviews. Immediately follimg the interview, | transcribed the
recording in full, using a modified version of Ja8on’s (1984) transcription conventions, a
well-established and widely used interdisciplinaogation system. Table 2 lists the different
notations | used for transcription (adapted frontakin 2011), along with their meanings. |
transcribe not only for content, but also for pa@listic features, such as volume, rate,
inflection, and so forth, to indicate how utteramege intended to be heard. In accordance with a
discourse analytic emphasis on what an utteranes, dather than the meaning it contains, the
purpose in transcribing for aspects of speech kebylom semantic level is to highlight the
pragmatic functions of discourse (for an overvidwhe diverse pragmatic functions of

discourse, segienkowski, Ostman, & Verschueren, 2011). Whildotte you” and “I (2.0) lo:ve
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you ((rolls eyes))” offer the same linguistic camteoy way of differences in transcription, one
can observe that what they accomplish is quiteedifit (e.g., the latter conveys sarcasm).
Indeed, accounting fdrow something is said is of utmost importance to aziatytalk. Some of
the pragmatic functions that notation allows meltaidate in this study include expressing an
attitude towards someone/something, indicatingtesy or uncertainty, and constructing
identities for self and other, all of which play iategral role in an even greater discursive
function whereby disability is made fact. Tablee2dw outlines the various notation symbols
that | used during transcription, and in the exac the chapters to come.

When considering transcription, it is important totnisrepresent it is as a word-by-
word rendition. Consistent with dominant concepgionknowledge production, transcription as
method is generally regarded as a positivist pradee Depperman & Schutte, 2008). Some
analysts go so far as to attempt to standardinsdrgotion practices, believing that if the task of
transcription is executed accurately and comprethelys the product is an objective one-to-one
presentation of talk (Davidson, 2009). | have depetl a hybridized, adapted transcription
system as | do not subscribe to the view that orgptson is merely a written record of an oral
account. On the contrary, | do not see transcripa® separate from theorizing, but theorizing in
and of itself (Bucholtz, 2007; Mishler, 1991; Och879). For me, transcription is a selective and
interpretative process, whereby the researcherdst® certain features of talk and ignores
others according to his or her research goals (@i2007). Inevitably, what | choose to attend
to and notate will be different than someone elik the same set of data. Therefore, researcher

“bias,” is not only unavoidable, but favorable.
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Table 2. Notation Symbols & Meaning.

) Pause
(.5), (1.0), (1.5) Length of pauses, in seconds
1 Pitch rising
! Pitch falling
[word Overlapping speech
[word
wo:rd Speaker elongates the sound preceding
the colon
word, WORD Louder and even louder speech,

respectively

°word° Word is whispered
wor- Abrupt stop
(word) Unclear speech; analyst’'s best guess at

what was said

((nonverbal)) Notes gestures, laughter, expressions
word= No pause between speaker turns
=word

Defining discourse.Since the term “discourse” is conceptually flexjbtas especially
important to pin down a precise usage of the tatiscourse” when describing my methodology,
discourse analysis (DA). To begin, Tracy (2001grdffa concise yet useful definition of DA as it
is applied within the field of Communication, wngj that DA is the Study of talk (or text) in
context, where research reports use excerpts agid @inalysis as the central means to make a
scholarly argumerit(italics original, pp. 726-727). Two componentstag definition are of

particular relevance to my project. First, Tracyasathat DA studies talk or text in context. In
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terms of my study, it may be more appropriate totkat | study “talkandtext in context.” It is
inaccurate to treat interview data (talk) as inasejgat of institutional documents (text), for each
is simply a different materialization of the sarhag: discourse. Further linking the two
modalities of discourse is that neither the bouledaof talk or text are finite and fixed. Texts
inevitably appear in talk when participants imglicor explicitly reference them. The
interconnectedness of talk and text can be illtestiran an example where one alludes to the
infamous opening line spoken by Shakespeare’s Hamlguestioning, “To sleep or not to
sleep? That is the question.” Alternatively, ijust as easy to note how text draws upon talk
when one considers the various meetings that &grsl hold to negotiate a bill before it
becomes law, or the behind-the-scenes conversdtiahgo into creating public policy (Hanson,
2012).

The second part of the above definition pertinermhyy work claims that all data are
analyzed in context. | do not study language, dgtanguage in use. The difference between the
two amounts to context. The study of language ktkiructural linguistics) aims to adduce
universal principles of language, whereas the stidgnguage in use looks at what language
does for the immediate situation. What an utteramo®mplishes in one situation may be
entirely different in another, and therefore ivigl that the analyst contextualize all data. For
this reason, all extracts featured in my analysesacompanied by a short summary of the
conversation or text from which they were extractddre often than not, I include the question
(or at least a paraphrase of the question) | ptisdtke participant in order to give a sense of the
ways in which my question has guided, and thergtmned in creating, the response that
follows. Thus, | situate all data in their locahtext not only to demonstrate their near function,

but also to acknowledge the collaborative natummeéning-making.
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Tracy'’s definition of DA is a helpful starting pdirHowever, to provide a more robust
picture of my methodological approach for this stuchave outlined six assumptions of
discourse, which are discussed at length belowekohn of these discursive axioms, | provide an
example from a single passage of talk to elucilate each of these principles highlights a
different aspect of discourse, which when takertiogr, comprise a discourse analytic

approach. These tenets are as follows:

e Discourse is performative and constitutive, notespntative.
e Discourse is not a reflection of inner thought$ealings.

e Discourse is socially organizing.

e Discourse is regulated by social norms and rulestefaction.
e Discourse is always in response to something else.

e Discourse should be used for initiating social gen

Discourse is performative and constitutive. The first assumption of discourse states that
it is inherently performative. Following J. L. Aust (1962) work on speech acts, where
utterances effectively perform the actions theypesumed to describe, | see discourse as
fundamentally generative. This view of course ramgnter to common conceptions of discourse
that regard it as either as a symbolic placehalelerencing a material object, or a medium for
obtaining and conveying information. In both imstes, discourse is presented as passive, when,
on the contrary, it is exclusively action-orien{&diwards, 1997).

Discourse is action-oriented in the sense thatqyaants’ utterances accomplish a variety
of practical tasks. These tasks include compeBimgeone to change the temperature on the

thermostat without actually coming right out antliag the individual to perform the action, as
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in, “Gee, it sure is cold in here.” Other actiomge@uted through discourse include condemning
someone to life in prison, or worse, death, with dielivery of a “guilty” court verdict. Even
telling your conversational partner on the phora ffou will call him or her back later acts in
such a way that it constitutes an agreement, olgitie speaker to complete a later action in
order to fulfill the promise made.

Considering the performative and constitutive cbiaaof discourse, | invite the reader
to question the action being performed by ODA stagimber, Betsy, in the following extract. In
our interview, | (S) ask Betsy (B) if her views disability have changed since working at ODA,
to which she responds:

Extract 2

802 B: ((clears throat)) Um (1.0) | (1.5) don)tthink so:: uh my uh-my father
803 was a double amputee

804 S Mm-hm
805 B And | was and that was like “uhtso
806 S Yeah yeah

807 B He had mobility issues and | was like “an@i’(laughs))

From an action-oriented perspective of discourse,auld argue that in this extract,
Betsy is taking this opportunity to fashion an itigrfor herself. She references her father, who
had a disability, to position herself as havingeespnal stake in disability issues. Furthermore,
she employs direct reported speech in lines 8038aido portray herself as disinterested with
respect to the differences between disability épsasented by her father) and ability. Rather
than believing Betsy’s interview to convey an athedrmed internal identity, a performative

and constitutive orientation to discourse mightlyethis extract according to how Betsy’s
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identity unfolds over the course of the interactidhis perspective would likely also attend to
the ways in which her interactional identity is strncted with the help of her interlocutor who
intermittently confirms her self-characterizatiortwminimal responses of affirmation (e.g.,
“mm-hm” in lines 804-806). In sum, taking discoueseaction-oriented entails inquiring into the
practical accomplishments of it, such as here, e/ivea few short lines, the speaker effectively
creates an identity for herself.

Discourseisnot areflection of inner mental/emotional states. The pragmatic side of
discourse brings me to my second assumption, whehtains that discourse is incapable of
accessing inner mental states. | propose that mattehe mind whether they pertain to
intentions, attitudes, or beliefs, be discusseg onterms of how they are displayed and oriented
to—how they are real-ized (Tracy & Mirivel, 2009)rHnteraction (Potter & Puchta, 2007). Put
simply, | understand psychological phenomena asudis/ely and socially constituted, rather
than biologically or physiologically motivated (Bg, 1997).

The analyses of epistemic modals and evidentiedityy dissertation are heavily
influenced by work in discursive psychology (DPgh8lars working within the field of DP, such
as Antaki (2006), argue that something as seemimgllyand individualistic as a cognition, a
thought, is but a joint production by interlocutors

Like Antaki (2006), | reject the idea that discaursflects inner thoughts and feelings,
and I, by extension of this belief, likewise denoeimterviews as instruments of information-
excavation. Interviews are often interpreted away'‘into” the mind, where the thoughts and
beliefs represented in discourse are assumeddtbed. Interviews, however, are not to be
studied for the content supposedly conveyed thraligim, but as interactional events (Potter &

Hepburn, 2005). What this means is that interviamesbest understood not as reports of internal
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affairs, but as Potter (2004) puts it, an “arera®’ ¢ited in Hardy & Bryman, 2004, p. 613) where
participants can exercise discursive strategi@eetomplish a variety of tasks as called for by the
local situation. Keeping with this, interviewsthis study are treated similarly in that |1 do not
analyze them for content necessarily, but for tt@as being performed within the greater
interview context. Additionally, because | am moomcerned with what discourse does than
what it reveals, in analyzing discourse data, ufoon what participants achieve through their
talk and shy away from attempts at unveiling thenmeg that ostensibly lies behind an
utterance.

In my analyses of interview talk, | show how papgants accomplish a host of tasks by
referencing cognitive processes when formulatimgy ttlaims. For instance, | show how the
statement, “I think,” does not so much as functmdisclose a private thought as it does to
express uncertainty or an unwillingness in accduilityatowards the statement the speaker is
making. Alternatively, | demonstrate that the staat “| know” accomplishes something quite
different than imparting information. In contrast‘t think,” “I know” indicates a much greater
degree of confidence in the statement the speakaaking, and in many cases, it suggests an
entitlement to comment on certain matters. Thadestents of mental process such as “I think”
are analyzed for what they do, the pragmatic famcthey serve, instead of the thought that they
supposedly signal. To be exact, | examine how @pents draw upon psychological constructs
in their talk to upgrade or downgrade the epistemsttus of their claims. An analysis of this sort
is essential to mapping how the evolution of anvilddial evaluation (as in a diagnosis of

disability) is discursively elevated to an indisghie certainty.
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As it turns out, “think” is quite a common epistenmodal, appearing frequently in talk
and serving a variety of practical functions. “Tkiishows up in the first lines of the extract
from Betsy’s interview when she says,

802 B: ((clears throat)) Um (1.0) I (1.5) don’tfhjnk so:: uh my uh-my father
803 was a double amputee

An anti-cognitivist approach to discourse wouldeasthat Betsy's use of “think” does
not so much as mark the thought that proceeds ifrdmt mitigate the certainty of that claim. In
fact, those operating from an anti-cognitivist piosi, including myself, would likely argue that
“think,” here, suggests that Betsy is not comfdeahaking an absolute claim regarding her
unchanged views towards disability. She wouldera#ilow room for error, room for the
possibility that maybe her beliefs on disabilitywhahanged in an unforeseen way, and thus she
“thinks” they have not changed.

Discourseis socially organizing. Discourse is also considered active as it enacts an
organizing function. My third premise claims discggias a form of social organization that
schematically groups events, objects, and evenl@@&ap conceptual categories. Moreover, it is
by means of its organizing capability that disceuran rightly be characterized as social action
(Baker, 1997).

One methodology in particular attends to the ortional operations performed by
discourse: membership categorization analysis (MGAJA was developed by an early figure
within conversation analysis, Harvey Sacks. SatR92) thought that everyday categories such
as “police officer,” “father,” and “neighbor,” wefenference-rich” (p. 41) in that by studying
generic categories such as these, one can betterstand how people use these conversational

resources to make (sense of) the world around tléith. this in mind, the “categorization” of
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people, events, and so forth is both literal agdritive; happenings are literally placed in a
certain category, which thereby characterizesategorizes rather, the tenor of these social
activities and actors (Hester & Elgin, 1997). Alahgse lines, in Chapter Four, 1 use MCA to
show how the category of “persons with disabilitissdiscursively partitioned into the two
subcategories of visible and nonvisible disability.

To better understand discourse as social orgaaizand membership categorization in

talk, | turn once more to the first line of the rxtt from Betsy’s interview:

802 B: ((clears throat)) Um (1.0) I (1.5) don’tfhjnk so:: uh my uh-my father
803 was a double amputee

Paying particular attention to the latter partho$ tstatement, “my father was a double
amputee,” one can see how, in disclosing this médion, Betsy is categorizing her father in
addition to herself. In referencing his impairmeBeisy is placing her father in the category of
“disabled,” and herself in the category of “dis#biproxy.” As a member of this category, as a
family member of someone with a disability, shensitled to certain actions, including
presenting disability as insignificant such as whke says, “and that was like ‘uht8dqlines
805; 807). For a person not in the category of tkamember of a person with a disability,”
expressing a comparable degree of disinteressatbdity would require further explanation as
to the reason for the nonchalance. Alternatively Hetsy, the reason for her presenting the
difference between disability and ability as unimtpot is already embedded in the category
from which she speaks. The reason why Betsy tdhsébility this way is because she is a family
member of a person with a disability. She is, essalt of her membership category, accustomed
to disability, seeing it as relatively mundane, ascot warranting the special, and often

alienating, attention that it is so often given.
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Also relevant to my analyses in Chapter Four iSaéleethat categories are morally laden.
Membership categories rely upon expectations, é&pens of whashouldbe doing what based
on their social category, and it is in this wayttteey are thoroughly moralized (Silverman,
1998). Because categories are essentially normasitieey rely on commonsense and widely
agreed upon social beliefs, they are used to reptémth the typical and the atypical. For
instance, certain persons might be ascribed toemoey, with those types of people functioning
to represent the category as a whole. At the sane & person may be described as
participating in activities that do not correspdadis or her assigned category, and thus this
conversational device serves to portray the indi@idiescribed as deviant. In so far as typicality
is associated with desirability, | examine how ggrants convey attitudes towards different
kinds of disability by enrolling membership cateiger

Discourseisregulated by social norms. Not only does discourse organize (organize
social relations, for example), it is in turn, angaed by the norms of interaction. The rule-
governed nature (Grice, 1975) of discourse thusesgmts my fourth methodological principle.
In order to sustain the orderly flow of conversatiparticipants draw upon practical resources
from a shared stock of knowledge. This stock ofvidedge—about how an interaction is
supposed to proceed—becomes accessible by anaty&rigatures and nuances of talk. In other
words, the analyst can infer assumptions abousdi&l order by considering how participants
orient to it in interaction.

Another important point in delineating the rulbattguide and constrain the available
moves an interlocutor may make is that it putsnibigon of “agency” in discourse into
perspective. On the one hand, speakers, as sylgjantbe said to “have” and enact agency in

that they may exercise the ability to choose hovespond to another, choose what to do next.
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That they can choose, however, does not meanhbahbices a participant may make in
interaction represent a free-for-all. Indeed, theices available to an interlocutor are limited and
dictated by social norms, and thus agency shoulé¢@rded as a contingent concept.

In discussing speaker agency and the limitationmsed by the speaking occasion, think
about how the structure of an interview predefitesways in which speakers can respond. My
interview with Betsy demonstrates how discourseeaeito established conventions. The
conventions prescribed for the interview genreudéife that the question-asker (S) refrain from
dominating the conversational floor. Furthermoiieeqg this speaker’s interactional identity as
the individual conducting the interview, he or sheuld primarily formulate contributions in the
form of a question. The respondent (B) is equabhystrained in his or her speaking
contributions. As a respondent, convention dictétasthis individual hold the conversational
floor for a longer duration than the individual pagthe questions. However, the respondent
cannot venture off into his or her own personalaglly. The respondent must intermittently
pause in his or her speech to receive confirmdtmm the interviewer that what she was saying
is appropriate for the speaking occasion. Notébtiuk-and-forthness that the interview genre
necessitates in Extract 3 from my interview withidye The extract begins where the last one left
off, after Betsy discusses her father's mobilisuiss.

Extract 3

808 S Mm-hm mm-hm

809 B: Um and then | said | was learning about fagiguage and learning about
809 different um aspects of the different cultanel different viewpoints

810 S Mm=hm

811 B: And looking at disability it's (1.0) you kno(.) | don’t think it's changed
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812 any because I've never been one uh becausg background I've never
813 been one to um (.) you know to say “oh thigrgmerson here”

814 S Right right

815 B: Yeah no no no so | think if anything it'sohdened it to include

816 viewpoints on disabilities that | had not be&posed to and that’'s been
817 great that’'s been great

It is precisely because Betsy and | adhere tocppsons for “doing the interview” (in
that we monitor the duration of our speech, thpaase form, and the response content) that this
interaction is recognizable as an interview. Coragdo me (S), Betsy holds the conversational
floor for much longer, as is called for by her naigtional identity as respondent. As a result of
my position as interviewer, | choose to be limite@®ne- or two-word responses so as to
acknowledge comprehension. | use responses like-hmi “yeah,” and “right” to signal that |
have heard or understood what the respondent [thsasd that | do not wish to claim my right
to the conversational floor. This is, in many wagsneans for facilitating the progression of the
interview.

Not only is the duration of interview participanggeech restricted though; the content is
a well. Betsy is not free to talk about her hobpies family, or her favorite movie. According to
the interactional “maxim of relation” (Grice, 1975he is compelled to fit her response to my
guestion (i.e., it must attend to her views of bikty). So even though theoretically a subject’s
ability to choose suggests that the individual daras he or she pleases, practically speaking, the
speaker must abide by the laws of interaction deofor the interaction to come off as seamless

and successful. This tension between what is igealsirable and what is practically achievable
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is a recurrent theme throughout my discussion ilasstrate the complexities and constraining
factors inherent to staff members’ decision-makingcesses.

Discourse respondsto other discourse. Looking at the transcribed passage of talk with
Betsy, one may argue that the speakers are awé#ne ailes of interaction because they abide
by them. In producing an orderly conversation,rtepeech is alluding to the constraints that
standards of social interaction impose. Whethisrprescriptions for “doing” conversation or
assumptions about certain social categories, sdlogirse points or responds to something outside
of itself (Bartesaghi, in press); this is my fitdmet. The interactive phenomenon, known as
“indexicality,” submits a lone utterance as alluglto or signaling utterances situated in
divergent historical epochs and thematic genresifstance, in line 809 of my interview with
Betsy, she references a previous conversation wirekiscussed her background as an
American Sign Language interpreter; she says, “ddhthen | said | was learning about sign
language.” By citing a previous conversation, Batspeech is indexing discourse beyond the
immediate interaction, although the responsiveuteadf discourse is also at work in more
implicit ways.

Playing off of Fairclough’s (1993) notion of “ordeof discourse,” which refers to the
habitual ways of doing discourse that reflexiveiform it, Silverstein (2003) deems the implicit
prescriptive conventions and standards of intevadtidexed by speakers in interaction as
“orders of indexicality” to highlight the moral glity of discursive conventions. “Orders of
indexicality” refers to the manner in which speakiatuitively organize different discourses,
even different manners of speaking, according ecadsociations a particular register, for
instance, invokes. This organization, or orderofgliscourse suggests that discourse is more

than a neutral means of delivering information.spsakers stratify various discourses according
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to the assumptions embedded within them, some wlises come to index authority and high
regard while others index suspicion and unreligbiln my study, | examine how different ways
or discourses for representing disability indexeater and lesser esteem, and how these
discourses authorize, or fail to authorize, cergaitions. Specifically, | discuss how in today’s
social milieu, experiential discourses, when corag@do institutional discourse, lack a
comparable degree of authority, and are conseqgueiahied the right to represent disability.

Indexicality in discourse is closely related to tomcept of intertextuality. As a
metaphor, the notion of a “text” can refer to bathoral account, as in an interview, or a written
rendering as a text is more traditionally concej\asda document. Actually, counting both forms
of discourse as a text is useful for understantheq intetextualrelationship. In the most basic
sense, intertexuality is the process by which disses “make their meanings against the
background of other texts and things that have ka&hon other occasions” (Patridge, 2012, p.
11). Therefore, when analyzing data in the forrorgfanizational documents or interview
extracts, it is important to question what othesxcdurses, assumptions, and other modes of
representation these individual texts might betingi
In a subsequent discussion, | investigate intestagtthe relationship between spoken and

written discourse. | say “relationship” becauséaligh | have distinguished texts in terms of
oral and written forms in my discussion of intetteadity, | do not wish to impress that these two
sources of data are separate from one anotheheloontrary, these two manifestations of
discourse are wholly reliant upon one another. &s leeuwen (2008) notes, all discourse “is
recontextualized social practice” (p. 6), meanimaf social members enroll established

discourses from different contexts and genres uwehsituations. This then transforms (i.e.,



61
recontextualizes) both the original social practisevell as the meaning of its discourse within
the new context.

Given the intertextual quality of talk and text tims study, | approach written texts in
much the same way | do oral texts. All written tewiere at one point, oral texts; all written texts
can be viewed as products of conversation. Omtliser, Fairclough (2001) writes that written
texts can be regarded as “traces of the produptiveess” (p. 24) of interaction. At the same
time, the written texts produced by ODA, includitigability verification forms provided to
clinicians and memos of accommodations, are inééegdrin a manner consistent with general
consensus; these documents are seen as simplyimgpairthe fact of disability. However, by
tracing the productive process constituting thesest | show how a subjective estimation is
transformed into an objective truth. Not only doalce the production of texts, and thereby the
fact of disability, I illustrate the generative e&jty of texts, as they serve as cues, promptidg an
shaping conversational responses to them. The pamttrying to emphasize here is that written
texts and oral texts are not apart from each otkather, they are intimately bound up in
processes of interpreting, organizing, and engemgleiisability.

The notion of intertextuality strongly resembleattbf interdiscursivity. Whereas the
former examines conversations across written téxéslatter, interdiscursivity, considers texts
more broadly, as in the social or cultural text ttertain discourses, spoken or written,
implicitly reference. Another key difference thastthguishes interdiscursivity from
intertextuality pertains to the hybridization oédourse. Although both intertextuality and
interdiscursivity investigate the transformationsotial practice (i.e., the recontextualization of
social practice) through discourse, interdiscutgjun particular, looks at how certain borrowed

discourses are employed in novel settings to dffeends, and the affect this has on both the
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new discourses and the practices of the commuymridfession, or institution from which it
stems. As it applies to my study, | analyze howedlical discourse of disability, for example, is
operationalized by ODA members in their discouas® consider the ideological implications of
the new, blended discourse, which has thus tragtenséitutional boundaries.

Further differentiating interdiscursivity from imtextuality is the frequency with which
scholars use the concept of interdiscursivity taneixe discursive genre (Bhatia, 2004, 2008,
2010; Swales, 1990; Tardy, 2003). Most are famyidh genre in its precise literary usage,
which describes writing styles, aesthetic movemeartd narrative elements. And indeed, this
usage of the term is not far off in that it captuttee established, relatively stable, and most
importantly, recognizable qualities of genre. lmds¢s of language and social interaction, genres
of discourses can include those in written fornthsas business letters, emails, and online
reviews (Vasquez, 2011), as well as discoursepaken form, apologies, introductions, and
phone conversation closings.

It is the understood discursive conventions accawipg genre that keep its structure
and form constant. In many ways, the conventidiasdards, or norms inherent to genre suggest
its prescriptive quality. One can see how genresguctional as nearly everyone has, at some
point, encountered a medical questionnaire. Becalise familiar genre, one can expect a few
things upon meeting with this document. First, hetee will fill out demographic information.
Then, he or she will check boxes correspondingédgtermined possible responses, or write
one-word answers in spaces designated by an umeleBocial members know these things
because there are specific conventions for theegaefnthe medical intake form, which like a
template enrolled and adhered to over and ovenagaieaffirmed as a distinct form of

discourse. With respect to genre and interdiscitysivfocus on how identifiable, familiar
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genres like the medical intake are disarticulatedchfthe context of the medical institution and
rearticulated in the context of ODA. More imporigint look at the meaning that this discourse
assumes in its new context as it is resemiotizad¢Bugh, 1993), and the consequences it holds
for practitioners and the population they serve.

| take the example of ODA’s accommodations memidiustrate how upon
implementation, the meaning of a particular dissewhanges both its original and new
contexts. The accommodations memo that ODA issu&ctilty does not use a medical
discourse to describe the student’s disabilityfabt, there is no mention of a diagnosis. | deduce
that the reason for this largely pertains to leggulations for protecting individuals’ privacy
(e.g., The Health Insurance Portability and Accabiiity Act, or “HIPPA”). Regardless of the
motivation for not including such information, thignificant matter here is that the
accommodations memo relanguages disability. Theraowdations memo drafted by ODA
staff describes disability solely in terms of itggact on the student’s academic performance.
The memo lists the type of accommodations a studégtit request, such as recorded lectures,
copies of lecture notes, extended testing timeg-tetkers, and reduced-distraction testing
environments. With the accommodations memo, ODdtimately transforming the original
medical discourse of disability by offering an att&tive to it. In introducing an alternative
(educational) discourse of disability, ODA is atemnsforming the relationship between the
medical institution and disability; they are imtlig questioning disability’s often unquestioned
place in an exclusively medical discourse.

Discourseis a vehicle of change. Moving on to my sixth precept, discourse is, ordto
be, an instrument of social change. | specify hfeaé discourse “should be” an instrument of

social change to acknowledge that discourse, aalsmtion, has the potential to subvert the
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status quo, as much as it perpetuates it. For intesested in analyzing discourse to bring forth
social change, one cannot overlook the ways in kvimdividual texts call upon and legitimize
larger institutional discourses, a phenomenon knasvtinterdiscursivity.” In order to challenge
the status quo, analysts examine how texts, ibtbadest sense of the word, structure social
practice and how social practices reify structieck, Giddens, & Lash, 1994).

Examining Betsy's interview, one can note a fewnp®in the extract where grand social
discourses of disability reflexively connect upwiter local discourse of disability. In line 814,
in particular, Betsy mentions that when referriagpérsons with disabilities, she has never been
one to say, ‘oh this poor person here.” From a&xéfle angle, one could argue that Betsy’s
comment indexes a larger social discourse of digglmne which portrays disability as a
personal tragedy. However, instead of reinforchigduthority of this discourse of disability-as-
personal tragedy, through her discourse, spedyfitimlough direct reported speech, Betsy
ironicizes and thus undermines the inimical dissewf disability. As Betsy’s speech illustrates,
by attending to the ways in which micro discounsasforce or challenge macro discourses,
discourse analysis can be a means for incitingasohange.

Discourse analysts interrogate the cyclical, desaye, feature of discourse, positioning
language, specifically, as a mechanism in poweraapérpetrator of social inequities. Wodak
and Meyer (2009) sum up this attitude towards laggy writing that “language mediates
ideology” (p. 10). If language creates and sustpower asymmetries, logically, it follows that it
can also be the means by which social inequabtiesalled into question. A discursive
approach to studying disability thus offers a neanfework for understanding the injustices that

persons with disabilities incur. While the mediaatl personal tragedy models of disability
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attribute disparities to the individual, and theiabmodel to economic, material, and societal
structures, a discursive model of disability losdBnguage in use as a source of disablement.

Analysts, furthermore, should not be satisfiechvaitpurely descriptive—that is, non-
interventionist— orientation to discourse, and dtionstead identify social transformation as a
primary research objective (Locke, 2004). Thelim#te research goal should be to make their
research findings socially and morally relevant@@éwson, 2007). In order to use discourse
analysis as an emancipatory research tool (Weidto&lak, 2003; Wodak & Chilton, 2005), the
researcher should be motivated by a specific sotioqal agenda, and make his or her stance
explicit (van Dijk, 1993). In the spirit of tranagency, | claim disability rights and issues as the
sociopolitical agenda that informs my research.

From a personal standpoint, | am invested in digglais an area of research because |
have an impairment. | say “impairment” instead disability” because some days it does not
interfere with my everyday life, and others, it dpand does so to the point that it is disabling.
At age 13, | was advised by several orthopedicesurg that | would need to undergo a spinal
fusion surgery for severe scoliosis in both my ugrel lower vertebrae. While the degree of the
curvature of my spine was more than progressedgintmuwarrant surgery, the minimal level of
pain | experienced, and the relative absence afaheition’s impact on my daily activities, did
not warrant breaking and then fusing my verteboae titanium rod, a two-month hospital stay, a
year-long program of physical rehabilitation, anfiva-percent chance of paralysis and death.
Though | was convinced that had a strong caseonglett in surgery, my account of my
experiences with the impairment stood little chaagainst the account supplied by medical
professionals. | was inducted into the medicaltatson, and for six years, | routinely visited the

university hospital for x-rays and consultationgas fortunate enough to have parents who
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respected my decision to permanently postponeutgesy, and at age 19, | withdrew from the
hospital’s care.

To this day, | still have the impairment | hadl@f and with age, pain does occasionally
interfere with my daily routine. Be it a blessingaurse though, the curve of my back is not
noticeable at a glance, making my impairment a rsdlole one. As will soon become apparent,
much of the analyses in subsequent chapters camtiéie topic of nonvisible disability. It is no
accident that in my analyses, | focus on the topigonvisible disability. One might object that
because of my agenda, | am attending to some thingsclusion of others, and that another
researcher could examine the set same of datarandveéry different conclusions. To this, |
could not agree more. But that, for me, is the bealtidiscourse analysis. | agree with Roulston
(2001b), who argues that “theoretical insights rnaygained from the explication of multiple
‘readings’ of particular data sets” (p. 280). Theltiple interpretations that a single extract of
data yields is further support for the argument ¢hinding, a fact, is by no means stable or
settled knowledge. A finding, no matter how widatyreed upon, is always “open for
interpretation” as the saying goes, always opemégotiation. In fact, | am counting on it in
order to change how people know disability.

Some in the social sciences might oppose my rasearaccount of my blatant personal
stake, dismissing it as bias. The notion of biasydver, is an inherently flawed one. The very
concept of “researcher bias” would have it thatrdsearcher adopts a God’s-eye view,
independent of and indifferent to the topic of tiiser research (Krippendorff, 1989). I, on the
other hand, encourage the researcher to embrace hés commitments, yet make it a priority to
let the reader know what it is that the researching to do and for whom they are doing it.

“Bias,” furthermore, assumes that a researchebeagpart from meaning, contending that
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meaning exists on its own. The social construcsiomovement in which my methodology is
grounded disagrees by asserting that meaning-makimgollaborative undertaking, and as
such, it is impossible for a researcher to drawalithg line between his or her own involvement
in the topic of research and the meaning garneced fit.

Continuing the idea that the analyst’s findingsugtiaot be shelved away but put to use,
one’s research should not only be designed to liesuefiety at large, but also the specific
research population he or she serves. Researdkeeiracy (1995) have been successful in
guiding their research according to the needsefritlividuals being studied. Tracy is credited
with developing action-implicative discourse an&@y#®IDA), a brand of research that is
foremost concerned with the practical implicatiofgarticipants’ discourse choices. This
methodological framework helps individuals identifigcrepancies between what they wanted to
accomplish through their discourse, and what wasa#lg, and unforeseeably, accomplished. On
the unintended consequences of discourse, Coobd@)2otes that communication necessarily
entails enlisting and enrolling various agents—ges, utterances, texts—to convey meaning
and perform actions on a person’s behalf. Cooresgrdees the disjuncture between an
individual's intentions and an agent’s accomplishtegwriting, “but sometimes they [agents]
betray their principals, making them say somethiray had not meant, making them do
something they did not want to perform” (p. 43). ékplains that like any other agent, these
agents in communication are not completely cordhbid, in part because they are not designed
solely by the individual employing them; these agee also controlled by discursive norms,
standards, and conventions.

Many have turned to complex and contentious siinatio investigate the apparent

disconnect between individual intent and the adtuaf discourse. Especially in organizational
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settings where individual and group goals collictmflicts offer unique insights into the
complexities of communication. Some of the condlidiscourse scholars have looked at include
dilemmas experienced by FBI negotiators duringwraeo crisis (Agne & Tracy, 2001),
disagreement and divergence among academics ogoalim (Tracy, 1997), and expressing a
lack of understanding in a graduate seminar (Wag002). Analyzing conflicts within
organizational settings allows the analyst, by whgliscourse and ethnographic data, to bring
normative beliefs to the fore of discussion (Aak2307; Tracy, 2005). Once these beliefs are
identified, the researcher is better positionedfter actions for members to take in order to
render their communication more efficacious anbédtier realize desired objectives.
Recognizing the value in studying conflicts throwlibcourse, in my own analyses, | focus on
conflicts, dilemmas, and tensions as they arigherdata not to fault-find, but to surface
discrepancies that otherwise prevent members fnopndving their practice.

The end goal of this sort of research is indeguréoide participants with actions, with
next steps, to “construct a view of the problenrstsgies, and ideals of a practice so that a
practice’s participants will be able to reflect mdhoughtfully about how to act” (Tracy, 2005,
p. 301). Following the initiative established bystmethod of doing discourse research, it is my
ultimate to desire to make my research useful@otiganization on which it is based. That is
why in Chapter Six, | conclude this dissertationoffiering recommendations grounded in
ODA’s identified objectives as well as my resedinolings.

As a whole, my methodological approach, which drapsn traditions as broad as
communication, linguistics, cognitive psychologgdahilosophy, may be summarized by six
beliefs. The first belief regarding discourse refuo take discourse at face value, rejecting

language in social interaction as a descriptivaadg\and instead chooses to see it as inherently
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generative. This view on the action-orientatiomligcourse may be summarized by Fairclough
(2001) when he writes, “social practice does notetyereflect’ a reality which is independent
of it; social practice is in an active relationstopreality, and it changes reality” (p. 37).

In my approach, | embrace Foucault’s (1969/197&ntkhat “nothing has any meaning
outside discourse” (p. 32). That is not to say imgpairment does not exist outside of
discourse—surely one cannot deny the materialtyeafian amputated leg—but rather that it
does come to signify disability without enteringaran ableist discourse. Therefore, | am
interested in the constitutive quality of discounstich claims that discourse, and not biologies,
economies, and materialities, disables.

My second premise on the relationship between diseoand reality states that discourse
cannot grant entrée into inner mental states argases. Accordingly, | analyze discourse
presumed to indicate psychological phenomena—imafuaiords like “think,” “know,” and
“believe”™—in terms of the immediate discursive téiséxecutes, such as communicating speaker
uncertainty or reluctance. This assumption of disse and cognition not only influences my
orientation to certain terms, but my overall apgtot data collection, which in this case, may
be more appropriately termed “data generationréfgr the latter when describing my
methodology, as it better captures the collabogatieaning-making process that characterizes
the interview event. Instead of sites for inforroatexcavation, interviews are opportunities for
researcher and participant to coordinate meanidgaahieve mutual understanding.

Third, discourse is socially organizing. Premigee and three are interconnected
concepts, as the organization that occurs throiggtodrse acts upon social members through
labeling and categorization. Herein lies the peniative quality of discourse. In designating

social members to be members of particular categpdiscourses effectively create an identity
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for them, including the actions they are permitied prohibited from undertaking. This
assumption is relevant to my work as a key questiony investigation asks who, by virtue of
the category they inhabit and the discourse theptdets to speak for/on disability.

My fourth presupposition claims that discourseuige-governed. This means that
speakers, while able to draw from a variety of veses to accomplish their aim, are nonetheless
limited in the choices available to them. Relatioghe second, the fourth assumption asserts
that interviews, like any other occasioned encayai® joint undertakings. To elaborate, the
fact that interlocutors’ speech is restricted g/ tiorms of interaction also entails that an
individual's response is entirely contingent upbattwhich preceded it. It would not be
acceptable for a speaker to not account for theiquie speaker’s input in his or her talk, and
thus the individual’s contribution is no longer sees individual. The rule-governed aspect of
discourse is furthermore important to my analysesam fronts. One, because of the complex
nature of staff members’ decisions, it is imporfantme to demonstrate that even on the
interactional level, members are not entirely tedo as they wish. Second, by considering how
participants attend to norms in their discoursamnlable to inductively infer about the society
from which these beliefs derive.

In this way, the text of the local discourse amel larger social text are in conversation
with each other. The intrinsic intertextuality aécourse constitutes my fifth principle of
discourse: all discourse is in response to somgttlse. As it concerns the responsiveness of
discourse, one of the questions that the analystldhnquire into is what cultural texts the local
interaction draws upon. Still yet, what discouraes being upheld through their deployment in
interactions at the micro level? Given the inteiwekfeature of discourse, for the purposes of my

study, | am interested in the ways in which insitoal discourses, particularly medical ones,
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weigh down upon and constrain staff members’ abdito represent disability. Additionally,
keeping in mind that the consequences of everydapdrse are often unforeseen, | identify the
ways in which staff members may inadvertently sastamedical model of disability that
directly contradicts the social model by which tipeysonally and professionally operate.

Lastly, | regard discourse as a mechanism of ahaBigce language in use can be
enrolled as a means to subjugate people, it cawige be employed to improve their social
standing. This, however, necessitates interrogaugg highly routinized interactions to
ascertain the normative and hegemonic beliefsuhdérpin them. Organizations like the one |
study are especially significant because they dfieat the interstices of several social systems.
ODA practices, for instance, are influenced by ssveompeting systems and their
accompanying discourses, including the universisiesm, the state and federal systems, and
nationwide associations for organizations on diggbWith so many discourses at work in the
same place, there is bound to be conflict. Confliotvever, is productive in that it provides both
organizational members, as well as the researttreegpportunity to reflect on the disjuncture
between their stated goals and their discursivecogs.

While the overarching goal of my study is to praensocial equality for persons with
disabilities by analyzing language in use, my momnediate goals start with undermining some
misbeliefs concerning knowledge formation, commatian, and disability. Using discourse
analysis, | consult participant interviews, orgai@nal documents, and ethnographic fieldnotes
to identify prevailing beliefs on the topic of knmg disability. From here, | proceed with the

project of any discourse analyst, which is to deradize “nature,” to render the familiar foreign.
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Chapter 3: Accessing Disability

Entire educational systems have been predicateéldeobelief that knowledge can be
transmitted or transferred by a sender to a recéBfgannon & Weaver, 1949). Hence the well-
known and well-scrutinized “banking model of edimat was born, a model wherein
knowledge is imparted, deposited, from one partgrtother (Freire, 1970). In this chapter, |
treat knowledge as something that is relative pyganized by social norms (Grice, 1975), and as
negotiated between interlocutors. “Social” is pariarly important here as the inherently social
nature of knowledge production is perhaps the madstvant to the discussion that follows. By
examining talk from interviews conducted with ODi#&f§ members, this chapter interrogates
common assumptions about knowledge location, tresssom, and formation. Because each of
these members is part of a larger shared cultur@ddlition to a distinct organizational culture,
his or her talk is informed by many of the samediglas those held by the greater society. The
inverse of this statement likewise applies in #mtepresentatives of a society, the assumptions
informing members’ talk can be extrapolated smaimment on larger narratives of how
people think they (can) know disability.

| focus specifically on the role of interaction atwhversation in the production of
knowledge. In the first section of this chapteguestion the role of conversation as it concerns
knowing disability, asking to what extent is corsadion, is the institutional interview, presumed
to “reveal’ the student’s professed disability®en turn from conversation to account for
interaction as it is more broadly conceived. Ingkeond section, | consult staff interviews to

consider the extent to which a student is expetct@nnbody his or her disability in interactions
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with the staff member. Here | inquire into the telaship among performativity, disability, and
epistemology. Moreover, in doing this, | am critiganterrogating prevailing conceptions
surrounding evidentiality and its place in knowledgrmation. Finally, | conclude this chapter
by looking closely at members’ discursive formwatof knowledge claims. | address the use of
different modalities of knowledge to elucidate wias access to knowledge of disability, and
who does not, as well as what evidence is impjicgquired, and not required, of various
speakers.

Conversation as Conduit of Knowledge
[I] ssues around knowledge (for example, our degreea#ss to personal or social
events, our right to speak about a certain topicaur interest in having our view of the
world accepted) do not exist outside of, or indejes of, the social, but rather are
constituted and negotiated within the sequentiébldimg of talk. (Muntigl & Choi,
2010, p. 333)
Within both quantitative and qualitative reseattieories abound on best practices for
informational interviewing. For some, the succefsarointerview lies in question crafting. For
others, it means reducing, or at the very leastatiing for, interviewer bias. Still yet, for those
operating from a social constructionist standpdiké, Muntigl & Choi (2010), interviews are an
opportunity for collaborative meaning-making bylbotterviewer and respondent. By and large
though, the fact remains that interviewing—whas iand should be—is understood by both
academic and professional communities as an ealgmmpiricist undertaking. The purpose of
the present chapter is to examine how ODA memhaisngtand their practice, specifically with
respect to interviewing. Moreover, in investigatimgy staff view interviews, | am ultimately

investigating members’ beliefs on the origins obktedge.
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Atkinson and Silverman (1997) charged that we ilivan “interview society,” a society
where media glamorize interviewstag medium for accessing information about the self.
Indeed, the interview has become the qualitatigearcher’'s method of choice as it is presumed
to gain the researcher entrée into the inner wafrttie research subject. Truly, the interview as a
mechanism for collecting knowledge is no longeeresd to academic pursuits, occurring now
on sporting event sidelines and between primetieavesranchors and Academy Award winners.
It is of little surprise then that the informatidmaterview shows up in ODA members’ talk as an
ideal means for opening the “black box” that is thied (Potter & Puchta, 2007). Betsy, a
seasoned ODA staff member, suggests that in thexioof conversation, both real or
hypothetical, a staff member’s question is the ghira that provokes a precise or imprecise
student response. In Extract 4 below, Betsy (Buless how she conducts interviews with
students, including the types of questions shikesyito ask.
Extract 4

125 S _Sd think that’s interesting. Are those (.5) s-sogh questions (.5) are

126 they typical questions you would ask if yougng to figure that oyt

127 Like ju-if you could think of questions you wid ask

128 B: Well yeah, we had, we had talked aboutuha{.5) coming up with some

129 guestions that we (1.0) we talked we brains¢éor and then it got crazy

130 busy

131 S ((laughter))

132 B: you know how that goes

133 S Mm-hm

134 B: but the things | will ask is um (6.0) (lesse if | have) | wan-1 will (.5)
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135 I'll ask them where they went to school pregiy
136 S Okay
137 B: “Where’'d you transfer from? Oh, tell me abthat school”
138 S Mm-hm
139 B: You know (.5) a lot of my (.5) a lot (.5)ttvme (1.0) a lot of mine is this
140 is going to be a conversation “you want sohaolate”
141 S Okay
142 B: It's going to be a conversation so the stiideels comfortable
143 S °not like an interrogation
144  B: Yeah yeah
145 B: It's not going to be like like when they igoany other university office
146 where it's going to be like “What’s your U nber duh duh duh”

147 S Right. Yeah yeah

148 B: Uh, I'll ask em what their major is I'll k&m when they were first

149 diagnosed do they know and um and how doegela.5) condition
150 academic impact (.5) how does that affectigdhe classroom ard’how
151 do you handle thge

In many ways, the informational interview has replhithe laboratory experiment as the
preferred means of obtaining knowledge. But likaleratory experiment, interviewers, like
scientists, attempt to control the variables ofittterview, foremost of which pertains to the
guestions asked. As the stimulus that directly eaasresponse, interviewers assign much
authority to question formulation and delivery wiitlhe interview setting. In fact, early in the

extract, in lines 128-129, Betsy alludes to staéhmbers collectively developing questions for all
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members to use in their student interviews. Thalghquickly drops this topic, it is nonetheless
significant in that by “coming up with some quessbd (lines 128-129), staff members would
presumably be attempting to generate standardizestigns to be used across student interviews
by all ODA members. For interviewers such as Betsyappeal in standardizing questions is
that it acts as a control variable, ensuring thatibnformation elicited by the question is not
biased by the question itself. It is quite possthet ODA members were not seeking to
standardize interview questions necessarily, baifdbt that they had, as Betsy indicates,
discussed “coming up with some questions,” nonetisetuggests that as mutual members of an
interview society (Atkinson & Silverman, 1997), yhimo subscribe to the view that it is by
asking the right questions that one gets the agktvers.

To further illustrate the salience of a larger imiew culture within ODA’s
organizational culture, | turn to the interviewdnolucted with ODA staff member, Jana. In my
interview, | ask Jana what factors are importarddtermining disability. Following my
guestion, Jana talks six minutes or so about pap&rand directing students to the right advisor.
When she is finished responding to my question sgieals this by saying, “I don’t know if
that’s what you were trying to get at with the due¥ (line 455). Every utterance is
multifunctional, and this one is no exception.dmts of the immediate situation, this utterance
allows Jana to distance herself from her precegisgonse. By stating that her response
possibly did not align with an answer | had predateed for that particular question, Jana is
lessening the degree to which she can be held atadda for her claims. Maybe there was a
misunderstanding in her interpretation of the goesimaybe her response was insufficient or
inaccurate because she did not fully comprehendulestion; or better yet, that the question,

was poorly formulated, ambiguous, and confusing.
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The first and second functions of Jana’s statemiedgn’t know if that's what you were
trying to get at with the question,” were pragmaiies. In the first, Jana’s statement signaled
the close of her response, and in the secondtigated the force of her claim. The third
function, however, is located at the content l@felommunication. If indeed Jana truly believed
that | had an answer in mind, then this commentives very telling with respect to some
common assumptions about interviews. Jana’s stateisieonsistent with dominant beliefs of
interviews as social science and as a means fongeit information (knowledge). Interestingly,
Jana uses wording similar to how | have just dbsdrinterviews, according to popular belief,
when she says, “trying et atwith the question.” Presumably, “at” in this statmt signifies
her response, or the response she believes | bauelhad in mind, is reachable by way of a
guestion (my question).

When referencing communication, the phrase “getingpmething” is a common
expression, so Jana is not an unusual case hk issualness of this way of languaging, and thus
conceiving of, communication and knowledge creati@t makes the case speaking to its
prevalence within our culture. Questions, according culture that understands the interview as
social science, are conceptualized as the measedessing already-present-but-hidden
knowledge. The impetus to standardize questionBetsy mentions in Extract 4, or pay any
attention to question crafting really, stems frotmedief that the better the question is designed,
the better it is able to “get at” information. Pagding conceptions of interviews are thus bound
up with contemporary understandings of knowledgareartifact to be excavated.

If knowledge is understood as something that @me“get at,” then it follows that
knowledge is generally thought of as independeuriexisting. In true interdiscursive fashion,

this social logic has permeated ODA'’s organizafiéogic, as was apparent in my initial
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interactions with ODA’s Lead Administrator, CatWhen | first started my research with ODA,
| discussed my intentions to interview the stafimbers at the office. She enthusiastically
welcomed my plans but expressed concern with regarthe small sample size of my data. In
fact, Cathy, ever accommodating and eternally liglpfas so concerned about my small data
set that she offered to contact satellite officeparticipate in my study. Cathy’s concern was,
similar to notions of interviews, rooted in theditéonal positivist thought characterizing
research endeavors.

For many, the concept of research, what it is awl dine does it, still conforms to a
social science paradigm. According to this vieve-pxisting knowledge can be extracted by
various measures, interviews among them. The sasigeeof data becomes relevant because if
knowledge is presumed to be located in an exteeadity, then surely, if one only gathers
enough data, only interviews enough people, truthewentually manifest itself. The idea is that
with sufficient sampling, one will inevitably capeufragments of the world that exists beyond
the researcher.

Outside of question design and sample size thaulght other variables in the interview
must be controlled in order to produce accuratermétion? Another significant concern
frequently expressed with respect to interviewsmammation-gathering tools is how to ensure
that the interviewee is telling the truth. Concefiarssample size and informant reliability stem
from the same underlying belief: that knowledgetroth, exists independent of the subject.
Often, questions are designed to evaluate the st@nsly and authenticity of a subject’s
response. For example, a question administerey ieaah interview may deliberately contradict
one delivered later, acting in a checks-and-bakfashion. Similar to the idea that questions

can “get at” preexisting knowledge, concerns feuhject’s forthrightness assume that the
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information delivered by the individual may notlyruepresent the knowledge that he or she
possesses. Acknowledging that the veracity of iggrees’ responses is a common concern in
interviewing, what measures does Betsy take index# to guarantee that the information she is
provided is accurate?

The amount and quality of direct reported speedis\Bi@acludes in her interview
provides some insight in this respect. Despitenileading name, direct reported speech, or
direct quoting, does not simply report. It re-presdts subject in a performative way, instructing
the hearer as to how to regard the speaker to whebkpeech is attributed (Buttny, 2004; Holt,
1996). Reported speech is therefore a morally ladwity in that it evaluates the subject it is
attached to, constructing an identity for him or. hieis also a resource for constructing the
identity of the person assigning the speech—thtat &ay not the individual supposedly uttering
these words (Vasquez & Urzua, 2010). For Betsgatlireported speech serves as a resource in
her own identity construction.

Roulston (2001a) examines identity formation thiougported speech in her study of a
group of music teachers. In the study, Roulstonatestrated how speakers (the music teachers)
made cultural knowledge of the world “audible” 1) in their talk. A primary way in which
speakers displayed such knowledge was throughtesgpspeech. The speakers used reported
speech to create moralized renditions of “charatier.g., fellow teachers, school
administrators) in their constructions of scened tould have taken place. That the speech the
teachers attributed to various characters, in uargzenes, could have happened makes it appear
as a typical, and therefore accurate, portrayghoRed speech allows for a speaker to cast an
individual as caring, as apathetic, as unsures &nawledgeable, all the while making the

speaker appear to have little involvement in thtaaccasting” process.
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Through the use of direct reported speech, Betslyibns her identity as a caring and
concerned staff member. In lines 137, 140, and1I50-she offers exemplary questions
intended to be understood as representative atdlguestions she would ask. “You want some
chocolate¢” in line 140 is perhaps the most direct attemptdnstruct herself as interested and
attentive. More than considerate though, througbctlreported speech, Betsy is presenting
herself as competent. The direct reported speexiatsiibutes to herself suggests that she
attempts to put the student at ease; as she potne 142, “it's going to be a conversation so
the student feels comfortable.” This statement lleggjuestion, what kind of interaction would
make the student uncomfortable? The answer tajthéstion once again lies with direct reported
speech, but this time, it is not the speech shigda®s as her own, but as belonging to
representatives of other university offices. Irer45-146, she employs direct reported speech
as a contrast device, defining her own practicevbat it is not. In these lines, she assigns
generic, apathetic, and anonymous speech to tieedfygpeech supposedly characteristic of
other university offices.

While the direct reported speech ascribed to tipothetical representative in the other
university office is, by comparison, far more img@mal, one could argue that it is just as
effective in eliciting information as Betsy’s spléas. Both types of speech are information-
seeking, yet Betsy’s relative indirection is inteddo make the student comfortable. This desire
is not motivated solely by kindheartedness, howestbough surely this could, and likely is, a
motive. Her desire to make the student comfortebédso motivated by the desire to effectively
gather information. Interviewing in the social swes often positions the subject as unreliable
simply by virtue of being human, of being a suhbjasthis or her contribution to knowledge is

inescapablygubjecive. Extract 4 indicates this common concern ienviews as information-
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gathering-tools, which is to ensure that the resp@upplied is both accurate and complete. As
the information originates from a human subjeds therefore subject to a number of human
follies, foremost among which are inaccuracy aradithenticity.

To lessen the likelihood that the human variablié seintaminate the results, so to speak,
one can seemingly create certain conditions towage the student to be forthcoming—in this
case, by making the student comfortable (line 1&2mfort and guardedness are closely related
concepts. If a student is uncomfortable, is it oeable to assume that he or she will be more
likely withhold information. If, on the other hantthe student is comfortable, then he or she is
more inclined to disclose information, and therefanore likely to offer more accurate and
earnest information. With this in mind, Betsy'stiaiive to engage the student in a
“conversation” (lines 140,142) can be interpretederving the ancillary purpose of drawing out
accurate information, of controlling the otherwiseontrollable human variable.

Along these lines, while questions like “you waotre chocolatf’ (line 140) may
initially appear digressive, they are on the camtrhighly relevant and highly strategic.
Questions like these, along with the emphasis ompting the student’s comfort (line 142) and
fostering a conversation (line 140, 142), sharectiramon goal of establishing rapport. The
notion of rapport has long been entangled withinkerview process. As Jorgenson (1995) notes,
interviews are frequently employed by members efttalping professions (Edelman, 1974),
such as ODA. As the very nature of a helping psitesis defined by dependency, interviews
between professionals and those soliciting theirises are characteristically asymmetrical.
Such asymmetry is regarded as a barrier, sepailatenyiewer from respondent, a barrier to be
overcome by building rapport. Rapport is, as Jasgarputs it, “conceived as an aid in the

elicitation of candid and full disclosures of infleation from the research participants” (pp. 155-
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156). In this sense, rapport is not just a meanarianterviewer to build a relationship with his
or her respondent, but a means to protect thevietgrfrom omissions and distortions on the part
of the respondent. Consequently, as a result abil#y to create rapport, “you want some
chocolate¢” (line 140) is made relevant for the immediategmse of putting the student at ease
SO as to ensure a less-censored and more “trutl@piésentation of the student’s disability and
need for accommodations. Ultimately then, by agkire right questions and by creating the
right conditions, it is reputed that one can knasadility.
An Inter-view into What?

From the interviews with Betsy, Jana, and Cathy, can make a few assumptions about
some widely held beliefs surrounding interviewsnoaunication, knowledge construction, and
disability. First, interviews “harvest” informatig@ntaki, 2006). Interviews offer a window into
that enigmatic container of knowledge known as ‘tidifrurther, because knowledge resides in
the mind, it is an individualistic enterprise, @otollaborative endeavor.

If not windows, social members regard interviewsnasors, reflecting, without
distortion, an internal sate (Denzin, 2001). A sgbg response in the interview is equated to a
reflection of knowledge. Correspondingly, the gimsts the stimulus provoking the response,
and this stimulus can be planned in such a wayitlyalds a response that is closer to the truth.
Betsy's reference to standardizing questions idende of this assumption that a more accurate
response, a response more closely resembling thelé&dge it supposedly reflects, will be
produced by attending to the question that prompdsina’s statement, too, operates by this
same belief, as she sees my question as a medigefiing at” this truth.

Betsy’s practice of asking if her student wantsodtate (line 140) in order to engage

him or her in a “conversation” (line 140) likewieperates by the belief that knowledge is
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transmitted via communication. The comfort she eds through such rapport building, in turn,
breaks down a perceived mental barrier that segmthe interviewer from the information he or
she is seeking; it facilitates the transmissiokraiwledge, from the respondent to the
interviewer. A transmission of model of communioatthus corroborates current
understandings of knowledge production.

When detailing my methodological commitments inpnevious chapter, | directly
challenged several of these contentions. The iigeris not a method for collecting knowledge.
In fact, knowledge is incapable of being collecteel, se, as it is jointly made. What | mean is
that a student’s response in the interview witha#f snember is influenced and constrained by
the question that came prior, and in this sensergbponse representing and supposedly
containing knowledge is not the product of any Ergarticipant. Asserting that questions and
responses mutually influence one another thougiite different than claiming that a response
is causedby a question. In other words, both the questmmhtae response do not function as
stimuli for one another, but rather supply therptetative environment that allows each to be
made meaningful (Jorgenson, 1995).

The question furthermore does not access anotb@nsciousness. Even more
problematic is that one, it is not certain that\kiexige is seated in consciousness, and two, that
either of these phenomena, knowledge or consciggsieehoused in the mind. On what he
terms a “radical criticism of interview studies,arimersley (2003) alleges the interpretation of
interview as window or mirror to the mind is guidegla Cartesian argument that views “mind
as behavior and as publicly available” (p. 121)sdme ways, however, the Cartesian disciples
Hammersley is critiquing here are not entirely midgd: knowledge is publicly available.

Knowledge is publicly available, as it is publicty, socially, made. In interview talk too,
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knowledge is “publicly available” in that suppogaternal mental processes such as knowing,
thinking, and believing can be observed—they ardanmiblic—in the interview transcript. As |
will show in the final section of this chapter, rinca social interactionist perspective, knowing,
thinking, and believing are all resources in cosaéion. As resources, participants draw upon
them to accomplish various discursive tasks—togrethemselves as compassionate yet
efficacious as in Betsy’s case.

Accomplishing Disability

Whereas in Betsy’s case disability is made visiblepoken discourse, for others,
disability is expected to be evident within thegkarinteractional context. Betsy’s interview
suggests that disability can be determined viatgpreasking and question-answering while
other ODA staff members suppose that disability menifest itself over the course of
interacting with the student. Unlike Betsy thoutitese staff members do not focus on
conversation as a way of knowing disability as maslthe interaction as a whole. Extract 5 is
selected from an interview with ODA staff membeatisl (). In Extract 5, Isabel discusses how
it is that she ascertains students’ disabilities.
Extract 5

89 S: How do you go about understanding er cortanghderstand (1.0)

90 someone’s disability
91 : A lot of it initially was just in interactopwith them (.5) For me it’s really
92 helpful that | have a psychology and a coungdbackground

93 S: Right
94 I: So_usu:allyim with students who might be uh bipolar um ifythe in a

95 manic phase | can pretty easily figure thatubuif they’'re a student with
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96 Asperger’s | can usually pretty easily figunattout

97 S: Right

98 I: The one thing | really failed to understamais how many students have

99 anxiety issues

100 S Mm-hm

101 I Up until | started reading documentation

102 S Okay

103 I | assumethat if | interacted with the student and | cdigure out what

104 their disability is within the first five mites, then they must be ADD

105 S Oh okay

As indicated by the use of the word “just” in li&, under average circumstances,
interaction alone would suffice to determine diighiln this context, “just” functions much like
“simply” or “merely,” and so it is that through asdinary means as interaction that disability
can be known. When juxtaposed next to “initiallggwever, as in “a lot of it initially was just in
interacting with them” (line 91), “just” becomegpstlative and only applicable to an earlier,
unspecified time period. As it turns out, just natding with students is, in fact, not enough to
identify their disability, as soon becomes appanetines 103-104. Isabel concedes that
previously, she believed that by interacting with student, within the first five minutes of
interaction to be exact, she should have beentalifegure out” the student’s disability. Isabel’s
emphasis on “assumed” in line 103 instructs thedrda interpret this belief as misguided,
suggesting that she no longer subscribes to thig.\lRegardless of whether or not Isabel
operates by this belief anymore, her initial asstimngs informative in that it sheds light on a

larger assumption regarding disability: that itdsmore importantly, should be, easily
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determinable through interaction. That is to saf i least to some extent, the student is
compelled to interactionally perform the disabilitgy or she is claiming in order to receive
accommodations.

Performing Disability

Though traditionally associated with work in Gen8éudies, the notion of performativity
has recently received attention in Disability SasdiAs scholars seek to move beyond the social
model which locates disablement almost exclusiuelocial structures and policies, they have
invoked theories of performativity in order to aaoofor the lived, embodied experience of
impairment that the social model overtly neglet®erformativity” is a relatively recent
theoretical invention, largely popularized with {ablication of Judith Butler's (199@ender
Trouble Building off of previous dramaturgical approachesonceptualizing social interaction
(see Goffman, 1959), Butler denaturalizes stricidge binaries that dictate what it means to be a
man or a woman. The performance metaphor imbuedegevith an ongoing, active quality as
social members enact and thus reconstitute thasitaf gender every day. In much the same
way that gender is a performance in that it isaroinnate trait but an interactional
accomplishment, so too is disability. Samuels (3@&ims that understanding “how bodies are
sexed,” through theories of performativity, “cafoinm our analysis of how bodies are ‘abled™
(p. 65). Appropriately, many parallels have beeawdr between gender performances and
performances of (dis)ability, including, for instan the likeness between the sex/gender dualism
and the impairment/disability dualism.

Perhaps the most relevant commonality for the mepdere is that both types of
performances are guided by rigid prescriptionsdfsing gender, and for doing disability. With

respect to performances of disability, one sucls@tgtion, as Isabel’s account attests, is that
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these performances should be characterized byfiression of symptoms or associated
behavior. In accordance with the medical model llaatlong governed disability, Isabel’s claim
that she can identify students with Bipolar Disordi@e 94) and Asperger’s Syndrome (line 96)
intimates that students exemplify, or perform, obabkle characteristics of that particular
impairment. To illustrate, in line 95, Isabel refeces the manic phase that is often connected to
Bipolar Disorder as evidence that the studentde@d impaired in this way. Consistent with
prevailing thought on different modes of knowledigapbel’'s emphasis on the visibility of
expressions or evidence of disability implicatesnthas requisites for a compelling performance
of disability. But what happens if the performamcaot compelling? If it lacks sufficient
evidence?

In line 104, Isabel discloses what happens if thdent’s performance of disability lacks
visible proof. If the student fails to deliver arpgasive performance of disability, then he or she
is by default, categorized as learning disabledA&D.” ADD is enrolled here as somewhat of
a catchall for disabilities that one cannot reatfiyure out” (lines 95, 96, 103). Interestingly,
Isabel does not entertain the possibility thatstuelent does not have a disability. If the
disability is not self-evident, then it must be mi@ible as is generally the case with ADD. Isabel
forecloses the possibility that the student requngsiccommodations may have been
misdiagnosed, which points to a larger social cioomti an unwavering—often unquestioning—
faith in the diagnostic institutions (e.g., mediggtitutions). In other words, if the student is
requesting services through ODA, he or she is vaade disabled on the grounds of the
requesting action alone.

Returning to where | began with this extract, &lihos is what Isabel “assumed” (line

103), up until she “started reading documentati¢iné 101), that is. Isabel is referring to
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documentation issued by an institutional represemtgée.g., a physician), vouching for the

disability, the documentation a student is requtcetlirnish in order to receive accommodations.

In order to disprove her previous assumptions aorieg what disability should look like,

documentation of this kind must carry great curyeioc Isabel. For her, the student’s story of

disability must be observably enacted in front @f or narrated by supporting documentation.

For other ODA staff members like Melissa (M), howe\a convincing performance of disability

carries more weight than documentation, as ExGalstails.

Extract 6
338
339

340

(..)

401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408

409

Okay (1.0) so:0 (.5) what factors are irtgruir(1.0) do you thinkre
important to the accommodation pro¢cé&sst-to consider (1.0)

Um (1.5)

(Melissa talks about how the process for deteirmy accommodations is

an individualized one)

| think the actual intake is-is the most orant part because that gives the

advisor the opportunity to have looksdhe file

Mm-hm
and then to have matched that file to thdent to say “okay now | SEE
WHY you state this, because just reading tlusn’t necessarily believe
it, [but now meeting you | now at least have

[Mm-hm
an_houof your time, | should be able to t@ll that time period (1.0) how-

how this will affect you”
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To respond to my inquiry about the accommodatiatgss, Melissa borrows from a
medical register (Potter & Wetherell, 1987) to piosi “intake as the most important part” of the
process. In this context, “intake” refers to thiéiah student interview that the ODA advisor
conducts with the student. Intake is important—tteest important, according to Melissa—
because it provides the opportunity for the studemerform his or her disability. Contrary to
the institutional tradition of a case file, a do@nt) speaking for and in lieu of the person it is
said to represent (Bartesaghi, 2009; Cooren, 20iEdan, 1993), here conversely, Melissa
desires that the student speak to his or caseShile.wants the narrative conveyed in the file to be
validated by the interaction with the student. H&son for this lies with the fact that she cannot
confirm whether or not the student is being truttvigconsulting his or her application alone
(lines 405-406). To validate the student’s clairatcommodations, Melissa seeks evidence,
evidence that becomes apparent in “meeting” theesti(line 406).

With Melissa’s use of “meeting” in line 406, itusmclear whether she is referring to
interaction in general or just to conversation. &yuunclear is how she can “tell” (line 408)
whether or not the student is being truthful wiespect to his or her disability. Regardless of
whether Melissa can tell through conversation Bletsy, or through the interaction as a whole as
in Isabel's case, the assumption inherent in Heligahat the disability will nonetheless reveal
itself. Furthermore, to authenticate the studeritisn, Melissa requires “an hour of your time”
(line 408). For Isabel, it was five minutes, for IMsa, an hour. Regardless of the duration, both
present time as an element in determining disgbllitfact, the advisors present themselves as
doing very little to determine disability, and tbiident’s sincerity for that matter, as the
expectation is that with the mere passage of tiheedisability (truth) will be expressed, will

become self-evident.
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Depicting one’s involvement in the determinatiordefability as nominal may prove
beneficial in two ways. First, in portraying theivolvement in a laissez faire fashion, advisors
are effectively exerting control over the humanatale, imparting that due to their lack of
participation in the disability-determination prgsethe “diagnosis” of the disability and
students’ needs for accommodations are indisputalties. Second, the notion that the disability
will be self-evident—through conversation, interait or documentation—relates to speaker
accountability. Speakers are aware that otherb@ding them accountable for what they say.
Realizing this, speakers engage in various mettedsllify or mitigate the degree to which
others can hold them accountable. A highly effecttrategy for removing or lessening one’s
own accountability is to present oneself as uniwed) for if one is independent of certain
proceedings, such as assessing individuals’ disabiand evaluating their request for
accommodations, he or she is veritably disintededdésinterest, as | discussed earlier, is a
requisite in the production of a fact. In this castaff members’ self-presentation as minimally
involved in determining disability actually works $ustain the perceived objectivity of the
disability.
The Morality of Knowledge

Both Extract 2 with Isabel and Extract 3 with Melaspoint to a shared assumption
regarding disability: that any claim of disabilgfiould be supported by cogent evidence. The
validation of knowledge through the incorporatidrevidence illustrates the intricate, subtle,
relationship between the social and moral ordecigdmnembers evaluate knowledge claims
based, in large part, on the types of evidenceidezl in them. Although, not all forms of
evidence carry equal authority, and as a resuttesknowledge claims may be ranked at the

level of a fact, whereas others are demoted tstthtes of a belief. As one can derive from the
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connection between knowledge and evidence, eveetbamg as perceivably neutral as various
ways for the knowing the world around oneself anbued with morality. In the context of
Melissa’s statement, in line 408, the deontic Vistibuld” signals normative behavior as what
one should do is likely to conform to what is tygdiand socially sanctioned. Therefore, the
implicit assumption informing both Isabel’s and Meh’s talk points to a larger social belief that
knowledge, in order to qualify as knowledge progénuld be verifiable through tangible,
observable evidence. Thinking of different formkobwledge as morally organized allows for
an appreciation that not all methods for knowingadility, and not all matters of proof verifying
such knowledge, are endowed with the ability tdhatize the same actions. For Isabel,
documentation carries more weight than firsthangeolation, and is thus more likely to garner
accommodations, whereas for Melissa, observationdyyof interaction authorizes
accommodations. Using Melissa and Isabel as examnmhe can see how the decision to provide
accommodations, to ascertain disability, is natrgke, clear-cut decision. The “fact” of
disability is dependent on different things forfelient people. A student who Melissa concludes,
through observation, to have a disability thatisightly warrants accommodations may be the
same student who Isabel is reluctant to providemocodations to due to a lack of
documentation.

Melissa’s desire to empirically observe the disabieflected in the student’s file not
only privileges a certain mode of knowing disakilithrough visual means), it also inadvertently
privileges a certain kind of disability. As | elalate in the next section, this visual epistemology
preferred by Melissa and several others impligtlyileges physical disabilities that are readily
discernible, such as visual impairment as indicated guide dog or walking stick, hearing

impairment as indicated by the use of sign languadesaring device, or still yet, mobility
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impairment as indicated by leg braces, wheelchad, the like. What if, however, the student
claiming disability lacks such overt signifiers éBers, 2004) of disability? What if his or her
performance is not compelling enough? As one canaks in the event that students fail to
perform their alleged disability well, an uninteddmnsequence may be that they are denied
services vital to their academic success as wehais general well-being.

Compared to Melissa, Isabel gives greater credendecumentation as grounds to
provide accommodations, though she too expectatisime point in her interactions with the
student, the disability will become known to henduly emphasizing documentation, however,
presents its own problems. As Melissa points det la her interview, not every student can
afford to secure documentation of his or her digglithrough the traditional route of visiting a
healthcare provider. At least in part due to thessons, and following the 2012 initiative of the
Association on Higher Education and Disability (AMIE) to treat the student’s self-report as
primary documentation in the accommodations prQd@Bs\ is attempting to implement
different ways for determining disability. In faets problematic as it may be, Isabel and
Melissa’s expectation that disability manifest witkthe interaction qualifies as secondary
documentation. According to AHEAD, secondary docatagon is when the advisor uses his or
her own direct observations to inform a decisiagarding accommodations. Secondary
documentation is preferable to documentation fraimra party as it is far less cost-prohibitive.

In light of the level of trust placed in certairsiitutions to properly diagnose disability as
demonstrated in Isabel’'s interview, for examplena&y be somewhat surprising that AHEAD
ranks documentation derived from “external or thpedties” (p. 2) as tertiary documentation,
that is, less preferable to the former two typesdatially, the guidelines established by AHEAD

are designed to broaden the ways that professianaigher education determine disability, as
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well as to encourage a more inclusive and diveppeoach to disability. As | have shown here
through Isabel's and Melissa’s interviews, howeeach method for determining disability, each
way of knowing it, has its own advantages and digathges to take into account. Despite these
varied approaches to determining disability, oneglmemains consistent across all forms of
documentation, even in students’ self-reports, thatlis the need for evidence.

Constructing Hierarchies of Knowledge

Van Dijk (2011) states that “Knowledge is a belief can prove, for which we have
evidence” (p. 14). At a cursory glance, the quetenss straightforward enough: knowledge
requires evidence. This much is true, yet the qalste suggests that knowledge differs from
beliefs in that knowledge is a certain kind of bgla subset of beliefs, “a belief we [mutual
members of a society] can prove.” Assuming that gk has thus provided an operating
definition of knowledge, what exactly is a beliéf@w is believing different than knowing?
What about feeling? Where does it stand in thedysammeme of semantics and epistemics? To
respond to these questions, | return to the irgarwiith Betsy featured at the beginning of the
chapter. In Extract 7 below, Betsy describes comtsnto describe how she assesses students’
needs.
Extract 7

152 S Um-hm

(...) (Betsy talks about inquiring into the student’s @eanic performance)

179 P: Um that’s about it then I'll tell them abbalifferent software different (.5)

180 different resources we have (1.0) So we’llehtrs_conversatioq5) by

181 the end of the conversation | should haveoal deelfor the student
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What does Betsy mean when she says that she “shauéda good feel for the student?”
(line 181). As it is used here, “feel” is a nondgscindicator of knowledge; it is an inexact
appraisal, an inexplicable somatic sense. In compaolance, “feel,” when used as a noun, as it
is here, is a rough approximation to “idea” or “iregsion.” How is “feeling,” as in to “have a
good fe€l (line 181) something, different than “knowing?iHow is “knowing” it different than

“thinking it?”

” o LTS

These terms—"feeling,” “knowing,” “thinking"—diverfrom one another in that each
represents a different gradation of knowledge, wiime carrying a stronger or weaker valence
than others. “Think,” for example, is less forcetén “know,” though mildly yet arguably
stronger than “feel.” The point is that these workelkile approximate and generally signifying
the same thing (knowledge), signify it with diffatelegrees of intensity and certainty. Generally
speaking, modalities are grammatical resourcesallat a speaker to implicitly express his or
her attitude towards the topic of conversationskgmic modals then are grammatical constructs
that indicate the speaker’s position toward knogéedpecifically. “Clearly,” for example, is not
simply an adverb, but also an epistemic modal énséinse that it is conveying to the hearer that
the speaker believes the knowledge claim to beesédient. Moreover, because “clearly”
indicates that the speaker regards the knowledigg Ibeferenced as self-explanatory, “clearly”
also functions to communicate epistemic stancéh@speaker’s position with respect to the
knowledge claim (Hart, 2011; Kiesling, 2009). Anstemic modal, such as “possibly,”

therefore signals a weaker epistemic stance thlaarlg,” as the speaker is distancing him or
herself from the knowledge claim. In this way, ¢gisic modals such as “likely,” “perhaps,” and

“invariably,” for instance, not only signal theetigth of the claim, its illocutionary force

(Austin, 1962), but also the speaker’s positiorhwéspect to it.
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Closely related to epistemic modals is the lingaisbncept of evidentials. Like
epistemic modals, evidentials denote a speakdritads toward the claim, but they also offer the
source of knowledge as evidence of its veracita¢yr& Parks, 2010). In other words,
evidentials bridge “the gap between event and speaky expressing the channel through
which the event has come to be known to the speéRbafe & Nichols, 1986, p. 57). Words
like “heard,” “witnessed,” and “imagined” conveywahe speaker came by the knowledge he or
she is claiming, and thus these terms functionvaestials in discourse.

To trace the interactional, or social, productiém gcientific fact, Latour and Woolgar
(1979) examined the function of different discuesiodalities used to claim knowledge, and
constructed a hierarchy of different knowledge ni@das Figure 1 illustrates, the researchers
classified different statements according to a-fodld scheme. Their list of statement types—
designed to represent the transformation of stat&sribat occur during the making of a fact—is
organized in ascending order, beginning with Tyalements. Type 1 statements represent
pure speculation or conjecture, and as a reseltstitement is presented by itself as such. Types
2 and 3, however, upgrade the facticity of thensllly including modals and evidentials in the
formulation of a knowledge claim. To explicate, @& 2 statement may reference the source of
the knowledge, as well how it was obtained, asSmith observed that...” As Latour and
Woolgar write, “By noting that human agency wasaived in its production, the inclusion of a
reference diminishes the likelihood that the statetmvill be accepted as an ‘objective fact of

nature’ (p. 80). As | noted earlier in the chaptauman agency and objectivity, and by
extension, the veracity objectivity is said to prod, are incompatible constructs. Type 4
statements by contrast, refrain from the use ofatgp@nd thus the statement is presented as a

matter of fact. That fact, in turn, becomes so Wi@ecepted that its fact-like status is obvious,
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obvious to the point that it would be absurd tolaxphow one acquired such commonsense

knowledge.

Statements.

. Type 5
0.

Represents facts

g’ltat%mentsr.] that are self-
‘ ucidates the evident and
Type3 causal K
Statements. . . require no
relationship | .
Includes between items, explanation.
.Type 2 modalities. The whereas type ’ ThehEastern part
T of the cit)
Statements. barometric five statements f . y
o A experienced
Qualified pressure take this rain
claims. To me, §ugg'ests rain Is relationship for ’
® 1ype1 it looks like Imminent. granted. The
Statements. "9IN- probability of
Speculative ) rain is directly
statements. z’sz;zt‘;’f
The paper -
said that it
might rain.

Figure 1 Latour & Woolgar’'s (1979) Classification of Statent Types. The statements in
Figure 1 achieve a greater epistemic status aspitogyess from left to right.

Latour and Woolgar’'s (1979) classification systeaswextremely influential to early
work in practical epistemics, an area of study flwaits that knowledge is best understood in
terms of how it is enrolled in interaction. Assugnihat knowledge is a practical resource rather
than a theoretical construct, what practical disimertask is Betsy attempting to accomplish via
“feel” in lines 180-1817? Unlike other evidentialgt often are grammaticized as a verb, here

Betsy uses “feel” as a noun, in much the same gsawdconclusion,” “estimation,” or
“understanding.” Under other circumstances suchtan “feel” is used as a verb, as in “| feel

that X is the case,” it would likely fall under tigpe 2 statement category since this particular
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modal functions to weaken the claim to the stafumnmpinion. When used as a noun, however,
“feel” operates more like a Type 4 statement. |a tdontext, it is because feel is generally
associated with somatic knowledge that it is reéyi uncontestable. Feeling, like intuition and
instinct, is primal, and is in many ways, naturatizin this regard, Betsy’s “feel” for a student,
and his or her needs and motives, does not reglab®ration as to how it was derived for the
exact reason that knowledge garnered outside ditieal means, outside of rational, evidence-
driven thought, is incapable of explanation andgthxcused from it. The implications of this
single term are great: what began as a subjectia@a&tion, through the inclusion of “feel,”
achieves near fact-like status. Betsy’s indivicagdessment of a student’s disability discursively
evolves to an epistemological status that is ngdoisubject to questioning.

Categorical entitlement to knowledgeFact-like status is also granted to individual
appraisals by way of a speaker’s identity categGeyrtain identity categories afford greater
rights than others in claiming knowledge, and hehese rights are referred to as “epistemic
rights.” Rights, in this case, suggest an entitleinte knowledge as afforded by both the
identities a speaker brings to an exchange (egialsdentities) as well as the identities he or
she assumes through interaction, otherwise knowsitastional or interactional identities”
(Antaki, Condor, & Levine, 1996; Bucholtz & Hallp@5; Zimmerman 1998). Succinctly,
epistemic rights are “sometimes derivable from alocategories,” but “can also be derived more
locally from interactional roles” (Stivers, MondadaSteensig, 2011, p. 16). Epistemic rights,
whether derived from pre-assigned identities aragibnal ones, are tied to speaking rights. The
speaker afforded greater epistemic rights is, apunsetly, afforded greater speaking rights.

In theory, all speakers have equal access to spgakihts because of the conversational

rule of turn-taking (Schegloff, 1997). The ruletofn-taking contends that as a limited and
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desirable resource, the conversational floor, aleitly the management of speaker contributions,
must be carefully negotiated by the involved part@@ne common way to manage the orderly
production of conversation and the distributioriushs is according to a speaker’s epistemic
rights. Essentially, the speaker who, by virtuéisfor her interactional or social identity, has
greater access to knowledge of the topic undeudsson, correspondingly, has greater rights to
speak on this topic. Therefore, as Billig (1999np®out, a speaker’s entitlement to the
conversational floor is transitory, and often degett upon his or her relationship to the topic at
hand. Further, it is in this regard, that instefdpeculating about who knows what, the analyst
can empirically observe knowledge asymmetriesritef)action (Bartesaghi, 2009; Markova &
Foppa, 1991; Ochs & Capps, 1996; Thornborrow, 2092)xamining asymmetries in both
quality and length of speaker contributions.

In Extract 8 below, | (S) begin the interview WIlIDA staff member, Cathy (C), by
inquiring into how she came to acquire her positiathin the organization. For the next five
minutes or so, Cathy, who is visibly impaired (site in a wheelchair for our interview),
recounts the career trajectory that brought héetocurrent appointment. She recalls her
undergraduate experiences prior to the enactmahedhDA, remarking that during that time,
educational administrators remained unsure aboat atcommodations were necessary and
how to provide them. She attributes her ambivalelationship with studentsith disabilitiesto
this lack of support, stating that on one hand,estperiences trouble relating to them because
“there wasn’t somebody like me when | was goingdbool” (line 52). On the other hand
though, she continues that disability in highercadion is a topic that allows her to relate to
students. The interview excerpt picks up whereshtpursue the topic of relatability, asking if

she thinks students are comforted by the factshef too, is impaired.
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Extract 8
76 S: Do you think some students are more coniite{d.0) by that
77 C: Some are (.5)
78 S: Some are
79 C: | think some are more frustrated by that

80 S: Okay (1.0) whiy

81 C: Because (.5) i-if you're a student who £ 9] and there aren’t
82 many(1.5) but if you're a student who is trying to uke system

83 S: Mm-hm

84 C: But you don’t necessarily need the servidgsl knowthat in a

85 different way than somebody who doesn’t hadesability and so

86 | don’tlet people get away with that

87 S: Okay

I would like to investigate the discursive proceglperformed by the epistemic modal,
“know,” in line 84. How does Cathy knowhich students are appropriately using
accommodations and which are abusing “the systén® 82)? To answer this question, | turn to
lines 84-86, where Cathy identifies her identitjegory of “disabled” as rendering her privy to
such knowledge. Within this exchange, Cathy is m&3g the epistemic stance of expert. Not
only does she assume this interactional identityjisoliciting her input on the topic of
accommodations and disability, | am jointly produrand confirming Cathy’s entitlement to
this identity category as well as the particuldraars it authorizes. Yet, even though | implicitly

authorize Cathy’s self-positioning as expert thiotlie very act of interviewing, she nonetheless
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supplies evidence in the form of personal expegdndurther entitle her to claim and to enact
the category of expert.

| have addressed evidentials almost exclusiveligasyntactic level, though now | would
like to attend to the larger process of incorpoigproof in discursive formations, known as
“evidentiality.” “Evidentiality” refers to the disgsive process wherein one legitimizes his or her
claim to knowledge through the inclusion of varidosms of evidence. For example, a form of
evidence well-known to academics is citing a restes@holar in one’s own writing, which in turn
imbues the writer’s claims with credibility, witlvidentiality (Dehkordi & Allami, 2012).
Alternatively, evidence speaking to the legitimafy speaker’s claim to knowledge may also
be achieved through firsthand accounts or perdestimony. It is through this means, in lines
84-86, when Cathy appeals to experiential knowlexfghsability, that Cathy authorizes her
claim to knowledge of it.

Claiming to know someone else’s motives proveshti@aome, for can one ever truly
know another’s intentions? Cathy implicitly recozgsthe precarious task of claiming to know a
person’s reasons for seeking services; the acahnattaches to her claim is evidence of such
awareness. Accounts can assume many forms, asesxassjustifications, or as rationales.
Regardless of their form though, their purpose iamdne same: accounts supply a reason for
actions, behaviors, and choi¢8gott & Lyman, 1968; Buttny, 1993).

Speakers in general, including Cathy, do not eagagccounting practices when they
anticipate their contribution will go uncontestdthink, for example, of any commonsense
supposition, and then think of how strange it wduddo offer an explanation for this widely
held belief; the fact-like status of the belief @ies further elaboration. So, when Cathy says

that she “knows” which students are using the systnd includes information regarding how
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she knows this (by virtue of her disability), seanticipating that her claim may otherwise be
subject to questioning, presumably by the hearprg$attending to the occasions when
speakers account for their claims, one can asodhaiclaim’s epistemic strength, and determine
where it falls on the metaphorical hierarchy of Wiexlge. If, for instance, a speaker’s claim is
accompanied by an account, as in Cathy’'s caséagheer is thus informed that the claim does
not reside at the level of fact. Cathy’s inclusairan account suggests that it is not an
indisputable reality that one’s institutional exipece (in her case, as the Lead Administrator of
ODA) grants him or her access to another’'s motiRegher, it is Cathy’s disability that is
presented as an acceptable rationale that speledigshe can know students’ aims. By
deconstructing Cathy’s claim, one can infer thpbssible assumption about disability may be
that disability knows disability.

From a Hierarchy of Knowledge to a Hierarchy of Disbility

In this chapter, | demonstrated how devices likoreed speech and epistemic modals
not only function to make one’s own intentions kmowut also to index the intentions of others,
whether these others are university employeesudests requesting accommodations. In the
following chapter, | detail how by these same distie apparati, very different operations are
performed and very different outcomes are achieVede specific, | investigate the use of
epistemic modals, reported speech, and memberateégaries not in the construction of a
hierarchy of knowledge, but this time, in the comstion of a hierarchy of disability. Just as
Cathy’s membership in the categories of both “eXpard “disabled” afforded her the right to
make certain claims regarding student’s intentian#e next chapter, | consider how simply
inhabiting a specific identity category has thegmdial to render one unreliable. Furthermore,

just as the arguable nature of Cathy’s claim netzted an account, so too does a speaker’s
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position, as a member of particular social categooynpel or excuse one from offering an
account.

Also in this chapter, by analyzing mechanismsepbrted speech, epistemic modals, and
membership categorization, | was able to illumiraismmonly held assumptions on the
relationship between the institutional interviewdahsability: that the interview is a conduit of
knowledge, a way to access another’s beliefs, rastiand intentions. The interview is also, as |
demonstrated, an opportunity, or occasion ratleerdisability to be evidenced. In this regard,
one can speculate about both presuppositions ofdnowledge is made—or in this case,
collected—in addition to how social members thiné&yt can know disability. More than just
suggesting how one can know disability, ODA memlteitk indicated a preferred means of
knowing disability: through conversational disclosand direct observation. Shortly, 1 will
revisit this preference for self-evident or obsétealisability, considering at length why this

kind of disability may be preferable to others.
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Chapter 4: “A Culture of Suspicion”

In March of 2013, National Public Radio (NPR) pshkd an online editorial news article
entitled, “Unfit for Work: The Startling Rise of Bability in America” (Joffe-Walt, 2013). Since
the time of its release, the article has incitedticersy nationwide, so much so in fact, that
NPR was compelled to issue a retraction with resethe articles original titfeThe
investigation-turned-article asserts that more rmode otherwise capable Americans are
receiving disability benefits from the governmearid are as a result, severely straining an
already fragile economy. The author insinuatestthede individuals, who are qualifying for
assistance programs for conditions like diabeteshégh blood pressure, are essentially system
abusers. The article reports of a small-town pligsievho determines whether or not he will
recommend patients for disability benefits baseldiige part on their education level and
prospective employment opportunities. The autheséieconcedes that even though diabetes
and high blood pressure are not generally thoufyas disabilities, “there’s no diagnosis for
disability,” making disability a “squishy” identitgategory (par. 7).

Later in the story, Joffe-Walt (2013) presentsistias speaking to this flexibility in
categorization. She groups the highest populatidhase receiving disability benefits,
representing 33.8% of all individuals “on” disatyiliunder the collective heading of “Back Pain

and Other Muscoskeletal Problems.” The second kigh@pulation, at 19.2%, included those

1 On March, 28, 2013, six days after its release attticle was retitled, “Millions of Americans
Don't Work Due to Disability, and the Number is @Gimng.” The new title was accompanied by
a statement issued by NPR, which conceded thatrigpmal title falsely implied that individuals
receiving disability benefits do not work (Joffe-ty2013).
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with “Mental lliness, Developmental Disability, Etdt is no coincidence that in this report on
system abusers, the largest populations claimisapdity are primarily represented by
disabilities that are chronic, difficult to diagmasand nonvisible, as these disabilities lackla se
evident quality. The so-called “squishiness” inmért® categories of impairment is evident in
both headings. The use of “other” in the first gaty, and “etc.” in the second, serve as
ambiguous catchalls, and further demonstrate tBettiad, transient nature of disability. On this
matter, Barnartt (2010) writes that “the relatiopshbetween impairment (physical state),
functional limitations, and disability are neitlered nor permanent but fluid and not easily
predicted” (p. 3). The unstable quality of disdliks a conceptual construct is the basis for the
“squishiness” that Joffe-Walt (2013) attributestto

Despite the fact that this article attests dispbidi a fluid, socially contingent construct, it
is nonetheless dangerous to persons with disailiti a variety of ways. First and foremost, it
presents persons with disabilities as unwillingvtirk, when a large number of persons with
disabilities want nothing more than to work but anable to do so (National Council of
Disability, 2007). More than simply dismiss personth disabilities’ desire to work, this news
story also reaffirms seeing as a primary meansoikng. Consistent with the Enlightenment
belief in scientific positivism, veracity is placedvisibility. Within Disability Studies, possibly
nowhere is the privileging of a visual epistemologgre thoroughly interrogated than in
discussions of nonvisible disabilities.

In this chapter, | analyze how ODA members orgadigability along a moral hierarchy,
with visible, generally physical, disabilities &ettop of this hierarchy, and nonvisible, largely
cognitive/intellectual disabilities, positioned leath them (Deal, 2003). For this purpose, |

employ the framework of MCA by focusing on the ldeapicture of social categories,
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considering the various predicates (Jayyusi, 1984assumptions, that guide members in their
sense-making activities.

Nonvisible Disability or System Abuse?

Recognizing the need for an embodied means of hppdéing disability, several
Disability Studies scholars have wrestled with @atesian mind-body split, and have,
alternatively, advanced a phenomenological ontotafgiisability (Hughes & Paterson, 1997,
Paterson & Hughes, 1999; Shakespeare & Watson, 2D@%pite such efforts, the mind-body
dualism still dominates Western thought on disabilAs | illustrate later in this chapter, even
members of an organization steeped in otherwisgrpssive orientations to disability formulate
their discourses of disability in terms of a minstiehct from a body, in terms of cognitive
impairment and physical impairment.

Persons with nonvisible disabilities inhabit a lvali social category, one which is neither
entirely disabled, nor entirely able. For somehsilexibility in identification is viewed as an
advantage in that they “pass” for able. For otheosivisible disability signifies a burden as the
individual must negotiate the terms of his or lientity management with others (Goffman,
1963), and risk being denied entrance into a gesacial category. Nonvisible disabilities
include impairments as diverse as epilepsy, cacodoy blindness, Attention-
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), Post Traunm@iStress Disorder (PTSD), traumatic
brain injury, and dyslexia. In this list of examgulé have grouped together impairments that may
elsewhere be distinguished from one another asreithgnitive impairments (e.g., “traumatic
brain injury”) or learning impairments (e.g., “ADHP For the purposes of my discussion, and
given their often shared nonvisible status, as a&lheir perceived location in the mind, | group

learning impairments under the broadly inclusivadieg of “cognitive impairment.”
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As Shakespeare (2008) claims, “for those with hididgpairments, such as dyslexia or
chronic fatigue syndrome, a realist and medicadlydal approach to defining and understanding
impairment is preferable to the vagaries of comstpnism” (p. 13). Should individuals with
nonvisible disabilities claim membership in theegary of disability, they are often greeted by
declarations of incredulity and expressions of eomyit by persons with and without disabilities
(Samuels, 2003). The medically based approach tchm@hakespeare refers is one that favors
the verification of impairment by traditional scigit means—that is, through visible means.
Visible, in this context, does not necessitate thatimpairment in question be readily
observable at the interactional level—though ityweell could be—»but that it could be
perceived and otherwiseademanifest, by blood tests, by chromosome analgsid,by
diagnostic imaging.

Chronic conditions with the potential to impairchuas Chronic Fatigue Syndrome
mentioned above, have, as of late, come undercphatiscrutiny for a few reasons. First, many
chronic conditions are difficult to confirm througisible means (Japp & Japp, 2005; Slade,
Molloy, & Keating, 2009; Ware, 1992). Second, cheatonditions are ongoing, meaning that
the request for services and medication is lik&dp angoing, thus inviting accusations of
malingering (Holloway, Soffaer-Bennet, & Walker,(Q Jackson, 2005). Finally, many chronic
but difficult-to-detect conditions, like fiboromyadly for instance, are managed with controlled
substances, making persons who claim these consliiotential suspects for drug abuse
(Glenton, 2003). The problems encountered by psradgth several chronic conditions, disbelief
and accusations of malingering and substance abtsé&equently experienced by persons with

other nonvisible disabilities.
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Schubert, Hansen, Dyer, and Rapley (2009) detail frtients in a drug-dependency
program claimed membership to the morally sanctiameegory of “ADHD patient” instead of
the morally suspect category, “illicit drug us€eFltie patients cited symptoms as category
predicates (Rapley, McCarthy & McHoul, 2003; Stokd@12), or the activities or characteristics
that are linked to specific categories, which édithem to make this claim. Once a member of
the morally acceptable category of “ADHD patiergttain activities, such as the use of
amphetamines prescribed to treat ADHD, become &ablep Schubert et al.’s study speaks to
the fact that participants claiming a nonvisibleattility are implicitly aware of their need to
testify to the rightfulness of their place in thetagyory of approbation. Especially in light of the
increased media attention dedicated to investigdpil mills” (Collins, 2010; Macias, 2011),
where prescription drugs are administered witheasonable grounds, persons with nonvisible
disabilities have come under fire as potentialesysabusers.

In a similar vein, Boyles, Bailey, and Mossey (2p&gtamine dilemmas faced by persons
with the sometimes nonvisible impairment, Chronizs@uctive Pulmonary Disease (COPD).
These individuals often have to identify the oceasiand the circumstances where it was
appropriate or necessary to disclose their noneisibpairment. Participants in the study raised
the issue of handicapped parking to illustrate dilesmma. If they chose to use the handicapped
parking afforded to them, then they ran the risbtbiers chastising and shaming them for an
assumed misuse of facilities. Alternatively, ifyhehose not to use the parking accommodations,
they risked jeopardizing their health.

Accounting as category-bound activityThese examples from previous scholarship
serve a dual function here. On the one hand, thpyat the claim to the prevalence of a visual

epistemology. On the other, they demonstrate hatwarabsence of a cane, a wheelchair, a limp,
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or any other observable, traditional signifier mpiairment, the individual with the nonvisible
disability is well aware that he or she will bedvaktcountable by other social members. In a
discussion on passing for able-bodied, Siebers4P@ealls an instance where he, too, was
determined to be not “disabled enough” (LightmaitkyHerd, & Mitchell, 2009). Without
crutches or a wheelchair, Seibers’s impairment wenbticed, and as a result, he was denied the
early entrance flight boarding that is usually reed for persons with disabilities. Siebers
continues that since the disabled body, whethert @vecovert, represents a deviation from the
normative body, persons with disabilities “requarstory” (p. 8) that makes sense of this
difference. Accordingly, Siebers affirms that byagxning such explanatory narratives, we are
able to glean further insight into the society toieh these stories are offered, the society that is
implicitly requesting them.

Stories, or accounts, are cultural mechanismsriesgrving and reproducing the social
order (Buttny, 1993; Scott & Lyman, 1968). The pi@eof accounting, explaining, justifying,
or excusing one’s behavior is a common categoryzti@ctivity for persons occupying the
membership category of “nonvisible disability.” Moistrate how membership prescribes
particular activities, Sacks (1992) offers a sirggatence from a children’s book that
demonstrated how in spite of the presence of tiferént subjects, even a child could recognize
who was doing what; the sentence reads, “The babg,che mommy picked it up.” Sacks
guestions, how does the reader, a child, knowttieababy that the mommy picks up is in fact
her baby?

To answer this question, Sacks introduces the naienembership categorization
devices (MCD), words and phrases that categorinplpeln the above example, through the

simultaneous introduction of both the “mommy” aflby,” the reader interprets these
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categories as relational ones, encompassed irrdlaedr membership categorization device of
“family.” Mothers typically care for their own bas, more often than those of others. The
actions of “crying” and “picking up” are thus categ-bound activities, implicitly tied to the
categories of “baby” and “mother,” respectivelymsar to the mommy and the baby in the
children’s story, when visible physical and nonvigsicognitive disabilities are presented in close
conversational proximity, they likewise functionratational pairings, that is, conceptually
linked categories (Housley & Fitzgerald, 2009; Laydarsland, & Nekvapil, 2004; Sacks,
1972; Silverman, 2001).

Organizing membership categoriesMembership categories are morally laden, imbued
with a moral component precisely because of th@iies to which members of certain
categories are entitled or denied. Just as mo#rerexpected to pick up their crying babies,
individuals are expected to refrain from certaiticats based on their categorical organization.
Bartesaghi & Bowen (2009) illustrate membershiggatization as a moral practice when they
analyzed interviews with Holocaust survivors. Tlaegue that the act of remembering the
Holocaust is an activity bound exclusively to tlagegory of “survivor.” To be a surviving child
of Holocaust victims is not enough to be grantedrtght to remember. As interview participants
categorize themselves and others as orphans avidasr they not only display their tacit
knowledge of who can do what, they also organizembers of these two categories in a
hierarchal fashion. Holocaust survivors represeateatbre restricted category when compared to
the category of Holocaust orphans, as only the éonvas allowed to remember.

Within a single social category, differentiatiordamerarchical organization of this sort
can likewise be observed in the case of the detl@nDeaf. The “deaf’ category signals a

biological condition, rather than a way of life, @&as the “Deaf’ category refers to a
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community that prides itself on its linguistic acwdltural departure from mainstream society
(Ladd, 2003). In Deaf communities, one can see inbabiting the category of “Deaf,” and
alternatively, the category of “deaf,” afford aneihg certain category-bound activities. One only
has to think as far as the 2006 Gallaudet Uniwersihtroversy where students at this institution,
dedicated to the D/deaf and hard of hearing, predethe appointment of the university’s newly
elected president, Jane Fernandes, on accounbhbeimg “deaf enough” (Humphries &
Humphries, 2011). As a result of her relegatiothtodeaf category, Fernandes was essentially
barred from engaging in the category-bound actwitgfficiating for a Deaf university.

Much like Gallaudet’s students demarcated Deaf fdeaf, Stokoe (2003) demonstrates
the discursive means by which social members iatlrsegregate the category of “woman.”
Stokoe examines how persons phoning in complabustaheir neighbors enrolled certain
categories as a means to validate their grievaficekegitimize their complaints, callers enrolled
the category of “single woman,” for example, towdia@on the negatively connoted activities
tied to this category. The complaint was furtheified when “single woman” was juxtaposed
against “mother,” as the second category carrisgipe, morally sanctioned activities with it. It
is in this regard that the larger membership categb“woman” is organized as a hierarchy,
with mothers positioned as morally superior to Engomen.

Consistent with these practices, | trace the dgeardevices by which ODA members
organize the moral categories of nonvisible cogaitmpairment and visible physical
impairment within the larger membership categonyickeof disability. What is important to note
in the examples from the literature, in additioriitose from my data, is that the categories
constructed through conversation are the partitipamot the analyst’s. In analyzing how social

members draw upon membership categories as resdioceemember, to make a complaint,
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and to construct disability), one is observing udtin action (Baker, 1997; Housley &
Fitzgerald, 2008). That is, one is able to obséw® normative categories, such as cognitively
or physically disabled, are not matters of fact, mological certainties, but are mechanisms for
social organization constituted by discourse (@&di & Sacks, 1970).

Creating a Hierarchy of Disability

Goffman (1963) addresses the internal hierarcluigdnization present in communities
of stigmatized, or “spoiled,” identities, by notihgw the “stigmatized individual exhibits a
tendency to stratify his ‘own’ according to the degto which their stigma is apparent and
obtrusive” (p. 107). Although | conducted the iniews informing the discussion at hand
primarily with persons who do not identify as dikath as vicars of persons with disabilities,
acting in the interest of persons with disabilitig®ey are nonetheless members of a shared
community of disability. In Goffman’s terms, thegedthe wise,” persons who are not
necessarily stigmatized themselves, but who ax poi knowledge of stigmatized individuals
and who, by virtue of their relationship to theme ausceptible to courtesy stigma, or stigma by
association (Green, Davis, Karshmer, Marsh, & §htai2005). In spite of their in-group
membership, however, they are not exempt fromifstirag the stigma, disability, and they do so
just as Goffman asserts, according to the appagsstand relative obtrusiveness of the
impairment. Such is the case of ODA staff membamal

At the time of our interview, Jana (J) had onlyartty (less than two months prior)
accepted an administrative position with ODA. Adicated in line 202 where | (S) reference a
prior conversation, the interview excerpt feature@xtract 9 is a follow-up from a previous
interview. Extract 9 illustrates the manner by whi@ana, along with other ODA staff members,

organizes physical impairment, characterized hgrauditory and visual impairment. Extract 9
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also details how physical impairment is discursiyabsitioned as the foil to cognitive
impairment, represented here by ADHD.

Extract 9

202 S And you—you said the majority (.5) you s other day | think

203 (2.0) if 'm not blurring everythinthat (.5) the majority of
204 students coming in here (1.0) it's with likBIAD1 And stuff like
205 othat

206 J: To me it se:entike ADHD

207 S Okay

208 J: Um (.5) the vast majority it's some kindedrning or ADHD

209 S O[kay

210 J: [l mean we have a number of heawedhave a number of blind
211 uh (2.0) and you know um (1.0) things theyhad since birth
212 S Yeah

213  J: But they kind of know what they have a lothem have been

214 treated along the way but a lot of them dpgiB uh (1.0) some
215 kind of learning where they go “I think | havecause | can’t
216 concentrate” or “my mind wanders” or ya know

Within this extract, Jana refines the categoryiséblility into two subcategories, physical
disability and cognitive disability, by distinguisly learning impairments from mobility and
sensory impairments (lines 208-211). These subodat=g however, are not presented as
symmetrical, but rather as oppositional construgffectively creating what | describe as a

“hierarchy of disability.” To better understand htiwis hierarchy is made and how it operates
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within the context of ODA, | first turn to line 238here one can observe Jana’s primary method
for differentiating physical disability from cogmie disability: through direct contrast.

The conjunction “but,” used in line 213 and agairiime 214, acts as a contrast device
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). In the context of thiseirview, “but” positions physically impaired
students (210-211; 213-214) as separate from deglyiimpaired students (214-216). Jana
presents two categories in 214. The first categocpmprised of students who have had lasting
and institutional experiences with disability; teagho “know” it (line 213). The second
category, following the word “but,” is typified students with ADHD, who Jana presents as
comparably less sure of their disability. Janaewds the contrast between knowledgeable and
unknowledgeable students through exclusion. Ofipaakers use “but” to signify an exclusion,
as in “Everyone but Susan was at the party”; ifqrers the same operation here. Jana is telling
the hearer who is excluded from this category oséhwho know disability: the students with
nonvisible, cognitive impairments, those with ADHD.separating those who know from those
who do not know, Jana is inadvertently orderingdtuglent population according to type of
disability, but more importantly, by the quality thleir knowledge of the disability.

Jana further separates students with visible digabifrom those with nonvisible ones,
those who know and those who do not know, throwggtuke of “know” and ‘think’ in lines 213
and 215, respectively. The two epistemic modalsleAdoth claiming knowledge, are claiming it
with different degrees of certainty (Latour & Woatg1979). To “know” something is quite
different than to “think” it. Knowing implies muamore confidence with respect to that which
one is affirming, whereas “thinking” often funct®as a hedging device (Lakoff, 1973),
distancing the speaker from his or her claim amdeiy removing accountability in the event

that the claim is challenged or discredited. Is ttase, the persons who “know” or are certain of
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their disability and their need for accommodatiares those with visible impairments (line 213).
Conversely, those who “think” or are otherwise uesef their disability are those with
nonvisible disabilities (lines 214-216). At the satime, the students who “know” are not
necessarily portrayed as much more knowledgeahlettieir counterparts; as Jana says, “they
[the students with hearing and vision impairmekis{l of know what they have” (line 213).
“Kind of” here works to soften the force of Janalaim. This suggests that when asked, Jana
will speculate as to the nature of the student [adjmn she serves, but she is possibly
uncomfortable claiming outright that some studdmizw their disability better than others.

Through the use of different modalities of knowledgdana is implicitly ranking the
legitimacy of each type of request for accommodetiddaybe more importantly, by implying
that students with visible physical disabilities aertain of their disability—they “know” it—
Jana is also legitimizing their need for accommioaat By contrast, through the use of “think,”
Jana presents students with nonvisible disabilitiesADHD as unsure about their disability,
which has the unanticipated effect of renderingléiggimacy of their request for
accommodations equally uncertain.

Note how Jana uses hedging as a strategy for itiiiggtne strength of her claim in line
206, when she first responds to my initial ques{R0R2-205). She starts with “To me” (line 206).
This phrase is interesting as it is almost alwdsesady implied. It is generally assumed that the
statement a speaker makes is a product of hisramvire estimation of the matter. In marking
what follows this introductory phrase as strictig opinion of the speaker, Jana is attempting to
reduce or nullify her accountability with respecthe statement proceeding. Furthermore, the
epistemic modal, “seem,” which follows the introtlry clause “to me,” is significantly weaker

and indicates a larger degree of tentativeness“#mw” or “think.” So, by pairing the
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uncertain “seems” in line 206, with the hedgingidevTo me” in the same line, Jana is
stressing the provisional quality of what she iswlio say. In many ways, through hedging and
the use of different epistemic modals, Jana isgeizing and conceding that she is ill-qualified
to diagnosis disability. This is evidence of theiabknowledge of category-bound behavior.
Only certain members of certain social categonegarmitted to diagnose disability, most
notably of which are the medical professionalghis way, Jana is not only organizing students
with disabilities according to how they themselkasw their disability, but also by how
outsiders (i.e., staff members like her) know it.

Evidentiality, modality & accountability. Evidence of disability becomes especially
pertinent when the impairment, such as a cogndne cannot be evaluated by immediate,
traditional, or visible means. Because of the okegle quality of their impairment, the type of
student Jana references in lines 210-211 is ofteanaatically excluded from category of system
abusers. The students with nonvisible disabilitesiepresented by ADHD or other undefined
learning disabilities (lines 206, 208, 214-215) tba other hand, remain potential candidates for
the category of system abusers due to their lagviofentiality.As | discussed in Chapter Three,
evidentiality in discourse refers to the processadidating one’s claim to knowledge by
supplying proof that supports the assertion. Evidéty goes hand in hand with visibility. That
which is visible is self-evident; it does not reguiurther explanation.

In the context of disability, visibility is essealito the helping professions. The
identification of a problem to treat, or to acconttate in the case with ODA, must first occur
for professional intervention to be warranted. \dating, or authorizing, action is of particular
import to ODA staff members as they provide sewi@g., extended exam time, recorded

lectures, note-takers) that may potentially berpreted by some as providing students with
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disabilities with an unfair advantage with respgedheir peers. In order to defend such claims, if
they are issued, staff members must be able tdysepjaence supporting their decision to
provide accommodations (or not) to certain studeBiis to whom are these accounts offered?
Cathy identifies two parties that could, or do,uest justification of staff members’ decisions to
grant or deny accommodations.

In Extract 10, | inquire about acceptable formslishbility documentation. Cathy
responds by explaining why staff members need raédmcumentation, specifically (her
response is in and of itself an account). She Say$east | can say to an instructor that's
guestioning it or a fellow student who’s questi@nit‘if you can provide me similar
documentation for your experience, | will make saene opportunities open to you (lines 551-
553). In this statement, Cathy presents the fa@nitypeers of the student receiving
accommodations as potential groups that could hetdand her decision, accountable.

However, Cathy expands this list elsewhere in hiarview. | ask Cathy if the

accommodation needs to be directly attributabliaéostudent’s disability. She responds with the

following:

Extract 10
714 C: Well to be an accommodation (.) to be aitiaffaccommodation yes it
715 has to be attributed to the (1.0) the diggi(l) but there’s a lot of work
716 that we do that we will tell students or faguar both you know there’s no
717 disability reason to make this happen

718 S Mm (.) mm-hm
719 C: _butit makes sense

720 S:  Right
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721 C: Right Or um this isn’t necessarily a disability accommtbah because

722 maybe | don’t want to make su::re (.) Onceething’s an
723 accommodation what you-you’re officially sayiis that it could happen
724 again (.) regardless of the class (.) Right

725 S Oh:: okay

726 C: Once you elevate something to the levehadi@ommodation then you're
727 basically saying to the institution “we didstbonce (.5) it would be
728 reasonable to do it again”

In line 716, much as she did before, Cathy intredustudents and faculty as persons who
could request an explanation relating to accommaasifrom her and her staff. This time,
however, Cathy adds two other parties to the fipleosons to whom ODA members are
accountable. In 726-727, she claims that an accatatiom, once specified as such, would be a
service that could be offered other students:ditld happen again.” Therefore, ODA staff are
implicitly answerable to prospective students,ddiion to current students, in their decisions.

The fourth party rendering Cathy and staff accobiet&s “the institution” (line 727).
Unlike the other three persons Cathy identifiesufey, current students, and prospective
students), the final figure is not a person atZilhce Cathy does not specify who exactly she is
referring to when she mentions “the institutionsieccould reason that “the institution” is more
or less representative of the culture at larges; tihe culture at large that holds her and hef staf
accountable. At the same time though, Cathy’sdaltkies a legal connotation—that is, “the
institution” refers to a more specific judicial,\g@nmental sector of the university. Being
willing to apply an accommodation to future caseakin to the legal notion of precedent,

wherein the constitutionality of a law is deterndri®y previous, similar cases. Additional
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support for the argument that Cathy’s statemenikas a legal discourse lies with her selection
of “reasonable” for describing accommodations h@&sAmerican with Disabilities Act (ADA)
favors the same language. She and her staff aseattuountable to current students with
disabilities, prospective students with disabisitithese students’ peers, faculty, the greater
society, university governing bodies, and enforsengporters of the ADA.

One way to make oneself less likely to have toiilrmn account is to construct stronger
claims. One way to do that is through the use etsig epistemic modals. In Extract 9, Jana
drops the modals hedges in her speech to createfairlike statements. Recall that according
to Latour & Woolgar’'s (1979) classification of kntegdlge statements, the deletion of epistemic
modals is necessary for elevating a belief or T¥gtatement to a Type 4 statement of fact. Jana
is not solely responsible for the production of thet-like statements that ensue, however. It is
fair to assume that, as the interview continues,mslght remain tentative in her claims if | did
not collaborate with her, and thereby authorizestiadements she offers. Baker and Davies
(1989) refer to the cooperation exhibited by twieilocutors to accomplish mutual
understanding and an orderly conversation as “siltu” | am colluding with Jana, co-
producing her claims about student with disabsiti@s well as knowing and not knowing. In
Dialogic Imagination) Bakhtin writes that “[t}he word in language idfrebomeone else’s” (p.
294). 1 would go so far as to say that each clamadnakes is half my own. It is together that we
construct these “facts” of disability. | elaborat€urther detail on how | am complicit in
constructing disability with staff members in mynctuding chapter.

But what exactly are my contributions to knowleddelisability? While superficially |
appear to be doing very little, | have accomplishagteat deal. Utterances, as Schiffrin (1988)

notes, are multifunctional, accomplishing one thimgne context, and something entirely
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different in another. My use of “Okay” (lines 2@Q9), “yeah” (212), and “Mm-hm” (217)
functioned for me as minimal responses in that these not intended to convey semantic
content, but rather to show to that | was listerangd involved. Contrary to a transmission model
of communication (see Chapters One and Three)cameot predict how his or her message will
be received. With this in mind, while | might hadkesired that my responses indicate my active
participation, it is quite possible that at leashg of them were interpreted by Jana as evidence
of agreement. If Jana did, in fact, take theseamesps as agreement and thus encouragement,
then she would likely become more confident in wdted is contending. This explains the
deletion of modals and hedges just a few lines latéhe interview. It is in this regard that |
helped make the fact-like statements that occurtlstadter line 206. It is also in this respectttha
this brief passage of talk is testament to knowdecignstruction as a collaborative, interpersonal
endeavor.

Moralizing through reported speech.Lastly, the inclusion of various epistemic modals
is but one of three ways that Jana presents stugeétiit visible disabilities, like those who are
hard of hearing and blind (line 210), as favordbléhose with nonvisible disabilities, including
ADHD (line 206, 208, 210), for example. Another whgt Jana establishes a hierarchy of
disability is through the inclusion of direct reped speech, which she reserves exclusively for
describing students with nonvisible impairments.aflgressed in Chapter Three, direct reported
speech, like that featured in lines 215-216, iery wowerful mechanism for making moral
evaluations. As Ravotas and Berkenkotter (1998)hersige, reported speech (RS) essentially
paints a “client picture” (p. 214) of the speak@mthom it is attributed; moreover, it instructs the
hearer as to how to regard this speaker. As a frguakevice, RS is a re-presentation of its

subject, at the same time evaluating its subjegtpasitioning the speaker with respect to it
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(Buttny, 2004; Holt, 1996; Johansen, 2011). Witht taid, what “picture” of the student with
ADHD—a nonvisible impairment—is the hearer suppaseenvision?

To respond to this question, | turn my attentioth® RS itself. In lines 215-216, Jana
attributes the following statement as having bedikely to be spoken by a member of this
specific category: “I think | have because | cawhcentrate.” On behalf of the “typical” ADHD
student, Jana is citing a common symptom assocwaitbdhe disorder: a lack of concentration.
What is noteworthy is how the symptom is preseniée. hypothetical student Jana
ventriloquizes (Cooren, 2010) says, “I think.” Eerdly, “think” is important in this statement as
Jana audibly emphasizes it by stressing the woedase “think” is a comparatively weak
epistemic modal, it indicates that the speakeptsentirely confident in that which he or she is
proclaiming. The speaker doing the thinking, thguglhn fact not Jana, but rather the putative
student to which the speech is assigned. The eantstt student functions as a typification
(Schutz & Luckmann, 1973), suggesting this studeptesents a class of students, ones who are
not sure of their impairments. The picture thas tieiported speech paints is of a student who
may or may not be impaired, whose membership ircéibegory of “disabled” is up for grabs and
essentially arbitrary. At the outset then, the studvith the nonvisible impairment is already
inviting suspicion. If such students do not triirhselves, as is indicated by the reported speech
ascribed to them, then why should others be indlioegrust them?

Appealing to the naturalness of physical disabilityln contrast to those students who
think they might have an impairment, the studerite physical impairments referenced in lines
210-211 are purported to “know what they have ql#13). The way they know their
impairments represents the last and final waylhat validates the claims of students with

physical (visible) disabilities over students witbgnitive (largely nonvisible) disabilities is by
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alluding to the former’s institutional history. Ate puts it, the students with physical,
observable disabilities had them “since birth” €lia10), in part because they “have been treated
along the way” (lines 212-213). In one sense, Jagiimizes students with physical
impairments’ membership in the category of “disdilén addition to the services such
membership confers, by appealing to the longevity @resumed “naturalness” of these
students’ disabilities, remarking that they havpazienced disability “since birth” (line 210).
Ironically, appealing to the naturalness of diggbre-endorses a medical/individual model of
disability because it presents disability as inbot actively constructed. This is in direct
opposition to the social model of disability thaides both individual staff members’ practices
and ODA's office operations at large.

Moreover, in referencing an institutional histadgna is also unwittingly suggesting that
students who developed disabilities are to be deghdubiously. Cognitive impairments,
because they are often not immediately discerndsemore likely to be developed, or at least
identified, later in life in comparison to physigaipairments. Take the example of ADHD Jana
references in her interview—such an impairment maybe detected until a child enters an
institutional environment, usually at five yearsagle with its introduction into the educational
system, or sometimes much, much later. It is is tegard, and with respect to its self-evident
quality, that Jana has designated congenital impait as preferable to acquired impairment.

ODA staff member Karina (K) offers an alternativergpective as to why staff members
might prefer a student who has, as Jana putsagritireated along the way” (line 214) as
opposed to a student who has only recently becavaeceof his or her disability. In her response

to my question regarding factors that are importantletermining disability, Karina identifies
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the process as an individualized one. From heegepsiceeds to elaborate on how an

individual’s history with disability affects the @@mmodations process.

Extract 11
223 K. I've not done a research on this but my(les) what | tendo seeis that
224 if the individual has been living with theisdbility for quite a while
225 they're able to articulate to me what theythee
226 S _Mm
227 K Um and what's helpful for them
228 S Yeah
229 K Um versus:: somebody who maybe was justrdiagd with MS

For Karina, the appeal of students who have livet their disability for a while, for
students who “know” it, lies with their ability tmmmunicate their needs concerning
accommodations. Interestingly, unlike Jana, Kaus@s the example of an individual with a
physical, generally visible, disability to illusteathe case of a newly acquired, and by extension
lesser known, disability. In line 229, she ideesfia person recently diagnosed with multiple
sclerosis (MS) as opposite to the sort of pers@mnséntions in lines 223-225, as a person who
may be unable to clearly convey what they needgymmably because of a lack of knowledge.

Karina’s talk acts as an interesting counterexartpllana’s, yet similar to Jana, she too
demonstrates hesitance in making her claims. Kgmietaces her statement in line 223with a
gualifier, remarking that she has “not done a netean this.” Karina’'s statement effectively
draws upon common conceptions of what counts aw/ledlge. True knowledge is, for many,
able to be validated through extensive testingexmerimentation, “research,” as it were.

Therefore, in disclaiming that she has not doneareh on what she is about to say, Karina is, in
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many ways, downgrading the epistemic status otlaém. This is further achieved by the modal
verb she uses in the same opening line, “tend.& bk modals, “tend” indicates probability, and
as Karina uses it, “tend” functions much like “maifeen than not.” In any case, “tend” leaves
room for the possibility that some of her experenmay not conform to the example she
provides. It is through Karina’s use of “tend,” doimed with her qualifier regarding lack of
research, that her claim to knowledge of disabititowngraded to an interpretation, an
opinion. From my interview with Karina, one can ettat knowledge production does not only
travel in one direction with a claim evolving tdeect. It works the other way as well: relatively
justifiable knowledge can descend to an indivichelief.

Another way to upgrade or downgrade a knowledgendathrough the use of reported
speech. Ultimately, it is through the use of digigrdiscursive modalities of knowledge, and the
attribution of reported speech, that Jana createasd of moral characters” (Roulston, 2001a).
In this cast of characters, students with physigalble impairments are depicted as certain of
their disability, whereas students with cognitimenvisible impairments are comparably less so.
The characters that students with physical didesland students with cognitive disabilities
play vary, but what remains consistent is thatftheer group of students assumes the role of
the protagonist, while the latter plays the antéagfodana’s construction of students with visible
and nonvisible impairments, with physical and ctigaidisabilities, though seemingly
unintentional and without malice, is not atypicdmething remarkably similar occurs in my
interview with Betsy. When | (S) asked to desctilee job duties, Betsy (B) replies,

Extract 12
195 B: Um (.5) so uh (.5) it'll be interpretir{dp) maintain—providing

196 access
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197 S Mm-hm

198 B: for the students with hearing impairments ah (1.0) then | also

199 have my caseload of students with uh leardisapilities who ya
200 know will come i::n n they have issuedy can’t | register for
201 classes early registration priority registration::

202 S Mm (.) mm-k

The adverb “also” in line 198 is a marker, distirsfng Betsy’s work with students with
hearing impairments, students with physical andenworiess noticeable disabilities, from her
work with students with non-physical disabiliti€milar to Jana, Betsy classifies and organizes
students according to disability, with not all diiies being created discursively equal. Betsy
implicitly identifies students with learning impaients as the ones who enter with “issues” (line
200). “Issues” often carries with it a negative motation, and is virtually synonymous with
“problems” or “complaints.” Accordingly, Betsy’s ahacterization of students with learning
impairments, students that have “issues,” is thoegative one. She further constructs the
prototype (Lakoff, 1987) of students with learniligabilities as troublesome in the same way
that Jana does in Extract 9: through direct replosfeech. In lines 200-201, the hypothetical
student with a learning disability is likely to ¢agve said, “Why can’t | register for classes?” In
another context, this question may be taken aghastan interrogative. However, given that
this question immediate follows “issues” in lineD2@he hearer is instructed to regard it as an
example of such issues. To the contrary thoughpwarking with students with generally
visible disabilities, students with hearing impagmis, Betsy engages in fairly neutral activities:

she “interprets,” “maintains,” and provides “accqéises 195-196).
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A comparable representation of students with napieslisabilities is at work in Cathy’s

interview. Extract 13 is in response to my questeno whether or not Cathy regrets insisting

upon formal, institutional documentation, even tlodoing so maintains the medical discourse

of disability that she and her staff disavow.

Extract 13

433

434

435

436

437

438

439

440

441

442

But what I'm trying to do is is:: (1.5) Istsee (1.0) it's not good for the
individual even though it may fegbod for you as an individual to be able
to come into my office and say, “l have Xekd Y”
Mm-hm
In terms of (2.5) the community’s perceptodryourightt the
community’s perception of somebody with a llilg is much more valid
be that good or bad if | can say, “yeah | hdoeumentation on file”
So even ev[en the

[I mean students with the inMisidisabilities complain about

having to defentthat | need this

Cathy’s talk alludes to how nonvisible disabiligd accountability are conceptually

linked. In lines 437-439, with the mention of “tbemmunity’s perception,” Cathy speaks about

how documentation functions as a warranty agamsasdisapproval. Students with nonvisible

disabilities become implicated in Cathy’s discussid accountability and documentation shortly

thereafter, in lines 441-442. In her discussiorstasuses the second person pronoun “you” to

place the hearer in the position of the studemdasked to supply documentation (line 437). In

claiming that the community’s perception of “youilvbe more valid if she is able to offer

documentation attesting to disability, Cathy isserging the documentation as a protective
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measure undertaken in the interest of the studéetanswerability of the student is not the only
consideration here, however. Cathy is also answeralso accountable, as is evidenced when
she says that she can reply to skeptics, “yeakid dacumentation on file” (line 439). To whom
this reply is directed is left open, though in Extr10, Cathy provided a list of the plausible
parties. Regardless of the individual receivingh@at account in this scenario, it is noteworthy
that in this scenario, Cathy is the one answengersons who would challenge a student’s
entitlement to accommodations. What this suggestsait in terms of accountability and
evidentiality in the form of documentation, nonbigi disability might not just be problematic
for the student, but for the staff member too.

The reader gets a further sense of how studetitsnonvisible disabilities are held to
account in line 442, where these students are cteaized as having to defend their need for
accommodations in the absence of documentatiorfetid is roughly synonymous to the act of
accounting. “Defend,” however, carries with it amswhat negative connotation, for it presumes
an attack. So it is telling that students with neible disabilities are selected as those who
“complain about having to defend” (lines 441-442)cusing for a moment on the complement
clause of this statement, “having to” also exhibitsegative quality as it generally indicates that
one would not engage in the activity referencedisfor her own election. “Having to” can also
imply that one does agree with the behavior in Wiie or she is participating, but must do so
nonetheless because this is an obligation. In algrtihat students with nonvisible disabilities
express resistance to the documentation requireni&se students are essentially portrayed as
noncompliant and uncooperative—in effect, defensive

The association that has been drawn between thed@kstudents and complaints was

already identified in Betsy’s interview, where stats with nonvisible disabilities such as
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learning disabilities were described as havingu&ss and characterized by what could be, for
some, hostile questioning (see Extract 12). Astinae time though, complaints are not only
something that are attributed to a student, butesioimg made about students by faculty. In
Extract 14, Cathy describes her interactions vatiufty, which are often typified by fielding
complaints about students.

Extract 14

847 S How do facult::y (1.5) interact with you afid eh (1.5) you know when

848 they come in here to pick up exams or drogxéims are they generally:
849 easygoing you know this is my question °so one and two°
(...) (In the elapsed lines, Cathy tells me to check wiitter staff members

because they interact with faculty more, and tletdxchanges with

faculty are limited to resolving problems.)

903 C: faculty refer students because um (1.5) madybre’s a student who
904 appears to be disruptive in class

905 s Okay

906 C: so our students with Asperger’s

907 S Okay

908 C: faculty will say “I don’t know if this stwht’s registered” or “I don’t
909 know what’s going on

910 S Oh okay

911 C: but the student asks fifteen questions arah’t get a word in edgewise”
To illustrate the nature of her encounters withufgg Cathy introduces the example of
a disruptive student (line 904), as in a studetit Wsperger’'s Syndrome (line 906). Consistent

with other staff members, to portray individuals—+dwf, the student, and the faculty
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member—she invokes reported speech. The facultybeepurportedly says (would say), “I
don’t know if this student’s registered [with ODA(line 908) or “I don’t know what’s going on”
(lines 908-909), inferably suggesting that theufgcmember is unsure as to whether or not the
cause of the student’s disruption is a result sfdniher disability. Cathy continues by quoting
the faculty member who claims that the student agkgssive questions and prevents the
instructor from carrying on class. Once again,“tfteblem student” featured in this example is
not a student with a physical disability, but onéhva cognitive disability. Furthermore, as a
student with a cognitive disability, the studertisability is not immediately known, not known
until it becomes a disruption.

In Extract 14 from Cathy’s interview, one can #es nonvisible disability is not
presented as unfavorable according to the stafffadzording to faculty. In the previous extracts,
Extracts 12 and 13, staff recounted their own tlesdime experiences with students with
cognitive disabilities, but here they are not théyamnes to have such experiences. The fact that
this presentation of students with nonvisible di#téds appears in interviews both describing
staff interactions as well as faculty interactisnggests that this common theme is more than
coincidence. Rather, these interview extracts etdithat this particular narrative of persons
with cognitive/nonvisible disabilities is evidenotlarger cultural attitudes towards this group of
individuals.

Nonvisible disability as dangerousThere is a prevailing social stigma attachedtoes
cognitive impairments, particularly ones relatedrnental health, as the Lead Administrator
herself acknowledges. Extract 15 below was excédrptan a point in an interview where Cathy
responds to my invitation to discuss why she thstkislents are reluctant to use or pursue

accommodations.
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271

272

273

274

275

276

277

278

279

280

281

282

S:

C:

129

Well | think students | mean there’s thetets of different degrees of and
lots of different reasons for hesistancy

Mm-hm

So some of it is personal development and &f you know wherarey-
especially if-if you have a visible issue avé an issue that you see as
socially acceptable like breast cancer

Mm-hm

or something that has a lot of social empattached to it um that’s a
differentdisclosure experience than disclosing that youwehmsychiatric
issues
_Right

Particularly in (1.0) our recent media cliena

In this brief passage, Cathy organizes differésaluilities according to an established

moral order as is indicated by her reference tdetwels of social acceptance that accompany

certain disabilities (line 276). Cathy relies ooamtrast structure to make her point regarding the

social stigma that is attached to psychologicalammpents. Through her talk, Cathy constructs

two membership categories, which are comprisedsaibiities that are socially acceptable and

those that are socially rebuffed. Lines 274-278eép form the first category representing

socially sanctioned disabilities. Diverse typeslisabilities are grouped under the common

heading of “socially validated” through the coomting conjunction “or.” Through the use of

“or”in lines 275, 276, and 278, Cathy links vigldisabilities, breast cancer, or “something that

has a lot of social empathy attached to it” (lifM@R This particular organizational scheme
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suggests that each of these items, as mutual msrab#ite category of approved disabilities, are
more or less interchangeable in the sense thatallell-received by social members. These
disabilities are then contrasted with disabilitieat are socially rebuked as signified through the
use of the comparative “than” in line 279. “Thanh€tions as a sort of dividing line that
distinguishes approbated disabilities with theipagite: “psychiatric issues” (lines 279- 280).

With her reference to the “recent media climateigl282), Cathy expresses her
disapproval of popular portrayals of persons wehain cognitive impairments insofar as they
bar these individuals from disclosing their dis@pitomfortably. One of the most popular
depictions of persons with cognitive and psychalabdisabilities is as troublemakers. | have
already demonstrated how this social discourseppated by participants’ talk with Jana,
Betsy, and Cathy’s interviews.

| interpret Cathy’s attribution of the moral ordegiof disability to the “recent media
climate” as a concession. Cathy is both a memb#ratfsociety whose media perpetuates
harmful discourses of disability, and a professiavizo works directly with students with
disabilities. In acknowledging the pervasivenesthefdiscourses produced by the media, and
society in general, Cathy is also acknowledgingihalility to prevent these discourses from
entering ODA. The hesitant students Cathy desciibbses 271-272 enter the organization with
hesitancy precisely because they, too, are menolb@rsociety that disvalues claims to
nonvisible disability. The same applies for ODA nimrs Jana and Betsy, whose talk is also
representative of a larger social discourse on isdsle and visible disability, on cognitive and
physical impairment. Similar to the students whteethe organization, ODA staff likewise
traffic in ideology as they traverse the organmadl boundaries, bringing and leaving with

various discourses of disability. These discourses,ever, often conflict, making the permeable
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boundaries of the organization one of the mosuaértftial tensions that guides and constrains

members’ practice.

To further understand why physical, visible disiies$ are preferable to cognitive,

generally nonvisible disabilities, | turn to Meliss interview, where she draws upon yet another

archetype of cognitive disability: that of cognéidisability as dangerous. In her interview,

Melissa recalls an incident with a student whercdemg her job responsibilities. She sets the

scene for the ensuing action by explaining that stuident was preparing to take an exam in the

ODA testing center. The exam was delivered in PBwit form. The student had the

opportunity to examine a slide and then resporaldaestion. The extract begins with Melissa

relaying what happened next.

Extract 16

316

317

318

319

320

321

322

323

324

325

326

327

And um long story short the wrong exam wes¢ and so we have one
student | believe he may have Asperger’shidt) anxiety

Oh yeah

ADHD

Yeah

I mean a numbef different things

Yeah

And | was actually in the proctor office apmlu heard a slamming on the
table and th-"DAMNIT DAMNIT DAMNIT” really lowly

Mm

and it actually startled the other studemtsind him

Oh
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328 M: even though he was in an individual room

329 S Yeah

330 M: It was an academic disruption actually=
331 S =Right
332 M: And no one wanted to move

Melissa commences the story by first placing tlhelent described in the category of
cognitively disabled, stating that as far as shenkrthe student had Asperger’'s Syndrome, high
anxiety (Melissa stresses “high” in her speecdgated by the underlined notation), and
ADHD (lines 317-319). As Melissa says in the follag/line, line 321, this student “had a
number of things.” Though “a number of things” migltso suggest that the student had more
disabilities than those Melissa lists, all of thadentified in 317-319 (Asperger’s Syndrome,
high anxiety, and ADHD) are generally not obseredibbm a glance.

When she emphasizes the word “number” here, Melésabso emphasizing the extreme
potential problems that multiple disabilities preises opposed to a single disability. Melissa has
created what Pomerantz (1986) designates “an egtoase formulation” (ECF), in which a
speaker constructs an event in a severe manneexgorple, the statement “it was the worst day
ever” is an extreme formulation of “day,” with “wait indicating degree or magnitude. In
Melissa’s talk, the multiple, compounding impairrgeshe assigns to the student she is
describing serve as an ECF, as they magnify the aldisability.

What makes ECFs interesting is how speakers uge tihvéegitimize clams. As
Pomerantz (1986) argues, speakers employ this csati@nal device when they anticipate that
their claim might be challenged. By making theicamt the worst case possible, they are

warranting their actions with respect to it. Theref by examining when speakers, like Melissa,
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include ECFs, the analyst is able to note not tmdyclaims he or she interprets as potentially
troublesome, but the ones the speakers perceidelysto be challenged. | argue that this is
the reason Melissa emphasizes the student in dvgtssimultiple impairments—because her
claim is troublesome, and in need of bolstering.

Having characterized the subject of the story, 8&lithen proceeds to describe the
story’s conflict wherein the student is engagingvimat would under any other circumstance
qualify as a violent outburst, banging office fuume and yelling explicatives. It is here that the
reader first witnesses the depiction of the studsrdomeone to be feared. When Melissa
narrates that the student “startled the other siisd¢line 326) and that as a result of the
student’s alarming actions, “no one wanted to mdlieg 332), the student with the assortment
of nonvisible cognitive impairments becomes absuterrifying.

Melissa’s characterization of the individual witisabilities not immediately discernible
happens to be in accordance with the argumentsaddaso far regarding preferred methods of
knowing disability. The relationship between Medi'ssstory of the intimidating student, and
widely held assumptions about what knowledge isteowd it is made, may be best represented
in the form of a syllogism. The first premise ofstrgument is expressed by the well-known
axiom, “We fear the unknown.” The second premiserseto the positivist tendency to privilege
a visual epistemology and asserts that “We canmoivkvhat we cannot see.” The conclusion to
be drawn from these two premises is that we featwie cannot see. When applied to the
student with cognitive disabilities, it is interesgf to see how this single narrative is informed by
and reflexively reconstitutes larger cultural naues on both the social organization of

disability and the production of knowledge.
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Regarding Melissa’s rendering of the student wabrative, nonvisible disabilities, it
would be extremely hard to believe that individugalsh as Jana, Betsy, and Melissa, who have
dedicated their careers to advocate for studertsdigabilities for little monetary incentive or
academic notoriety, would actively and knowinglypetuate a hierarchy of disability. That
being the case, why are students with learningodigas (and other nonvisible disabilities)
presented as more troublesome than students vatinggmpairments? A more plausible
explanation lies with visibility, evidentiality, draccountability. Because cognitive disabilities
like ADHD are generally not visible, students claagnthem in order to access accommodations
lack evidentiality. Furthermore, as evidence isasal to contemporary notions of the
constitution of knowledge, the certainty to whiblege claims to disability and accordingly to
entitlement to services, is weak or, at times,gatber absent. Finally, because the authenticity
of requests by students with cognitive and noniasilisabilities is uncertain and difficult to
prove, ODA staff members become more accountalifer@spect to their decisions regarding
these students’ receipt of services for the exaasan that the grounds for their decision—the
disability—is not self-evident.
Heroicizing (Physical) Disability

While the above extracts illustrate cultural orains to persons with nonvisible and
cognitive impairments, they do not explicitly death staff members’—and by extension,
cultural—attitudes towards persons with visible ghgsical impairments. What | present below
are examples that more clearly express a geneasial sentiment towards persons with physical,
observable impairments. Take, for example, the@valhg extract from my interview with Jana. |

asked Jana to recall a rewarding experience dhengtay at ODA, to which she replied,
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Extract 17

434  J: Um (3.0) you know I (1.0) it probably gdes it all falls back to the

435 students you know seeing the students su¢ie@dyou know we got a
436 couple of blind students and I still get antbaeyou know they (1.5) how
437 _routinethey are (1.5) Um they know wh- obvioushey know you have a
438 test when you have a class=

439 S =Mm-hm

440 D: but they’re always here on time they're glsvavhere they need to be

441 S Mm-hm

442 D You know them and dog in tow

443 S Mm-hm

444  D: They don’t complain they just (makes smagldound with hands)

445 S Yeah

446 D: show up and take their test

Jana’s response draws upon a well-established aretdive of disability: thesupercrip
narrative This particular narrative is thoroughly entrergtine social scripts for portraying
persons with impairments. In addition to the meldicadel that holds that disability is
something to be treated or cured, the supercripahafcdisability presents it as something that
can be, or more importantly, need be, overcomediHand Hardin (2004) define the supercrip
model as “a standard framework for stories aboeitdbs’™ that “serves as a hegenmonic device
that keeps people with disabilities at the bottdrthe social hierarchy and deflects the culture’s
responsibility for its ableist infrastructure” (p&). The supercrip narrative can be said to be

“hegemonic” in the sense that it conforms disallledies and minds to a dominant (i.e.,



136
hegemonic) ideology that privileges ability, andeiaffirms ability as the benchmark towards
which persons with impairments should strive. Notibly far from the all-too-familiar
“American Dream” metanarrative, the supercrip nareaclaims that with hard work and
perseverance, the “tribulation” of disability cam twercome. Media representations of the
supercrip are abundant. Take for example the stbBrik Wihenmayer, known as the first blind
person to climb to the summit of Mt. Everest (Har&8liHardin, 2004). As Hardin and Hardin
(2004) emphasize, the problem with the story cayefay not with the feat itself, but with the
incommensurate focus on the exceptional hardsmgsred by the person who accomplished it:
a blind person.

Quinlan and Bates (2008) offer another example efimmsensationalism and the
supercrip. Their study researched media reportseather Mills, a former model and the former
partner of Beatles icon Sir Paul McCartney. Theséimreports were in response to Mills’s
performance on the reality TV sitcoDancing with the StardMuch of the commentary on
Mills’s performance on the show revolved arounddtatus as an amputee and her use of a
prosthetic leg. The authors found that much ofcineerage of Mills was framed in accordance
with the supercrip narrative. Reports tended tprdigortionately discuss her adversity (i.e., her
disability), her diligence, and her determinatiath,of which were supposedly instrumental in
allowing her to perform in such a way that she dalimost pass as able-bodied.

Much like those people who subscribe to the Amerideeam narrative and find that
social and economic mobility is practically impdssi regardless of their hard work and efforts,
persons with disabilities might find that, contramythat which is put forth by the supercrip
narrative, they may not pass as able in spiteef Hincere attempts to do so. This particular way

of conceptualizing disability becomes even moréjamatic when one considers its patronizing
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quality. Supercrip stories often glamorize, inagpiately, disabled persons’ accomplishments of
mundane tasks. Jana’s representation of blind sta@ad her amazement at how “routine they
are” (line 237) invokes the supercrip frame in tihgtorifies the otherwise unremarkable
attribute of punctuality. In line 444, Jana alsaipes these students for refraining from
complaining. For any other person, the two acteitdf being on time and not complaining are
by no means praiseworthy. In fact, it would be guitild to commend someone for these
accomplishments as it is commonly assumed thatiohails should be exhibiting this behavior
anyways.

The greater the tribulation, the greater the triumph. A similar response is given by
Melissa when | pose to her the same question regpedrewarding experience. Similar to Jana,
Melissa uses the example of blind students in tashg a supercrip story. Contrary to Jana,
however, Melissa goes to greater lengths to cahtion to the student’s disability and his
personal trials.

Extract 18

612 S So (.5) I think maybe the flipside of thatause that would be a

613 challengingituation (.5) maybe since you've been here (»can you
614 think of an experience that was particulaglyardingt

615 M: Yeah um | had the opportunity to scribedae of our visually impaired
616 students

617 S: Mm-hm

618 M: And he has a guide dog
619 S Mm-hm
620 M: And his vision has been continually becomiagse
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638
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S:
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°Oh okay
Uh to the point where he’s legally blind)(tte can still see some things
but he’s legally blind (1.0) he’s not complgte
[Okay

Blind (1.0) but uh just to observe the legkintelligenceum that he has
and you know the fact that he doesn’t allosvimpairment or his
disability um (1.0) to-to really take awayrfravho he is to take away
from his ability

Right

And it really just kind of opened my eyessee that these are just normal
people

Mm-hm

who have you know an impairment or disapititit that doesn’t mean
they can't function like regular members afisty

Right

And in fact they almost have a greatery and upper hand because
they've you know | see students that give agilg and do terriblyn
college

Mm

And they have all the resources

Right

And these are students that have to gosxtra aile

Mm-hm
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644 M: Or have to work harder

In line 636, Melissa talks about students with biilsges as having “a greater story” than
their able-bodied counterparts, and ironically, gk herself is in many ways attempting to
create a good story for the type of student shetiores) and in order to compose this story,
Melissa draws upon the supercrip narrative. Inheiethe supercrip narrative is the belief that
the greater the adversity, the greater the triumAsha result of this belief, and in an effort to
make a good story of disability, Melissa highligtite severity of the disability (an extreme case
formulation), stressing that this particular stutkewision was “continually becoming worse”
(line 620). Having thus established the story’sflicty) Melissa then sets out to resolve it.
Melissa recounts her realization that people like student are “just normal people” and can
“function as regular members of society” (line 638t; 633-634). Normalcy and regularity, as
they are employed here, allude to able-bodiedriiamssistent with the ableist hegemonic
discourse (Hardin & Hardin, 2004) that a superoaprative perpetuates, being normal (i.e.,
able-bodied) and being an average citizen typigystandard of success for persons with
disabilities. Once a disabled individual has reddhés state, he or she has, according to the
rhetorical frame of the supercrip narrative, trslicceeded.

The supercrip narrative stipulates that not ondytae tribulations to be exaggerated, but
so is the supposed triumph. Performing well inexgdl is not as ordinary as arriving on time, as
was the case in Jana’s interview, however, is ler@ven more extraordinary by comparing the
feats of students with disabilities to the failucgéstudents without. In lines 636-638, Melissa
references the shortcomings of what are presunaidybodied students to elevate and
aggrandize the achievements of students with paldisabilities, such as the student referenced

in her interview. Melissa continues that what makese achievements even more admirable is
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the fact that other college students flounder itespf the fact that “they have all the resources”
(line 640). The only specified difference betwelea blind student that Melissa is describing and
students she is contrasting him against is thaiuses as disabled and able-bodied, respectively.
Therefore, one is left to question, what are ‘tadl tesources” that these other students
supposedly have? If indeed “all the resources” raegdnility, then Melissa’s interview is
effective in illustrating the high esteem in whimtr society holds ability. Despite their ability
and despite having “all the resources” though, ding “the extra mile” (line 642) and by
working harder (line 644), supercrips, students tike one Melissa describes, are supposedly
able to conquer their disability.

Jana and Melissa give no indication that they ar@ra of the implications of the
narrative they are utilizing, and therein lies itim@ortance of analyzing discourse. Karina, a
senior advisor at ODA, is well aware of the probdetimat riddle it. When | ask her to elaborate
further on people’s reactions to disability, shgpands by delineating various responses
received by students. Extract 19 begins with Kafif)adiscussing pity as a typical reaction
received by students with impairments.

Extract 19

356 K: Um (1.0) another one:e is (1.0) pity

357 S Yeah

358 K Ya know

359 S Yeah [l could see that one

360 K: [or-or you you must be sup@&man

361 S Those are two (1.0) kind of [

362 K [Yeah
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363 S models (1.5) major models
364 K: Uh-huh
365 S like the tragedy or the superhero
366 K: Right right right
367 S Yeah
368 K: For doing very normal things
369 S Right (.5) yep
370 K: You know um and people will say you knowrfljust going to college
371 like everybody else” you know
372 S Mm-hm

373 K But it’s like whereas the (2.0) uh-uhh {1p@rson who is saying

374 something will be like, “Oh, wow, you're goitg scho:ohkMy
375 goodnesg&5) that must be fabulous”

Throughout the extract, Karina demonstrates herewess of the flaws inherent to the
supercrip narrative. In line 368, she points oat the supercrip, or “superhuman” (line 360),
narrative is in and of itself disabling for celetimg students with disabilities when they are
“doing very normal things.” Such celebration woblelan inappropriate response to any
otherwise able-bodied adult, yet by embeddingrgponse within the larger supercrip frame,
this response becomes acceptable, and througlotingecof the interaction where this narrative
is applied, the individual becomes disabled.

Another way that Karina criticizes this particutarrative frame is through what has so
far been established as a preferred mechanisnppfigng an impression while simultaneously

expressing an attitude: the inclusion of direcorégd speech. Direct reported speech occurs in
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lines 370-371 to portray the student with a disghbés desiring and expecting nothing more than
any other student. The impression the hearer gethat is supposed to be a response that this
student is likely to receive, as represented bydtrexrt reported speech in lines 374-375, is, by
comparison, much less innocuous. Karina’s evalaaiiahis type of response is clearly
conveyed through the use of ironic remarks likeviiv@line 374) and “My_goodnesgline 375),
as well as exaggerated inflection and intonatiom dscho:ol” in line 374 and_“goodnéss
line 375. Karina’s talk effectively exemplifies hadirect reported speech can often be likened to
speaking in hyperbole. Without having to concededmain for those employing a supercrip
narrative outright, Karina is able nonetheless &blexpress her opinion regarding this particular
means of representing persons with impairments.

The “Trickle-down” Effect of System Abuse

Worth noting is that in both of the supercrip néwes present in Jana and Melissa’s
interviews neither account was of a person witbgndive or nonvisible disability. Both rely on
persons with physical and observable impairmenisdke their case that the behavior they were
recounting was truly exceptional. Even more, batialand Melissa incorporated overt signifiers
of physical impairment, namely blindness, in thathbreference a student’s guide dog (line 442
in Extract 17 and line 618 in Extract 18). By indilug details such as these students’ guide dogs,
both Jana and Melissa are highlighting the fadt e students’ impairments are noticeable. In
other words, neither ODA member is leaving roomdoubt that the students they are describing
are not disabled or undeserving of the accommaastdforded to them. In light of these
findings, a few questions arise. First, why idttthe supercrip narrative, as it is taken up by
participants in this study, centers around persatisphysical, recognizable disabilities?

Furthermore, does a comparable narrative exigidesons with cognitive and/or inconspicuous
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disabilities? Why is the student with a physicadjble disability casted as the supercrip while
the student with a cognitive, imperceivable disabis casted as the troublemaker or as someone
to be feared?

These questions are addressed, at least in paDtDys Lead Administrator, Cathy.
Following my initial interview with her, | returnetd Cathy to discuss some of my findings with
her. | solicited her thoughts on the potential iying of physical disabilities over cognitive
ones, of visible over nonvisible. Specifically,skad, “Why do we doubt and denigrate that
which we can’t see?” She responded by attributiegnistrust attached to the membership
category of cognitive and nonvisible disabilityvihat she termed a “culture of suspicion.”
According to Cathy, social members are inculcatetthé ways of this culture, one which ritually
participates in identifying and shaming system abugGoffman, 1967). One such shaming
ritual that Cathy provides is the example of haapped parking. She begins by acknowledging
what some might consider a privilege, which isdlfge to be easily identified as an individual
with a disability. She says, “You know when | putang tag up in my car, everybody knows
that | need the hang tag because I've got crutdze®s, and a wheelchair,” and she continues
that “they end up having to defend, ‘well why aegking in the handicapped space?” (lines
425-427). The people who are “having to defendCathy’s scenario are persons with
nonvisible disabilities, and they are defendingrikelves to other social members who are
requiring the account. Since not providing an aatovwuld threaten the social and moral order,
individuals with nonvisible disabilities, unlike ®ns with visible disabilities, are obliged to
offer up an account, which will, in turn, either ééecided to be acceptable or not.

For further illustration of this culture of susmai, one only has to think as far as the

multiple agencies, organizations, and individuadidated to investigating an array of
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fraudulent activities. In fact, one only has tathback to the beginning of this chapter and the
news story | referenced to find evidence of thisure of suspicion. It is rituals like these—the
parking interrogation, government investigatiomsj anedia reports—that constitute a culture of
suspicion. In elaborating on why students may hesio use the accommodations afforded to
them, Cathy comments on how it is that this cultaravement and its corresponding discourse
of exploitation perseveres. She remarks that noesHave more and more conversations about
social security,” and truly, this is corroboratedtbe attention that the Joffe-Walt's (2013) NPR
story received. When discourses of distrust sudhese circulate, they exhibit a “trickle-down
effect” (line 474) on the interactional level, inding those interacting with and on behalf of the
Office of Disability Affairs.

Isabel describes the toll this particular culturelvement takes on some students
remarking,

| have students in my office every week who argearsbecause they're so afraid their

instructor is gonna (1.5) you know they’re doingpyp in a class they don’t want to give

the instructor their memo they don’t want the instor to think that they’re lazy:: or that

they're wanting some sort of freebie (lines 457461

Isabel’s talk suggests that the students she refese the students in tears, are ones who
would likely be accused of “abusing the systematliag one to believe, based on what other
members’ talk has revealed, that these studenty@ically students with nonvisible disabilities.
This conclusion can be further supported by infigrfrom the statement that because these
students do not want their instructors to misjuttggr intentions, this implies that the instructor
is not yet aware of the student’s disability. Tonoe yet aware, the disability would have to be

relatively unobtrusive. The students in Isabel'scamt are aware of their membership in a
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category that is met with accusations of lazinessas Isabel notes, “wanting some sort of
freebie.”

Admittedly, it is arguable that the students Isabehtions could include those with
visible, or obtrusive, impairments, but based omattthave presented thus far, | suspect that it is
not probable. Can students with physical, visibipairments not abuse the system as well? The
talk | analyzed in this chapter does not suggesBg@xamining epistemic modals and reported
speech, and by considering evidentiality and actadaility in discourse, from participants’ talk,
| was able to re-construct a hierarchy of disapilithis hierarchy is premised upon the nature of
the disability, which in the case of students walttysical and perceptible disabilities,
automatically excludes them as candidates for ébegory of “system abuser.” In a way, this
presents an interesting paradox: by assuming #rabps with physical or otherwise visible
disabilities are incapable of misusing their accadations, social members are actually
disabling this category of individuals.

Isabel continues by comparing students’ use ofraccodations to government welfare
systems saying, “All you hear is ‘oh people aretbete abusing welfare™ (line 501), “You
don’t hearof people wh:o don’t wanna use it but need itightt” (lines 503-505). She
concludes by stating how these larger culturalaiemes of suspicion and fraud exhibit their
influence locally on this particular office: “I'viearned the longer I've been here it's the same
way you_heanbout all the students who are using their diggl@k an excuse but you don’t hear
about all the students who are genuinely embarasgé” (lines 507-509). And indeed, the
investigation into disability and the welfare syst&atured in the introduction of this chapter
would prove Isabel’s claim true. One does not ladeut those who are appropriately using their

benefits or accommodations as such would not beswewthy in this culture of suspicion.
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Chapter 5: The Evolution of a Fact: Evidence in thé’roduction of Knowledge

Russian philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin (1986) providegroductive metaphor for
conceiving of communication and meaning-making whenvrites that “any concrete utterance
is a link in the chain of speech communication”qp). In deconstructing the metaphor, one can
identify a few key presuppositions about the rdlem@nmunication in the construction and
organization of knowledge. First, each link, eattkrance, is preceded and followed by other
utterances. The link, the utterance, does not arttgr contain meaning. Rather, the utterance
becomes meaningful in that it responds to, and esadthin it, all those that came before. At
the same time, this single utterance will servimtorm all that ensue. What one can gather from
such an analogy is that the process of meaningagasijust that: a process, one which is ever
ongoing. When applying this principle to the comteidisability, one can infer that while
disability is often regarded as a static fact iretegent of human involvement, its meaning is
constantly being renegotiated to suit the purpo$déise local interaction and the objectives of
the interlocutors.

This chapter traces the series of interactionfh@addition of links to the chain if | am
to continue the metaphor, that transmutes the mgaanid relative facticity of disability over the
course of the accommodations process. | consuitintgrviews conducted with ODA staff
members as well as publicly available documentufed on the organization’s website to
illustrate the communicative chain (Gunnarsson,7)99at reorganizes disability as it passes
through different mediums. | begin by discussing tlotions of intertexuality, interdiscursivity,

and reflexivity, considering the influence of autitettive texts likeDiagnostic Statistical Manual
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(DSM) upon the production of disability in the anomodations process. | demonstrate how
disability is continuously reinterpreted, in menddalk and in organizational documents, to fit
a larger genre of medical diagnostic discoursenThentinuing discussions of evidentiality and
disability, I discuss the various types of evidetiw a student must supply in order to receive
accommodations. Specifically, | interrogate thegheigiven to each type of evidence, both by
ODA personnel and by the different discourses ardegp that each invokes. | furthermore
address the implications that imbuing various dega credibility to different kinds of support
holds for the individual student, and for the ulite possibility that disability could be
apprehended outside of a prevailing medical paradidy analysis of how texts act upon this
organization, the students they serve, and pemsihdisabilities everywhere concludes by
accounting for practical constraints, conflictimgarests, and dilemmatic situations that
complicate the accommodations process.
Authorizing Action

In comparing the process of communication to limka chain, Bakhtin is essentially
claiming that all utterances, which Kristeva (1988gr expands to include texts, are intertextual
in nature. As | discussed briefly in Chapter Twiotértextuality” refers to the phenomenon
whereby all conversations, whether written or spole least implicitly index previous
conversations and occasions. It is in this regaat, all acts of communication—be it a line on a
page or a casual remark—are inherently heterogl@Bsikhtin, 1981). The prefix “hetero” in
Bakhtin’s neologism “heteroglossia” indicates daigr and variation, as in “heterogeneous,”
whereas “glossia” approximates to “tongue.” Whangd, the meaning of these two terms
equates to “speaking from multiple tongues.” NatevHEmily (E), an ODA student-intern,

speaks from “multiple tongues” when responding toinguiry into her job responsibilities.
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Extract 20

45 E: Um but I (.5) | review their documentation (1dd) their disability so it

46 could be signed by a doctor a psychiatristagbist social worker anything
a7 like that um (1.5) and then as long | just |émkthe diagnosis the axis one
48 two three four and five um what’s going on haoes it impact them

49 schoolwise

In this extract, Emily is speaking in multiple targs, that is, from translocal and
transhistorical positions, as she indexes an utgtital discourse when she mentions various
diagnostic axes in lines 47-48. Indexicality inadigrse occurs when an utterance points to
something outside of itself, such as a belief, @sumption, or an established social norm
(Patridge, 2012). Insofar as these items are ceraildsocial texts then, when an utterance
indexes them, it is performing an intertexual fumct In Emily’s case, when she calls upon
different diagnostic axes in lines 47-48, she deking theDiagnostic Statistical ManugDSM)
where these axes appear, and is therefore drawingextextual connection between one text
(her interview) and another (tlESMas well as the larger psychiatric discourse itesents).
From a discourse analytic perspective, the questi@sk now is “what is it that Emily
accomplishesia the introduction of thBSM?”

Coordinating action through genre.Such a question inevitably invites discussions of
reflexivity. Giddens (1984) popularized the concefpteflexivity with the development of his
theory of structuration. Structuration theory afpésrto transcend what is commonly referred to
as the “agency-structure dualism,” where a sulgedthis or her actions are treated as separate
from yet constrained by larger social structuregldéns (1984) bridges this subjectivist-

objectivist divide by explaining that both the “gedt (the human agent)” and the “object
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(‘society,’ or social institutions)” areconstituted in and through recurrent practitgsriginal
emphasis, p. 8). What this means is that individigéibn can be conceived as a cycle, a loop.
The continuous reproduction of individual actiosseasponsible for the formation of the exact
social structures that influence these same actions

At the level of interaction, Garfinkel (1967) exares reflexivity as it constitutes the
norms of interaction. More specifically, he argtieast by adhering to certain social rules of
communication, participants are, in essence, crgatiem. When applied in the context of
Emily’s interview, the individual action in this ®ais the specification of ti2SM diagnostic
axes (lines 47-48). The social structure bearingrdopon her talk is the same one that her talk
is upholding: a medical discourse of disabilitys Ildemonstrate throughout this chapter,
indexing a medical discourse of disability (herenmy of theDSM) authorizes ODA members’
decisions regarding accommodations. However, iessing this discourse and in implementing
it locally, members are reaffirming the authoritgdnveys. Though helpful in legitimizing
actions that are likely to be contested on the mggisithat they are purely “subjective,” ratifying a
medical discourse of disability runs counter todimas of this organization, which seeks to
advance a social, or at least more holistic, motidisability.

TheDSMis a genre itself, as a genre is relatively stabteof discourses, which are
organized in a recognizable and distinct way. Ssvél890) defines “genre” simply as “a class
of communicative events” (p. 45), including anythinom a phone conversation to a legal
contract. For example, a business letter conssitaitgenre (Bhatia, 2005), as the content of the
letter is mostly predictable, and the framing afttbontent is fairly consistent across contexts. A

dissertation, too, is a genre, and because of ddatudents’ familiarity with the genre, they can
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anticipate that work from this genre will be orgaed according to chapter, written in an
academic style, and spanning a certain length gépéPantelides, 2013).

Genres are used and created by a discourse conyofimititers, readers, and texts
(Hyland, 2003), who are joined together for speqifirposes. Discourse communities are by no
means organizationally bounded, as the genre dd8Millustrates. While primarily used by
mental health professionals, this genre enters@@@, an organization with drastically
different goals and purposes. Emily remarks that“gst looks for” (line 47) the student’s
diagnosis, suggesting that within the studentsuduentation, she knows what she is looking for
(the diagnostic axes she mentions in lines 47M8yeover, the way she knows what she is
looking for is because the genre of ®Mis recognizable to members of its discourse
community, including Emily.

Like many genres, theSMis prescriptive, meaning that in order to be coaed a
representation of disability according to D&M, one must include certain features, such as the
diagnostic axes Emily references. These featunethdrmore, are necessary for the
representation to be recognized as in accordartbetig discourse of theSM As an
established and distinguishable genre DB& implicitly claims that disability should be
represented in a certain way, particularly accaylgito a multi-axial classificatory system.

Other genres prescribe different actions. For ms#athe genre of evidence in
institutional settings is what prescribes, androftenstricts, much of ODA staff members’
practices. Genre conventions for evidence withgtitational settings identify medical
documentation as a typification (Halliday, 1978}lwé genre as a whole. Within institutional
discourse communities, members tacitly agree upestandards and qualities of the genre of

evidence, as well as the discourses it adoptsg&hee of institutional evidence internalizes
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(Harvey, 1996 as cited in Fairclough, 2004) a maditscourse, and in this way, is inherently
interdiscursive.

Interdiscursivity and genre go hand in hand, agdhaer refers to the combination of
various discourses and genres, how members of enaoity blend discourses to achieve a
certain end. An interdiscursive analysis of textd talk looks at how borrowed discourses are
implemented in local settings, and how in their iempentation, the meaning of the borrowed
discourse, as well as the new discourse, are cdadgmsider, for example, how ODA staff
borrow a medical discourse of disability. When decbin ODA affairs, this discourse assumes a
new meaning; staff members draw upon this discaalrsest exclusively in terms of
accommodations, as opposed to other settings vitnemaedical discourse would likely not
attend to academic impact. In blending their uniopséitutional discourse with a medical
discourse, ODA staff are also changing the origmadlical discourse. More often than not,
however, the change to the borrowed medical diseoisrin the form of strengthening its claim
to disability.

Interdiscursivity does not just allude to the waysvhich discourses speak to and from
one another. Interdiscursivity claims that no disse is original or the first of its kind, as all
discourse is a response to the discourses preciedihgw” discourses, therefore, are best
thought of as novel combinations of previous disses (Bhatia, Flowerdew & Jones, 2008). An
interdiscursive analysis accounts for how in bmggdifferent discourses together, one is also
bringing different, and for ODA, often discrepaidigologies together. System of discourses,
genres, Miller (1984) explains, are embodimenta Gfultural rationality” (p. 165). In analyzing
genres like th®SM institutional forms of evidence, and forms ODAfEsupply to clinicians, |

am, in fact, able to better understand what memtfettss organization value, how they
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understand disability, and what they believe thae within the organization to be. Genre
conventions are meaningful in that they are coeci@iservable materializations of ideology
(Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995), from which one caain much about the discourse community
to which it belongs.

Continuing along the communicative chain, one athat Emily’s talk in Extract 20
also performs a more immediate intertexual opematio addition to th&®SM, Emily’s talk
invokes another text, the verification form supgliey ODA staff to clinicians in order to
document psychological disabilities and Attentioefibit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). |
obtained Figure 2, below, from a document featare®DA'’s official website. Following a
paragraph instructing the clinician on the sorinéérmation needed and a student affidavit

section is the following:

1. Please list all DSM-IV or ICD Diagnoses (text and code):
AXIS I:

AXIS 11

AXIS 11

AXIS IV:

AXIS V (GAF scare) optional:

a. Date diagnosed:
b. Date of your last clinical contact with student:

Figure 2. Verification Form for Psychological Disabilities@®ADHD. Figure 2 represents an
intertext, as this document draws upon a diagnossmourse and genre, recontextualizing them
for ODA’s purposes.

Just like Emily’s talk, this particular text calipon a medical discourse, though more
explicitly as it requests specialized diagnostidefrom what was then the latest version of the
DSMor the World Health Organization’s (WHO) Intermetal Classification of Diseases (ICD).

As Betsy claims in her interview, verification fosfrsuch as the one shown above, are “basically
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a kind of fill-in-the-blank kinda thing” (line 355nd “it basically says, ‘the diagnosis is’ and
they [the clinician] would write in” (line 359). Bgescribing the verification form as structured
as a “fill-in-the-blank” exercise, Betsy is suggegttwo things. First, if the clinician only has to
fill in blanks in the document, then the rest & ttocument, around the blanks, that is, must be
already filled in. This being the case, the ODAfsteember(s) who composed this document
had to assume a diagnostic medical discourse abtity in order to supply the contextual
information for the blanks that are to be filledh¥¥ is more is that in assuming this discourse,
staff members are implicitly sanctioning this sfiealiscourse’s entitlement to represent
disability.

Second, “fill-in-the-blank” also implies a genequality. “Generic,” as | am using it,
does not mean indistinct or plain as the word mmmnly used. Instead, | am employing a lesser
known meaning of this word that denotes a “charastte of or relating to a class or group of
things” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2013). By thikefinition, “generic” comes to signify a
specific genre. On genre in organizational setfiBgskenkotter (2001) remarks that a “genre
such as the DSM-IV or the ICD-10, and the condielteof texts that surround it,” including the
verification form currently under review, “functisras the genre system to link multiple
social/professional/institutional worlds” (p. 339Yhat Berkenkotter is saying is that “fill-in-the-
blank” forms, theDSM, and the ICD, as genres, allow for extraorgamzeti communication by
synchronizing and coordinating efforts across msiftnal boundaries. A genre can be thought of
as a shared language, a common code, enablingespatives of diverse organizations to
communicate with each other. However, because gaueh as thBSMand ICD allow for
cross-institutional communication, they also allimwthe “transmission of practice and,

implicitly ideology from one community to anothgBerkenkotter & Ravotas, 1997, p. 257). In
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the case of ODA, the ideology that is introduced the organization by way of the shared genre
of theDSM, for instance, is one that presents disabilitpatology.
Transforming Disability through Discourse

Each time the student’s disability crosses protesdiboundaries, it becomes

recontextualized (Bernstein, 1990; Linell, 1998akimng the so-called certainty of disability less
finalized and more heteroglossic. Each time thaldigy enters into a new context, it must be
filtered and translated into the discourse of gaaticular community. Figure 3 depicts the steps
of the accommodations process. With each stegsttng of disability undergoes a
transformation as it is reinterpreted for the pggsoof that occasion; it becomes

recontextualized.

1. A student presents appropriate documentati@ndi$ability to ODA.

2. ODA staff review the documentation and meet whehstudent to determine
appropriate accommodations

3. An ODA staff member generates an accommodati@rso to individual faculty
members

4. Students deliver the memo to the appropriatelfiacnember and have a confidentia
conversation regarding any necessary accommodations

5. ODA staff may assist both the student and/ofdbalty member in the

implementation of accommodations.

Figure 3 The Process of Accommodations. Figure 3, featare@DA'’s website, details the

steps involved in the process of receiving acconatiods.
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Steps one through five represent discursive intarghs. Discursive interchanges are
points at which discourse undergoes transformatiothe context of Figure 3, the discursive
interchanges represent occasions where the digahiljuestion is reframed to accommodate the
purposes of the involved parties, and to meet goessities of the situation. The exigencies of
the situation in which the student’s documentaisoimtroduced inevitably vary, depending on
who is participating in the process. For instarice,discourse of disability may differ when the
documentation is offered to the student by a mégicdessional, as opposed to when the
student provides documentation to his or her icsbru

Beginning with step one, step one represents diisaibi what is likely to be a diagnostic
medical discourse as this form of documentaticonis of few that would qualify as “appropriate
documentation.” Then, in step two, the disabiligvels from the medical institution to an
educational one. It becomes reinterpreted withéncibntext of an educational frame. In step
three, the disability, though remaining in an edwcel context, is recontextualized for faculty
members. In step four, the disability in the mermsbvered to faculty members in step three is
renegotiated by both student and faculty membeonversation. Finally, in step five, the
disability is presented in terms of accommodationise provided.

One will note that in steps one through four, ndias the disability rendered into a new
discourse for a new context, it is also renderéa @new medium. In step one, the disability is
represented in (written) text form, then in step,tm talk form, in three, it is converted into tex
again, and then in step four, it resumes its st@us conversation. This process illustrates the
relationship between text and talk, demonstratiog the text produces talk and is also the
product of talk. The text-talk relationship is sigrant for the reason that written texts are often

taken as objective artifacts, without author ogiorin the social sphere. Written texts often
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outlive their authors, and over time, they becomssatiated from their authors, appearing as if
they were composed by no one, as if they simplyagbmvere. Thus, it is written texts’
longevity, their enduring quality (Derrida, 1972710 that gives the impression of objectivity,
and consequently, authority.

Figure 3, however, shows something quite the opgoReferring back to the
communicative chain | mentioned earlier, Figuréydetailing the trajectory and life cycle of
disability, is also showing how a fact is made, Howwledge construction is a social and
collaborative undertaking. To illustrate how socr@mbers participate in the making of
disability, consider how an indeterminate diagnas$igestlessness” in step one, for example, is
reorganized in such a way that by step five, imdtely becomes “ADHD.” In outlining the
accommodations process, Figure 3, similar to LaR®Woolgar’'s (1979) classification of
statement types (see Chapter Three), exemplifees\tblution of a fact and the production of
disability.

The discursive versatility of shells in the produdbn of disability. The social quality
of knowledge is evident elsewhere in the same deotn®n page three of the verification form
for documenting psychological disabilities and ADHDe following question is posed to the
clinician: “Does this condition significantlymit one or more of the following major life
activities?” (bolding in original). Figure 4 features a gwith four vertical columns indicating
the degree or severity that the disability affelitfterent areas of the student’s life, as listed in
four corresponding rows on the left. Gridded resgsnwith preselected, gradated potential
responses and predetermined relevant categorieharacteristic of a diagnostic genre and the

larger medical frame that encompasses it.
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No Impact Moderate Substantial Don't
Impact Impact Know

Communicating

Concentrating

Hearing

Learning

Figure 4 Gridded Response in Verification Form. Figuredéats the genre of the medical
intake form, with predetermined, polysemic desoniptand columns and rows that allow only a
check for a response.

From my career as a patient and as someone intgyaath the medical institution, |
have learned that the employment of linguisticlIshislalso typical of texts within this genre.
Here, a shell is a metaphor indicating conceptuaow words, which without information
provided by their surrounding context, communiacagey little. The hollowness of shells
requires these terms to be filled by the surroumdyntactical context in order to any derive
meaning. Schmid (1997) identifies words like “@pih“problem,” and “fact” as common shell
terms whose individual functions and meanings \greatly depending on the speaking occasion
and the speaker’s intentions. “Thing,” for exampias no definite referent when deployed by
itself—a “thing” could refer to anything from a tasical event to a piece of furniture. The
plasticity inherent to shell terms is, in largetpamat has made these lexical devices such an
intriguing object of study.

Garfinkel (1967) notes a similar phenomenon whegrgons in conversation (those in
conversation with texts included) are requiredrmndupon background knowledge and context
in order to make sense of what is (not) being saatfinkel terms this the “et cetera strategy.”

Often referred to as “reading between the lindss practice assumes common understanding
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between participants, and allows for the orderbydpiction of a conversation uninterrupted. The
contextual knowledge participants implicitly knoavgupply in order for the conversation as a
whole to make sense is derived from genre. Paatitgprecognize the genre, and supply the
missing information, based on their familiarity vihe type of situation at hand. As a result of
their experience with similar gridded, limited-resge documents, readers are thus able to
operationalize the ambiguous descriptors featuréde document in Figure 4.

Ten Have (2004) describes a pedagogical exerciginia used to illustrate the tacit
knowledge invoked in the “et cetera strategy.”Ha exercise, Garfinkel asked his students to
write down a conversation they recently had, armdh te asked them to write what was
understood between the conversational partnerdin®arasked that they detail the conversation
until he could understand it from a literal readordy. Eventually, realizing that in any
interaction so much contextual knowledge need®tsupplied, the students resigned from their
task.

Generally, discussions of linguistic shells haveteeed on nouns specifically (“thing,”
“problem, and “fact” are all nouns). I, however,wialike to consider the discursive versatility
of the adjectives “moderate” and “substantial,tteesy are featured in the gridded responses in
columns three and four (respectively) of FiguréModerate” is an empty adjective whose
meaning must be supplied by the person interagtitigthis document. Similar to a shell noun,
“moderate” is devoid of context and concrete conteeaning, leaving the reader, here, the
clinician, to ascertain for him or herself what stitutes “moderate.” Likewise, “substantial” is
equally problematic for the same reasons. Behatiatsqualify as “moderate” to one may be
“substantial” to another, and still yet, this saoedavior may be determined to bear “no impact”

for a third clinician. Along these lines, Galdgi(2008) takes issue with the use of the nominals,
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a grammatical construct that performs similar opena to the above shell terms, in
psychological questionnaires also not unlike théfieation form currently being examined. He
demonstrates the flexibility in the ambiguity oétbontext-independent term “indecisiveness,”
when he questions, “What exactly constitutes ‘ingleeness’: inability to buy a house or a tee-
shirt?” (p. 28).

The hollow descriptors “moderate” and “substantak not only present in this single
verification form, but in ODA'’s verification formfer physical disabilities, for vision
impairments, and for temporary impairments. Allfdocuments, in fact, are replete with
polysemous terms. Consider, for example, the plesstisponses listed for the directive to

LIS

evaluate the student’s symptoms (p. 2). In all feenification forms, “mild,” “moderate,” and
“severe” (p. 2) represent the only options for mesping. Similarly, all of the forms instruct the
reader (the clinician) to classify the student'sgrosis as either “good,” “fair,” or “bad” (p. 2).
While any reader likely has a vague notion as tatvdach of these terms broadly refers, the
reader is, without further indication from the downt, left to his or her own interpretative
devices.

My point in demonstrating the flexibility of thesiell terms is to show how disability is
a socially constituted, rather than biological, pbraenon. One of the most significant attributes
of shell words pertains to hypostatization, wherabstract terms are reified and made to appear
concrete. There is, however, nothing concrete ecifip about the aforementioned shells, but
their appearance as such works to maintain theléagaveracity integral to the diagnostic
medical genre that these forms represent. Becéugdls ke “moderate” and “good” are not

accompanied by further elaboration or specificattbey give the impression that they do not

require such, that these terms are fixed, univeasal most important to a discourse of medical
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impartiality, objective. Looking a bit closer aege small, seemingly insignificant words,
however, one can see how malleable these ternysare) and how they require meaning to be
supplied by the reader. Naturally, the meaninggalan these terms varies widely from person to
person, proving that these terms are by no meaed br standardized. The interpretative nature
of these shells jeopardizes a medical discoursbjettivity, as the diagnosis of a disability (or
not) is entirely dependent on an agent’s understgmaf a limited range of pre-selected,
nebulous words. From these forms and the lingusttatls they employ, one can observe how,
despite popular belief, disability is anything lamt objective fact, as this fact is actively and
socially brought forth.

The Individual and the Institution: Competing Discourses of Disability

In Chapter Three, | mentioned that ODA was in thaepss of implementing new
guidelines regarding documentation for accommodatas established by the Association of
Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD). As recendls April of 2012, AHEAD issued a
revised set of guidelines for providing accommanataiin postsecondary education. These
guidelines reflected AHEAD’s decision to make amaedts to its current policy
recommendations, which originally placed medicaludoentation above all other kinds of
documentation.

AHEAD'’s (2012) move to change the accommodationegss in higher education is
motivated by a desire to avoid perpetuating a deédi.e., a medical model) of disability by
imbuing medical documentation with absolute autigofio explain the rationale behind their
decision to revise accommodations standards, ttheeuof the document write that “requiring
extensive medical and scientific evidence perpetuatdeviance model of disability,

undervalues the individual’s history and experiewaé disability and is inappropriate and
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burdensome” (p. 1). In order to avoid sustainingealical discourse of disability in lieu of an

experiential one (Sarangi, 2003), on the followrage, AHEAD identifies three permissible

sources of documentation for determining a studetiability and its impact on his or her

academic career. A “student’s self-report” is idiged as “primary documentation,” observation

and interaction with the student as “secondaryg iaformation gathered from third parties,

such as healthcare providers and educational clmrasas “tertiary documentation” (AHEAD,

2012, p. 2). Even though each type of documentasgidiesignated as primary, secondary, or

tertiary, with primary spatially positioned at ttug of the page and tertiary at the bottom,

AHEAD cautioned that “all forms of documentatior aneaningful and should be mined for

pertinent information” (p. 2). Regardless, thisdadmonition is contradicted by the order in

which these various types of documentation aregpitesl. Order and importance, while

conceptually discrete, are often implemented ioalisse interchangeably.

Does order signal importancen Extract 21, Cathy summarizes changes made to

AHEAD'’s official policy. In accordance with AHEAD’sew stance on documentation, ODA is

attempting to adopt a similar approach.

Extract 21

307

308

309

310

311

312

313

Um and when they changed the documentatandards the:y (2.0) eh

(.5) the documentation still exi&ist what they’ve done is they've said

it's almost like it used to be ordered youduselook at a student’s
medical documentation and then you would kaidtkhe student’s history of
accommodations

Okay

and thegou would talk to the student to see how were fhregenting
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314 S Okay

315 C: And what they did was they flipped it. Seytlsaid “talk to the student
316 first

317 S Okay

318 C: If the student can vocalize for you “yeslivsed accommodations in the
319 past” or “no | haven’t because | was ablevierghing except calculus
320 and now | have this issue”

321 S Mm-hm

322 C: It maybe appropriate to grant students (2.0) s&imd of

323 accommodations without a documentation

Comparable to the AHEAD memo, Cathy describes #ve procedure on documentation
and accommodation in terms of an order. In line& 301, Cathy explains that prior to this
initiative, it was essential to consider studentgdical documentation; in fact, she goes so far as
to say that it was almost if it was “ordered,” ascommanded” or “compelled,” but by whom is
unclear (line 309). Then, as if describing stepa process, Cathy comments that after having
reviewed the medical documentation, “theyu would talk to the student to see how were they
presenting” (line 313). As it were, “presenting’asommon form of medical jargon, used to
describe observations of a patient’s symptoms. &@ydwing from this particular discourse of
disability here, Cathy is hinting at how entrencletedical discourse is within the
accommodations process and how difficult it willtbedisembed it from this practice.
Nevertheless, she elaborates further on the charmgpegrning documentation, remarking that

“they,” meaning AHEAD, “flipped it,” with “it” meaing the order in which the documentation

is examined (line 315). Now, Cathy cites AHEAD awihg directed educational institutions to
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“talk to the student first(lines 315-316). To recap, before the new recomsaéons,
institutional representatives determined a studatisability by first consulting documentation
issued by a third party, such as a previous edugatinstitution or a physician. Following
review of the documentation, staff members spokbéeastudent him or herself. However, with
the new guidelines, staff members now discussttidesat’s disability with him or her prior to
considering documentation from other sources. \Wadhy has relayed thus far is that changes
were made to the order that documentation waswedgeboth globally via the AHEAD
movement, and locally in ODA’s daily affairs. But dhanges to the ordering of documentation
eguate to changes in the weight imparted to each?

We can obtain some indication with regards to gjiestion in lines 322-323 of the
extract. It is here that Cathy discloses that feifay an interview with a student, “It mdpe
appropriate to grant students (2.0) sdamal of accommodations without a documentation.”
Modals such as “may” signal perceived probabilityikelihood, and in this case, the probability
of a student receiving accommodations without deenitation is not high. As every utterance is
multifunctional, “may” is not only working to der®probability, it is also working as a hedging
device, mitigating the force of the claim (Fra2910; O'Reilly et al., 2009). Hedging devices,
as discussed in Chapter Four, are linked to thakgres confidence in what he or she is saying,
in addition to the degree to which the speakerilisngy to be held accountable for his or her
claim. Extract 21 shows “may” functioning as ani&emic softener” (Harvey & Adolphs, 2012,
p. 478), at the same time decreasing the relagvaioty that students will receive
accommodations without documentation as well aByYCatommitment to this claim (Hyland,

1996).
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Additionally, “some” in the second part of the samte accomplishes something similar
to “may.” When Cathy says that without documentastudents could receive “some
accommodations” (line 322), she is accounting lerpgossibility that students may not qualify to
receive all or standard accommodations, only “sbfgrthermore, as the underlined notation
on the both “may” and “some” suggests, Cathy aydhiesses both words, meaning that for her,
it is important that their contingent and tentafpreperty not be overlooked. Thus, returning to
the original question as to whether or not a reoiggdion in the order that documentation is
reviewed is also a reorganization in the authontested in different types of evidence for
proving disability, | conclude that Cathy’s expreg$esitancy is indicative of larger reservations
concerning this movement. At the end of this chiapteill return to Cathy’s interview to gain a
better understanding of the source of her reluetakor now, | wish to continue to examine
discursive modals in order to obtain further insigh members’ attitudes towards the new
documentation guidelines.

| took Extract 22 from an interview with ODA staffember Betsy (B). The extract
begins with me (S) pursuing the topic of the new&D guidelines.
Extract 22

461 S So would would an interview be sufficidmiugh (1.0) by itself

462 B: | don’t think by itself (1.0) we would nedfd1.5) we would need

463 _somthing

464 S Okay

465 B: Uh (1.0) I can provide a student with pramsl if based on the interview

466 um but nothingeally
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In order to clarify on the weight conferred to adsnt’s self-report under the new
AHEAD guidelines, in line 461, | ask if an interwewith a student, which would qualify as
primary and secondary support (i.e., student’sreglbrt and interaction with the student,
respectively) per the AHEAD memo (p. 2), would stiéintly warrant accommodations. Betsy
responds to my question in the negative, but gealtier response with the epistemic modal,
“think” (line 162). Earlier, in Chapters Three aRdur, | identified “think” as a considerably
weak modal, pointing to a lack of confidence wigspect to the statement at hand. Like “may”
in the previous extract, however, “think” also aassa hedging device, employed to attenuate
what would otherwise be a claim that speaks ag#iesAHEAD initiative and ODA’s aims as
an organization.

| also discussed hedges in Extract 21 as a walemgnsight into a speaker’s confidence
in his or her claim. In Extract 22, however, a@iént device indicates something similar. At the
start of her response in line 462, Betsy begirfgstrperson, saying, “I don’t think,” but then
shifts to the first-person collective pronoun, “iMeis noteworthy that Betsy makes this shift at
the exact moment that she is relating somethingntiag be contested on the basis that it
conflicts with the recommendations provided by AHEANndeed, the AHEAD policy that both
Cathy and Betsy reference in their talk states‘#hatudent’s narrative...when structured by
interview or questionnaire and interpreted, magificient for establishing disability and a
need for accommodations” (p. 2). Therefore, byrsgayhat “we” (line 462) would need
additional documentation on top of the studentlsreport, Betsy is disclosing that staff
members’ practices with regards to documentatiemat fully in line with the AHEAD

guidelines.
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A relevant aside pertains to the proviso in thevalsiatement featured in the AHEAD
memo. The statement stipulates that in order f@stbdent’s self-report to be considered
satisfactory evidence of disability, it must strtictured by interview or questionnaiién other
words, the student’s narrative, as it stands|-suited to represent and testify to the preseiiice o
disability (Bartesaghi, 2009). The student’s acdairhis or her disability and the need for
accommodations must be reorganized from an exp&lieliscourse into an institutional one.
The institutional interview or questionnaire thatrtictures” the student’s account is, in fact,
structuring it in a format that is more consisterth the genre which it is about to enter. Thus,
returning once more to the communicative chairoghiced earlier in this chapter, what begins
as talk, as an individual's narrative, becomesxdntdized (Silverstein & Urban, 1996)—that is,
literally rendered in textual form—in a staff membeeport, and consequently,
recontextualized in terms of institutional (diagtgsdiscourse. Once in textual form, the
account of the disability provided therein is oteshto as an objective truth, ignoring that the
text itself is but one juncture in a lengthy chaifrcommunication.

While the AHEAD guidelines might specify that adguat’s self-report, under some
conditions, may warrant accommodations, Betsy sstgg#herwise. In lines 462-463, following
Betsy’'s response that an interview alone wouldmmovide adequate evidence of the need for
accommodations, she says, “we would nee:d if ({@é&yvould need sontieing.” A couple of
guestions proceed from this statement: one, to wthoes “we” refer? And two, what counts as
“something”? First, “we” is used here not necesgas a referent to other members or even the
organization as a whole. Rather, “we” is used esrsensus-warranting device (Potter &
Edwards, 1990; Rapley, 1998), to bolster the clanu to abate or at least distribute

accountability. “Consensus-warranting” refers te tliscursive process of legitimizing a claim
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by citing an authority or expert, or by speakindiist-person plural as Betsy does, thus
suggesting that others share the opinion or bekpfessed in one’s claim, making it more valid
and less arguable. The argument that Betsy us€sd'sva consensus-warranting device is
supported by the fact that the shift from firstgmer to first-person plural occurs when trouble is
likely, given that the content of the statemenédily contradicts AHEAD’s recommendations.

Further illustrating Betsy’s hesitance is the fatat, “we would nee:d if.” A false start
is a disfluency where a speaker begins to say songetand then cuts off the speech so as to
leave the statement or word incomplete. Many tiradalse start is followed by a reformulation,
where a speaker amends what he or she previoudlyl$aough her reformulation, Betsy is
self-repairing (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 19T g¢aning that she is correcting her speech so
as to avoid any conversational trouble (e.g., mgm@hension, disagreement, or inaccuracies).
Additionally, a 1.5-second pause separates Betalgs start from the reformulation that
follows. While pauses certainly do not universaiignal hesitance, when analyzed in
conjunction with the false start and reformulatibthink it fair to conclude that the pause, t@, i
indicating Betsy’s reluctance to implicate ODA $iafa practice in conflict with the revised
AHEAD guidelines. Betsy’s reluctance here represéimé dilemma characterizing so many of
ODA's practices: the dilemma between what theyragjoi do, and what is immediately feasible.
While ODA staff might wish to fully adhere to theH&AD guidelines, several practical
concerns (to be discussed shortly) may prevent fn@m doing so.

Second, “something” does not tell the hearer midutwhat type of evidence is
needed, but it does indicate that this form of emi, a student’s self-report, is not substantial
enough. It is not “something,” for even with théerview, as Betsy says, they still “need

something” (line 463). One can learn more abouttitbority conferred upon different kinds of
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evidence, in light of these new recommendationguhying to lines 465-466, where Betsy
explains that based on the interview alone, shepoavide only provisional accommodations.
Provisional accommodations, accommodations thagrameted temporarily until necessary
documentation is supplied, are implicitly preserttece as insignificant. From an interview,
Betsy says that she can grant a student provisamt@immodations, “but nothingally” (line
466), implying that provisional accommodations, agdnference, the type of evidence that
authorizes them (i.e., a student’s self-reportaif snteraction with the student), are
inconsequential and of little import.

The limited accommodations that a student intenaéferds, along with the expressed
reluctance towards this form of documentation adeswced by certain modals and hedging
devices employed in members’ talk, suggests thepite AHEAD’s new guidelines and ODA’s
eagerness to comply with them, that problems reggichplementation nonetheless remain.
However, many of the restrictions on acceptablm&of documentation are disability-specific.
The hierarchy of disability | identified in Chaptéour is inextricably linked to a hierarchy of
evidence. One can gather from members’ talk andutisnal documents that, despite efforts to
contrary, a student’s self-report is ranked ratberon this hierarchy, and professional third-
party assessments are, alternatively, ranked ratgbr as only the latter is considered sufficient
on its own. There are, however, some instancesendnstudent’s self-report alone may warrant
accommodations, or when no documentation is redutall. In Extract 23 below, Betsy
identifies one such occasion.

Extract 23
289 S Uhhh (1.5) What factors are important tiedrine disability

290 so (2.0) broafl.0) again
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(...) (Betsy talks about the previous ODA administration)

298 B: Herg2.0) in the past (1.0) in the past (2.0) ((smdtkisds)) “I need to

299 have documentation (1.0) and it needs to beru(1.0) three years”

300 S Okay

301 B: “You don’t have it go get it (.5) and your history (.5) your IEP

302 not unless you’re visually impaired or haveear-a sensory or a mobility

303 an obvious(smacking hands)

A common mechanism for editorializing a personindhis case, a policy, Betsy uses
reported speech to impart her opinion on past phaes for procuring accommodations. In lines
298-298, and again in lines 302-303, Betsy porttaggrevious policies as strict and inflexible.
In lines 298-303, she represents this unforgivinglity by being direct and terse in the direct
reported speech she attributes to such a ratiolmellee next few lines, Betsy’s appraisal of this
policy becomes more apparent as her depictionedfipus practices becomes more exaggerated.
To construct these policies as harsh and to inffrown estimation of their inappropriateness,
Betsy includes rhetorical questions, such as “Yow'tthave it [documentation]” and
directives, as in “go get it” (line 301), in thaelit reported speech designed to exemplify a
misguided line of thought. By using the second-peeryou, Betsy implicates the hearer in the
scenario she is constructing, placing the heartirdirole of the student. From the student’s
perspective, the hearer can more full appreciaddstility the hypothetical representative of
the old policy directs towards the student.

Betsy references “documentation” in line 299, tHotlge exact kind of documentation
(i.e., interview, self-report, third-party reporgquired by the earlier program is not initially

clear. It becomes evident just a few lines lateemvBhe mentions the hypothetical student’s
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“history” and “IEP” (line 301), also known as amtiividualized education plan.” Individualized
education plans are federally mandated by the Mddviduals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) for children receiving special educationgnblic schools (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007). To create an education planishailored to the needs and abilities of the
student, the student must first be assessed hyfasgional such as a school psychologist. Once
evaluated, school professionals, along with thdesttis parents, meet to develop the IEP. After
the IEP is drafted, it then enters into the studesducational record. The revised AHEAD
guidelines, however, identify an IEP or educatidnatory as tertiary support, “Information from
External or Third Parties” (p. 2). The type of exide that was once valued above all others in
the old system is no longer endorsed as the mospeking evidence by AHEAD, and
apparently, by Betsy. By means of direct reporfgeesh, documentation in the way of
psychologist evaluations as featured in IEPs ikaamred as unreasonable.

The unreasonable demands typical of the old regiere not necessarily issued to all
students, as one finds out in lines 302-303. Hats\Bindicates a group of students who are
exempt from furnishing this, and inferably any,&iof evidence. Professional testament to a
disability is necessitated “unless unless you’'saally impaired or have a hear-a sensory or a
mobility an_obviousimpairment (lines 302-303). Prior to the initi@ti of a new protocol for
determining disability and granting accommodati@student with an apparent, immediately
observable disability did not have to be vettedbyexternal professional in order to receive
accommodations. Consistent with what has been drijues far (see Chapters Three and Four),
students like those listed in Betsy's example—stitslevith visual, auditory, and mobility
impairments—are excused from formal documentatgtha nature of their impairment (its

visible quality) is evidence enough.
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Interestingly, Betsy incorporates this caveat alstudents with visible disabilities into
her characterization of the previous flawed procgseccommodations, implying that refusing to
hold students with perceivable impairments to e standards as those with less visible ones
is likewise flawed. Betsy works hard to differetgigpast policy from present policy. Before even
beginning to describe previous requisites for acoothations, she judiciously specifies that this
is no longer the case, repeating “in the past” éwitline 298, which is accompanied by
emphatic pauses and gestures (she smacks her hafidle) Betsy is careful to assign the inept
policies and obstinate mentality regarding docusgo to an earlier era, when considering
Extract 23 alongside Extracts 21 and 22 whereratere means of documentation via the
student’s self-report is greeted with reluctances i left to wonder if attitudes and practices are
changing as much and as quickly as ODA wants.
Dilemmas of Documentation
The problems that insisting upon institutional doemtation, or with endowing this

particular form of documentation with greater auityarelative to others, presents for staff and
students are many. One dilemma resulting from bisyia higher value to documentation from
professionals in the medical and psychological stides than to a student’s own account is that
the student’s experiential discourse of disabiltyeplaced with an institutional one. What this
means is that by preferring medical documentatiosetf-reports and interviews, members are
inadvertently suggesting that institutional dissag, along with the specific institutions they
constitute, are more entitled to speak for persatisdisabilities. More than that, by requiring
that a student’s testimony of his or her own disigland individual needs be corroborated by
medical and psychological formal evaluations, sta#inbers are intimating that these

institutions are thenly parties who can properly represent disability. lloihy favoring
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institutional over individual varieties of evidentteis presents the unintended consequence of
perpetuating a damaging medical discourse of disatiiat constructs disability exclusively in
terms of an individual problem.

Conflict ensues when this unanticipated outconpaiged with ODA’s primary
organizational objective of self-advocacy, mentibg several staff members in their
interviews. When | asked Jana, for instance, whattsought the purpose of the organization
was, she replied, “what we do is we really try &gmch em [students] to self-advocate for
themself’ (line 573). She continues that “it’sllstor you to discuss with your professor these
are your issues (.) this is what you have (.) yoovk really gotta advocate for yourself” (lines
574-575).

The goal of encouraging self-advocacy is also featwon the organization’s website as
part of its mission statement. The notion of pesseith disabilities advocating for themselves
is, in theory, an instrumental practice for combgtielationships of dependency and paternalism
that a medical approach to disability fosters (Barr1990; Oliver, 1989). It becomes quite
difficult to advocate for oneself, however, whep thdividual is tacitly deemed incompetent to
convey his or her own experiences of disabilityergfiore, the dilemma lies with members’ high
regard for third-party documentation above otherg andermines their self-avowed mission to
promote self-advocacy.

At the very least, there are pragmatic concerrading) to access to diagnostic services
and class differences. Impairment is not the oalyse of disablement; disablement is further
compounded by economic inequality (Barnes, 2008n&a& Mercer, 2005; Oliver, 2004).
Economic disparities among people with disabilitieygresent a key concern for proponents of

the social model of disability, as these advocatgse that certain economic systems operate in
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such a way that they exclude persons with disasliin systems such as capitalistic ones, where
people are valued to the extent of their contrimsito the labor market, people with disabilities,
who are perceived as unable to contribute, arerdoggly, valued less than other social
members (Finkelstein, 1993; Oliver, 1999). Witlowér market value, so to speak, persons with
disabilities are denied access to economic oppibigrand prevented from equal economic
gain. That is why as of 2010, 28.6% of people ageé4 with severe disabilities were living in
poverty, whereas only 5% of people who did not idgms disabled were living poverty (Brault,
2012). For people with disabilities, the povertieres higher and the income lower.

Taking into account the historical relationshipviben disability and poverty, obtaining
documentation of disability from a healthcare pssfenal may prove to be especially arduous
for persons with disabilities. Although ODA membdemonstrate comparatively higher esteem
for documentation of this kind, they are nonetheensitive to the difficulties that lie in
acquiring formal documentation. In Chapter Threejidéa acknowledged the burden that the
cost of diagnostic testing poses for persons wihhidlities, and Betsy too demonstrates an
awareness of this complicating factor when she salsr interview, “you know it [diagnostic
tests] costs a lot of money” (line 399). | leartiein staff members that the Lead Administrator,
Cathy, was able to secure a short-term grant thnatefd testing services for students in need.
This grant, however, has since expired. From tiig, can deduce that ODA members are
cognizant of the economic barriers to documentgtiavided by a clinician or other
professional, even though they discursively positlus type of evidence as superior to others.

This conflict of interest and these seemingly cegmoductive measures may be
explained in a few ways. A very plausible explamaiis that the move from granting the utmost

importance to third-party documentation to a st’deself-report or interview is a significant
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change, and as such, will require time to be thginbuintegrated into ODA’s practices. Equally
plausible though is that members’ discourse ofiita and documentation is informed by a
larger discourse originating from a culture of sogm.

Why do ODA staff continue to privilege medical dogentation, despite reformed
AHEAD policies, as well as their own commitmenthe social model of disability, both of
which lie in direct opposition to the medical motiet institutional documentation represents?
To begin, as of 2012, the seven ODA staff membeatufed in this study served approximately
800 students. Further compounding the dilemma batigeological ideals and practical
realities, is that ODA is operating on a greatigueed budget. In my interview with Isabel, she
tells me that prior to my arrival, the universityt ¢he office’s budget, so much so that ODA had
to dissolve a position and leave it vacant. Pratllicpeaking, the constraints of time and human
resources are by no means conducive to the fuleimentation of the revised AHEAD policies
for documentation. It would be extremely diffictdr each staff member to schedule lengthy,
one-on-one interviews with every student. Using iteldlocumentation in stead of interviews,
while certainly not ideal, allows members to casrywith their daily business.

Recently, Cathy wrote a book chapter on disabdidgommodations in higher education.
In providing an overview of educational approacteedisability, Cathy outlines some of the
shortcomings of a medical model of disability, urdihg its presupposition that the individual
with a disability need to be cured, and that hehwr is treated as a passive subject, upon which
the medical or rehabilitative professional actssjpe Cathy’'s testament to the failings of the
medical model of disability, there is nonethelesa disconnect in what she writes in her chapter,

and what her office practices.
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So are ODA staff foremost university employees whest adhere to established
bureaucratic practices, or are they disability ad¥es whose primary concern is to advance
students’ interests? Admittedly, structuring thistion in terms of a binary (“Are they this or
that?”) misrepresents staff members’ relationsbvpatrds their often conflicting dual roles. They
are certainly university employees whose daily apens are situated in and confined by the
larger university matrix of legal, governmentaldaducational discourses. Their role as
university employees, however, is not to the exolusf their role as disability advocates
genuinely dedicated to promoting students’ eduoatiopportunities. Therefore, what may, at
first, seem to be contradictory practices—for ins&g how Cathy writes against the medical
model but continues to request medical documemidtam students—are simply staff members
negotiating the complexities of their various conmants.

Cathy sheds light on, how in addition to mater@istraints like the office’s budget and
understaffed workforce, the larger culture in whi@bA is situated influences ODA’s local
practices. Cathy explains that “we live in a cudttinat most of that documentation is going to be
medical” (line 410). In saying this, it is possilttat Cathy is, at least to some extent, attempting
to deflect personal accountability in the ongoirgidion to require institutional documentation
from students since the “culture” could be seethagulprit. Even if that is so, the fact that
Cathy feels the need to deflect or distribute antahility suggests that she, like everyone else,
is indeed answerable to this culture that demamsigutional documentation. Cathy is, in fact,
alluding to the notion that social members holdheather accountable for their claims and for
their actions. In this case, social members, padrty students with disabilities and staff
members providing accommodations to them, are axtable to others in that they must supply

evidence of disability that is compatible with therent knowledge paradigm. They must do this
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for students with disabilities be considered disdlgroper, which, in turn, authorizes actions on
the part of the staff member (e.g., providing acowdations) as well as the student (e.qg.,
receiving services). For both students and stafhbess, this means that they are required to
furnish evidence that treats disability as someghiisible, tangible, something that can be

empirically identified, measured, and confirmed.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion: Reflections and Recommendains

Throughout this dissertation, | have claimed thaability is socially constructed, but |
have not paused to consider, in more depth, mytbafindividual who joins staff members in
creating disability. As Roulston (2001b) writese thesearcher’s voice is indelibly inscribed in
the research process” (p. 279). | am a participatiie very data | created and analyzed. This
means that | play a central role in many of my @mntiques. When staff members invoke the
supercrip metanarrative of disability, for instanicam helping to create this narrative, and am
thus, complicit in fashioning a damaging discowfsdisability. Similar to ODA staff, | have
devoted much of my professional career and perdid@ab promoting social equality for
persons with disabilities. Yet, also like ODA stafémbers, |, too, am ultimately and
unwittingly disabling the population | wish to sepymaking research itself a form of social
action.

If I did not acknowledge my participation in thenstruction of disability, | would be
guilty of the same orientation to interviews thaippose, for the research(er) can never be
separated from the researched. Even though myipation in the construction of disability
may appear minimal in that my contributions in ifieerview event are often limited to one
word, my responses perform very significant tagksome cases, staff members interpreted my
responses of acknowledgment as affirmation, andgebed in a way that they may not have
otherwise. Other times, | supplied outright affitoa and agreement with my common
rejoinder, “Right.” While | was not cognizant of Wwany response may be received at the time of

the interview, it was nonetheless a signal to #spondents to continue in the direction he or she
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was headed. | am confident that participants woolkchave pursued the topics that they did
without my questions and response tokens.

When staff members said something in the intentleat | did not agree with, | did not
overtly express my disagreement. Why is that? et @ is very difficult to know what is going
on in an interview before looking at the transcridainy times, it is only after transcribing and
analyzing the interview that | find that there idisagreeable discourse of disability
underpinning the respondent’s and my talk. As itaawns interviewing, | would recommend the
same practice to myself that | recommend for OD#f stvhich is to strive for mindfulness in
the interview. Additionally, | have to admit thatather reason | did not vocalize my dissent is
because | am grateful for staff members’ voluntaryd uncompensated) participation in my
research; | did not wish to risk alienating thenthwny disapproval. Lastly, | am a member of
the same society as ODA staff, and am likewiseampervious to even the more destructive
discourses of disability. Like the staff membenstérviewed, | too draw upon discourses that,
when thoroughly scrutinized, are not in the intecégpersons with disabilities.

My reflexive (Ashmore, 1989; Woolgar, 1988) exantioi of the research process is
partially motivated by the fact that, over the yealisability research has acquired a bad
reputation. People with disabilities have histdhcbeen excluded from the research process,
which is generally and primarily conducted by abtelied individuals. Hence, many scholars
and activists have advocated for emancipatory reseeonducted for and by persons with
disabilities (Barton, 1998; French & Swain, 199@rl2Z, 1992). Now, | do not claim to have
engaged in in emancipatory research in this stutyeghis particular orientation to research
involves many criteria, some of which | have leitulfilled (e.g., enabling participants to

completely determine research design and implertienjaOne consideration especially
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relevant here that emancipatory research does sslravith respect to planning the research
program. A chief complaint issued by research pigdnts with disabilities is that because
disability research is, more often than not, ortiaésd exclusively by able-bodied researchers,
these researchers are detached from the issuemd¢haievant and significant to the population
they are studying (Kitchin, 2000).

Because the research agenda is structured inorekatithe researcher’s objectives, it
frequently proves to be of little use to the resbaropulation. Indeed, a “mining model of
research,” where non-disabled researchers entemcaities, take the data they need, and then
leave, typifies the majority of disability reseatclay. As a result of the one-directional flow of
benefits, disability research, for many, has amedimd nothing more than an exploitative ‘rip-
off’ (Oliver, 1997, p. 15). At best, disability regrchers have been described as parasites (Stone
& Priestley, 1996), at worse, as oppressors (Bagnklercer, 1997). Disability research poses a
threat to people with disabilities in that by exdihg disabled voices and neglecting community
interests, researchers are reifying their subjetissiblement (Oliver, 1992).

Given the concern for an inclusive research ageméay injunction for doing
emancipatory disability research is for the redearto put “their knowledge and skills at the
disposal of disabled people and their organizati(Barnes, 2003, p. 3), and that is exactly my
aim in this final chapter. As a scholar of commatiien and disability, | draw upon my
knowledge in language and social interaction asdldiity theory to offer research-based
recommendations to the Office of Disability Affaitdo this for three reasons: to avoid
committing the research follies described abovadwance the practical application of my
research findings, and finally, to argue commumicaas the site in which disability is made. In

total, | offer five recommendations to ODA membleased on my findings. Although these
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recommendations are directed primarily toward ODémmbers, they would likely benefit other
stakeholders (e.g., faculty, students, and unityeesiministrators), as well as similar
organizations.

Beginning with the findings from Chapter Three, fingt recommendation for ODA is to
encourage members to explore a new way to tacklec¢hbrrent understanding of
communication. In order to approach communicatidierntly, | recommend integrating a
workshop on discourse analysis theory and strategystaff meetings. This workshop would
not necessarily take place every time ODA holds smeeting, but rather at key junctures:
when they are deliberating the composition of a neyanizational document or deciding
whether or not to implement a new policy.

Initially, 1 would be willing to teach ODA staff tlniques for generating, transcribing,
and analyzing data, but then once they feel thet tlave sufficient knowledge of how to do
discourse analysis, | would prefer that the workshare thereafter conducted exclusively by
members. After all, who knows ODA'’s organizatiogahls and objectives better than staff
members? More than me, or any other outsider fdrrttatter, ODA staff are poised to measure
how their discourse works for or against their tlgbaims. Discourse analysis workshops would
emphasize the constitutive quality of languagese, and members would therefore be
encouraged to analyze potential discrepancies leetwhat they want to achieve with their
discourse and what it nonetheless accomplishesnBguraging the reflexive awareness that
discourse analysis produces among staff members, i©®Dot only one step closer to realizing
their organizational goals, but one step closee&bzing an alternative way of conceptualizing

communication.
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Consistent with the larger society, ODA membersced/e of communication in terms
of a transmission model. Under this model, commatioa is the conduit that transports
knowledge from one party to another. From this pecive, communication is a mechanism for
collecting information that resides in another'sathiln this way, the transmission view of
communication complements the positivist line afubht that dominates epistemological
inquiry.

This way of thinking about communication inevitallyects the way members conceive
of interviews, and the way they conduct them. S@B& members, for example, oriented to
guestions as the stimuli that provoke a more @& é&surate response. In treating communication
as such, members are inadvertently supposingtibgitdan negate human involvement and thus
produce entirely objective results. “Results” irstbase refers to decisions regarding
accommodations. If they are perceived to be oljedtr the reason that these results are
uncorrupted by human participation, then they ass likely to be scrutinized because it is much
more difficult to contest a truth, a matter of fabtan it is an individual opinion. Attempts to
create objective assessments of students’ needsdommodations appear desirable as they are
directly proportional to staff accountability: theore objective the accommodations decision
seems, the less accountable staff, and the sty@eat® other social members.

According to this take on communication, with mprecise interviewing strategies,
members may receive more comprehensive and moueadeaesponses from the participant,
which, in turn, results in a more efficacious pi@et Rapport in the interview setting is viewed
as, as Betsy’s interview illustrates, instrumeidatliciting truthful responses. This assumption
also operates on a one-to-one plane, believingftbaty the student is comfortable enough,

relaxed enough, he or she will be more inclinedeg@andid and forthright. The problem here
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again lies with common perceptions of communicat@ommunication is thought to be
revealing, that through communication, one caragéte truth. This belief is misguided on two
accounts. In the first, the complex human qualidieagency and unpredictability render any
interaction ill-suited for representation underisgsaple a model as a stimulus-response model.
Second, truth or knowledge is not something thatimafound—in someone’s head, in
conversation, in the universe—it is negotiated llgday speakers in interaction.

As it relates to understandings of communicatiodh iaterviewing, | recommend for
ODA staff to refrain from worrying about establisgirapport. Engage in rapport for rapport’s
sake. What | mean by this is instead of seeing emation and relationship building as only
instrumental and goal-driven, staff members shauttdto be fully mindful and present in the
interaction (Villagran, Goldsmith, Wittenberg-Lyl&sBaldwin, 2010). One way they can
achieve this is by continuing to let the convermatietermine the questions asked, and avoid
initiatives to standardize interview questions.

The self-awareness acquired through practiced mineés establishes the groundwork
for my second recommendation: for staff membergflect upon how they, too, participate in
the production of meaning. Staff members shouldieabthemselves to interviewing as an
opportunity to coordinate meaning, not collectritrecognizing how the meaning of say
disability, for example, is accomplished by botintiggpants, staff members will be advancing a
more productive discourse of disability, one wheeles disability as an interactional outcome
rather than biological fact.

Awareness is also the basis for my third recommigorlaSome staff members
demonstrate an awareness of disabling discoursels,as Karina's recognition of the negative

entailments of the supercrip narrative. Others, dwer, may be unfamiliar with these
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detrimental discourses, or are unaware that thegi@wing upon, and therefore reaffirming, this
narrative of disability in their discourse.

Along similar lines, it is fair to presume that mpsrticipants are not able to attend to the
ways in which their talk organizes nonvisible diih as represented by cognitive impairment,
as subordinate to visible disability, as represgbtephysical impairment. Furthermore, since
the narratives staff members employ are sociaffyaimed, they are by no means the only ones
relying upon the archetypes and stereotypes acanyimgacertain kinds of disabilities. It is for
this reason that, for my third recommendation,ggast organizing both intra- and extra-
organizational workshops to address popular misggians surrounding different disabilities. A
staff workshop would allow staff members to onenitfy assumptions of disability that they
may draw upon in their practice, and two, to irtfex broader implications of these
generalizations on their practice and the poputatiat they serve. Staff members are part of a
larger culture that also shares many of these visw#leally, workshops would also be
conducted with other members of the universityurelin which the organization is situated;
university faculty and staff would also benefitrfrahese workshops. Disability training
workshops with faculty and staff are already baingducted by the office, so integrating a
discussion on varieties of disability and the signees associated with them into the current
curricula would be relatively easy to do.

The hierarchical organization of disability may/east in part, be attributed to the
apparent lack of evidentiality inherent to nonvisibisabilities. To alter these negative
discourses, people need to attend to the largee spreferred ways of knowing disability.

Invisible disabilities are implicitly viewed as efavorable when compared to visible ones for
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the reason that social members restrict the mearsdbwing disability to the visual.
Diversifying ways of knowing disability represemtstep in the right direction.

One way to begin to diversify socially sanctiomeddes of knowing disability is to
diversify acceptable forms of evidence—this repnéseny fourth recommendation to ODA
members. Chapter Four teaches the reader a fegsthlvout methods for verifying disability.
First, the reader learns that a single type of dwmntation prevails over all others: institutional
documentation. Since it is unreasonable to belieakentire systems for producing knowledge
could be overhauled overnight, one way to diverddgumentation is to consult the student’s
former teacher(s). | specify that the teacher mhong the recommendation should be a former
teacher, as the student’s current teachers mayawet sufficient experiences with the student to
inform any such recommendation. In fact, sincestineent presents an accommodations memo
to his or her current teachers within the first tmeeks of classes, these teachers are likely too
unfamiliar with the student and his or her academeieds to provide any input regarding
accommodations. Rather, former teachers, thatashers who have interacted with the student
over the course of an entire semester, are befitedso provide recommendations based on
firsthand observations and experiences.

Soliciting the input of former teachers in the anooodations process would still provide
the third-party that gives the semblance of preglioigectivity as is required by a positivist
model of knowledge production. Speaking of whadbggcal, a previous teacher who has likely
spent much more time with the student than a plarsidor instance, would be the more
appropriate person to attest to the student’s neettfitionally, the teacher, by virtue of having
observed the student in a classroom setting, woelldetter suited to recommend

accommodations based on his or her observatiotieaftudent.
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The last benefit that accepting documentation feor@acher would offer would be that
the student would not have to pay for what arenoftestly diagnostic services. Documentation
supplied by the student’s teacher, on the othed hanuld be at no cost. Diversifying acceptable
forms of documentation addresses staff concerragdayy the financial burden of medical
documentation. Also to ameliorate the economic lessrred to students, | would advise the
university or state government to allocate fundgdsting services. At the same time, | would
encourage staff members to continue to pursue geard special funding to provide students
access to resources for securing documentation.

Admittedly, there are some drawbacks to thesemnewendations. First of all, speaking
from the perspective of a teacher, | think thanany cases, we appreciate that it is medical
professionals advising on appropriate accommodstiand not us. My reason for claiming this
pertains to previous discussions of accountabigjgnerally, individuals prefer to remove or
lessen the degree to which others can hold thewuatable. Teachers, including me, are not an
exception to this social rule. We, too, preferamain relatively unaccountable when it comes to
students’ accommodations. Therefore, as probleraatec medical discourse of disability and
accommodations may be, some may be more comfomatiieothers assuming the
responsibility—and therefore the accompanying aotathility—of suggesting accommodations.
In recognizing an implicit preference for medicalgonnel to continue to be the ones who speak
on disability, | am also recognizing that some kesis may be reluctant to assume this burden of
accountability.

Additionally, asking a teacher to speak to a sttideacademic needs, while rational, still
privileges an institutional representation of alstut’s disability. Accepting documentation from

a teacher implicitly confirms that an individuasslf-report is undesirable or unacceptable, and
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furthermore, that disability must be narrated framinstitutional, not individual, perspective.
Seeking funding for diagnostic services is equithyblesome in that it does not address, and
maybe even exasperates, the problem of the medstaution’s authority over disability. By
requesting funding for diagnostic services, ong teditimizes the presumed right of these
institutions to claim disability, and displaces thdividual account, which is thus rendered
inadequate.

My fifth recommendation issues a caution to natfaee the order in which
documentation is consulted as synonymous with égeesk of authority imbued in the document.
| say this because referencing documentation ifferehnt sequence does not amount to a new
policy. If ODA members truly wish to follow the rised guidelines for documentation as
proposed by AHEAD, then they should be carefuldbaonflate order with influence.
Otherwise, if members only change the order in tvithey view documentation, the objective of
the new AHEAD guidelines is ultimately defeatede®tandards for evincing disability remain
intact, if only the ordering of documentation, Ioot the significance assigned to each, changes.

Acknowledging documents and the diagnoses cortamthem as social artifacts will
contribute to efforts to authorize alternative §lésrmal and non-institutional) sources of
documentation. Chapter Five highlighted the intetgiive nature of pronouncing disability by
examining, for example, the use of shells in veaifion forms characteristic of a diagnostic
genre of discourse. The use of shells in thesardeats required the reader (typically the
clinician) to supply his or her own meaning to matet with the document. For example,
interpretations of an evaluative criterion suclimederate” may vary widely among
practitioners, and may result in a diagnosis odloligy for some, and not for others. While shell

terms like “moderate,” “good,” and “somewhat” apptmahave designated and universal
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referents, they are highly versatile words. Suaisatdity inevitably necessitates that a subject
decide how these terms will be employed withindbetext of verification form, thus making
the business of engendering disability a highlyjettive one. So, although the medium of the
document gives the impression that these terms e fixed, crystallized, or pinned down,
the terms embedded within it appear to have coaenetanings, yet it is their meaning that
undergoes transformation each time they are grdstednew reader.

Transformation also occurs as the story of diggl@hters a new medium. |
demonstrated in Chapter Five how the disabilitglisred at each junction of communication for
the purposes of the author and the audience. Btarioe, the verification of disability as
recorded in an institutional document is later stated by an advisor into a new institutional
document, a memo, for faculty members. It is, meeeoreinterpreted in a way that is relevant
for that particular readership (e.g., the disapibtdiscussed in terms of its impact in the
classroom for faculty members). The various padsg as authors—physician, advisor,
faculty member, student—in the story of disabililystrate how disability is truly a socially
constructed phenomenon.

It is often said that disability is socially constted, but how often are we able to
examine exactly what this statement means? By derisg the significance and implications of
discourse, how it effects rather reflects knowledgaff members are well on their way to
appreciating disability as a product of social iatgion. It is one thing to claim that disability i
socially constructed, but to recognize how theitydaractice is, in effect, doing the
“constructing” is quite another. By remaining mialéf the active nature of discourse, staff
members may be more inclined to see even formghdses of impairment seemingly staticized

in educational histories or medical records natraontestable facts, but as judgments, as
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versions of story. Accordingly, because institusibtestaments are but one interpretation of it,
advisors may be more willing to offer their owndryretation of disability if they view it more
suitable. It is in this way that the status quaonefdical representations of disability may be
undermined. Destabilizing this one method for cptaalizing disability opens up the
opportunity for other means of knowing it to enteestabilizing biological and institutional
discourses of disability allows for a new voicespieak on disability, for a new vantage from
which to appreciate it. Preparing room for anottiecourse of disability, an experiential
discourse, will ultimately mean preparing for a nena in which what counts as knowledge, and

who gets to contribute to the shared stock of kedge, is drastically redefined.
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Appendix B: Interview Schedule

1.) What do your job responsibilities include?
2.) What does your average day look like?
3.) What do you think the purpose of this organizatgh
4.) Tell me about your most rewarding experience wivibeking for SDS.
5.) Tell me about a trying time while working for SDS.
6.) Has your views on disability changed during yoordihere?
6a.) How have they changed/remained the same?
7.) What factors are important to determining disaylit
8.) Describe the process for assessing disability aodging accommodations.

9.) Is there anything else you would like to add?
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