Siebers

How does the disabled body change the process of representation itself?  (Siebers, 738)

Judith Butler: constructionism is inadequate to the task of understanding material bodies.

The “exclusionary matrix by which subjects are formed,” she explains, “requires the simultaneous production of a domain of abject beings, those who are not yet ‘subjects,’ but who form the constitutive outside to the domain of the subject”(3).  (Siebers, 739)

Disability scholars have begun to insist that strong constructionism either fails to account for the difficult physical realities faced by people with disabilities or presents their body in ways that are conventional, conformist, and unrecognizable to them.  These include the habits of privileging performativity over corporeality, favoring pleasure to pain, and describing social success in terms of intellectual achievement, bodily adaptability, and active political participation.  (Siebers, 740)

“How [do] current theories of political subjectivity limit citizenship for the mentally disabled”? (Siebers, 742)

The ‘real’ has fallen on hard times (Siebers, 746)

Notice I am not claiming either that the body exists apart from social forces or that it represents something more real, natural, or authentic than things of culture.  I am claiming that the body has its own forces and that we need to recognize them if we are to get a less once-sided picture of how bodies and their representations affect each other for good and for bad.  The body is, first and foremost, a biological agent teeming with vital and often chaotic forces.  It is not inert matter subject to easy manipulation by social representations.  (Siebers, 749)

How to historicize what Kittay calls the “dependency relation”? (Kittay, 561)

There is no accommodation that transforms as severe a case of retardation as that of my daughter, Sesha, into a condition that is not profoundly disabling.  The cognitive impairments of the severely and profoundly retarded are not merely contingently disabling.  Unlike many disabilities, hers are not simply social constructions.  (Kittay, 566)
I propose that being a person means having the capacity to be in certain relationships with other persons, to sustain contact with other persons, to shape one’s own world and the world of others, and to have a life that another person can conceive of as an imaginative possibility for him- or herself (see Diamond 1991).  It is a definition that brings our relationships (real and imaginative) with others to the center of any conception of personhood.   (Kittay, 568)\
Interestingly, lower-grade male and female inmates, and even many high-grade male inmates, were less likely to be targeted for sterilization and other forms of sexual regulation because they were perceived as lesser threats to the sexual and eugenic orders.

I have only just begun attempting to locate the life experiences of individuals with more severe cognitive disabilities in the record of institutions.   Having undertaken this work, I now have a much better understanding of why historians of intellectual disability from the late nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century have focused so heavily on the socially and sexually threatening figure of the “high-grade” feebleminded or “moron,” especially when that figure was a girl or a woman of childbearing age.  So-called “idiots” and custodial cases were largely ignored, except when, in the case of some “low-grade” feeble-minded female inmates, they could be taught to minister to the needs of even more helpless babies and bed-ridden inmates of the institution.  In the biennial reports of deaths at the Brandon Training School, “idiot” deaths clearly were counted as less regrettable than other deaths.  Inmates with more significant intellectual disabilities were a constant irritation to school administrators, who preferred to define their mandate as providing special education for a mobile, higher-functioning population of children who might eventually acquire minimal social competency and the capacity for self-support.  Speaking to the conference theme of “generations,” inmates with more significant intellectual disabilities confounded administrators’ notions of maturation and life cycle.  While Brandon School administrators sought to avert intergenerational transmission of mental deficiency through segregation and sterilization in high-grade feeble-minded inmates, they regarded ageing idiots as grotesque embodiments of perpetual childishness whose sexual agency or desires were inconsequential, perhaps even unthinkable.    

