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ABSTRACT

ENCOUNTERS WITH BLINDNESS: REPRODUCTION OF THE CONTEXT
OF NORMAL IN EVERYDAY INTERACTIONS BETWEEN EDUCATED
BLIND INDIVIDUALS AND THEIR SIGHTED RELATIVES/FRIENDS

Ozyurt, Ceylin
MSc, Department of Sociology
Supervisor : Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cagatay Topal

September 2021, 104 pages

This thesis analyzes the understanding of the normal that is socially defined as the
antonym of the stigmatized by centralizing sightedness and blindness and using the
theoretical frame of Goffman’s Stigma Theory. The inquiry adopts sightedness and
blindness not as individuals’ attributes but as contexts in flux in everyday
interactions. In light of the relevant literature review, 20 face-to-face semi-structured
interviews were conducted with twelve legally defined blind persons and eight
sighted persons in Turkey - each participant has at least one relative or friend from
the other group. The aim is to reveal how the context of the normal is encountered
and re/produced in the interactions between the biologically sighted and the blind
individuals. With a qualitative approach, interview data were grouped and analyzed
in line with concepts of Performances, the first chapter of Goffman’s Presentation
of Self in Everyday Life. At the end of this study, themes under which the normal of

sightedness is reproduced and further discussed. The thesis argument is supported



with the findings showing that the understanding of normal is socially constructed
and reproduced in everyday interactions.

Keywords: Normal, Stigma, Symbolic Interactionism, Sightedness, Blindness,
Disability
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KORLUK ILE KARSILASMALAR: EGITIM DUZEYI YUKSEK OLAN KOR
BIREYLER ILE BU BIREYLERIN GORME YETISI OLAN YAKINLARI
ARASINDAKI GUNLUK ETKILESIM ICINDE NORMALLIGIN YENIDEN
URETIMI

Ozyurt, Ceylin
Yiiksek Lisans, Sosyoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Cagatay Topal

Eyliil 2021, 104 sayfa

Bu tez, gorme ve korlik konularini merkezine alarak ve teorik cergevesini
Goffman'm Stigma Teorisi ile ¢izerek, toplumca damgalanmisin karsit anlamlist
olarak tanimlanan normal kavramini analiz etmektedir. Arastirma, gorme yetisini ve
korligii bireylerin nitelikleri olarak degil, giinliik etkilesimlere bagli olarak degisen
baglamlar olarak benimser. Ilgili literatiir taramasi 1s1¢inda, on yasal olarak kor
tanimini tagiyan ve on goren kisi olmak tlizere ve her katilimcinin diger gruptan en
az bir akrabasi veya arkadasi bulunmasi sartiyla toplam 20 kisiyle yliz yiize yari
yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilmistir. Amag, biyolojik ayrim olarak goren ve kor
bireyler arasindaki etkilesimlerde normal baglamiyla ne sekilde karsilasildigini ve
bu baglamin nasil yeniden iiretildigini ortaya koymaktir. Nitel bir bakis acisiyla,
goriisme verileri Goffman'in Giindelik Yasamda Benligin Sunumu kitabinin ilk
boliimii olan Performanslar’daki kavramlar dogrultusunda gruplandirilmis ve analiz
edilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin sonunda, gérme normalinin yeniden {iiretildigi temalar

gruplandirilmig ve tartigilmistir. Tezin ana argiimani, normallik anlayisinin sosyal

Vi



olarak insa edildigini ve giinliik etkilesimlerle yeniden f{iretildigini gosteren

bulgularla desteklenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Normallik, Damga, Sembolik Etkilesimcilik, Ko6rliik, Gérme
Yetisi, Engellilik

vii



To my family.

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to express my most sincere gratitude to Assoc. Prof. Cagatay Topal. I am
grateful for his unconditional support, positive outlook, sincere comments, and
critical mind. I look up to his disciplined and kind approach; to study with him not

only as a thesis supervisor but as a human being is priceless.

I am more than indebted to Prof. Dr. Ayse Giindiiz Hosg6ér and Asst. Prof. Giilgin
Con Wright for their guiding and constructive criticisms. Their insightful comments

and positive attitude have motivated me to keep pursuing new academic goals.

I am more than thankful to Prof. Dr. Sibel Kalaycioglu for her support since my
bachelor years. It has always been an honor to learn from her valuable experiences

and her kind personality.

| feel honored to thank Prof. Dr. Sutay Yavuz for his understanding and our

discussions that kept my academic enthusiasm alive.

Claire Ozel’s suggestions and comments about the fieldwork of this thesis and the

contributions of all the interviewees are gratefully acknowledged.

| want to thank my father Asst. Prof. M.D. Dr. Dogan Ozyurt for being a mentor
who can really see me. | wish to thank my mother and my family for their

unconditional love and support.

| am grateful to my friends, who are missed but always there via the screen of my

phone, and who have imagined a better world with me. My love for them is timeless.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM.....oiiiiiieet ettt i
ABSTRACT ..ottt ettt e bt se bt ene et st neete et s WY
07/ TR UU RO vi
DEDICATION .ttt sttt e e e e e e e snb e e ennreeans viil
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..ottt ix
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt X
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ... Xiil
CHAPTERS
1. INTRODUCTION ..ottt an 1
1.1. Research Problem and QUESLIONS ........c.coovviiiieiie i 1
1.2. Theoretical FrameWOrK..........cccueiiiieiieieiie e 3
1.3, SIGNITICANCE ...t 5
1.4. Methodological FrameWOrK............ccccveiiiieiieie e 6
1.4.1. Operationalization of the CONCEPLS ......ccccvevveieiieiice e, 7
1.4.1.1. Visual Disability, Impairment, Handicap, and Blindness...... 7
1.4.1.2. Differences: Normal and Stgma..........cccoevvenininiiinincieen, 9
1.4.2. Method and Methodology ........cccccveiieiiiieiicc e, 9
1.5, TRESIS PIAN ...ttt 10
2. LITERATURE AND THEORY ..ooi ittt 12
2.1, StatiStiCal LItEratUre........ccveieee et 12
2.2. “Loss of Sight” The Discourse on Blindness ............cccoocevviviiiiiiciiicnnn, 14
2.3. Classical Models of Disability Theory ........cccccooeiveieiieiicie e, 14
2.4. Disability Studies: A Cultural Perspective ...........ccoccevvrenenencneniseeee, 16
2.5. Normalcy and Disability StUIES ..........cccceiiiiiiiiiee e, 18
2.6. Normalcy in Symbolic InteraCtioniSm..........ccccovveevieiiie i 19
2.7. GOffman and StIgMA.........cooieiiiciie e 21
2.8. Displacement of The Term Stigma..........ccccveviiiiiiiie i 22

X


file:///D:/odtü/16.02.2021.BURCU%20YÜKSEL%20MA%20THESIS%20son%20kopya.docx%23_Toc59986846

2.9. Goffman and Presentation of Self in Everyday Life ..........ccccovevvvieivennnne. 23

2.10. The intersection of the Dramaturgical Analysis and the Stigma............... 24
2.11. Empirical Studies on Normalcy and Disability ...........ccccooviiiniiniiicnnn 26
2.12. Disability StUdIES: GENUEN .......ceovueiieiieie et 29
2.13. Studies on the Normal in TUIKEY.........ccovieeieiii e 31
3. METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK ......ccooiiiiiiieiee e 34
3.1. Method and Methodology ........ccceiiiriieie s 34
3.2. Data COHBCHION .....eeeeeeie ittt 35
3.3 INEEIVIBWS ..ottt bbb 35
B B ot 010 10 (=T £ PSSR 36
3.5. INtErVIEW ProtOCOI .....ccveeeieicciece e e 37
3u8. ANAIYSIS ... e 38
3.6.1. Dramaturgical ANalYSiS........ccccvveiieiieiieie e 38

3.0. 1.1, FIONT ..o 38

3.6.1.2. Dramatic realization...........ccoueveereiiienieie e ee e 39

3.6.1.3. 1dealiZatiON........oceeiiiieiiee e e 39

3.6.1.4. Maintenance of Expressive Control............cccccevvviveivenenne. 40

3.6.1.5. MiSrepresentation...........cccceeveveeiieseesie e ese e 40

3.6.1.6. MYSHTICAION ... 40

3.6.1.7. Reality and CONtriVaNCe. .........ccevveierereieiene e 41

36,2, SHIgMA..ctieiecie et 41
3.6.2.1. Stigma and Social Identity ............cccccevvveveiiienieeie e 42

3.6.2.2. Information Control and Personal Identity .............cccceenee. 42

3.6.2.3. EQO IAENTITY ....coviiiiiiiieieceee e 42

3.6.2.4. In-Group AlIgNMENt.........coeiieiieie e 42

3.7. Merging Tools from Dramaturgical Analysis and Performances................ 43
3.8. REFIEXIVITY ... 44
A ANALYSIS e aa e e 47
AL FTONE . 48
4.2. Dramatic Realization ...........ccooiiiiiiiieiei e 53
4.3, 1ABAHZALION ... e 57
4.4. Maintenance of EXpressive Control ..., 65
4.5, MISIEPIESENTATION ......eiuiirieieiteite et 68



4.6. MYSHTICALION .....ccveiieiciece e nne s 74

4.7. Reality and CONIIVANCE ......ccvevveiiiiieie et se e se e sre e seenneas 76
5. CONCLUSION ....covititeiteiieees et sas sttt 80
REFERENCES .......octiiietet ettt sesee st ten st enes st es st snes s nss s snsesnees 82
APPENDICES
A. QUESTIONNAIRE SHEET ....coooiieticieieee ettt 89
B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET ......covoiiieerieeeeeesereeee e, 94
C. TEZ iZIN FORMU/THESIS PERMISSION FORM ..........cccoovruerrrircrerernnn. 105

Xii



NGO
RFPs
TOA
UNCRPD

WHO
WHS

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Non-Governmental Organization

Relatives, Friends, or Partners

Tiirkiye Oziirliiler Arastirmasi

United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities

World Health Organization

World Health Survey

Xiii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

I would like to start with a short story exemplifying the central problem of this
research. A blind friend of mine once shared with me an anecdote he experienced in
a short film set. The director wants him to play a blind man drinking his tea while
sitting in a tea garden. After a take, the director is not happy with the way my friend
is picking up his glass. He expects him to search for his tea gropingly and then find
it. The director wanted me to drink my tea in a way that sighted people would expect
from me, but I unintentionally did the same thing. He asked how I did that and was
amazed. But this is what many of blinds do; | do not necessarily fumble for our
things all the time; it is about simply memorizing where I put my glass...*
Experienced in many interactions between people with visual disability and sighted
individuals, anecdotes like this have encouraged me to ask; how are perceptions of
visual disability and sightedness produced within everyday interactions? How are

the expected presentations of the “normal” and the “stigmatized blind” determined?

1.1. Research Problem and Questions

“[A blind person’s] most ordinary deeds — walking nonchalantly up the street,
locating the peas on his plate, lighting a cigarette — are no longer ordinary. He
becomes an unusual person. If he performs them with finesse and assurance they
excite the same kind of wonderment inspired by a magician who pulls rabbits out of
hats” (Goffman, 1963, p.15).

Y Yonetmen cayimi icmemi istedi, kafasinda belli bir cay icme seklim vardi herhalde. Ama ben ¢ay
yine ayni sekilde i¢iverdim. Bayag sasirdi, nasil denk getirdigimi soruyor béyle. Ama kovler illa sey
degil ki; her zaman el yordamiyla bir seyleri aramiyorum mesela; o an zaten bardagimi nereye
koydugumu ezberliyorum direkt.
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We all make certain assumptions “as to what to the individual before us ought to
be,” says Erving Goffman in his book Stigma: Management of Spoiled ldentity
(1963, p.2). In my friend’s case, the sighted director shows that he has certain
expectations from blinds. My friend has different traits “in the category of persons
available for him to be, and of a less desirable kind,” attributed in the mind of the
other — in this case, the director — as a reduced individual “from a whole and usual
person to a tainted, discounted one,” as he can be included in Goffman’s
explanations about stigmatized persons. Relatedly, for Goffman, stigmatized is
briefly somebody with an undesired differentness (Goffman, 1963, p.3-5), such as
not having eyesight. This study aims to problematize both sides of this interaction:

normalcy and stigma, referring to sightedness and blindness respectively.

Further, the fact that the director in the above example can easily grab his tea as a
sighted individual is what makes him normal due to the interactional context of his
encounter with my friend. If a blind person does the same, it is amazing. According
to Reich (2006), only through interaction, people with visual impairments are
demonstrated to be lacking normal abilities and are turned into visually disabled
ones. Then, it is deducible that the social realization of disablement is rooted in how
normalcy is constructed and maintained. To understand the disabled body, the
researcher has to adjust her focus towards the concept of the norm and the normal
body (Davis, 1995, p.34); since “[t]he ‘problem’ is not the person with disabilities;
the problem is the way that normalcy is constructed to create the ‘problem’ of the
disabled person” (Davis, 1995). The mentioned problem lies within the mutual
existence of and interaction between the normal and the stigmatized. Delving into
the phenomenon of disability reveals that interaction may highlight the sighted’s
abilities, even more than the blind’s disability. This salience encouraged me to
question this in existing disability studies; do they extensively focus on the normal?
With this question, this inquiry aims to emphasize normal among its research

problems.

For Goffman, the stigma of the blind and normalcy of others who fit the expected
norms, i.e., the normals (Goffman, 1963), have been, are being, and will be

exercised and produced through interactions. We can question memoirs like the one

2



mentioned at the beginning of this chapter in Goffmanian understanding of
stigmatization. This study aims to question these everyday interactions in reverse by
diverting the spotlight onto the normal rather than the stigma. Research questions
regarding these issues are as follows:

i. How can we understand the functioning of normalcy in relation to sightedness
and blindness with reference to Goffmanian concept of stigma...

ii. How can we interpret experiences of blindness and normalcy...

iii. How can we explain the differences and similarities of blind attributes and
normal attributes of persons...

iv. How can we elaborate differences and similarities regarding the negotiation of
things, persons and spaces by the normal and the blind...

v. How can we examine the ways normals and blinds construct self-views and

their own identities. ..

...in everyday interactions between blind individuals and their sighted relatives,

friends, or partners?

1.2. Theoretical Framework

“Symbolic interactionism is a micro-level theoretical framework and perspective in
sociology that addresses how society is created and maintained through repeated
interactions among individuals” (Carter and Fuller, 2016, p.1). Erving Goffman
(1922-1983), classified as a symbolic interactionist in today’s textbooks, puts
interaction at the center in his analysis as well. His understanding of interaction does
not define the fixed situation; instead, it is developed through and within the context
(Goffman, 2018, p.14). He suggests a central concept — Stigma — around which all
the theory revolves; interactionally developing characteristics of a person through
which she might become dis/reputable by the other interactant. For Goffman (2018),
while stigma and normal are defined as different forms of interaction, they are

different products of the same fabric.



Which attributes a stigma or a normal correspond to may vary in different periods
and cultures. Here, a paradoxical point appears in Goffman’s ipso facto dynamic
theory where neither the individual nor the society stands as a mere ontological
ground creating what characteristics to be regarded as stigma or normal. Goffman
does not intend to refrain from this paradoxical standpoint; he intentionally adopts
it to grasp phenomena without any stagnant component. Thereby, the existence of
phenomena is profoundly connected to the framing context of changeable
interaction (Goffman, 2018).

In Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity, Goffman (1963) merges
this abstract side of his theorization with mundane, tangible, exemplifying
interactions. In the first chapter, he scrutinizes social identity. A stranger’s social
identity is defined with her attributes acquired through her first appearances when

she comes into our presence. Social identity and stigma are addressed relationally.

The second chapter of the book examines information control in line with personal
identity, an individual’s criminological (not psychological) identification (Goffman,
2018, p.88). Namely, if the person’s lack of credibility is not immediately noticeable
through his social identity, “managing information about his failing” (Goffman,
1963, p.42), i.e., about what is not normal about him, is at stake. For example, if a
person has stuttering problems, he may try to hide his difference by not talking
much. In line with this information control, Goffman examines different mundane

interactions regarding concealments or revelations of the failing.

In the third chapter, Goffman’s theory of stigma is addressed with group alignment
and ego identity, referring to the “‘felt’ identity, namely the subjective sense of
[person’s] own situation and his own continuity and character that an individual
comes to obtain as a result of his various social experiences” (Goffman, 1963,
p.104). For him, ego identity refers to subjective considerations through bracketing

social and personal identities together.



In the fourth chapter, Goffman emphasizes the stigmatized’s situation and her
response to that situation. Entitled as The self and its other, this section refers to

deviations and norms, the normal deviant, stigma, and reality.

Finally, Goffman takes the dynamics of shameful differentness as the basis for social
reality and examines their relationships with neighboring matters associated with
deviance (Goffman, 1963).

Points raised in his book Stigma: Notes on Management of Spoiled Identity and his
theorization go parallel with various examples of interactions. Disability and
blindness in his work reserve considerable relevance being two blatant examples of
stigma. “[D]isability in Goffman’s work as an occasion that has led to a
consolidation of the ‘we-the-normals’ experience, as well as to the possibility of
unpacking the normal/ disabled interactional scene” (Titchkosky, 2006, p.144). His
theory encourages us to think that since normalcy is an unnoticeable background
expectation, it is not readily visible to human experience. In other words, eyesight
is taken for granted as a normal and unmarked ability, and this is why it has to be
uncovered. A physical encounter with a blind individual is sufficient for blindness
to be conspicuously revealed (Titchkosky, 2006, p.207-8).

Thereby, it is intended in this study to disclose what is unmarked and to tackle what
is readily not visible. With the remarks of this inquiry, the aim is to bring what is
invisible into view. Regarding these, adapting a theoretical ground in line with

Goffman’s analysis on Stigma frames my analysis.

1.3. Significance

Most academic works tend to underestimate the ramifications of disability and apply
similar approaches to this phenomenon. “When it comes to disability, rehabilitation
sciences, medicine, psychology, education, and social policy research dominate the
field. [...] Traditional approaches ignore that impairment is a common experience

in human life [...]” (Waldschmidt, 2017, p. 19). The initial significance of this study



is that it aims to apply an interactional approach on the context of blindness which

lacks in the existing literature.

A considerable part of the existing literature still strives to overcome the conflicting
dichotomy of medical and social theory models of disability. It is flooded with
different variations of the same argument: neither of the models is sufficiently
applicable to study the phenomenon of disability. “[d]isability is neither to be
located inside nor outside ‘society’ or ‘nature’ [...].” Thus, “neither the perspective
of ‘society’ (social model) nor the perspective of ‘nature’ (medical model) can
function as a special domain of reality that allows the delimiting and fixing of a
universal explanatory mode of describing disability”” (Schillmeier, 2008, p.612-3).
Although its radius is small, this inquiry could be regarded as a humble step towards
decentralizing both the entities of society and the individual.

299

“The ‘problem,’” Davis writes, “is not the person with disabilities; the problem is
the way that normalcy is constructed to create the ‘problem’ of the disabled person”
(Davis, 1995, p.24; Adams, Reiss and Serlin, 2015, p.373). The majority of the
disability literature tend to centralize either the disabled actor or the able-bodied
society. As a result, they depict a stagnant disablement of and by the society, thus a
stabilized deviance of blinds. On the other hand, there are post-modernist and post-
structuralist perspectives that intend to break that stability of the subjects. The
growing impact of these perspectives in disability studies reflects the late 20th
century in line with the cultural turn in sociology (Thomas, 2006, p.179). Among
the two groups of the existing literature, this thesis intends to emphasize the normal
and the stigma by focusing on interactional processes. Therefore, the interactional

focus on the normal is another significant contribution of this thesis.

1.4. Methodological Framework

The methodological framework consists of the operationalization of concepts,

method and methodology, and thesis plan sections.



1.4.1. Operationalization of the Concepts

Besides theoretical endeavors, there are many methodological attempts to reveal

relatively indecisive concepts in disability studies.

1.4.1.1. Visual Disability, Impairment, Handicap, and Blindness

Disability is a challenging concept to operationalize as its definition may vary across
countries which may inevitably influence findings of any research that includes
more than one country (World Health Organization, 2011, p.21). According to
World Health Organization (WHO) Report on Disability, disability is a concept that
has a constantly changing definition due to the fact that its dependence on the
interaction between persons is maintained through time. This emphasis on
interaction implies that blinds and “attitudinal and environmental barriers” interact
in different ways through which blinds’ participation in everyday life is restrained
and thus is not realized on equal grounds with others (World Health Organization,
2011, p.4). With this highlight on interaction, dis/ability is not defined as a trait
attributed to the individual but relations.

In 1980, World Health Organization strived to overcome the ambiguousness of the
first three concepts mentioned below by taking the repeatedly used concepts of

normal and abnormal as a yardstick:

Impairment: “loss or abnormality of psychological, physiological or
anatomical structure or function.”

Disability: “the inability to perform an activity [...] considered normal for a
human being, resulting from an impairment.”

Handicap: “inability to perform a normal social role resulting from an
impairment or disability.” (Barnes and Oliver, 1993, p.7)

Oliver and Barnes (1993) criticize these definitions in diverse aspects. They
conclude that the need for these classifications stems from argumentations revolving

around social interaction. To illustrate, the process of social interaction between
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blinds and sighted people can identify the former “not only as impaired but also as
disabled” as disability cannot be defined without interaction (Reich, 2006, p.247).
Considering them as disabled individuals could result in what WHO calls a
handicap; a risk of performing their social role (WHO, 1980). Therefore, “persons
are impaired for a number of reasons, but that it is only by society that they are
disabled” (Bolt, 2005, p.539) or eventually handicapped. According to the
definitions above, handicap stems from an impairment, but impairment does not
necessarily cause handicap. While impairment is body-related, a handicap is about
social roles. Definitions of disability and handicap are similar in the way that they
both refer to performances. While the former centralizes the social role performance
that is required by the outside world, the latter is about persons’ everyday activities
and accessibility issues.

Hence, when we simply refer to the individuals who have complete or severe sight
loss, which of the following words is appropriate to use? Visually disabled?
Impaired? Or handicapped? Due to changing definitions and different cultural,
social, and political attributions to these notions, none is used in this study. Instead,
the concept of blind is chosen as an umbrella term to refer to persons legally defined

as blind due to complete or severe loss of sight.

The legal definition of blindness is “20/200 or less in the better eye when using the best
correction that can be provided by ordinary eyeglasses, or he/she has a visual field of
20 degrees or less” (Bickford, 2004, p.123). This means some of the respondents of this
study as well have either little vision of light, or a complete visual loss. They are all

referred to as blind since they all fit this definition.

The choice of the word blind is only an analytical and practical choice to avoid
confusion. This emphasis is delicate as partial sightedness (low vision) refers to
perceiving light, shadows, and sometimes colors. Despite this, when a large group
of low sighted individuals explains this condition of theirs, people “usually decide
to dismiss this information by categorizing him as totally blind. Those viewing from

the sighted perspective decide his status for him, since he looks blind to them”



(Schillmeier, 2008, p.614). This brings us to how abnormalcy is shaped and

categorized — an even normalized according to pre-determined patterns.

1.4.1.2. Differences: Normal and Stigma

In Goffmanian understanding, representations contain differences that can be grouped
as desired and undesired ones. Undesired differences reflect characteristics deviating

from what is expected from an individual within a particular context (Goffman, 1963).

Stigma may stem from ‘“abominations of the body — the various physical
deformities, [...] blemishes of individual character [... or] race, nation and religion”
(Goffman, 1963, p.4). Due to the first phrase in this quote, in Goffmanian analysis,
having complete or severe visual loss (blindness) is considered one of many
characteristics resulting in stigmatization. Stigma connotates “an undesired
differentness” from what is anticipated. “For those who do not depart negatively

from the particular expectation at issue,” Goffman (1963, p.5) calls, the normal.

“Normals are those who, at least in the face of some individuals and within some
interactional situations do not represent undesired differentness” (Titchkosky, 2000,
p.204). Desired differences refer to the characteristics regarded as normal and
expected from an individual (Goffman, 2018), such as wearing eyeglasses or having

brown and sighted eyes.

1.4.2. Method and Methodology

As a reference guide throughout the research in this study, Ruane’s Essentials of
Research Methods (2005), specifically Chapter 2 on ethics, is used as a source for
the ethical framework. In line with Ruane’s book, verbal informed consent is
obtained from the voluntarily participating individuals; and the researcher has
shown attention to privacy and anonymity. Face to face semi-structured in-depth
interviews with 20 participants are used as the methodological tool. Twelve blind

persons (Group A) make up half of the interviewees. Eight sighted individuals who



are relatives, friends, or partners (RFPs) (Group B) of blinds (who are not

necessarily from Group A) constitute the other half of the respondents.

Since the snowball technique is used to draw a sample, its representativeness and
reliability may be a point of discussion. Every respondent is considered to make a
fitting participant of this qualitative research since their personal experiences are
different, which is qualitatively more relevant than generalizing. With a slightly
greater number of woman respondents, a gender balance is ensured. The age interval
is between 20 to 50.

From a Goffmanian symbolic interactionist standpoint, another reflexive note is
necessary due to the method chosen. In-depth interviews as a tool of data collection
can be argued to be a limitation or a disadvantage of this thesis regarding the
changing nature of the performance in accordance with different audiences and
settings. Namely, individuals may act differently as much as they react differently
during the interviews. In this analysis, this is accepted as a potential consequence
for two reasons. It is essential to capture how the respondents express themselves,

so their intentions or motivations are not a primary concern of this study.

1.5. Thesis Plan

In the introduction chapter of this thesis, a general overview of the study is given
with a specific focus on the statement of the research questions, the academic
motivations behind the choice of the topic, a detailed examination of the way this

topic is problematized, and the goal of the study.

In the chapter on the literature and theory, there are thirteen sub-sections. The
section reviews statistical, theoretical and field examples from the existing literature
from abroad and Turkey. The section leans on respectively symbolic interactionist
interpretations and new perspectives on positive/negative self-views, concerns

disability and theories, regards gender and blindness.
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In the methodological framework chapter, there are eight sub-sections. The
methodological perspective and methods used are elaborated, sampling and field
related information of this thesis are covered, the analytical standpoint is examined.
After these sections, limitations and strengths of the study are mentioned.

In the analysis chapter, data gathered from the field is processed with Goffman’s

relevant concepts and theories.

After the analysis part, the final chapter is allocated for discussions on the findings
and concluding remarks. This is the chapter in which the study is closest to produce
possible answers for research question. This section also paves the way for ideas on

further research domains.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE AND THEORY

This chapter is allocated to the literature review on disability and normalcy. It could
be observed in the literature that there is a tendency of taking disability as the unit
of analysis, which often results in underlying the phenomenon as a negative
difference. It is argued in this thesis that when a study takes disability as its unit of
analysis, the researcher has to position themselves within the “normal.” To break
this vicious circle of marginalization, the unit of analysis of this thesis is determined
to be the normal. Throughout this chapter, | have two goals; first, revisiting the
current disability and normalcy literature, and second, discussing the literature and

theory by centering the normal as the object of analysis.

2.1. Statistical Literature

Extensive research was conducted in 59 countries between 2002-2004 by WHO
called World Health Survey (WHS). It estimates adult disability prevalence around
the globe as 15.6 percent “ranging from 11.8% in higher income countries to 18.0%
in lower income countries” (WHO, 2011, 27). The disability prevalence rate in
Turkey is found to be 20.6% (p.275). These numbers demonstrate that Turkey has
an average percentage of disability population regarding other countries included in

the survey worldwide.

Unlike the estimates by WHS, “Tiirkiye Oziirliiler Arastirmasi” (TOA) (Turkey
Handicapped Research), which is accepted as a reliable source by the Turkish
government, assesses disability proportion to the overall population in Turkey as
12.3% (Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 2002, p.5). It is crucial here to notice that

numbers demonstrated by the WHS are more up-to-date and that Turkey is one of
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the many countries using estimates by WHO due to “lack of statistical information

on disabled population” (Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 2002, p.VI1).

WHO estimated that “[g]lobally, at least 2.2 billion people have vision impairment
or blindness” (WHO, 2019, p.xiv). Visual impairment frequency is higher among
older age groups and economically more disadvantaged populations (WHO, 2019,
p.5). WHO Report on universal eye health considers visual impairment and
blindness predominantly related to starting points of biological actions and

implementations to avoid or cure.

TOA estimates that individuals with visual disability make up 0.60 percent of the
national population in Turkey as of 2002. The research elaborates on seeing
disability with different concepts regarding types and degrees of visual loss. Among
these groupings, while individuals who are categorized as “blind” constitute 11.75%
of the visually disabled population, 21.12% is the proportion of “individuals with

severe visual loss” among the total population with visual disability.

WHO takes visual loss as a spectrum and urges a group of concepts to analyze and
distinguish the degrees of visual impairment. According to Report on Vision by
WHO (2019), “[v]ision impairment occurs when an eye condition affects the visual
system and one or more of its vision functions” (p.2). This means that persons
wearing eyeglasses or contact lenses are defined to be visually impaired. Disability,
on the other hand, refers to the “impairments, limitations and restrictions that a
person with an eye condition faces in the course of interacting with her or his

environment — physical, social, or attitudinal.” (p.2).

Concepts of visually impaired, low vision, or vision loss do not have universally
acknowledged definitions (Blindness Statistics, 2019). To draw its object of analysis
among many distinct concepts, the scope of this inquiry encloses two defined groups
of interest; persons with severe and complete loss of sight. WHO defines severe loss

of sight as “presenting visual acuity worse than 6/60” and complete loss of sight
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(blindness) as “presenting visual acuity worse than 3/60%. (WHO, 2019, p.10-11).
Regarding these two groups, globally, 0.49 percent of the world population in 2015
were blind while around 2.95 percent® (WHO, 2019, p.10-11) “had moderate to

severe visual impairment,” which women made up 55 percent (Bourne et al., 2017).

2.2. “Loss of Sight” The Discourse on Blindness

“Loss of sight” appears as a questioned phrase in this thesis. Due to the existing
literature, the necessity of operational definition results in a dilemma. Questioning
how the normal is constructed needs to start from this phrase. Loss of sight or vision
functions have to be critically handled to delve into the normalization of sightedness.
Namely, the sense of sight declares and justifies its normalcy with its own function,

fulfilling the need to see.

Nevertheless, the absence of sight does not necessarily mean an unfulfilled need
neither as a loss. Indeed, seeing does not make sense to somebody born as a blind
person (Dirier, 2018). Blindness is handled in this thesis as a difference and reality
without any negative or positive connotations, while the perspective of normal
relates blindness with a specific loss or malfunction. Throughout the historical
review of disability — and thus, its abnormalization- it is crucial to remember that

blindness could have been regarded as a mere difference.

2.3. Classical Models of Disability Theory

Being associated with a marginalized location within society, culture, economics,
and politics, “disability” refers to one of the significant social phenomena
symbolizing difference for decades. However, the connotation of this difference has
changed through time frequently. Disability was considered in everyday life in
relation with moral explanations in different times and places of history such as “a

reflection of God’s dismay (ancient Greece), [an] evidence of an intimacy with God

2«60 refers to a specific measurement determined according to a print size of a vision chart at a
certain distance.”

3 “globally of the 7.33 billion people alive in 2015, an estimated 36.0 million [...] were blind, 216,6
million [...] people had moderate to severe visual impairment”
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(medieval Europe) and a divine response to parental wrongdoing (Renaissance
period)” (Goodley, 2011, p.6). Called the Moral Model of Disability, this
perspective is still the most widespread view despite its being the oldest of all
disability models (Goodley, 2011, p.7).

As of the seventeenth century (Historic England, n.d.), a different perspective
emerged with a modern outlook, and disability started to be postulated as a tragedy
causing social and medical suffering rather than a divine message (Oliver, 1990).
According to this viewpoint called the Medical Model of Disability, stemming from
a physical or mental misfortune of the individual, being disabled is perceived as a
distinct pathology that needs caring and fixation. According to Goodley (2011) and
Oliver (1990), both moral and medical explanations “promote an individual model
of disability, reducing the problem of [emphasis added] disability to the flawed
tragedy of individual personhood treatable through the interventions of charities and

healthcare professionals” (Goodley, 2011, p.6).

Nineteenth-century onwards, the Medical Model of Disability started to be criticized
as well. Both strategies the model brought about — to kill or to cure — were
transmitting the same main cultural idea: disabled people represent ‘what not to be’
and are, therefore, ontologically invalid or ‘uncivilised’” (Goodley, Hughes &
Davis, 2012, p.18). The former strategy was itself giving an inhumane, eugenic idea,
and the latter was not successful. Indeed, medicine was not keeping its promises of
fixation but still marginalized disabled people under the name of science (Goodley,
2011).

“The challenge to orthodox views [of both moral and medical approaches] came not
from within the academy but from disabled people themselves” (Barnes, Oliver &
Barton, 2002, p.4). Eventually, the two extreme approaches of disability specified
were confronted with criticizing perspectives, which are called Disability Studies
today. As of the 1980s, political activism and theoretical changes regarding
disability have concurrently emerged and developed. The growing awareness
canalized the thought that several social, cultural, historical, economic, relational,

and political prevalent factors dis-able people (Herndon, 2002, p.122).
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Accordingly, dis/ability is not individual-based nor natural, yet it is socially
constructed for this view. This attitude called the Social Model of Disability
emerged through grassroots organizations — initially “from the intellectual and
political arguments of the Union of Physically Impaired Against Segregation
(UPIAS)” (Shakespeare, 2006, p.197). Similar organizations flourished in Britain
and were followed by disability activists from the rest of the world. Being the
starting point of these movements, Social Model attributes society itself as the
primary source of disability by declaring that society’s responsibility is to regulate
the environment accessible for all people. Disabilities refer to neutral differences
and have to be treated accordingly. Thereupon, differences should not be fixed or

eliminated but should be accepted (Burcu, 2015).

The social model is considered a “paradigmatic leap” (Olkin, 2009, p.12) and
underlined the distinction between impairment and disability. Although its
definitions are still controversial, the Social Model aims to distinguish impairment
(bodily lacking, defect, or dysfunction) and disability (restricting, marginalizing,
oppressing, or disadvantageous circumstances caused by any social organization)
(Waldschmidt, 2017). For the first time in history, impairment per se is not
explained as the inevitable source of disability, but the social is included in the

equation.

2.4. Disability Studies: A Cultural Perspective

The Social Model of Disability paved the way for many following questions. People
were searching for the reasons behind the need for social categorization of
“disabled.” Groups advocating Social Model fell short of questioning “[w]hy do
modern societies see the need to categorize people as ‘normals’ and ‘deviants’™
neither did they question “[i]n which ways [...] ‘otherness’ — and disability [as] a
form of alterity — [are] (re-)produced in history, society and culture” (Waldschmidt,
2017, p.20). Questioning these, several critical perspectives emerged. Among those,
the Cultural Model of Disability as an analytical tool criticizes Social Model for its
practical use in transnational policies. The Social Model’s basic ideas have been

incorporated in the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with
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Disabilities (UNCRPD) and classifications of disability in 1980 and 2001 by WHO.
Indeed, the model proposed better social policy-related solutions between the lines
since it encumbers society by creating an accessible environment by removing “the

obstacles that persons with disabilities are facing” (Waldschmidt, 2017, p.21).

Nevertheless, these arguments are criticized for dreaming of ““a barrier-free utopia”
(Shakespeare, 2006, p.201). They resulted in an endless problem-solving
perspective towards disability and altered the focus onto “accessibility and
participation, mainstreaming and human rights policies” (Waldschmidt, 2017, p.21)
rather than sociological reproduction of disability. Accordingly, this endless
problem-solving perspective has provided an introspectively justified authority for

the normal to define the endless problem.

Although the Social Model as “the big idea” of the British disability movement had
had a significant influence politically (Shakespeare, 2006, p.199), it proposed a
vague distinction of disability and impairment when it comes to qualitative research.
In everyday life, distinguishing clearly between “the impact of impairment, and the
impact of social barriers” (Shakespeare, 2006, p.201) is hardly feasible. For
Shakespeare (2006), disability is a phenomenon being practically produced through

interaction between individual bodies and social environments.

Cultural Model comes to the fore with these critical arguments on interaction and
construction of disability. Disability is re/produced through its level of conformation
to dominant social and cultural norms. Normalcy draws sharp characteristics of what
individuals ought to be. To study disability, one has to focus on normalcy from
which the disability is considered to deviate and thus, due to which it is reproduced
(Davis, 2006). Namely, in order to study normalcy, disability has to be
contemplated. Disability is among “undesirable traits” (Saxton, 2006, p.8-9), as
Davis asserts on the construction of normalcy and invention of the disabled body in
the nineteenth century. Disability is an articulation “of disgust for [...]
‘inappropriateness’” under a “tyranny of normalcy” (Goodley et al., 2012, p.19) in
the context of the nineteenth century in which “[t]he distinction between the normal

body and its broken counterpart is sharpened and naturalized by both literary
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representations [...] and by certain cultural and social practices” (Goodley et al.,

2012, p.20).

2.5. Normalcy and Disability Studies

Disability Studies focusing on normalcy consider disability neither an individual
fate — as individualistic-reductionist models mentioned above do — nor see it as a
mere effect of discrimination and exclusion — as the Social Model does. Disability
Studies instead consider “the other side of the coin, the commonly unchallenged
[normalcy] and [investigate] how practices of de-normalization result in the social
category we have come to call ‘disability’” (Waldschmidt, 2017, p.24). Writings on
disability have focused on the disabled person as the object of analysis, just as a race
studies researcher analyzes the person of color. However, studying race has
gradually shifted its focus towards whiteness (Davis, 1995) as the interactionally

constructed normal whiteness is from what a person of color deviates socially.

“In the course of the nineteenth century, the real identity of normal and pathological
vital phenomena, apparently so different, and given opposing values by human
experience, became a kind of scientifically guaranteed dogma, whose extension into
the realms of philosophy and psychology appeared to be dictated by the authority
biologists and -physicians accorded to it” (Canguilhem et al., 1991, p.43).
Questioning this dogma might seem confusing at first glance since the normal, by
definition, is commonly thought of as a concept that has always existed (Davis,
1995). Nonetheless, the concept “‘normal’ as ‘constituting, confronting to, not
deviating or differing from, the common type or standard, regular, usual” only enters

the English language around 1840 (Davis, 1995).

In earlier centuries, the concept of the “ideal” preceded this term. The ideal meant a
divine perfection which human beings can never attain. Settled years of
industrialization initiated and accelerated the social process of normalcy. The
connection between the body and industry required information about the
prospective workers. Due to this need, knowledge of society was obtained through

statistics for the first time in the late eighteenth century in France. Definition of an
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exemplifying profile with the most fitting traits to the new system inevitably
described other characteristics as non-fitting to the society. This exemplifying
profile was the “average person,” who paradoxically became an ideal. Deviations
from this ideal had to be minimized, according to statistical researchers and many
classical social thinkers of the time. Although decades have passed since its
configuration, this social meaning of normalcy today has not gone under substantial
changes. (Davis, 1995)

Although the two terms connotate each other, the concept of normal differs from
“the ideal” regarding its enforcement since most of the population is somehow part
of it. (Davis, 1995) While “the ideal” is a stage that human beings cannot reach, “the
normal” does refer to particular characteristics specific individuals might have, or
sometimes even be able to obtain — for example, being an employed adult in contrast
to the deviance of unemployment. Accordingly, the idea of a norm “creates the idea
of deviance or a ‘deviant” body,” a not-normal one, so to speak (Davis, 2006, p.8).
Disability, or being blind in particular, is among different groupings under this
defined title of not-normal, which is, in many cases, a state of being not normal for
one’s entire life. However, disability is rarely studied with reference to the
reproduction of normalcy in micro relations and everyday interactions as much as
on a societal level. Therefore, searching for normalcy within disability studies in
line with the related theory of symbolic interactionism becomes crucial.

2.6. Normalcy in Symbolic Interactionism

Symbolic Interactionism, as referred to be a subfield of sociology, comprises of
different social thinkers who have one thought in common: “society is created and
maintained through repeated interactions among individuals” (Carter and Fuller,
2016, p.1). Social interaction requires at least two individuals “being physically in
one another’s response presence” (Goffman, 1983, p.2). Every interaction takes
place in different temporal and spatial circumstances, and thus, each interaction is
peculiar and distinctive (Carter and Fuller, 2016). Due to the changing nature of
interaction and experiences with one another, society cannot be treated as it is

“structured, patterned or stable.” Accordingly, related themes such as meanings,
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symbols, or social roles must be treated as social phenomena in constant flux (Carter
and Fuller, 2016).

Normalcy for this view thus refers to social interaction, a social reality that owes its
ontological ground to the interaction itself. “When disabling conditions are visible,
or what Goffman (1963) terms ‘discredited’, social situations can be tense,
uncertain, and ambiguous for people — and this can be so for invisible conditions
too, in that they often involve strategic management during interactional exchanges”
(Thomas and Sakellariou, 2018, p.5; p.41). We encounter strangers on the streets, at
the workplace, or in any other publicly used place in everyday life. We navigate
daily a “*world of strangers’ where people are unfamiliar yet seen by one another.”
(Garland-Thomson, 2009, p.33). In line with Goffman’s thoughts that are planned
to be elaborated in more detail in the following chapters, Garland-Thomson (2009)
says that we need to gather information about the unknown others as much as we
can within the limited time of our encounters. People’s appearances give us clues
about their personalities. How they look usually determines how to relate to them,
and “we [constantly] need to determine whether the strangers we encounter are

going to help us, mug us, bother us, see us again, or just leave us alone” (p.34).

Some of these infinite possibilities of individual actions or characteristics are
considered normal and are commonly unchallenged, categorizing the rest as
abnormal. Waldschmidt (2017) argues in line with the interactional nature of the
process that these attributions are not stable, yet disability is often referred to as
deviant. Besides her highlights on the cultural model of disability, she underlines
that “disabled and nondisabled persons are interdependent” (Waldschmidt, 2017,
p.25) as the two categories mutually define and produce each other within the
interaction of persons and institutions. Furthermore, she holds the importance of
problematizing not only disability but rather the interplay between normality and
disability” (Waldschmidt, 2017, p.25-6).

It must be noted here that normalcy — not normality, which entails a fixed meaning
(Adams et al., 2015) — cannot be thought of as a homogenous group of individuals.

Schillmeier (2007), in his research on blind persons’ negotiation with money,
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emphasizes that “spaces of sightedness and of blindness become present differently,
and, still, they are not opposite or separated in social praxis. They crisscross,
connect, and separate, and are becoming absent and present for each other” (p.596).
This brings us to question sightedness and blindness together — the stigma and the

normal if we look from the other side of the coin.

2.7. Goffman and Stigma

“[S]tigmas were originally inflicted through marking or branding, on certain
individuals who had transgressed the norms or values of a particular society”
(Goffman, 1963; Oliver, 1990, p.65). They are formed through social interaction
whereby individuals are marginalized from society due to their discreditable or some
other undesired attributes. Goffman sees Stigma as a social phenomenon in that “the
meaning of mark of difference (attribute) is generated between people” (Titchkosky,
2000, p.203) and does not have a concrete reality apart from human beings. This
mark, however, does not necessarily result in Stigma; it “becomes a stigma” through
interaction. Therefore, interactants and the context also play essential roles in the
social construction of Stigma (Titchkosky, 2000). Features of the mark of difference
are crucial in this process. Goffman addresses desired and undesired differences; the
former are held by the normal, and the latter are held by the stigmatized. He
conceives encounters between the two as one of the primal scenes of sociology
(Goffman, 1963, p.13). In his regard, this encounter is where everything starts with
interaction, which is why sociology needs to “return to the primal scene of
interactions between the normal and the stigmatized in order to unwrap the mystery

of the genesis of social identity and difference” (Titchkosky, 2000, p.204-5).

While some stigmas seem to be temporary or escapable, some of them — such as
one’s height, race, or blindness — might refer to a permanent stigma, i.e., a social
discredit or devaluation (Goffman, 1963). This individual departs from ideas of
normalcy expectations (Thomas and Sakallariou, 2018, p.4). Stigmatized and
normal people are dependent on each other in a “perpetual inferior/superior
relationship” (Coleman, 2006, p.146). This relationship is experienced in different

ways. For example, normal RFPs of a stigmatized individual are, for Darling (2013),
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“typically able to overlook an attribute that is discredited by others in society”
(p.17). This act of “overlooking” (Garland-Thomson, 2009) is crucial to study in
this thesis since it reflects how blind individuals’ RFPs negotiate with stigma
throughout everyday interactions. On the other hand, sighted strangers are often
unaware of the blind individual’s true identity, and they engage in interactions more
differently than RFPs. They rarely get through the stage of “fictional acceptance,”
which refers to “pretending not to notice their stigmatizing features. For example,
[sighted persons] may avoid using words like see” when they are with a blind person
(Darling, 2013, p.18; Davis, 1961). This exemplifying act by the sighted influences
sighteds’ assertiveness and presentation of their selves. Before tackling the

presentation of self, though, stigma and normal need to be elaborated in detail.

Among the infinite variety of human attributes, which are to be considered desired
or undesired depends on the context. The context is “to some extent arbitrarily
defined” (Coleman, 2006, p.141). Any human attribute holds the possibility of being
stigmatized; still, Goffman addresses power relations regarding the ability to
stigmatize. Namely, stigmatizing is up to the “dominant group” who “can determine
which human differences are desired and undesired” and thus, stigmas tend to mirror

a dominant group’s value judgments more often (Coleman, 2006, p.141-2).

2.8. Displacement of The Term Stigma

How to challenge this biased way of grouping differences into desired and
undesired, then? In line with dominant groups’ value judgments, Goffman’s stigma
is dual with the normal. Namely, “[n]Jo term has identity in and of itself. Its identity
is established in relation to all other terms, which in themselves have no positive
identity” (Gross, 1986, p.32). Derrida expresses that, Western philosophical thought
has acknowledged a restricting metaphysics whose binary oppositions favor
particular values while disapproving the oppositely located ones (Best and Kellner,
1991). However, reducing the social into two abstract poles constructs “a far-from-
innocent hierarchy of values which attempt not only to guarantee the truth but also
serve to exclude and devalue inferior terms or positions allegedly. This binary

metaphysics works to position” sightedness over blindness or normal over stigma
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positively, “thus positioning negatively the supposedly inferior term” (Best and
Kellner, 1991, p.21). Derrida discloses “the impossibility of [a term’s cohesive]
spatial and temporal identity” due to a possibility of an infinite deconstruction
process (Gross, 1986, p.34). Namely, while dealing with the stigma and the normal,
it is hardly possible to overcome the limits of metaphysical systems. This does not

imply an impossibility of their critique, though (Gross, 1986, p.31).

Subversion of the structure within which binary relation between the normal and the
stigma rests is possible through reversal and displacement of the two terms (Gross,
1986, p.36). This thesis acknowledges that the two terms are interchangeable and
only analytical parts of the same. Though this study does not claim to destructure
the dichotomy between the two analytical concepts, it attempts to reversely position
the subordinate term of Stigma in the dominant position of the Normal.

2.9. Goffman and Presentation of Self in Everyday Life

Some of the interactionist themes found throughout Goffman’s scholarship are
symbols, shared meaning, identity (Carter and Fuller, 2016, p.1). Goffman (1990),
regarded as a symbolic interactionist, prioritizes micro relations over the structure.
He comes to the fore with the Presentation of Self in Everyday Life predominantly
parallel with his dramaturgical analysis. Presentation of self and performances it
involves as conceptual constructs mainly refer to the analogies of theatre; persons
are considered actors on the social stage of life who actively create an impression of
themselves through different fronts, concerning people around, who make up the
audience (Calhoun, 2012).

The analogy of theatre does not necessarily imply that individuals are insincerely
acting as if they have way different identities and underlines his distinction between
cynical and sincere actions, neither of which have positive or negative connotations,
unlike their commonsensical meanings (Calhoun, 2012, p.51-2). Indeed, the
performer may be fully taken in by her role and may be believing and be sincerely
convinced that she is what she stages, or she “may not be taken at all” by her own

routine. Thus, Goffman reserves the term cynical to the persons without any belief
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in their own actions and any ultimate concern with the audience’s beliefs while he
calls individuals believing in “the impression fostered by their own performance”
sincere (Calhoun, 2012, p.51-2). Measuring and comparing - through the
interviewees’ expressions about their perceptions and presentations of their own
identities- how often they adopt these two kinds of impressions and their effects are

significant in Goffmanian analysis.

According to this role theory of self, “the point of articulation between society and
individual is denoted by the concept of ‘role’ and involves individuals who are
incumbent in statuses employing self and role-playing capacities to adjust to various
types of expectations.” (Turner, 2004 p.165) In other words, the individual presents
herself to whom she interacts under these expectations. With these expectations and
performances, society is argued to be a network consisting of different social roles
(p.26-27; Burcu, 2015, p.52).

2.10. The intersection of the Dramaturgical Analysis and the Stigma

The expectation from blind and sighted individuals sharing the same spaces is to act
and interact as social and moral beings. “Their meetings may be described in terms
of unfocused or focused gatherings. Unfocused gatherings are typical for public
spaces where people interact but follow their own separate lines of concern. Blind
people may sometimes experience this as “problematic” (Goffman, 1963; Maseide
and Grottland, 2015, p.597). Individuals need to show “implicit or explicit claim to
be a person of a particular kind” to which they “automatically [exert] a moral
demand upon the others, obliging them to value and treat him in the manner that
persons of his kind have a right to expect” (Goffman, 1956, p.6). However, the
problematic situation mentioned above tends to occur here; the stigmatized
individuals’ claims and the normals’ manners they encounter might not overlap, or
the other way around (Goffman, 1963). This is the point where performances in the
interaction between blind and sighted individuals and the phenomenon of stigma are
merged. In fact, this point can be considered among crucial circumstances where the

phenomenon of normalcy is (re)produced.
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The focused gatherings are more intimate, different, and simpler since “interacting
persons know about each other and share a focus of attention” (Maseide and
Grottland, 2015). However, this interaction referring to more personal spaces of
individuals cannot be explained without the phenomenon of normal either. As
mentioned in Section 2.7., interactions with RFPs entail the tendency of
“overlooking” the Stigma, which includes different mechanisms of normalizing the
blindness in that particular context of the private sphere. Indeed, both focused and
unfocused interactions require utilizing both sources written by Goffman if we are

to focus on normalcy.

Goffman suggests continuity running through his writings (Smith, 2006, p.5). One
of his significant achievements is demonstrating “how the particulars of the conduct
of ‘co-present’ persons, that is persons who are physically present to one another,
are amenable to sociological analysis.” (Smith, 2006, p.4). Both Stigma and
Presentation of Self in Everyday Life have this co-presence as their starting point.
When the mentioned primary scene of sociology takes place, the stigmatized may
feel unsure how the normal will identify or receive her (Goffman, 2006, p.136). In
this case, since the blind is aware of this uncertainty, her actions towards the sighted
may tend to change accordingly, which is considered a peculiar filter influencing

their performances.

Similarly, a sighted person who encounters the blind might tend to alter interactional
signs she may transmit. The orderliness of face-to-face interaction results in
intentionally or unintentionally conveyed signs through content, manners, posture,
mimics, and body gestures. In the case of blindness, visually transmitted signs —
which refer to a crucial part of interaction for Goffman (1963)- become insufficient
in the interaction in some cases, even if the encountering persons are not strangers

to each other.

In these encounters, a possibility of mixed and unanchored interaction occurs. Both

of the parties may feel uncomfortable due to this shaky confrontation.

25



“We will feel that the stigmatized individual is either too aggressive or too
shamefaced, and in either case too ready to read unintended meanings into our
actions. We ourselves may feel that if we show direct sympathetic concern for
his condition, we may be overstepping ourselves; and yet if we actually forget
that he has a failing we are likely to make impossible demands of him or
unthinkingly slight his fellow sufferers. Each potential source of discomfort
for him when we are with him can become something we sense he is aware of,
aware that we are aware of, and even aware of our state of awareness about his
awareness; the stage is then set for the infinite regress of mutual consideration”
(Goffman, 1963, p.18).

Therefore, that Stigma was written with an unstigmatized person’s — Goffman’s-
perspective gives us clues for possible uncomfortable atmosphere the encounters of
stigma might take. These mundane encounters from both interactants’ perspectives

are what is aimed to be analyzed within the unity of the two books by Goffman.

2.11. Empirical Studies on Normalcy and Disability

Goffmanian inquiries on the issue are influential. Thomas and Sakellariou (2018)
argue that “normalcy and disability are ‘part of the same system’ since disability
defines the negative space the ([normal]) body must not occupy” (Thomas and
Sakellariou, 2018, p.7; Davis, 1995, p.157). In this study called Disability, Normalcy
and the Everyday, theoretical and empirical studies are referred to. Moreover,
normalcy is highlighted as a disability when it comes to everyday interaction and
negotiation between persons and spaces. Reich (2006) also examines the interaction
and mutual recognition between sighted and blind individuals in the public sphere.
He reveals public interactional disablement emerging throughout sixteen
conversations between non-disabled shop assistants and blind customers in two
different shopping places in Sweden. He brilliantly opens up how the impairment
turns into disability due to the problem of “having to explain listeners the
information that one participant is impaired should be considered interactionally
relevant” (p.249). In other words, with implicit or explicit references, the blind
customer needs to assure that the shop assistant is aware of her impairment as much
as the former feels the necessity to inform the latter of his acknowledgment of the
elephant in the room. This need for mutual recognition is not only crucial for a
healthy conversation, but also for shopping in accordance with the needs of the

customer — for example; the blind customer may need “a music player ‘with more
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buttons’” or “a stereo ‘that is easy to use’” (p.254). His analysis exemplifies that the
“non-disabled participants are assigned the role of helpers and supporters.” At the
same time, blinds “become defined as needy and inferior” (p.258-9) as blind
participants are forced to utilize improved cooperation and efficiency through

sacrificing maximal social respect and empowerment.

Implicit in the discourses of the shopping experience as an everyday ritual, there is
a consumer normalcy (re)produced (Baker, 2006, p.36). Baker talks about physical
presence in the shopping place is not the only requirement of this normalcy, but it
also stipulates demonstrating competence and control of the shopping experience,
which creates a tension between blind consumers’ agency and others’ acceptance.
Baker analyzes customer normalcy by focusing on blind customers’ shopping
experiences with Goffmanian highlights on everyday life interaction. For her, both
presentations of these customers’ selves and their stigmatized position within
experiences should be focused on. Indeed, “the shopping experience may
fundamentally change the way an individual thinks about him/herself and his/her
capabilities in the marketplace” (p.38). When a blind individual carries out everyday
ritual activities such as shopping, she also demonstrates that she is capable of doing
that activity as much as others are. Departing from this view, Baker infers in line
with Goffman’s thoughts that “[t]he normal appearances that they are concerned
with are not normal appearances for them but normal appearances of them”
(Goffman, 1971, p.259; Baker, 2006, p.39). Goffman’s work can indeed be read in
Baker’s way, starting with the presupposition that disabled individuals have the
intention of looking like they are normal consumers. However, considering Reich’s
work above, such a presupposition might result in bias-related analysis errors.
Therefore, being among blind people, in some cases, the blinds want to be regarded
as persons who would appreciate the assistance of people around; in some cases,
they might perform as normal actors in the related public space. Undoubtedly both
analyses enable valuable perspectives in line with Goffmanian thought.

Among significant empirical inquiries regarding the interaction of normal within
public space, Schillmeier’s work (2007) is noteworthy. He explores how “ordinary

acts” of dealing with money and with money technologies fabricate enabling and
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disabling — dis/abling — spaces” (p.594). He argues that blindness visualizes the
power of dis/abling, normativity imposing, standardizing, and standardized
materialities of money in everyday life (Schillmeier, 2007). From a Goffmanian
standpoint, Schillmeier addresses the vulnerability, trust, and —almost an obligation
of — “‘egocentric preserve’ a circumstance which one understandably tries to avoid,
as nobody likes to display his or her insecurities with personal affairs publicly”
(Schillmeier, 2007, p.597).

Schillmeier’s (2007) example shows “how blindness and sightedness are not
inherent properties” (p.598) but for outcomes of relations between individuals and
spaces. Maseide and Grottland (2015) also delve into blind individuals’ interaction
with spaces and spatialities, yet they focus more on the dominance of the visual
world around us. Blind and sighted individuals do not live in separate worlds, but
they have to share spaces. The article is based on ethnographic data in order to
explain “enactment and management of physical and social spaces” for blinds
(p.594). Among the exemplifying ethnographic data analyzed, authors tackle a
physical encounter of a blind man and a group of sighted individuals in front of an
exit door. Intending to “help” the man, the sighted group of individuals physically
assisted him in an exaggerated way that they “‘shoved’ him toward the exit door”
(p.603). All persons in this story are considered as objective bodies in a shared space
bumping into each other. The action of sighted individuals can be considered as a

2 113
S

possible intrusion in blind man’s ““territory of self””” which violates “normative rules
of social interaction (Schillmeier, 2007, p.606). However, the blind individual
evaluated the situation with its practical consequences and from a positive point of
view. Thus, they “indicate the ambiguities of action, morality and meanings in social
space” (Thomas and Sakellariou, 2018, p.7). This work underlines how blinds are
socially forced to have a “thick skin” and not react to every intervention they

encounter.

As a blind sociologist, Siegfried Saerberg refers to Goffman (1963) and argues that
“sighted strangers exchange glances, gestures, body movements, and facial
expressions in the highly ritualized act of initiating and maintaining conversation”

(2010, p.364). He focuses firstly on how space is constructed and lived differently
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by blind and sighted individuals. The distinction he comes up with enables him to
evaluate how blind pedestrians would negotiate the physical environment when they
“try to elicit route descriptions from sighted strangers” (p.364). The exciting part of
this study is not only that it covers a simple everyday interaction between the blind
and the sighted, but it also elaborates discursive, acoustic, and physical signs within
that interaction. Called “‘Just go straight ahead’ How Blind and Sighted Pedestrians
Negotiate Space,” the article comprises analysis with over 300 encounter recordings.

Van Amsterdam et al. (2015) offer us another source leaning on disability issues and
self-conceptualization of the body in their work. In their study, the authors explore
“how physically disabled youth who participate in mainstream education
discursively construct and position themselves in relation to dominant discourses
about sport and physicality that mark their bodies as ‘abnormal’ and ‘deviant™
(p.152). Besides its sociological remarks, it gives a comprehensive but compact

view of education-related literature on disability and education.

Conceptualization of normalcy among young people is also studied by Almog
(2018). Almog points out after two years of longitudinal interviews with sixteen
legally blind students that they have their coping mechanisms of “integrating their
identity both as disabled and as students” (p.1). The interviewees addressed
blindness as a difficulty but not as a “central thing in life” (p.6), which for the author

resulted in normalizing their disability in their mundane relations.

2.12. Disability Studies: Gender

Many studies in the relevant literature could be elaborated with disability and gender
from Goffman’s perspective. Darling strives to “apply a sociological framework to
explain the relationship between society and self-concept in individuals with
disabilities” (Thompson, 2014). Her piece (2013) revitalizes interactionist and
identity scholarship of the earlier years while simultaneously paving the way for
crucial theoretical and practical future advancements. This inquiry’s theoretical

framework goes parallel with her standpoint.
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According to West and Zimmerman, “[t]he concept of ‘doing gender’ demonstrates
the socially constructed nature of masculinity and femininity as developing out of
repeated, patterned interaction and socialization processes. The authors contend that
gender emerges through interaction, directly contradicting the normative
perspective of gender as an innate state of being or individual quality” (Carter and
Fuller, 2016, p.7). In the light of these arguments, they expanded on Goffman’s
arguments on gender displays “by demonstrating the salience of gender in

interaction as a master status” (Carter and Fuller, 2016, p.7).

In Fraser and Greco’s reader on the body, disability is seen as part of a system in
which value is attributed to body parts, and accordingly, gender conceptualizations
are reproduced. “Women and men with disabilities are seen as less attractive, less
able to marry and be involved in domestic production.” (Fraser and Greco, 2004,
p.170). Indeed, masculinity is a widely studied topic under the heading of disability
and self-conceptualization. Men with disabilities often experience constraints
imposed on their wider social participation.” (Meekosha, 2005, p.7) such as;
pertaining manual labor, seeking health care only when there is an extreme need,
not receiving unemployment or welfare benefits (since it is a needy position for a
man and he has to deserve the money he earns through his own labor), and being an

active participant in bodily sports (Gahman, 2016, p.702).

There is also an emphasis on women with disabilities in the literature who are
considered as having “an impairment of femininity and sexuality” if they are not
non-disabled. Burcu (2015) points out that women with disabilities are targets of
double discrimination, and in return, it becomes a major challenge for them to
present their selves due to different social expectations. Burcu, (2015) underlines
that women’s and disabled people’s bodies are subject to a certain socially
constructed understanding of a naturalness (p.87). Namely, social characteristics of
both woman’s body and blind individual’s body are predetermined by the ableist
(Goodley, 2014) and normalizing society through some biological excuses (sex and
bodily impairment) (Kafer, 2013, p.14).
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2.13. Studies on the Normal in Turkey

Empirical disability studies in Turkey are heavily studied with particular patterns.
Among related thesis studies, there are either problem-solving-oriented inquiries
mostly on institutional participation/accessibility or studies gathering information
of a group of disabled people without theoretically enframing the analysis and
describing them as passive victims of discrimination. Esra Burcu’s (2015) disability
reader called “Engellilik Sosyolojisi” (Sociology of Disability) could be referred to
as a representing compilation of related sources. Studies leaning towards disability
mainly refer to the topics of participation in employment and education. One of the
most prevalent kinds of disability groups as objects of analysis is mentally

challenged individuals.

Additionally, almost every three out of four studies are handled within social policy
disciplines or technological developments regarding the accessibility of the
disabled. (Burcu, 2015, p.182-283). However, the studies can be discussed in line
with the concept of normal.

Uzunaslan (2016) utilizes Goffman’s Stigma in his master’s thesis on blind and
orthopedically handicapped individuals. Through in-depth interviews with 45
participants, he divides his findings into three aspects: social Stigma,
relational/interactional Stigma, self-stigmatizing. He underlines the fact that persons
are exposed to all three negative aspects. Although the central focus of his study is
not the normal, between the lines of his findings, he proposes that “lives that are
unfamiliar or unknown to the individual should not startle her/him or cause her/him
to act defensively” (p.117). It could have been essential to merge this topic with the
normal of the disabled since stigmatizing mechanisms might be pointed at who has
unfamiliar or unknown traits. Uzunaslan’s inquiry made me think about what normal
is for disabled individuals. If the author aims to address the keys to “consider
disability only as a difference” or as “a cultural wealth” (p.116), their everyday

normal has to be added to the equation.
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Gelgec-Bakacak (2008), in her Ph.D. thesis, focuses on the distinction of normal
and pathological regarding the understanding of mental illness. She emphasizes that
discrepancies of biomedical definitions pushed other disciplines such as sociology
to delve into the meaning of the two concepts. Although her focal point is not
Stigma, sections from her interviews demonstrate that individuals distinguish
ab/normals through specific characteristics that lead to stigmatization. For example,
having ragged clothes, having long shaggy beard and hair (p.97), laughing and
talking too loudly in public spaces (p.98), and cursing and talking aggressively with
strangers (p.100) are referred to be some of the signs of being abnormal for the
participants. Her analysis provides a range of exemplifying data for respondents’
conceptualization of the ab/normal in terms of social, behavioral rules, religious and
ethical rules and traditions, the discrepancy between social status and roles, gender

inequality, and violence.

Unal (2018), in her doctoral dissertation, leans upon “self-concept development of
Turkish people with physical disabilities in relation to their body [appearance] and
functionality” (p.iv). One would infer from Unal’s research that she elaborates the
normal as a produced, preferred, and imposed “category of ableness” and underlines
that this category’s authority grounds its validation on its existence, i.e., has an
introspective validation (Unal, 2018, p.10). She strives to reveal disabled individuals’
internalization and questioning of idealist and ableist societal norms and their effects on
disabled persons’ lives (p.143). She adopts a qualitative methodology and conducts
grounded research due to the scarce literature on the topic in Turkey (p.29). Her research
made me think how a psychological aspect (such as internalization of normal) and a
sociological angle (such as social reproduction of normal) of a phenomenon are

intertwined and thus have to be carefully examined.

Eryigit-Giinler (2011) puts the disease of “chronic renal failure patients who
undergo hemodialysis treatment” at the center of her research in line with social
roles, expectations, and problems. She discusses this condition as a primary trait
while defining the individuals and considers it an undesired difference with a
theoretical focus of Goffman’s theory on Stigma. Namely, the essentiality of the

disease is at the center, and its negative effects are presumed to have a dominant
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effect on their social lives. She assumes that individuals would want to fulfill
normally defined social roles. She argues that ill persons are exempted from some
of the social role expectations, and their families provide the greatest support by
fulfilling those roles for them (p.87), yet this has to be critically questioned. Her
medical approach considers the normal as an inevitable ruler of social life to which
the ill individuals are exposed passively and have to obey. In her thesis, the normal
is argued to be in a superior stigmatizing position who always should remember the
possibility of being a prospective ill as well (p.93), which in my opinion, paves the

way to reproduce the stigmatizing understanding.

Aydin (2013), in her master’s thesis called “Labelled Bodies: A Sociological
Assessment on Handicap,” conducts a literature weighted research. She reveals
theoretical discussions on disability, social construction, and labeling. The author
underlines how disability is constructed as if it produces the “problem” (p.59). The
chapter on the social construction of normal and disability provides a ground to
discuss labeling processes theoretically. In terms of otherness and handling the
normal, the thesis can be utilized to overview the related literature.

Sentiirk (2010) invites us to reconsider the “normal” subject in the theories of social
sciences. In his speech, he leans towards a post-structural understanding of disability
by arguing that discourses on ab/normal bodies are re/produced simultaneously
(p.7). Disability is understood as an institutionally approved trait, and this causes

defining, classifying, and discriminating differences.

Akogul (2019) studies a crucial phenomenon in the everyday lives of individuals with
disabilities: staring. Through respondents’ experiences, it is aimed to reveal how staring
affects their lives and how they are handled. Among her choice of words, she utilizes
the concept of normal to refer individuals who do not have an impairment or chronic
disease. Crucial points of interaction are raised in line with Goffman in the chapter
called “How does the stigmatized individual interacts with the ‘normal’ individual?”
(p-17). Understanding of Stigma and the phenomenon of normal is elaborated
thoroughly on the basis of staring. In line with her study, it is possible to argue that

staring as an everyday interaction reproduces the normal and the stigmatized.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Normalcy becomes a stigma within everyday interactions if and when able-
bodiedness is thought in line with specific stereotypical characteristics, such as a
tragic failure to elaborate blindness only as a difference. Accordingly, persons with
the ability to see can be considered the collectively failing group rather than
individuals. To displace what W. 1. Thomas (1966) said once, the “tragic” view of
ability — or normalcy- “dominates social interactions and social policies” (Oliver,
1990, p.2-3). This statement indicates that the normal is contextual as much as it is
political. The chapter allocated for the methodological framework demonstrates

ways to delve into this context called the normal.

3.1. Method and Methodology

Social research is broadly divided into two approaches: qualitative and quantitative.
Both approaches are used to link the data to ideas or concepts. The data mentioned
is connected to empirical representation (Neuman, 2014, p.204). While the
quantitative approach is used to reach a standardized result through numerical data,
the qualitative approach enables us to analyze “voluminous, diverse, and
nonstandard” data (Neuman, 2014). This study adopts a qualitative approach to
explore meanings, experiences, everyday interactions which could be unearthed in

a more detailed manner through in-depth interviews.

Theories and methodologies are expected to be intermingled in social research.
Symbolic Interactionism, the Goffmanian paradigm in specific, is oriented toward
the micro-level analysis (Neuman, 2014, p.85). The methodological standpoint that
this research has adopted is aimed to be explained following Neuman’s (2014)

proposed steps of the qualitative approach to social research. Firstly, due to these
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steps, normalcy concerning blindness and Stigma are acknowledged in the
preceding chapter with a socio-historical context. Secondly, the Goffmanian
perspective is adopted as an approach, and the research questions are posed in
accordance with it. The choice of this particular paradigm is aimed to be justified by
referring to other relevant discussions regarding the topic. As the third step, after
collecting the data, concepts from Presentation of Everyday Life by Goffman are
utilized with Stigma theory. Here, the fluidity of concepts alleviates overcoming a
static disablement analysis, thus reaching an unfixed understanding of the normal.
These methodological tools have enabled the research to capture the fluctuating
nature of interactions between blind and sighted individuals, with an ever-changing
contextual nature. Many points raised and concepts revealed in the two theories of
Goffman overlap. After the study design, data is collected, analyzed, and interpreted
as the final step (Neuman, 2014, 18-9).

3.2. Data Collection

For the method, semi-structured in-depth interviews are conducted with 20 blind
and sighted individuals. The snowball sampling method is used to reach eligible
respondents for this study as they are chosen due to their blindness or social
relevancy to blind people. This method of sampling fits the purposed of this study
in terms of reaching out to purposively selected target groups. The first target group
is educated blind individuals aged between 18-50 from Turkey. The second target
group is educated sighted individuals who are relatives, friends or partners of blinds.

The second group’s age interval is 18 to 50 as well.

3.3. Interviews

The researcher has reached volunteer participants with an open call text
disseminated through WhatsApp and e-mail groups of a non-governmental
organization (NGO) on disability in Ankara. A blind friend, who is also a member
of this NGO, voluntarily placed this call in their circles. After volunteers contacted
me to participate in this study, two different methods of interviews were utilized:

face-to-face and phone interviews. Fifteen of the interviews were conducted face to
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face, and the remaining were conducted on the phone. Throughout interviews
realized via phone, notes were taken for analysis since voice recording was not

feasible.

Face-to-face meetings were carried out in a private and silent room of a café in
Kizilay. Some participants expressed that they had found the general atmosphere
comfortable to have a sincere conversation. The researcher ordered some tea or
dessert for the interviewees to thank them, as it was promised as a sign of goodwill
while arranging the dates of interviews. Each interview was conducted one-on-one,
lasted for approximately 90 minutes, and was recorded after ensuring the
participants’ consent. All interviewees’ feedbacks and further questions were taken
as notes. At the end of the interview, respondents expressed that they had found the

interview positive in general.

3.4. Respondents

Respondents are Bachelor’s degree students or graduates from different disciplines,
and their age interval is 20 to 50. Twelve of the respondents are blind, and the
remaining eight are sighted individuals who know at least one blind individual
personally. Six participants volunteered to introduce their RFPs as prospective
interviewees; ten participants are included in this study from these volunteering
respondents’ networks. Another characteristic among the interviewees is that
nineteen are heterosexual, and one is homosexual. Among blind interviewees, five
participants are fully blind from birth, and seven individuals can only see the light
or are very low sighted. Since all low-sighted and sightless respondents are legally
defined as blind, they are referred to as blind for the sampling. All blind participants
use a white cane, which they define as a source of independence of movement
individually. All participants reside in Ankara (10), Izmir (7), Istanbul (1), Ordu (1),
and Konya (1). Two respondents from Ankara, and all respondents from Istanbul,
Ordu and Konya were interviewed with phone while the rest were interviewed in
person. All blind participants and three sighted participants are members of certain
NGOs working on disability in Ankara, Izmir, and Istanbul. Further information on

the participants are shown below.
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Table 1. Respondents Table

Pseudonym Gender Age City Blind/ Sighted
Pelin F 30 Ankara B
Gonca F 28 Ankara B
Nevin F 26 Ankara B
Gamze F 23 Ankara B
Tiilay F 25 Ankara B
Leman F 23 Ordu B
Kerem M 49 Konya B
Sinan M 37 Istanbul B
Hasan M 36 Ankara B
Birol M 24 Izmir B
Orhan M 21 Izmir B
Veli M 50 Izmir B
Koray M 27 [zmir S
Cihan M 33 Ankara S
Ahmet M 29 Ankara S
Akif M 24 Ankara S
Naci M 26 [zmir S
Ali M 31 Ankara S
Tilbe F 34 [zmir S
Oya F 32 Izmir S

3.5. Interview Protocol

Interview questions were grouped under different themes, yet they took final shape
within each interview’s unique trajectory. First, the demographic information-
related questions were asked. Second, according to the participant’s associations
with sightedness, difference-related questions were asked. What was the meaning of
being blind or sighted? In which ways were those two traits different or the same in
social life? The aim of asking comparative questions about sighted and blind
individuals is to enable exploring how the interviewees construct or give meaning
to their understanding of normalcy. Accordingly, those questions are designed to
examine the ways sighted persons and blinds construct self-views and elaborate
differences and similarities regarding their perspectives on stigmatized and
normalized features as the research questions address. Third, a group of questions
was allocated to the theme of interaction. The points where the normal and Stigma
are re/produced have been sought within the interactional contexts. Mainly the social
confrontations between the normal and the deviant have been crucial for the

analysis. This theme mainly refers to interactions engaged in public and private
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spheres with sighted or blind strangers or RFPs. How both parties act and react in

these encounters; has been a valuable query.

Regarding research questions, the mentioned interview questions aim to reach the
experiences of blindness and normalcy as much as participants’ negotiation of
things, persons, and spaces. Apart from these themes, there are the respondents’
interpretations of their evoked memories and attributed meanings about mundane
ab/normal interactions. The questions are prepared to examine the functioning of
normalcy in comparison with blindness and Stigma, which is addressed in the first

research question. The conducted questionnaire can be found at the end of the thesis.

3.6. Analysis

Presentation of self is an extensive term referring to all acts of performance in the
dramaturgical analysis. According to Goffman (1990), the term performance is used
to “refer to all the activity of an individual which occurred during a period marked
by his continuous presence, before a particular set of observers and which has some
influence on the observers” (p.13). Performances are explained with the grouped

concepts below in Goffman’s book. These concepts are used in the analysis

3.6.1. Dramaturgical Analysis

Dramaturgical analysis centralizes interaction and symbolic meanings behind
individuals’ everyday performances. Goffman examines performances under
Presentation of Self with the following elements below. These elements are aimed

to be elaborated with the concept of the normal.

3.6.1.1. Front

The front divides into two; the setting and the personal front. The setting is the fixed
background providing the props for the scene. Personal front refers to the “items of
expressive equipment, the items that we most intimately identify with the performer
himself and that we naturally expect will follow the performer wherever he goes”

(Goffman, 1990, p.14). The personal front consists of appearance and manners.
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Among a blind’s unfixed equipment, the white cane is an expected prop that would
be exemplified for the field of this thesis. For instance, the dominant context of
blinds’ stigmatization results in the expectance from the blind to carry a white cane
or wear sunglasses everywhere. An example of a fixed equipment for the same
context is deteriorated eyes. Goffman’s often elaborated examples are: age, gender,

clothing, or expressive features, gestures and mimics.

3.6.1.2. Dramatic realization

“While in the presence of others, the individual typically infuses his activity with
signs which dramatically highlight and portray confirmatory facts that might
otherwise remain unapparent or obscure.” Dramatic realization stems from one’s
need to emphasize what one wishes to convey during the interaction (Goffman,
1990, p.19). The insecurity about acceptance lies behind this term. Indeed, Goffman
associates the term with the persons who think they would not fit in a group and face
the danger of stigmatization (Goffman, 1963), which is also an example of the
relation of the dramatic realization with “in-group alignment” examined under the
Section 3.6.2.4 below. A blind’s overly performed efforts of breaking the ice when
meeting with a new sighted friend who seems uncomfortable with blindness can be

counted as an example for the dramatic realization concerning the field of this thesis.

3.6.1.3. Idealization

“To the degree that a performance highlights the common official values of the
society in which it occurs, we may look upon it, as a [...] reaffirmation of the moral
values of the community” (Goffman, 1990, p.23). Namely, it refers to the intention
of reflecting one’s self as the same with or similar to the contextually defined ideal
person. ldealization occurs to demonstrate or highlight one’s characteristics that
overlap with the normal (Goffman, 2018, p.44-5). For example, eyesight is often
associated with understanding the other even though the biological condition does
not necessarily bring about this social capability. In this context, eyesight is

idealized for normal communication.
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3.6.1.4. Maintenance of Expressive Control

“[Plerformers commonly attempt to exert a kind of synecdochic responsibility,
making sure that as many as possible of the minor events in the performance [...]
will occur in such a way as to convey either no impression or an impression that is
compatible and consistent with the overall definition of the situation that is being
fostered” (Goffman, 2018, p.33). A field-related example to “[t]he overall definition
of the situation that is being fostered” is a sighted person’s anger management
towards the blind. For example, a sighted person is insulted by a fellow sighted and
expresses her anger. However, unlike the former case, she refrains from showing
her anger towards a blind. This performance exemplifies the sighted person’s
maintenance of her expressive control. In the latter context, anger is not an
acceptable normal action, which should be analyzed with the hierarchy the context

reproduces.

3.6.1.5. Misrepresentation

As the audience tends to accept incoming signs, the performer may be
misunderstood at times, “and [this] makes it necessary for him to exercise expressive
care regarding everything he does when before the audience” (Goffman, 2018,
p.37). If he performs differently than he intends to, misrepresentation is the case.
Misrepresentation can be intentional as well. An example of this is eye contact in
this study. Namely, to give an impression of a normal interactant, a low-sighted
(officially blind) individual makes eye contact by guessing where the other’s face
is. This performance exemplifies the blind’s misrepresentation giving off an

impression as if he is sighted.

3.6.1.6. Mystification

It refers to restrictions placed upon contact and the performer's social distance
between herself and the audience (Goffman, 2018, p.45). Goffman elaborates
mystification with failing or embarrassing traits of the performers that she prefers to

hide. These traits’ meaning and, thus, what they connotate depends on the
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interactional context. For example, the biological difference of a low-sighted
person’s eyes can turn into an embarrassing trait to hide when the context normalizes
eyesight over blindness. Considering the field, when the sighted hides from the
blind, the convenience of eye contact in a context can be an example of

mystification.

3.6.1.7. Reality and Contrivance

In addition to the sincere and cynical acts elaborated in the theoretical framework,
there is a thin line between reality and contrivance examined with anticipatory
socialization by Goffman (2018, p.78). For him, patterned performances are
expected from persons with similar traits in society. Since we all are born into these
accepted performance patterns, what is contrived concerning our social status and
our real performances often overlap. This aspect of Goffman’s performances is
processed with a sociological approach, and its psychological angle is overlooked

in the analysis.

3.6.2. Stigma

In Goffman’s presentation of the everyday self, front, backstage, and outside are
three distinctions regarding the realization of the performance, preparation for the
role, and being entirely out of that particular play (Goffman, 1990). He mainly
operates front, where actual play is at issue, and he opens up the performance under
different groupings of an act (Calhoun, 2012, p.51-65). In the research design of this
study, these groupings of (a) personal front, (b) dramatic realization, (c) idealization,
(d) maintenance of expressive control, (e) misrepresentation, (f) mystification, and
(9) reality and contrivance are used for classifications explored under the play in
general (Goffman, 1990, p.28-82). These concepts and the concepts from Stigma

below are the analysis tools to examine the data gathered through interviews.

Stigma theory also enables me to use a group of concepts that are mentioned in the

introduction part.
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3.6.2.1. Stigma and Social Identity

It is an essential concept concerning blind individuals’ point of view when normalcy
is analyzed. Namely, looking from the other side, if stigmas reproduced by the
sighted refer to interpretations about blindness, then stigmas that blind people
reproduce can be evaluated as interpretations about normalcy. Therefore, blind
people’s reflections on normalcy and their interactions with normal people can be

used to explore dominant normalcy understanding.

3.6.2.2. Information Control and Personal Identity

While analyzing the normalcy, it is crucial to focus on information control by
normals. What is tried to be hidden by normal when they are confronted with the
context of blindness? Information control refers to these factors. This concept is also
processed in the analysis as the opposite of Dramatic Realization, which refers to

intentionally revealing some points in the performance of normals.

3.6.2.3. Ego Identity

“The stigmatized individual [...] finds himself in an arena of detailed argument and
discussion concerning what he ought to think of himself, that is, his ego identity”
(Goffman, 1963, p.124). After the confrontation with the blind, what the sighted feel
of herself, can be one of the questions related to this analysis. Goffman evaluates
this notion with the following concept, In Group Alignment, in which the person’s

Ego Identity is at stake.

3.6.2.4. In-Group Alignment

“The individual’s real group [...] is the aggregate of persons who are likely to have
to suffer the same deprivations as he suffers because of having the same stigma; his
real ‘group,’ in fact, is the category which can serve as his discrediting” (Goffman,
1963, p.113). In the analysis of normalcy, this concept is evaluated not with the

understanding of “suffering” of disability stigma, but with feeling as a member of a
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group. It is vital through which factors normals feel belonging to their group, in

which their Ego Identity is revealed.

This research design does not expect to posit every interpretation about Presentation
of Self and Stigma under only one group, but this is only an analytical guide to
examine the overall material systematically. With a special focus on expressions
about normalcy, raw data will be gathered under classifications and then processed
with relevant theoretical interpretations. In light of repeatedly encountered patterns
and distribution among the groupings, comparison and analysis are strived to be

generated.

3.7. Merging Tools from Dramaturgical Analysis and Performances

The central theory used in this thesis is the Stigma Theory, yet this theory alone does
not suffice to grasp the fluid and interactively processing re/production of the normal
as a context. This is because the methodological tools the Stigma theory provides
are more static and constructional. While Goffman argues that Stigma is an
interaction, he develops stagnant tools that prevent the process and capture
individuals as the main actors. In line with his idea of a contextual phenomenon of
Stigma, we have to catch what is processual with additional tools. Due to this
challenge, dramaturgical analysis tools in the Performances from the “Presentation
of the Self in Everyday Life” are used for connection and mobility between the
stagnant terms of the Stigma. The means provided from Dramaturgical Analysis are

aimed to enable this study to have a more process-based framework.

In the studies handling disability, there is often one taken for granted common
ground: the normal. Unlike them, the methodological framework here tries to take
the context of sightedness (normalcy) as its object of analysis; it is considered as a

machine operating through confrontations and interactions.
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3.8. Reflexivity

“[R]eflexive knowledge is self-aware, value-oriented knowledge. [It is created] to
build on specific moral commitments, consciously reflect on the context and
processes of knowledge creation, and emphasize the implications of knowledge.
When we create reflexive knowledge, we ask questions such as: Why and how are
we creating this knowledge? What is the relevance or importance of this knowledge,
and for whom?” (Neuman, 2014, p.36).

One of the main difficulties was the fact that the sampling itself implies an inevitable
discrimination of blind people as they are chosen only because they carry the
characteristic of living with this disability. For instance, if | as a researcher would
choose to study able-bodied METU students’ thoughts about disability, it would be
easier to arrange meetings with people in accordance with my sampling. However,
something pulled me back when | saw a young blind student whom | never met
before at the campus; | hesitated to ask whether she could contribute to my study
just because she was blind. “What if this offends her”; I found myself asking this
question. The thought of approving and reproducing of a discriminative attitude

towards disability made me want to quit at start and this was a main difficulty.

My fear grew with the gatekeeper’s these very words; “Our group has had enough
of these interviews actually, so I do not know how many of them would want to
volunteer in your study.” It should be asked how meaningful it is when a sociologist
goes to the field, asks many questions or does observation, leaves the field, and
usually ends her study with a written document that usually does not touch those
people again. It should also be asked, why is literature — especially in Turkey- not
loaded with articles on the interviews which the gatekeeper told me about? Is what
we do worth these? | find it horizon-widening to question a sociologist’s own
methods and consequences of the field, such as causing a group of people to “have

enough of the interviews”.

Owing to my curiosity, | strived to overcome these two hardships by sharing them

with the interviewees and asking them what possible reasons or solutions would be.
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At this stage, a reflexive perspective has to be adapted since they pointed out the
prejudice about disability. They underlined that these over-polite attitudes towards
people living with disabilities -for example, over-thinking whether one would
offend a blind person, fear of “doing anything wrong”- stem from, an internalized
prejudice of considering people with disabilities as disadvantaged, suffering people
who need help and additional care. Therefore, it has been vital for me to see that I,
as a daughter of a low-sighted father, have certain presuppositions and prejudices,
and as a researcher, | am glad that | have faced them.

On the other hand, this was not the only challenge of having a low-sighted close Kin.
After | had reached blind participants, | have felt very comfortable around them this
time. Namely, | felt like 1 was one of them. This “process of identification”
sometimes leads to unrealistic expectations and overseeing differences stemming
from “normal’s normalizing [being] so complete” (Davis, 1961, p.129). This carried
the risk that my personal standpoint as a normal and as a professional would have

been blurred.

Planning the meetings with blind individuals limited accessibility as blinds use only
certain streets and transportation options. | thought conducting interviews via phone,
which was their preference instead of video talk, could cause limitations in terms of

observation, but it turned out to be more or less the same.

Coming to the sighted participants, it has been a challenge to reach RFPs of blind
individuals. This was due to firstly, I could not reach any active platform or an NGO
specific to “people knowing blind persons” and secondly, blind volunteers were
reluctant to tell people around them about the study. Their reluctance stems from
concerns about anonymity as a few participants explained. It has been crucial to
make them feel comfortable since the topic is usually a red line that should not be
crossed. Their considerations were being offensive to blind individuals in general.

This red line is aimed to be revealed more in the analysis part.

As | have reached interviewees with a help of my friend, | had the advantage of

gaining rapport. Additionally, both sighted and blind individuals were all socially
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comfortable people with excellent communication skills that eased interviews very
much. The advantageous aspect of in-depth interview also should be pointed out, it
provided the questions to be shaped in accordance with the interviewee. The fact
that they gave consent for voice recording was another advantage. Another strength
is the fact that participants consist of both sighted and blind individuals. Interviews
conducted with blinds are also thought as interactions between a sighted and a blind,
which is considered to be another advantage. Additionally, gender equality was
intended at the beginning of the research, yet women outnumbered men. This is
thought as an unintended but an advantageous consequence of positive

discrimination in the sampling.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS

From a Goffmanian standpoint, an individual cannot be steadily defined as
stigmatized or normal. This argument can be explained in two ways. Firstly, he says
that the normal and the stigmatized cannot be defined without interaction. Namely,
he handles both as contexts reproduced within the interaction with all interactional
elements such as time, space, wordings, or interactants involved. Secondly, their
distinction is hardly possible also because the normal and the stigma have layers
themselves. This difficulty of distinction is the very point Goffman prefers to stand
on, as it allows to analyze the changing nature of interaction without fixing
identities. To overcome this hardship in his interaction analysis, Goffman uses the
two words as analytical tools. He adopts the frequency of being normalized and
stigmatized as the basis when he operates the terms as pronouns. For example,
Goffman calls the non-disabled person “normal” as they are less frequently
stigmatized and more frequently normalized in everyday interactions due to
dominant societal norms. This way, he unveils the interactions within which the
context of normal is reproduced, i.e., how the attributions of the normal are
(re)affirmed. Surely, his operational efforts could be considered a fixing approach
in a post-modernist discussion, which this thesis does not adopt as a central

deliberation.

Hence, the interactants with the ability to see are hitherto called normals for
analytical reasons in this thesis as well. Due to the same reason, the blind/ low
sighted and the stigmatized are interchangeably used. When two normals interact,
the context of normal continues to be reaffirmed, i.e., the normal ways of interaction
are operated seamlessly, such as making eye contact. Namely, within two normals’

interaction, the reproducing contexts of normal are hardly visible. On the other hand,
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when the engagement is composed of blind/low-sighted and sighted interactants, the
normal ways of interaction may not be operated smoothly. Then, the conflicting
points of interaction can be observed more easily since differences of the interactants
might push them to reproduce the normal in less usual ways. Thus, observing the
interaction between the stigmatized and the normal gives away the conflicting
encounters. Due to interactant’s un/desired differences, these conflictual points
might precede the stigmatization process of the blind as much as the normalization
process of the sighted.

Many “sign vehicles,” i.e., “many sources of information” about an individual,
convey what to expect from her in a social context and what she wants others to
know about her (Goffman, 1956, p.1). In line with Goffman’s concepts of
performances, these sign vehicles of interactions will be elaborated with the themes
that are repeatedly mentioned in the interviews. The aim is to find out the main

points of interaction through which the normal is reproduced.

The existence of blindness undeniably involves evolutionary and biological
construction processes. It has to be acknowledged that seeing refers to a physically
constructing biological state, yet its absence inevitably brings about social
phenomena. Thus, the limits in this analysis are drawn around the stigmatizing social
attributes and their social processes of reconstruction. Namely, setting aside the
biological and physical aspects, the sociological reflection of seeing and its
interactive products are unveiled in this thesis. For instance, while it is a biological
condition that eye contact is not possible between a blind and his friend, thinking
that he may not understand her fully due to this condition refers to an interactive and
social reproduction of a social superiority of sightedness.

4.1. Front

Being the first concept of the chapter called Performances in the book Presentation
of Self in Everyday Life, “front” divides into two sub-categories; the “setting” and
the “personal front.” The setting involves any physical items that enable ‘“the

scenery and stage props for human action.” It is an essential component that would
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influence the interaction between persons and the individual’s interaction with

spaces or objects (Goffman, 1956, p.13).

One day we went to the cinema with friends who had just met [my blind
friend]. They asked me a bunch of questions afterward. “Was she
comfortable?”, “What did she specifically enjoy; did she like just being there
or the sound effects?” [...] Of course, I didn’t ask her these. Those questions
include a subtitle with giant letters and neon lights “because you don’t see
things, you know” (Ali, 31).*

For Goffman, consistency is expected between the performer’s personal front and
the setting. The consistency here refers to the dominant normal culture. The normal
value associated with this consistency in this expectation suggests that the blind does
not enjoy a movie or cannot be a participant in this intellectual mode of
consumption. The normally defined consumption of a movie is heavily centered on
visuality. Namely, a blind’s personal front and a movie theater where a visual
spectacle is shown do not cohere for the normal. Goffman says that such an
expectation of coherence represents an ideal type (1956, p.16). Thus among other
characteristics of an ideally typical person expected to be in a movie theater, one

comes into the front: sightedness.

The setting has a considerable effect on the interaction in which the normal is
sought. The settings “establish the categories of persons likely to be encountered
there” (Goffman, 1963, p.2). A blind, in this case, is not among the group of
anticipated others to be present at this setting of interaction. If she were so, her
presence would not raise a “special attention or thought” (Goffman, 1963). Indeed,
Ali’s friends do not ask Ali whether it was challenging for him to see a movie, nor
they ask if they do something wrong with him, but they do both when it comes to
Ali’s blind friend. Therefore, the reproduced normal refers to the ability to be
present at particular settings without compelling any special attention or thought.

The ontological aspect of blindness has to be elaborated in line with “the ability to

4 Bir giin sinemaya gittik, benim arkadaslarim vardi [gormeyen arkadasimla] o giin tamismislard.
Neyse film bitti, bana sorup durdular; rahat etti mi, iste tam neyi sevmig, ortamdan mi keyif almig
yoksa ses efektlerinden mi... Ben ona sormadim bunlar tabii ki, resmen “hani ¢linkii gormiiyosun
ya” mesaji igceriyor bu sorular. Hatta boyle biiyiik harflerle neonlu falan yanip sénen alt yazi seklinde
bir mesaj.

49



be present.” In the context of normal, blindness is not defined as a thing. Its
elusiveness hinders acknowledging its existence within the normal social. It can be
deduced from this point that the reproduction of normal might not carry the intention
of suppressing the disabled; the normal essentially does not contain a space to

position the blind.

The second theme is the personal front, involving the pieces that are primarily
associated with the performer. These expressive sign vehicles are often expected to
be with the performer everywhere she goes, though they may be relatively fixed
(such as an outward turned eye) or relatively mobile (such as a white cane).
Depending on the function they fulfill, the stimuli of the personal front are divided

into two by Goffman; “appearance” and “manner.” (Goffman, 1956, p.14-15)

She did not have a pen nor a notebook, but she had this writing kit for the
Braille alphabet that made rattling sounds. Our classroom was crowded and
loud, but this voice caught my attention. (Ali, 31)°

People don’t understand my visual disability when I take somebody’s arm and
walk without my white cane. Then they treat me like a sighted person for a
while. They get surprised when they find out [that I don’t see]. (Gonca, 28)°

Besides the consistency expected between the personal front and the setting, the sub-
concepts of appearance and manner are also expected to harmonize with each other
and with the setting. For example, in the setting of a classroom, the unfixed
appearance of Braille writing tools attracts attention. Indeed, Ali notices the rattling
sounds of a blind’s Braille writing kit because that sound is unexpected in the setting
of the classroom. Similarly, in the setting of public space, a blind’s manner of

walking is not assumed to be almost independent. The confusion occurs since the

5 Defter kalemi yok da Braille alfabesiyle mi ne sesler geliyor simif da kalabalik ama dikkatimi cekti.
Ben o zaman dedim ki tamigmak istiyorum. Sonrasinda birkag kere gormedigini fark etmedim.
Goriiyor ama az goriiyor zannettim ama hi¢ gormiiyormus meger.

8 Anlamiyorlar koluna girip yiiriiyiince, bir de beyaz bastona gerek yok ya dyle yiiriirken. Konusup
ediyorlar, sonradan anlayan oluyor aa hi¢ anlasimuyor diyor mesela.
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blind is associated with the sign vehicle of a white cane, sunglasses, or with

particular restrictions regarding the blind’s physical mobility.

Goffman (1963) defines social identity as socially constructed attributes and
characteristics that enable us to categorize the individual we encounter and
anticipate what she is “ought to be.” We can say that social identity primarily
depends on the dominant social norms of the society, and thus, the stigma, the
normal, and social identity influence each other. The social identity that is attributed

to blind individuals carries the possibility of strict categorizations or stereotyping.

People I don’t know were calling me Sabriye at school. One day I asked one
of them who on earth this Sabriye is. He said he met her once and confused me
with her since we were both visually disabled. He knows this girl but sees me
for the first time! How is this possible? ‘My name is Pelin,” I said, ‘do not
forget this! [hits her hand on the table twice]. Don’t think of people
stereotypically, and do not ever confuse me with someone else again!” (Pelin,
30)’

The interaction above is an exemplifying encounter in which a social identity
categorization of blinds results in a stereotypical expectation. The person who
interacts with Pelin has met Sabriye only once, and he remembers her visual
impairment as a part of her social identity. In line with Goffman’s social identity
definition, if neither Sabriye nor Pelin were blind, he might not have confused them
with one another. Therefore, at this point of interaction, the normal of the sighted is

reaffirmed through the social identity of who the blind is.

In line with the arguments on social identity, expectations about the stigmatized’s

personal front are normally reproduced.

As it is told by Tiilay (25) that “they [sighted people] are surprised when they
see that | manage to pretty myself up since physical beauty is by nature a visual

" Tiim gorme engelliler ayni tipe sahiptir gibi bir yarg: var. [Sabriye] diye bir kiz vard: okulda,
orada denk geldim bu bakis agisina. Idari taraf da éSrenci tarafi da beni goriince “[Sabriye]
nasusin?” diyordu. “Ona benzettim”, diyorlardi. Gérece benden uzun sa¢li, teni daha agik renkli
benden kisa bir kiz old ogrendim. Fakat ben goriildiigiimde neden adim [Sabriye] oluyor, ona
benzetiliyorum. Haywdir dedim kim bu [Sabriye]. “Bir ara tamsmistik” dedi, “nasil
benzetebiliyorsun” dedim. “Gérme engelli olunca sen karistirdim” dedi. Beni ilk kez goriiyorsun,
onu taniyorsun. Benim adim Pelin dedim bunu unutma [iki kez masaya vurur] insanlara engeli
dolayistyla belli bir tip olarak diisiinme, beni sakin karigtirma bir daha.
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thing [for them].” This “by nature” visual sign vehicle results in different
reactions as follows.

Sometimes people [refer to my blindness and say] ‘and yet you are so beautiful,
such a shame...’ (Pelin, 30)®

When I do my hair, people say, ‘Wow, you look so pretty.” It becomes an
extraordinary issue, not a casual thing; they embarrass me. (Nevin, 26)°

These interactions show that beauty is an attribution not to be associated with the
blind. In the first interaction above, although she is considered beautiful, there is the
“and yet” factor of a biological difference, whose social context does not overlap
with the normal understanding of beauty. Unlike this victimization, the second
context of interaction above might seem more benevolent. Nevertheless, it refers to
confusion, which also serves the reproduction of the normal understanding of
beauty. The moments of unmet expectations about a stigmatized person’s social
identity and her personal front lead to an uncomfortable situation (Goffman, 1963).
The most commonly referred actions within this context for the sighted interactant
are getting surprised, expressing pity or adulation, staring (Goffman, 1963, p.16;
Garland-Thomson, 2009), or complimenting. For the blind respondents, the
repeating points in interviews are; feeling more accustomed to this discomfort
(Goffman, 1963, p.19), embarrassment, expressing anger, becoming quiet, or

ignoring this part of the interaction.

Data gathered regarding appearance have a common ground; the normal
understanding puts the perception of the self onto the grounds of seeing and being
seen. Namely, the desired difference of normal is reproduced as being worth looking
at and being looked at. Undoubtedly, this is not a generalizing ground as Goffman
says that interactions change depending on time, space, and interactants involved.

8 “Cok da giizelsin ¢cok da bakimhsin masallah”. Bu lafi da ¢ok duydum. [...] bir dvme bile bir yine

yiiceltme noktasinda.

® Bi’ sacimi yapiyorum, ¢ok esktrem bir sey degil. “Cok giizel olmussun ’lar “vay bee”ler... Bunun
tistiinde durmalart yani utandwran bir sey ayrica.
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However, the dominant normal understanding tends to repeat itself within everyday

interactions more, as this is the way it is reproduced. (Goffman, 1956)

Therefore, it is not considered normal when someone without the ability to look
looks nice. This could be associated with today’s societal episteme, which is looking
at and being looked at. If the dominant form of interaction were based on another
ground, the positioning of the blind would have been different. Thus, the dominant

interaction form determines the way of normalizing.

4.2. Dramatic Realization

The right to look well brings us to the issue of inequality nourished by a hierarchal
order. A structural hierarchy that has been inherent within the understanding of
normal is often revealed in dramatically noteworthy performances (Goffman, 1963),
from long discussions with high pitch voices to repeatedly under-handed
implications or gestures. This section refers to the exaggerated moments of the
interactional hierarchy and also to the dramatic efforts of balancing the

interactionally produced order of attributions.

I’m the union rep, so I have a reputation at work; people come and ask me
things. 1 go to the union meetings and then talk to my co-workers about those
important things. | have normalized my life in a sense. They ask me when
tehre’s something they don’t know. | have this respect awakening effect on
people because of this. (Sinan, 37)*°

Goffman mentions the stigmatized person’s efforts to have a “mastery of some areas
of activity” in order to “attempt to correct his condition” (1963, p.10). This
deduction carries the possibility of stereotyping, for performances are hardly
dependent on only one purpose. This set aside a blind’s expertise just like Sinan’s
might pave the way to balance any possible interactional hierarchy. It could be
deduced from his efforts that he needs an additional specialty to be socially relevant.

Since blindness does not have a place in the normal understanding, adding up normal

10 Sendika is yeri temsilcisiyim, orada aktif ¢alisiyorum sendika toplantilarina gidiyvorum. Orada
aktarilanlar: géren gormeyen herkese anlatiyorum. Ben hayati o anlamda normallestirmisim. Is yeri
temsilcisi oldugum igin gelip bana da soruyorlar bir¢ok insan. Bu anlamda ¢ok fazla bir tamnirligim
ve bilinirligim var isyerinde.
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ways of interaction to his biological difference seems to be a solution to exist among
the normal. However, the need for expertise reaffirms the normal. Below is the
relevant quotation from a blind high school teacher who has expertise in religious

culture and moral knowledge.

They might not have respected me, for I don’t see, but [due to my expertise]
people genuinely look up to me. When there is a funeral home, there my social
status shines more. People want me to read the Quran, pray for the soul of the
deceased, and say a few wise words to the crowd. Well, I fulfill a social need
[...]. Even a man with a golden door needs a neighbor with a wooden door.
(Kerem, 49)1*

Kerem acknowledges the structural hierarchies and interacts accordingly. He serves
something that the sighted ones, the “golden door owners,” would need. In addition
to socially showing off one’s achieved desired differences, dramatical efforts are at
stake about responsibilities in the professional or educational life. According to the
interviews, sometimes a dramatical performance is included in the interaction about

the hard work one does.

OK, there are accessibility issues. I’ve had to study twice as hard as my friends
sometimes. On top of that, | have to exaggerate my hard work to convince
others that | have earned what | have achieved. (Oya, 32)?

It has to be mentioned that due to structural accessibility issues, blinds as Oya find
themselves in a disadvantaged position in terms of time and efforts. Besides, the
normal reproducing point raised here is the presupposition of this disadvantage by
the more sighted interactant. In the context of sighted normal, a student’s hard work

is possible through the use of her eyes. The episteme of the blind student is

1 Ama mesela ilahiyatgt oldugumdan dolayr ama genelde tek gérme engelli oldugum i¢in odak
noktast oldugum oluyor. Ama gormeyen kisiden c¢ok ogretmen oldugum icin béyle oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum. Sohbetin gidisati hep senin kontroliinde olmus oluyor, farkli bir saygi duyuyorlar.
Taziyeye gidiyoruz mesela, orada sosyal statii yonlendiriyor ortaligi, Kuran-1 Kerim okuyup ii¢ bes
kelam etme konusunda baska hoca yoksa bana diismiis oluyor. Toplumsal agidan bir ihtiyaci
gideriyorsunuz sonugta. Dua ediyorsunuz. [...] . Senin bir iistiin yanin olmali yardim alacagin
arkadasa katki saglyor olman gerekiyor. Altin kapmin da tahta kapii komsuya ihtiyact olur.

2 Tamam erisilebilirlik sorunlart var, zaten fazla iyimserlik oluyor esitiz demek, asmam gerekenler
var ama bir de ben gistermek zorundayim ¢iinkii bir seyleri basarmak icin, hak etmek icin yeterli
olmadigin diisiiniiyorlar senin. Abartiyorum artik ¢cok ¢alistim diye anlatip, bundan anliyorlar anca.
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structured in a different way than the visual way of knowing since the information
is gathered mostly through touching and hearing. This is one of the reasons Oya tries
to compensate that her way of study is valid. This struggle comes to the fore as a
form of a dramatic realization. On the one hand, dramatic reflection by her reaffirm
the normal episteme of sight as the struggle itself is acknowledging the dominance
of visuality. On the other hand, it could be argued to be the only interactional way

to prove that another way of knowing is possible.

Goffman expresses that the stigmatized is likely to move within a particular social
circle in which the other interactants are more used to his stigma and have
normalized it in a way (1963, p.52). Yet, meetings with someone new may require
some tactics to eliminate the normal’s confusion, especially stemming from having
difficulty in ignoring the “failing” (Goffman, 1963, p.116). Blindness is a difference
that can not be positioned within the sighted normal context, and the blind uses
particular techniques when they introduce this new difference to the persons being
unfamiliar with it. An example of these ice-breaking techniques can be a humorous
sentence adopted by the stigmatized or directly informing the sighted about the

visual impairment.

Sometimes when I meet someone new, I say ‘Oh, hi! I didn’t see you there’,
and we laugh together. Works like a charm. (Hasan, 36)*3

I have to break the ice, or I’ll just be excluded. | need this awareness so | can
be assertive and guide them to start the conversation. (Koray, 27)

Making fun of the difference in the first interaction is noteworthy. Turning the
unknown difference into some issue to laugh at is a widely used technique among
the interviewees. Expectedly the stigmatized becomes more experienced in handling
the bizarre atmosphere resulting from the engagement with the difference of

13 Sey yapiyorum, tanistirryorlar ya “Aa gérmemisim kusura bakma merhaba” diye kendimi
tanittyorum, hemen ortam yumusuyor giiliiyoruz. Her seferinde de ise yariyor valla.

14 Kaynasmak zorundayim yoksa direkt dislaniyorsun. O farkindaligimin olmasi gerekiyor ki
konusmay yénlendirip karst tarafi rahatryorsun, mesela konusmay: baslatmadan falan olmuyor, bir
itmek gerekiyor basta.
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blindness (Goffman, 1963). Hasan and Koray are aware of the possibility of a
tactfulness or distance from the sighted interactants. They sometimes need to step
up to clear the air and show the elephant in the room (Koray, 27). This initiative
requires a humorous attitude at times or acting too friendly. The interviews show
that breaking the ice involves acting more enthusiastic and adapting a more outgoing
attitude than the person actually feels. These ways of dramatizing pave the way for
positioning the context of blindness within the dominant structure of the sighted
normal through interactions. Though they eliminate the fear of the unknown for
particular moments, this way requires those performances in every conflictual

engagement.

The theatrical performance to ease the mentioned encounters also may involve
acting too friendly. Goffman says that normals do not mean any harm, and “when
they [act oddly], it is because they don’t know better. They should therefore be
tactfully helped to act nicely” (1963, 116). However, this perspective carries the
possibility of giving the responsibility of a “friendly” interaction to the stigmatized
and taking away the subjectivity of the normal in terms of educating herself. This
perspective also contributes to the validation of the sighted’s normalized episteme.
On the other hand, acting too nicely is a repeating theme of the conflicting
encounters. This responsibility of acting nice ends up with a discriminative
understanding while there are times it becomes practical in everyday interactions.

Sometimes people just start a conversation and act too friendly to me on the
bus. I know they are trying to get used to interacting with someone who is
visually impaired, so I let them comfort themselves. It’s always nice getting to
know somebody anyway. (Orhan, 21)*

Thus, repeating performances of acting nicely for both analytical groups have to be
handled. Orhan’s point demonstrates an interactively developed familiarity of
blindness for the normal understanding. Correspondingly, this datum overlaps with

Goffman’s arguments about the topic of vulnerability from an angle. Goffman’s

5 Fazla iyi ve boyle canayakin davraniyorlar. Otobiiste oluyor en ¢ok mesela ama ben takmiyorum,
iyilik ettigini hissetmek mi istiyor artik ya da merak ediyor nasil bir sey benimle konusmak. Kendini
alistirmaya ¢alisiyor belki. Sadece kériim diye yani. Iyi oluyor, yeni insanlarla tanismis oluyorum,
sorun etmiyorum ben yani.
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points show that the stigmatized are normally considered vulnerable and in need of
a friendly attitude. However, in line with Orhan’s words, we can come up with two

points regarding the concept of vulnerability.

Firstly, the unknown of blindness is introduced step by step through friendly acts to
protect the normal context’s vulnerability to the unfamiliarity of blindness. The
sighted person speaks to Orhan only because of his biological difference, as it can

be inferred from Orhan’s explanation.

Secondly, the stigma of blindness is attributed to an individual in this case. Orhan is
the blinds’ representative, and a homogenous blind community is assumed.
Acknowledging Orhan’s presence only because of his biological difference from a
sighted subject validates the normal’s dominant position. Therefore, it attributes a
vulnerability or failing to the blind instead of the sighted’s. The normal context
bumps into the sighted one, and validation of their superiority is reached through
having mercy on the other. It is associated with a sense of pity, as some of the
interviewees argue. For them, this is a reaffirming action that [the sighted] is so
much better than [the blind], it’s like she is trying to compensate [the blind’s] bad
situation with kind attitude. (Tiilay, 25)*°.

4.3. Idealization

The normal is reproduced as superior and is idealized through these themes of
interactions: comparison, communicating means, dehumanizing and help, and
degendering. Everyday interactions are inevitably gendered and every finding in the
analysis chapter can be discussed with gender related issues. However, it has to be

noted here that, gender is not among the central concerns of this thesis.

What about the interactions in which more than one person is stigmatized?

Comparing two stigmatized persons came to the fore in the interviews. In the

16 Sanki bir seyi telafi ediyor béyle iyi davraminca ¢iinkii koti bir durumdayim ama o benden iist
konumda ya...
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Goffmanian sense, normalizing requires comparison. This attribute can only be
noticed through corresponding with others that have less undesired differences
(Goffman, 1963, p.3-4).

I have a visually disabled friend; one day, she came to my campus. We hung
out together with my friends. [...] one of my friends said, ‘It seems that you
are just like us after all. [Sighes]. ‘After all our conversations, is this really how
she finally finds out that I am like her?’ I thought. ‘I mean, your friend walks
a bit differently; it’s like she hugs the person next to her while walking around.
But your walk and posture are not like that.’ [...] they kept comparing me with
my friend anyway and found me more normal than her. (Gamze, 23)/

Fully blind means that you cannot see completely; | am not fully blind | am a
low-sighted person. When I’m with my blind friends, people say that I look
like a sighted woman. And with them, honestly, | feel like one. (Gonca, 28)*®

The possibility of attributing more normal features to individuals depending on the
interaction indicates that the expected features of stigma have degrees. These layers
provide a basis to compare. In the first example above, an expectation of blinds’
homogeneity in terms of the way of walking is revealed through another blind
person’s difference. If Gamze and her friend were sighted and Gamze’s friend had
a slouchy posture, would Gamze’s friends compare her with her friend as if these
two persons are members of a hypothetical group? Thus, for the sighted interactants,
the unknown of the blind requires gathering information from blind subjects,
generalizing and comparing the less and more common aspects of the phenomenon
with the normal. Comparing the subjects discloses the reaffirmation that the normal

of sightedness is regarded as a cornerstone originating comparison among the

Y Bana mesela bir arkadasim sey demisti bir tane daha gorme engelli bir arkadasim vard:, misafir
olarak gelmisti okula benim arkadasimdi. Biz onla gezdik, kiz gitti, bir arkadasim dedi ki “Gamze
sen de aslinda ayni bizim gibiymigsin ya,” dediler. Zaten sizin gibiyim ve zaten sizin gibiydim? Ya
yok o kiz biraz degisik yiiriiyor, ama sen ayni bizim gibisin. Dedim hepimiz ayniyiz hepimiz insaniz
sonugta. Onunla beni kiyaslayip beni daha normal buldular. O kiz sarilir gibi yiiriiyor dedi bana.
“Biz seninle o kadar konustuk sen o kizla goriigiince mi benim senin gibi oldugumu diisiindiin,” diye
hissettim.

8 Yurt disinda direkt blind dive geciyor [...]. Sifir isik ya da algi oldugu icin onlarda, ben kér degilim
sonucta az gorenim. Gormeyenlere fiziksel olarak yol gésterivim rehber olurum. Onlarin yaninda
goren olurum, baskalari da bunu diyor.
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stigmatized. However, it is unclear where the normal ends and the stigma starts.
Indeed, sightedness and blindness are not opposite in praxis (Schillmeier, 2007) and
as they mutually define each other (Goffman, 1963, Waldschmidt, 2017). Indeed, in
the second example above, Gonca as a subject who would have been attributed as
less normal in a different interaction turns into a normal subject in a different

interaction.

“I can introduce my blind friend with others like; ‘this is Ayse, Gonca; Gonca,
Ayse [making the introducing hand gesture in the air each time he tells a name,
then laughs]. See? Even in this, I’'m using body language.” (Cihan, 33)*°

For Cihan, the normal way of introducing someone is done with mimics and
gestures. Hence, his adaptation to communicate with the sighted and the blind are
different. Other ways of interaction are possible; but, the sighted normal can not
think of any other way of interacting. This is because, in the normal context,
predominantly visual communication means are available, such as body language or
eye contact. Although other communication means are as functional as the visual
way, they have not normalized as much as the visual ground of sharing information.
Among all means of communication, its idealization prevents noticing other
communication elements such as tone of voice, choice of words, pauses, laughs, and
other empirical ways of exchanging information such as hearing, smelling, or

touching.

Gamze, as a low-sighted individual, might be talking a lot; she says that speaking is
her primary communication means. She thinks her sighted friends are “impatient”
for not listening to her enough, “they get bored very easily.” This is another example
of idealized visual context as people around her expect more visual information to
exchange. On the other hand, communicating with a fully blind friend frustrates her
sometimes since “he moves too slowly when I ask for the salt on the table, or when
we need to hurry” (Gamze, 23). Her points explain that the idealized communication

means is also fluctuating depending on interactants. Indeed, the level of sight or

Y Orada tamstiririm; bak bu Ayse, Gonca; Gonca Ayse diyerek [eliyle tamistirma hareketi yapiyor,
kisileri gosterir gibi]. Ama orada bile su tamstirma el hareketini yapryorum [giiliiyor].
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inclusion of visual aspects of communication change the ideal normal to be

reproduced. This exemplifies the hierarchies between different idealized normals.

The depth of the interaction changes the stratification of normal as well. Many blind
and low-sighted respondents said they would appreciate a visually impaired future
spouse more than a sighted one. In line with Goffman’s words, blinds “value the
understanding of the blind for the blind and [...are] glad for the understanding [that
person] could give” (Goffman, 1963, p.107). As discussed, the biological difference
of interactants might change the functioning of the communication tools. In line with
this, both analytical groups’ epistemic limitations are different, resulting in

conflictual points of interaction.

The conflictual contexts in the communication between a sighted and a blind require
extra effort in everyday interaction. For example, one of the interviewees shared that
he could not have learned how to light a stove for years [from sighted persons] until
his blind friend taught him how (Koray, 27). This example discloses that the
idealized normal of communicating does not overlap with the blind context of

interaction.

We call it [the language of] ‘blindish ‘. When we see a statue, sometimes there
are statues in art exhibitions; we touch its surface together. [...] I wrote a piece
on my mustache. It turns out he didn’t know I had one, so I let him touch my
mustache [laughs]. (Naci, 26)%°

Goffman heavily lays his arguments on the presumption that both analytical groups
idealize the desired differences that the normal holds (1963). However, the idealized
position of the normal may or may not be accepted by any interactant. Though the
frequency of the normal’s re-idealization could outnumber, we have to remember

that, within the interaction and depending on the context, structural hierarchies may

2 Biz su an onu seyle kapatmaya calistyoruz, korciil diyoruz, bir heykel goriince elliyoruz onunla
birlikte, baz1 sergilerde heykeller falan oluyor. Ben ona bazen tarif etmeye ¢alistyorum gorsel seyleri.
Ama dokunabildigimiz yerlere de dokunuyoruz. [...] Gegen ben bir metin yazdim biyiklarimla ilgili,
biyiklarimin oldugunu bilmiyormus meger, dokundu etti falan gecen. Yanlislikla parmagimi da
agzima soktu [giiliiyor].
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not be reproduced. Naci and his friend’s mentioned means of communication refer

to a shared ground in which the sight does not reign.

The interview data show that the blind is thought to be a living being who cannot
take care of himself and needs help for most of his life. The possibility of a visually
impaired person’s different, but non-dependent everyday life is not normally
assumed from literally picking the blind up when she gets into the bus to holding
her white cane “like a leash” (Gamze, 23) to guide her in the subway, the blind
encounters with dehumanizing actions. These interactions mainly come from
strangers; thus it is mainly the stigmatized social identity of the blind that is leaned
on and reproduced. Indeed, personal identity is not even the case as the blind is

dehumanized.

When we go to the doctor’s office, he asks my dad about my soreness. Dad
says, ‘My son can hear, you can ask him.” But he asks the next question to my
father again, unbelievable. (Orhan, 21)*

[The waiter asks] ‘Does she add sugar to her tea?” What does this mean; am I
not here? (Tiilay, 25)?

Goffman mentions this non-person attitude (1963, p.18) in his book Stigma and says
that this is about acting “as if he [is] a non-person, and not present at all as someone
of whom ritual notice is to be taken.” Undoubtedly ignoring the blind’s presence
reproduces a sighted-normalcy. The preassumption of needing help and acting on it
reaffirms this perspective as well. Namely, dehumanization covers over-protective

or interventionist attitudes as follows.

Do you know how many people say ‘Hey Miss, your phone is closed, just so
you know.’, a day, like, a lot. Why would I keep my phone’s screen light on?

2 Doktor babama soruyor mesela “Neresi agriyor,” diye. “Oglum duyup konusabiliyor, kendisine
sorabilirsiniz,” dese bile yine ona soruyor, anlamiyorum ben gergekten.

2 “Caywna seker atar mi,” diyor. Ben yokum orada sanki, ne sa¢gmalik bu?
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I don’t see [laughs]. I always have to convince them that I can’t see but
surprisingly my brain works. (Tilbe, 34)%

Owing to the gathered data, the normal of sightedness is often connected with
understanding other people, knowing what to do in a social situation, reading the
room, being in control, being the subject of an action, and living independently,
among many other abilities that came up during the interviews. As has been
mentioned above, visual impairment comes with some biological consequences, and
this analysis can shed light on the widely accepted social inferences that are

irrelevant to the biological condition.

The normal is reproduced when an individual with visual impairment is treated as
she is not a human. The sighted is thought to have desired differences capable of
thinking, understanding, or hearing. In addition t, the “desired but undesired
differences” (Goffman, 1963) that can be referred to as myths are at stake when it
comes to abilities. Among these differences, a strong memory, sixth sense, an
extreme bump of locality are found. These so-called positive abilities being
normally related to blindness bring benevolent discrimination, and indirectly, an

idealization of sightedness to the mind.

For Deegan (2014), Goffman’s “dramas and dramaturgy are dialectically related to
feminist analysis” (Deegan, 2014, p.80). In line with the idealization, for Goffman
(1956), performances that “tend to incorporate and exemplify the officially
accredited values of the society” (p.23) assure a presentation of an idealized self
whether it implies an inferior social status than the reality. To illustrate the former,
he underlines the presentation of a more idealized self paving way to upward social
mobility; he points out the sign vehicles reflected differently, such as wealth. As an
example to the latter, the fact that people of colour feel obliged to affect “[t]he

2 Ben telefonumun ekrammi kapali kullamirim, sarj yemeye gerek yok, insanlarim whatsappini banka
hesabindaki miktar1 gormelerine gerek yok. Abartmiyorum Ceylin, ben bes bin insana telefonumun
ekranmmin ozellikle kapali oldugunu ag¢iklamak zorunda kaldigimi hatirliyyorum. “Telefonun agik
degil.” Bak! “Sen onu agamadn.” Abi, bir dakika, n’oluyoruz, anlatabiliyor muyum... Gérmiiyorsak
da kafamiz ¢calistyor, bunu anlatmak gerekiyor bir de.
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ignorant, shiftless, happy-go-lucky manner” around whites is an illustration of

playing up an idealized performance (Goffman, 1956, p.25).

In line with Goffman’s discussions, as a carrier of two undermined social statuses,
a disabled woman’s officially accredited idealized self would exemplify negative
attributes. Namely, an ideal blind woman is officially valued to be an asexual and
genderless human (Kallianes and Rubenfeld, 1997, p.203). Indeed, blind men also
are “constrained in their opportunities to nurture and to be nurtured, to be loved and

to love, and to become parents if they so desire” (Fine and Asch, 1988, p.13).

West and Zimmerman (1987) argue that, “[i]n order to enact gender, people with
disabilities must be recognized by others as appropriately masculine or feminine”.
Performing the hierarchy between the normal and the stigmatized has its way
through attributions of gender. Indeed, Goffman (The data gathered show that
usually, sighted persons do not consider the blind as a gendered human being. In
order to fit into the ideal definitions of gender, among other normalized traits, a

person needs to be able-bodied.

The deceivingly socially constructed gender issues are prominent since blind
individuals are physically and mentally able to enjoy their gender identities and
sexual orientations. However, blinds “are often treated as asexual, genderless human
beings” (Women With Disabilities in Australia, n.d) due to the expectations about
defined normal male and female body (Burcu, 2015), such as considering a non-
disabled woman as a future mother. Although expectations such as the example of
“future mother” are discriminatory especially for women, the fact that blind women
are not even included in these widely encountered expectations can be thought as
another layer of stigma (Corbett et. al., 2009, p.198-9 ; Women With Disabilities in
Australia, n.d.).

We all hear, especially from older people, that we would get married
eventually, right? Even though one does not plan to marry, she would be just
“OK, whatever” about it. This everyday thing does not happen to her. This
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message of “you are not normal” hits her when this is not assumed by people
as often. (Cihan, 33)%

Girls used to change in front of me before the PE class in high school. | may
not see, but | was a boy, and it was weird, | think. (Orhan, 21)%®

This woman guided me to the bathroom, but we entered the ladies’ room.
When I reacted to this, women there said, “you won’t do any harm” well, what
shoud I do with this sentence? (Birol, 24)?

Birol’s point — similar to Orhan’s — induces that men are normally thought to be
“harmful,” but blind men are not. Cihan’s point infers that a woman is thought to be
married in her future. Mixed with gender attributions of Turkish society, in the
definition normal woman and man do not include the blind. It can be firstly deduced
from these points that the blind can be thought of as a genderless group in some
interaction contexts. Secondly, blind women are more likely to be exposed to double
discrimination (Meekosha, 2005). Both being blind and being a woman are regarded

on an inferior level normally, as the interviewees point out.

Helping out as a form of flirtation, | think, is common. Even if a woman is
able-bodied, she is thought of as someone in need, and a guy comes over, saves
her; this is an accepted thing. Helping out to a dude is not a wide way of flirting.
So when you help out a blind woman, [you give off] some mixed signals
(Tiilay, 25).%

24 Sen evleneceksin anne olacaksin denince evet deyip gecistiriyor aslinda istemiyor bunu duymak.
Ya da bunu duymaya OK, sorun etmiyor. Daha ¢ok maruz kalma durumu hosuna gidiyor belki bir¢ok
insanin, gormeyene séylenmeyince “tamam duydum bunlari, cebime koyayim bitti” deme secenegi
olmuyor. Normal degilim’i daha bir goziine sokar gibi mi oluyor bilmiyorum.

% Yammda giyinip soyunuyorlardi beden dersinden énce. Yani gormiiyirum ama erkegim sonugta,
aswrt garip bir sey bu bence.

% Bir kadin gel ben seni gétiireyim dedi kadinlar tuvaletine gétiirmiis meger, girdikten sonra
anladim. “N’apiyorsunuz burasi kadinlar tuvaleti mi” dedim “Senden zarar gelmez,” diyor hemen
oradaki diger kadinlar. Rahatsiz olmazlarmus ¢iinkii zarar veremezmisim, ne yapayim ben bu lafla
simdi?

21 “Bir kur bigimi olarak yardim etmek” var bence ve bu kadina daha ¢ok yapilan bir sey, daha fazla
yapilmast normal karsitlantyor en azindan. Erkege yardim etme kur davranisi icerisinde yer alan bir
sey degil. Engellilikle baglantili yardim etmek ile diger tiirlii olan yardim etme kolay karistiriliyor.
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In line with Tiilay’s thoughts, this blurred flirting area risks exposure to sexual
harassment and emotional abuse. Indeed, “after weeks of flirting and texting,”
Leman (23) says, her able-bodied flirt “suddenly friend-zoned” her when the

relationship had started to require a commitment.

4.4. Maintenance of Expressive Control

The normal tends to secure its affirmed position within the society through

maintenance of expressive control. Below are the repeating themes grouped.

Expressive control is vital for a coherent performance, Goffman (1956) says.
Namely, “performers commonly attempt to exert a kind of synecdochic
responsibility, making sure [...] to convey [...] an impression that is compatible and
consistent with the overall definition of the situation that is being fostered”
(Goffman, 1956, p.33). Accordingly, trying to keep the atmosphere neutral or
positive by the sighted is a repeating issue in the interviews. For example, the sighted
tries not to get mad easily at her blind friend, at least in the first months of their
friendship. The unknown territory of arguing with the blind is discomforting. Since
interacting on equal grounds allows expressing one’s own frustration or bearing the

other person’s anger, this struggle brings an unequal context to mind.

We were chatting in class, and our teacher warned both of us. | weirdly felt
happy when she was mad at her too. She is not different from us. Actually,
when [ say “her and us”, it sounds like “they are humans too” as people say for
the LGBT individuals, but I tried to mean that we are all the same. (Akif, 24)%

At first times | approached him carefully as if he is fragile. Then | allowed
myself to be mad at him. We fought a lot, had disagreements, and this changed
my perspective toward disability as a topic. (Naci, 26)%

38 Bir hoca daha vardi, onunla konustuk diye bizi uyarmisti. Garip bir sekilde mutlu hissettim ona
kizilinca. O bizden bir farki yok, hoca goziimiizde bi biiyiimiistii. Ger¢i “biz” “0” deyince “onlar da
insan” denir ya Igbt bireylere, onun gibi oldu ama hani aynyiz anlaminda demek istedim.

2 Basta daha hassas davraniyordum, kirilgan olabilecegini, destekleyebilecegimi diisiiniiyordum.
Sonra ona dfkelenmeye izin verdim kendime. Ona da défkelendim ¢ok tartistik, ¢atistik, bu benim
engellilikle ilgili bakisimi degistirdi aslinda biraz.
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These interactions show that impairment carries the risk of turning into disability
when the normal context and reactions are at stake. As mentioned at the beginning
of the analysis chapter, asking the two questions of “what would have happened
between two sighted individuals” and “how the same interaction changes between a
blind and a sighted” shows us where the conflict happens. Without his friend’s
undesired difference in the normal context, Akif would not have thought about the
“her and us” distinction. Similarly, Naci would not have approached one of his
sighted friends cautiously as if he had a distinct social vulnerability. Goffman says
that under the maintenance of expressive control lies the concern of an incoherent
performance. Naci’s point on “approaching carefully” turns out not to be coherent
with his perspective, and he rearranges his expressive frame. On the other hand,
Akif’s teacher tries to maintain a coherent equal attitude toward every student in the
class. Her perspective evokes Akif’s thoughts as she challenges the normal context
of the sighted.

When 1 accidentally drop a glass of tea, people start to blame each other for
placing it too close to my hand. It can’t be someone else’s fault every single
time. | want to be able to make a mistake; | can take responsibility. (Sinan,
37)30

The right to make a mistake is also a search for the opportunity of maintaining one’s
own coherent performance. From Sinan’s words above, we can see the struggle of a
coherent performance to be maintained that does not nourish his stigmatization. In
his interview, he makes the comparison of his particular social condition with a
sighted person. Having the right to exist as an individual who makes mistakes or
acts clumsy sometimes is what he claims to have as a trait — though blindness defined
by the normal context does not allow that.

30 Cay diistii diyelim elinden géren birinin, bu tiir durumlarda kisi kendini kotii hissediyor. Bunu ben
yapwnca [¢ayr diistirdiigiimde] karsimizdaki daha ¢ok ¢ayimizi karistirmak istiyor, kontrolii bana
vermiyor. Bu olay basima gelince bir kaza olmasin diye diisiiniiyorum. “Olur boyle kazalar”
diyorlar, ya da o evde baska biri varsa kizryor ona “niye tutturmadin, niye dikkat etmedin” diye
obiiriine kiziyor. Kas géz ediyor belki o sirada gormiiyorum. “Ah neden ben halletmedim” diyorlar.
Sakat olarak hayatta hata yapma sansmniz yok, hata yapinca hatanin kendisi zaten fiziksel kusurunuz
oldugu icin. Hata yapabilmek istiyorum, hep iistleniliyor. Hatayr yapinca sizi tanimayan insanlarin
yaninda yapmak lazim.
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In line with Goffman’s (1963) arguments, lowering the expectations about the
stigmatized reassures the normal’s superior position. Whether the other interactant
is one’s thesis advisor or his superior at work, lowered expectations might be
expressed consistently when the responsibilities of the stigmatized are in question.
At this point, two issues have to be highlighted. Firstly, these interactions may
include the stigmatized’s persuading explanations about his success being
dramatically delivered, as covered in the section on “dramatic realization.”

Secondly, low expectations may lead to admiration or jealousy.

When people find out that I’ve graduated from [...], they are like, ‘wow, good
for you, though you’re disabled...” When I say that [ am a Ph.D. student, they
say that | should be proud of myself and they congratulate me, and ask how
have | managed this (Tilbe, 34)

They are more attached to life [...] they in general make peace with this, I’ve
started to think after | had met [my blind friend]. If I were visually disabled, |
would be really grumpy.” (Cihan, 33)%

Goffman mentions this issue of “making peace” and admiration. One of his
quotations from a blind individual is as follows; “You develop a ‘philosophy.’
People seem to insist that you have one and they think you’re kidding when you say
you haven’t” (1963, p.121). Goffman’s arguments on the normal attitude towards a
stigmatized’s stance of good adjustment insinuate that this adjustment is not
normally expected. The normal has low expectations towards the blind and try to
explain this difficulty overcoming will with an admiration. This admiration connotes
almost a miracle, which would be the only explanation that assures the sighted’s

normal position.

I was a successful, hard-working student in high school. | took my exams with
the teacher due to accessibility issues. Others were asking me whether the

3L Biri diyelim seninle sohbet etti, degersizsin ya basta. Doktora yaptigim dgrenince, “0o hocam
masallah engelinize ragmen” diyor. Yiiceliyorsunuz, goziinde sekiz kat degeriniz artiyor. Doga tistii
sanki, “Masallah nasil yaptiniz,” diyor.

%2 Hayata daha baghlar, [...] bununla barismis durumdalar hele arkadasimla tamstiktan sonra buna
daha bir inandim. Ben baya huysuz olurdum gérmiiyor olsam.
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teacher helped me in the exams, | could not convince them. [..] at my college,
someone said that I’'m here because of the disabled quota. (Oya, 32)%

The idealization of sightedness means that its ways of performing an action are the
only acceptable and possible ones. Since this perspective rejects the blind’s ways of
performing, their achievement is thought to be unbelievable at times. Indeed, a
“blind person’s most ordinary deeds — walking nonchalantly up the street, locating
the peas on his plate, lighting a cigarette”, and in this case doing well on the exams,

“- are no longer ordinary” (Goffman, 1963, p.15).

The jealousy between two normals would result in the thought of injustice. It would
even be regarded as a red flag to possible corruption of the normal equal system.
However, when the same case is between a normal and a stigmatized, jealousy
functions as a re-normalizing mechanism since it assumes that a stigmatized cannot
be as successful as a normal. This struggle of bringing the normal back to the top
tries to explain a blind’s success with an intervention — that could only come from a
normal actor — such as the teacher’s help or the system’s quota for disabled students.
Namely, the changes tham seem to be challenging the normal are only thought to be
coming from within the existing hierarchy for the normal understanding. Therefore,
the sighted’s expressions are tried to be maintained in line with the assumed
hierarchy. When the normal overpraise or be jealous of the stigmatized, she tries to

explain the success of the blind to ensure the context of the superior normal.

4.5. Misrepresentation

In Performances, Goffman says that misrepresentation refers to expressive care to
refrain  from misunderstandings about what one represents. For him,
misrepresentation may stem from the performer’s manipulating actions to represent
himself differently or the audience’s misunderstandings (1956, p.37-8). Stigma

theory predominantly revolves around the misrepresentation of the stigmatized. For

33 Bire bir sinav oldugum icin ogretmen mi sana yardim ediyor gibisinden birka¢ insan yiiziime
soyledi, imalar. Hi¢ mi yardim etmiyor sana hoca, belki bir iki sorunu yapiyordur. Bunlari
soylediklerine sasirryordum, ben ¢aliskanim ¢iinkii. [...] Universitede de devam etti, sen buraya
engelli kontenjaniyla girmigsin deyip duruyordu.
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Goffman, if it is possible to reflect a more normal representation, the stigmatized

may resort to misrepresentation and manipulate the normal accordingly.

Goffman says that “the blind sometimes learn to look directly at the speaker even
though this looking accomplishes no seeing, for it prevents [..] unknowingly
violating the code regarding attention cues through which spoken interaction is
organized” (1963, p.104).

[As a teacher] I use gestures and mimics to have dominance in the classroom
and they ease drawing the children’s attention. (Hasan, 36)*

This false impression of being able to communicate via eye contact, gestures and
mimics might stem from the need for private psychological gain. (Goffman, 1956,
p.38-9). By mimicking the sighted, the blind performer, in fact, reaffirms the validity
of these interaction methods, which would contribute to the reproduction of the
sighted’s normal. It has to be noted here that this reproduction often involves coping

mechanisms for integration and group alignment.

Goffman’s moral career in his book Stigma (2018, p.64) comprises inferences from
misrepresentation. He says that the stigmatized go through similar phases of life
such as a confrontation and acknowledgment of his so-called inferiority and dealing
with the normal by internalizing the values and norms it represents. We can say that
the blind’s internalization phases also tend to involve his own actions reaffirming

the dominant understanding of normal.

Even though I don’t need it, I accept it when people ask for help. It is important
to make a positive impression. Some people don’t accept; then they seem
grumpy. They create a negative impression for the sighted ones, but | want to
show that not all of us is like that” (Veli, 50)%®

3 Ogretmen olunca sinifta jest ve mimikleri kullanmam gerekiyor. Sumf hakimiyetini ve dikkate
alinmayr saglyor. Ogrencilere karsi hitabeti kullanmanin parcasi bu ¢tinkii.

3 Ihtivacim yok diyelim, yine kabul ediyorum, orada énemli olan olumlu bir bakis acisi yaratmak.
Kimi kor mesela “Git,” diyor “ben yardim mi istedim,” diye tersliyor. Kétii bir algi olusturuyorlar
gérenlerde, halbuki her gormeyen oyle degil diye ozellikle kabul etmek lazim yardim.
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Veli acts as if he is what the normal expects him to be, which is an example of
misrepresentation toward the sighted audience. Namely, the sighted context
positions the blind subject as an individual in need, and Veli acts upon this

expectation, i.e., reaffirms it, for a positive impression.

Among the involuntary misrepresentations, taboo words and expressions stand out
in interviews. Sayings and proverbs about sight are common in Turkish, so the
sighted interviewees commonly expressed their concerns about how the low-sighted
or blind others would think of them is a repeated theme.

“Have you looked at the- she can’t! Have you seen the- no, I can’t say that
either. Have you gone over the text our instructor uploaded yesterday?” Most
of the time, | think of these details before | speak.(Ahmet, 29)%

She says she doesn’t mind, in fact, she uses those words, but I don’t know; I
pay attention anyways. When 1 let the words slip, | don’t go back to this topic
and apologize. That would make us uncomfortable. (Ali, 31)%

Parallel to Goffman’s (1963) discussions on hiding the “failing” of the stigmatized,
refraining from words on seeing and unintentionally letting them slip out carries a
meaning of highlighting the failing of the blind for Ahmet and Ali. These words
might not refer to the ineptitude to apologize between two sighted interactants.
When the word “blind” is used as an insult between sighted individuals, the

conflicting moment of interaction might not stand out either.

To a sighted friend] he said, ‘Are you blind?’ then turned back to me and
apologized. (Gamze, 23)3®

36 Gérdiim, baktin mi okudun mu derken onlari nasil ¢evirebilirim diye diigiiniiyorum birkag ciimle
oncesinde. [Bir yazar] okunacak mesela, “[Yaziya] bakt-... bakamaz!... sey yaptin mi... géz attin mi
da denmez... bitirdin mi?” diyorum o anda bunlari yasayip. “Bakabildin mi” yi nahif bir bicimde
kullanarak sey yapmaya ¢alisiyorum.

37 Aslinda takmyor da ben yine de dikkat ediyorum kullanmamaya. Hatta kendi “televizyon izledim”
falan diyor mesela. Agzimdan kactif1 da oluyor ama ¢ok iizerinde durmuyorum o anda ¢iinkii
“Pardon,” falan desem ortam iyice gariplesecek, olmamis gibi yapiyorum.

38 [Yanimizdaki bir gérene] “Koér miisiin be?” diyor sonra bana déniip 6ziir diliyor.

70



Gamze’s friend uses the word “blind” as an insult. For him, a level of clumsiness or
lack of noticing something is associated with blindness. As mentioned, pejorative
social associations with blindness are reproduced contextually apart from the
individuals holding the biological difference. However, this interaction exemplifies
that the negative association is directed at the present subject holding the biological
difference. Indeed, all blind interviewees agreed on the personal level of this
insulting attitude, and the majority expressed that blindness has to be considered a
neutral difference. The difference turns into a not-normal failing with these

associations that are followed mainly by embarrassment or apologies.

Among other taboo expressions, the fear of being misunderstood for intentionally
making an offensive joke is noteworthy. A few interviewees expressed that they
actually like making offensive jokes, and they can easily take one. However, they
are afraid to misrepresent their sympathetic performance when making jokes about
sightedness to their blind friends. In other words, for some, offensive and dark
humor cannot be directed at blinds, although it can be for other differences.
Although dark humor itself carries offensiveness, and it is seen as convenient among
the normals, they conflict with their own limitations when the other interactant is
blind. Ali thought that “everything has a limit,” he finds it harmful to joke about
blindness. Respondents explained that their reservation is because blindness is an
unchangeable condition. Nevertheless, when thinking out loud about their
differences carrying the risk of stigmatization, such as being gay, having a hearing
impairment, or being a woman, they reflexively thought about their ways of
thinking. For example, Akif questioned himself during the interview whether he
approaches blindness in a discriminative manner. He said he also is stigmatized due
to an unchangeable trait, for which he would welcome an offensive joke or which
he would not prefer to change. It is firmly possible that he would agree the
reproduced normal is challenged when the choices on offensive humor are
questioned.

According to Goffman, the society tells the stigmatized that she resides within the
larger group, i.e., she is a normal human being. This position of normal is

constructed within the social. However, there is a definite difference about her to a
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certain degree, which results in her stigmatization. This difference is also
collectively produced just like the normal; otherwise, it would not be an issue
standing out. Concisely, the stigmatized is treated as she is just like anyone else and
that she is not. This politics of identity causes the stigmatized to be in a constant
discussion of whom she thinks she ought to be, i.e., her ego identity (Goffman, 1963,
p-123). Goffman’s mentioned discussions on politics of identity are identical with
his definition of ambivalence. A sighted person’s ego identity is in limbo; her
attributes are in some cases better than the blind; at times, the two groups are
interpreted as the same; and occasionally, the blind are thought to be having superior
traits than the sighted.

Though I’m not that much of a dominant, I act tough and surly if I want my
things to get done seriously. (Oya, 32)%

The expression above shows the superior attribution of the sighted about being taken
seriously. Like Oya, the stigmatized have to find ways to fit in in order to overcome
this understanding. Therefore the interactant has to balance her in-group and out-
group alignment processes when the ambivalence is at stake. Additionally, being in
limbo between two groups — the “fellow-sufferers” with whom she shares the same
stigma and “the normals and the wider society they constitute” (Goffman, 1963,
p.112-5) — precedes the concerns about a possible misrepresentation of her reflected
identity. It could also lead to a willingly performed misrepresentation as Oya acts
stricter than she is.

In addition to the stigmatized person’s ambivalence, the sighted group’s confused
attributions are relevant to misrepresentation and group alignment. In other words,
the blind is sometimes regarded to be different and sometimes same in everyday
interactions. The gathered data demonstrate how this grouping is reproduced among

the interactants.

3 Bazi durumlarda ézellikle ciddi takilyyorum, suratsiz duruyorum ki biraz ciddiye alsinlar. Yoksa
hi¢bir isim hallolmuyor.
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As soon as I entered the coffee house, this waiter came over and said, “Here
are your friends,” and took me to a table of visually disabled people whom |
don’t know. (Nevin, 26)*°

Mom says, “Your future husband should be at least 70 percent disabled. Not
more, because he would need many things; but not less, since he would have
unfaithful tendencies and would not appreciate you.”(Tiilay, 25)*

My best friend is blind, and I don’t know why this is an issue for people. (Akif,
24)%

The three examples above firstly demonstrate expectations on two groups’
contextually changing same and different traits. Secondly, they show the fluid
expectations of difference and sameness among the same group. Therefore,
expecting the two groups to be friends or romantically involved only with each other
rigidifies the existence of each group while it reaffirms each individual’s in-group
alignment to their assigned groups. The waiter expects Nevin to meet her friends
who could be blind just like her. If Nevin were not blind, his assumptions would be
vaguer as she would fit the normal more. Tiilay’s mother thinks her daughter could
only be happy with another disabled person. People around Akif find it odd that his
best friend is blind, as similar persons are expected to be friends. On the other hand,
Akif’s friendship shows how the biological difference may not necessarily result in

social incompatibility.

Goffman directly points out the existence of the two groups in the book Stigma and
articulates their reproduction indirectly with the performance of misrepresentation
in his book Presentation of the Self. The latter is about the representation of one’s

own group. In line with respondents’ expressions above, it can be inferred that the

0 Kafeye girdigim gibi garson geldi “Arkadaslariniz surada” deyip beni aldi bir masaya gotiirdii.
Masada gérme engelliler oturuyormus full, beni de onlarin arkadas: diye diisiindii otomatikman,
tanimryorum halbuki.

4 Annem diyor ki mesela evilenecegin kisinin engel orani en fazla %70 olsun ama tamamen engelsiz
de olmasin ¢iinkii senle gezerken baskalarina bakar, gozii baskalarina kayar, sen anlamazsin
goéremezsin diyor. %70 olmasinin sebebi de bana mukayyet olmasi, bana sahip ¢ikmasi gerek o
yiizden, engeli daha yiiksek olursa bu sefer onu yapamaz diye..

4 En yakin arkadasimin gérme engelli olmast insanlari neden geriyor ben anlamiyorum.
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very existence of two groups results in their misrepresentation, whether intentionally
or not. In other words, if there were not two contextually constructed groups from a
biological difference, social discrepancies would not be defined according to which
misrepresentation emerges. In line with this, the grouping is so strong that persons
acknowledge or, at times, intentionally reaffirm them for social interests, as

mentioned above.

4.6. Mystification

Holding the audience — or the other interactant- in a state of mystification concerning
the performer is a way to decrease any possible misrepresentation. Generating awe
would also awaken certain respect and wonder for the other for Goffman. In addition
to this, “[t]he matters the audience leaves alone [...] are likely to be the matters
about which [the performer] would feel shame were a disclosure to occur”
(Goffman, 1956, p.46). Goffman underlines in his definition of mystification that
the audience might not further question the performer’s undisclosed information if

a “shame” is hidden intentionally.

Although Goffman’s mystification says a lot about interaction, blindness is not one
of the stigmatizing symbols that could be easily hidden or mystified; the visibility
of the blind is inevitable (Goffman, 1963, p.48). Thus, blindness cannot be handled
as a mystified trait. In contrast to the stigma of blindness, Goffman says in Stigma
that even the most normal of the normals may have a semi-hidden failing (1963).
Therefore, mystifying a stigma is not different from mystifying a normal trait since
both are only different levels of the same, merging and changing. This understanding

of the normal’s levels overlaps with the section on “less normal” above.

There’s this issue, how often you see someone - you know the saying; who
speaks the most makes more mistakes than anyone. (Ali, 31)*

43 Sey olay1 vardir ya, birini ne kadar sik gériirsen — denir ya ne kadar ¢ok konusursan o kadar hata
yaparsin diye.
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Ali has had a hearing impairment since birth. He gave this information immediately
after our interview started. For Ali, his friendship with Gamze did not start because
of her low-sightedness, but it is one of the factors that has made their friendship
stronger. Ali’s points infer that he and Gamze are two stigmatized persons who do
not mystify their difference. It can be argued that, on the one hand, feeling more
confident and challenging the understanding of normal around other non-mystifiers
and normals are empowering. On the other, this social declaration inevitably stems
from an acknowledgment of the normal to be challenged. Another interviewee, who
is gay, thinks hiding one’s difference or generating a mystification would only make
one’s own life difficult. He also thinks that not hiding their differences is a vital

element of his relationship with his blind friend.

Mystification can be examined with the term “information control” from the Stigma,
as their definitions are alike. Information control does not only refer to hiding an
undesired difference but also overlooking it. Goffman mentions a technique in line
with this overlooking attitude. Namely, when a blind goes to the same market,
restaurant, or other public spaces, it helps the sighted persons around get used to the
differentness. This attempt to create a personal physical space is called “breaking
through” by Davis (Goffman, 1963, p.51). Some blind interviewees explain their
preference for this daily round (Goffman, 1963, p.91) with this familiarity.

I usually go to Migros on the street next to my apartment. They have special
assistance there; they accompany you and read the prices while shopping. [...]
most important thing, they are used to see me and how to behave around me.
(Nevin, 26)*

In addition to accessibility issues, the main reason for Nevin is the familiarity in that
shop. Hence, breaking through means creating a social atmosphere in which the
stigmatized are more normal than in public. Breaking through can be analyzed as a
coping mechanism to surpass possible conflicting points with the sighted. Thus, the

concept is associated with the blind’s indirect mystification towards the audience

4 Evimin orada caddede Migros var oraya gidiyorum. Migroslar engelli hizmetleri gibi bir sey
yapmis, etiketleri okuyorlar, girdiginde ¢ikana kadar yardimci oluyorlar [...] gide gele artik
etrafimda nasil davranacaklarint ¢ozmiis durumdalar, iyi oluyor.
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outside the created social circle. In other words, when the blind is less visible in the

unknown public space, she encounters stigmatizing interactions less often.

Though they may change in the interaction, social hierarchies between the sighted
and the blind have been ordered and fixed through the years. Within the already
structured social order of interaction (Goffman, 1963), the sighted refrains from
exhibiting her desired difference of sightedness around the blind. Namely, the
sighted mystifies her ability to see; and every positive comeback of sightedness
when interacting with a blind. This performance of mystification is learned and
systematically repeated that it has had been taken for granted in everyday

encounters.

For example, we are sitting in the cafeteria with a few friends, and one of them
looks at me and asks, “What did you eat yesterday?”. My blind friend thinks
the question is directed to him and answers. We don’t interrupt him; this is a
harmless thing. In the worst-case scenario, when [our blind friend] finishes his
sentence, the other person asks the same question again, this time by saying
my name. (Birol, 24)%

In the example above, the sighted takes her advantageous communicative position
for granted and mystifies her ability to interact visually. Indeed, by not telling their
blind friend to whom the question is actually directed, all sighted individuals in the
group mentioned above are aware of their normal way of visual-based interaction
and intentionally obscure this. According to the respondent, this is easier and kinder,
which overlaps the functional, systematically repeated, and the taken-for-granted act

of mystifying the normalcy.

4.7. Reality and Contrivance

Goffman’s last term in the Performances is reality and contrivance, referring to
sincere and cynical acts. Goffman says that the performer may or may not know

whether her actions are sincere or cynical (2018, p.76-7). This is also the case for

4 Kantinde oturuyoruz ya, baska arkadaslar da var iste, mesela bir arkadas beni géziiyle imleyerek
diin ne yedigimi soruyor diyelim. [Arkadasim] soru kendisine soruldu sanip cevap veriyor, biz onu
kesmiyoruz o durumda. Ogrenmis oluyoruz iste, zarart yok. En kotii ihtimalle arkadasim bana tekrar
soruyor ismimi séyleyerek, “Peki sen ne yedin, Birol?” diye. Sohbet devam ediyor.
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the audience. In this section, sincere and cynical acts are handled from a sociological

perspective in line with blindness.

While engaging with a sighted interactant, the blind is aware of more information
than the sighted thinks he is delivering. For the sighted, information is gathered
primarily visually through the body language of the other. However, the blind’s

ways to gather information are unknown to the sighted.

| have this inner sight; | feel — I know it when people find me strange. (Gamze, 23)*

Regarding Goffman’s reality and contrivance, the performer’s reality and her
contrived actions are thoroughly connected with social expectations (Goffman,
2018, p.78). Indeed, understanding the other or reading the room, so to speak, is not
among the anticipated traits attributed to the blind socially. Gamze’s reality and

contrivance, in this case, cannot be separated regarding Goffman.

Additionally, Gamze’s point on “mind-reading” refers to a knowledge of the other’s
often insincere act. Indeed, Naci says that his blind friend sometimes tells him that
“he can feel others’ staring,” which turns out to be true every time. This uncertain
way of gathering information about the sighted makes the normal’s dominant state
shaky as well. At moments of staring, deep silences, or winking, the stigmatized’s
way of comprehension comes to the fore. In order to distinguish the cynical and
sincere acts, the episteme of the sighted is limited to the eye. Whereas the blind can
distinguish other information more effectively, as inferred from blind interviewees.
Since the ways of gathering information cannot be conceptualized normally, the
normal find these ways miraculous as “mind-reading” or “having a purely good

heart that enables a wisdom about others.”

The blind can also be wrong about distinguishing her reality and her expected
performance. The blinds are considered to be more in danger by the normal

understanding. Their vulnerability to insincere acts is underlined more in the

4 Bi altinct hissim var icgorii diyebiliriz. Hissediyorum direkt- hatta biliyorum yani o anda
insanlarin beni garipsedigini.
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interviews. Both analytical groups agree that not seeing could ease getting fooled,
yet it is not as easy as the sighted would think for some blind interviewees. In
addition, going out of the house might not be considered dangerous between two
normal or two stigmatized interactants. However, between a stigmatized and a
normal, the stigmatized’s vulnerability to the outside world is a major issue. On the
distinguishing abilities of the two acts, the normal does not know the blind’s

defensive ways as their defense mechanism mainly lays its back to being able to see.

Throughout the section on analysis, | have examined data from the field with
Goffman’s performances of the front, dramatic realization, idealization,
maintenance of expressive control, misrepresentation, mystification, and reality and
contrivance. The analysis revolved around interactions of the normal context with
concepts of stigma, social identity, information control, personal identity, group

alignment, and ego identity.

It is found that the normal sighted refers to the persons that are expected to be present
in public settings. The normal’s front is associated with performing both as a
spectacle and as a spectator. In other words, the understanding of the normal is based
on the episteme of looking. The normal context is also reproduced by the expectation

of particular sign vehicles presented by the blind and the sighted social identities.

With dramatic realization, the normal is the context in which the sighted are assumed
to have sui generis expertise and respect. One of the closest contexts to the normal
for the stigmatized blind is through developing and dramatically performing
different abilities that compensate for the stigma. Other ways reproducing the
normal context are the blind’s breaking the ice with the sighted or the latter’s

engaging with the former in a forcefully friendly way.

The context of the normal is reaffirmed through its everyday idealization. The
hierarchies between sight differences create the levels of the normal and everyday
comparisons between/ among the analytical groups of the analysis. It is found that
the dominant normal way of creating an equal communication ground is through

visual signs of interaction. Another finding is that, the hierarchy between the blind
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and the idealized sighted is nourished by the context of help by the latter for the
passivized former. In addition, the normal sighted attribution comes with having
dominant gender roles and identities of individuals and individuals’ personal

identities.

Maintaining expressive control serves the normal context by keeping the existing
order between blinds and sighted persons. The normal is socially accepted to take
responsibility for their actions and success more than the blind. If the assumed
context is not maintained, the normal is either amused or jealous and tries to explain

that the order is kept the same.

The concept of misrepresentation demonstrated in the analysis that the normal
performance includes particular gestures, mimics, and eye contact. The sighted
normal refrains from assuming blind as an outsider — who needs to align herself to
the other social group of blinds — yet does not consider them group members. This
dilemma stems from the concerns of misrepresentation by the normal performer,

and it keeps the ego identity of the blind in limbo.

Data analyzed with the concept of mystification and information control
demonstrate that mystifying of the normal comes from hiding the prominent social.
In other words, the normal context of the sighted is reproduced by getting so used
to the apparent stigma that it becomes invisible. The field shows accustomed aspects
of the stigma that turn into a part of the normal context.

Comparing the performer’s actual intention and her performance substantially
necessitates a social psychological approach; thus only the sociological aspect of the
analysis is revealed. Reality and contrivance as a twofold concept show that real
performances’ normal and stigmatized contexts may or may not overlap with their
socially expected characteristics, such as the myth of the blind’s sixth sense or mind

reading abilities.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, the socially defined understanding of the normal is strived to be
analyzed with Goffman’s Stigma Theory and Dramaturgical Analysis -
Performances from his Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. The Normal is
analytically conceptualized as the opposite term to the Stigma. Relatedly, having
eyesight is practically operationalized as the opposite difference to being blind.
Therefore, the theoretical framework overlaps with the two groups analyzed in field
research. From humor to anger, all aspects of everyday interaction between the
sighted and the blind are elaborated contextually. Throughout the analysis, the
social attributions to sighted and blind individuals are compared with data gathered
by semi-structured in-depth face-to-face interviews conducted with the two

analytical groups.

According to the findings of this thesis, the functioning of normalcy concerning
sightedness and blindness is hidden in everyday interactions. The context of normal
ensures a social order of interaction, and its practical convenience results in
systematic reproduction of itself. The experiences and attributes of sighted and blind
individuals are interpreted under different performances of interaction. Goffman
(1963) mentions that if he refers to an individual as normal, he does not assume a
fixed group of “the normals,” he only analytically utilizes the term by underlining
its contextuality. Parallel to this, differences and similarities of normal social
attributes due to this biological difference are analyzed. It is found that the the
understanding of normal is reaffirmed within everyday interactions in different

ways.
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It is concluded in this study that the normal is contextually reproduced in
interactions, as explored with research questions. In line with the research questions
at the beginning, data collection revealed the meanings of what normal is in different
social contexts among friends, relatives in private and public spaces. Here, it is
found that what the normal is for the blind and the sighted differ. One of the essential
detail the study concludes, with Goffman’s arguments, is that the normal and the
stigma are only different levels of the same. This study uncovers what the normal is

in general for all interactants.

The central argument of this thesis is that the understanding of normalcy is socially
constructed and reproduced in everyday interactions. Among the findings of the
thesis, individuals, to whom the concept of normal is attributed, are identified with
social opportunities or initiatives such as being in the public sphere, appealing to the
eye, specializing in a field, arousing respect, using gestures and facial expressions
as the dominant way of communication, adopting gender roles, having a sexual
orientation, making mistakes and being rewarded. The contribution of this thesis to
the literature is the use of Goffman's two theories by applying them to micro-
relationships to deepen the analysis of the normal. The findings show that the
context of the normal sighted is reproduced in everyday interactions. This study can
be considered a step towards further studies to distinguish and compare the meaning
of the normal for both analytical groups in the future. The understanding of the

normal by different socioeconomic statuses can be another future area of study.
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APPENDICES

A. QUESTIONNAIRE SHEET

Goriismeci Miilakat Formu

Goriismeci No:

Demografik Bilgiler

Yas: Medeni Durum:
Cinsiyet: Egitim Durumu:
Y o6nelim (Gorlismenin sonlarina dogru soruldu): Boliimii/ Meslegi/ Uzmanlik alani:

1. Cevrende gorme engeli olan / olmayan yakin(lar)in var. En son ne zaman iletisime
gectiniz? Nasil bir iletisiminiz var?

Tanimlar

2. Yakinimin/ senin gormeme durumuna referans verirken 6zellikle kullanmami istedigin /
kullanmamamu tercih ettigin bir kelime var mi1?

3. Goren kisi ve gormeyen bireyi tanimlayabilir misin?

4. Gormek ya da engelsiz olmak senin i¢in ne anlama geliyor?

5. Yakininin / senin ne zaman ve nasil gorme engeli(n) olustu?

6. Korlerin / gorenlerin goziinden goren / kor kisi nasil bir konumda sence?

7. Korlerin / Gorenlerin olusturdugu belli bir géren / kor tiplemesi oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musun? Anlatabilir misin?

8. Goren ve gbrmeyen bireyler senin i¢in nasil bir konumdadir? Senin agindan engelsiz /
engelli kisi sosyal anlamda nasil konumlaniyor? Hangi noktalarda bu ikisi farklilagiyor/

benzesiyor?

9. Bir koriin ya da gérenin yapmasi/yapmamasi gerekenler var midir?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Etkilesimler

Giinliik hayatta ne siklikta engelsiz / engelli bireylerle iletisime gegiyorsun? Ne tarz bir
iletisim bigiminiz oluyor? (Nerelerde, ne zaman, remi/gayr1 resmi, hangi aktiviteler
sirasinda. .. gerceklesiyor?)

Bir korle etkilesime girmek ve bir goren kisiyle etkilesime girmek arasindaki farklar neler
senin i¢in? Farkli / ayn1 davrandigin durumlar neler?

Ozel alan ve kamusal alanda gevreyle girdigin etkilesimler hangi noktalarda farklilasryor?

Sosyal agidan seni en rahat hissettiren etkilesim kiminle gerceklesiyor? Hangi ortamda?
Engel konusunda en rahatsiz oldugun ortam/ diyalog 6rnegi verebilir misin?

Insanlar sence seninle rahatca etkilesime gecebiliyor mu? (Cekinme ya da giriskenlik,
gorgii kurallarina uyma gibi konular) Yakinin i¢in ayni1 soruyu soracak olsam?

Kisisel mesafe koyma konusunda rahat hissettigin/ sikintilar yasadigin durumlar neler?
Yakinin i¢in neler?

[GOormeyen goriismeci ise;]
Gorenlerin seninle karsilastiklarinda rahatsiz hissettikleri anlara kars1 belli bir duyarlilik
gelistirmis durumda misin? Hayir, ise, agiklar misin?

[Goren goriismeci ise; ]
Korlerin seninle Karsilagtiklarinda rahatsiz hissettikleri anlara karsi belli bir duyarlilik
gelistirmis durumda misin? Hayir, ise, agiklar misin?

Onceki sorunun cevabi “Evet”, ise;

e Bunu fark ettigin anlarda nasil hareket ediyorsun?

e Bu durumlarda karsilikli olarak buzlari eritmek i¢in ne gibi hareketler sergiliyorsunuz?
e Buna en sik bagvurman gereken ortamlar hangileri oluyor?

e Kargidaki de senin kadar ¢abaliyor mu bdyle anlarda? Senden farkli neler yapiyor?

Resmi kurumlarda ve devlet dairelerinde insanlarin sana ve yakinina yaklagim bi¢imini
kiyaslar misin? (Hastane, karakol, vs.)

[GOormeyen goriismeci ise;]
Ailende bagka gdrmeyen birey var mi1? Varsa o kisiyle senin ve ailenin iletigimini
kiyaslayabilir misin?

[Goren goriismeci ise; ]
Ailende gormeyen ya da engelli birey var m1? Varsa o kisiyle iletisimin nasil?

Ayrimcilik ve Damgalanma

20. Korligiin bir sinav, ceza, liituf ya da benzeri anlamlarla baglantili gériilmesiyle ilgili ne

diisiiniiyorsun? Senin igin ne anlama geliyor bu konunun seninle konusulmasi? Yakinin
nasil tepki veriyor?
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

Gormemenle / Yakininin gormemesiyle ilgili olarak salt “bakim alma” ya da ihtiyaglarimnin
karsilanmasi gerekliligini vurgulayan kisilerle nasil bir iletisime girmeyi tercih ediyorsun?
Yakinin nasil tepkiler veriyor?

Senin / Yakinimin gérmemek ile ilgili olarak diglandig1 ortamlar oluyor mu? Ne zaman,
neredeyken, kimlerleyken (hangi grup i¢inde) karsilagiyorsun bu durumla? Bu durumla
basa ¢ikma yontemlerin neler? Yakinin nasil tepki veriyor?

Gormemeye iligkin 6nyargilarla karsilasiyor musun? Neler? Yakinin bu konuda ne
diisiiniiyor?

Ayrimciligin hangi formlar var? Hangisiyle hangi durumlarda daha ¢ok karsilasiyorsun?
Y akinin bu konuda ne diigiiniiyor?

Gereksiz yardim ya da tavsiyelerle karsilagiyor kaliyor musun / yakinin karsilagiyor mu?
En ¢ok nerede (kamusal/ 6zel alanda) karsilastyor/sun bu durumla? En ¢ok kimler yapiyor
bunu (yaglilar, erkekler, esnaf, anne, vs.)? Yakinin buna nasil tepki veriyor?

[GOormeyen goriigmeci ise;]
Goren bir birey olsaydin sosyal hayatinda neler farkli olurdu? Yakinimnla iligkinizde neler
degisirdi?

[Goren goriismeci ise; ]
Gormeyen bir birey olsaydin sosyal hayatinda neler farkli olurdu? Yakininla iliskinizde
neler degisirdi?

Toplumsal Cinsiyet Rolleri

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Gormeyen biri olarak karsi cinsten olsaydin sosyal hayatinda neler farkli olurdu? /
Gormeyen yakinin karsi cinsten olsaydi sosyal hayatinda neler farkli olurdu?

Ailenin ve arkadaglarinin senin / gdrmeyen yakininin toplumsal cinsiyet kimligine dair
yaklagimlarini kiyaslayabilir misin? Kadin/ erkek olmanla / olmasiyla ilgili ne gibi
tutumlar1 var? Ornek verebilir misin?

Bir erkek ya da kadin kor ise kendi cinsiyet grubuyla / kars1 cins ile iletisimi degisiyor mu
sence? Ne agilardan? En ¢ok hangi ortamlarda ve kimler tarafindan oluyor bu? (aile,
arkadas ortami, sokak, ¢ogunlugun engelsiz / engelli oldugu ortamlar, ..)

“Friendzone”la(n)ma anin var m1? Anlatabilir misin? Yakininla bu deneyimlerinizi
kiyaslayabilir misin?

Romantik partnerin/ romantik duygular besledigin biri var mi, ya da yakin zamanda oldu
mu? Ondan diger insanlara [aile & arkadaslar] ilk bahsettigin zaman1 anlatabilir misin?
Yakiminin benzer deneyimi olduysa anlatir misin? Ayni durumda yakinin olsa bu konudaki
deneyimleri farkli olur muydu?
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32. Senin / gormeyen yakininin aktif bir cinsel hayatinin olup olmamasi ya da korlerin cinsel

ihtiyaglarina dair mitlerle ilgili sorularla karsilagtigin oluyor mu? “Sizde soyle oluyormus
dogru mu?” gibi. Buna dair anilarin1 paylasabilir misin?

33. [Evli degilse] Evlilikle ilgili ne diigiiniiyorsun? Ailen ya da arkadaslarinla bu konuda

konustugun zamanlar oluyorsa bahsedebilir misin? Cocuk sahibi olmakla ilgili
konustugunuz zamanlar? Yakininin benzer deneyimi olduysa anlatir misin? Ayni1 durumda
yakinin olsa bu konudaki deneyimleri farkli olur muydu?

Giinliik Hayat

34. Isyerinde/ okulda;

Bir giiniin nasil gegiyor?

En ¢ok kimlerle iletisime gegiyorsun, is / okul arkadaglarindan ve aldigin
sorumluluklardan bahsedebilir misin?

Is arkadaslarinla / arkadaslarinla aran nasil? Patronlarla / hocalarla aran nasil?
Ailenin ¢alismanla / okumanla ilgili diistinceleri ve beklentileri varsa neler? Bundan
konustugunuz bir zamandan bahsedebilir misin?

35. Hobilerin var m1? Neler?

Ne siklikta yapryorsun, nasil merak saldin?

Bununla ugrasan baskalar1 var m1 ¢cevrende?

Bununla ugrasmandan ailene arkadaslarina bahsettigin zamanlar1 biraz anlatabilir
misin?

Baskalariyla paylasilan bir seyse; mesela gosteri diizenlediniz mi? Nasil gecti?

Bu ugraginla ilgili olumlu olumsuz tanimadigin insanlardan aldigin yorumlar var mi1?

36. Bos zamaninda:

Ne gibi aktivitelere dahil olursun? (sinema, tiyatro, dernek, konser, kafe, bar, AVM,
spor...) Ne siklikta?
Bunlar1 kimlerle birlikte yapiyorsun?

Belli baslt mekanlar1 m1 tercih edersin yoksa ¢ogunlukla yeni yerler mi denersin?
Neden?

Benligin Sunumu

37. Kendini 6zellikle farkli yansittigin oluyor mu bazen? Nasil bir farklilik? Bunu hangi

38.

39.

durumlarda yapma ihtiyaci hissediyorsun? Yakinin bu konuda nasildir?

Sik sik makyaj yapar misin, ya da giizel giyinmek i¢in ayrica bir 6zen gosteriyor musun?
Yakinin bu konuda nasildir?

Gormeyen yakinin/ Beyaz baston veya giines gozligii kullantyor mu/sun? Bunlari
kullanma sebepleri nedir? (insanlara gormedigini belli etmek, yéniinii bulmak, gdzlerinin
estetik olmayan yapisini insanlardan saklamak vb...) Yakininla bu aksesuarlara iligkin bir
aniniz var mi?
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40. Bagimsiz hareket 6zgiirliigiiniin senin i¢in anlami nedir?
e Senin/ Gérmeyen yakininin bagimsiz hareket 6zgiirliigii(n) varsa ne zaman ve nasil
kavustu(n)?
e Bagimsiz hareket i¢in bir seyler yapiyor musun? (aktivizm gibi)

41. Kisisel alanin senin ve yakinin i¢in anlami nedir? Senin ve yakininin kisisel alan ihlaline
ugradiginiz oluyor mu? En ¢ok nerelerde/ kimler tarafindan? Yakininla deneyimleriniz
hangi noktalarda benzesiyor ya da farklilasiyor bu konuda?

42. Ev isleri yapiyor musun? Birlikte yasadigin kisilerle ayn1 siklikta m1 yapiyorsun? Bu
kisilerle bu konuda nasil bir iletisim i¢indesiniz? Yakininla deneyimleriniz hangi
noktalarda benzesiyor ya da farklilagiyor bu konuda?

43. Cogunlugun kor/engelsiz oldugu ortamlar1 kiyaslayabilir misin? Hangisinde daha sik
bulunuyorsun? Konular, konugma ve tutumlar nasil fark ediyor? Yakininla deneyimleriniz
hangi noktalarda benzesiyor ya da farklilasiyor bu konuda?

Korliitk ve gorme kiyast

44, Korliik dogustan ise, dncesi ve sonrasi olarak kiyaslama yapabilir misin? Sosyal agidan
neler degisti?

45. Goren bir gocuk ve kor bir gocugun yasantilari arasinda ne gibi farklar var? Hangi
noktalarda benzesiliyor?

46. [Gormeyen goriigsmeci ise;]
Ailenin ¢ocukken fazla korumaci oldugunu diislintiyor musun? Kars1 cinsten olan kor
cocuklardan farkli bir muamele gordiigiin oldu mu? (Kor kiz vs. kor oglan ¢cocugu) Bu
durum insanlarla olan etkilesimine nasil yansidi?

47. Cocukken ya da bagka bir zaman maddi manevi bir istismara ugradin mi1? Bunu kimlerle

paylagabildin? Yakininla deneyimleriniz hangi noktalarda benzesiyor ya da farklilagiyor bu
konuda?

93



B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu tez, gormeyen / kor bireyler ve bu bireylerin géren yakinlar: arasindaki giinliik
hayat etkilesimi i¢inde “normal” baglaminin yeniden iiretimini sosyal etkilesimci
bir yaklagim ile incelemistir. Tez, gormek ve gérmemenin salt biyolojik farklilik
olmasi 6n kabulii ile baglar. Bu farkliligin sosyal olarak insa edilen anlamlarinin
bireye atfedilmeyecek kadar baglamsal ve etkilesimsel olduklarini iddia eder. Bir
baska deyisle, gormekle ilgili biyolojik farkliliginin sosyal anlamlarinin ortaya
¢ikmasi, bu farklilikla karsilagsmalara baghdir. Bu teze gore bu karsilagmalar
etkilesime giren bireyler, etkilesime girme zamani ve yeri gibi farkli etkenlere gore
degisecegi i¢in gérmeye ve gormemeye sosyal olarak yiiklenen olumlu ve olumsuz
anlamlar kisilere degil baglamlara atfedilmelidir. Tezin literatiirdeki Gnemi,
gormemenin damgasi ilizerine ¢alisan aragtirmalarin aksine, gormenin normalligini

analiz objesi olarak ele almasidir.

Bu tezin giris boliimiinde, arastirma sorularinin ifade edilmesi, konunun
secilmesinin arkasindaki akademik motivasyonlar, bu konunun sorunsallastiriima
bi¢iminin ayrintili bir incelemesi ve 6zel olarak odaklanilarak ¢aligmanin genel bir

Ozeti verilmektedir.

Literatiir ve teori boliimiinde on ii¢ alt boliim bulunmaktadir. Bu boliimde, yurt
disindan ve Tiirkiye'den mevcut literatiirden istatistiksel, teorik ve saha Grnekleri
incelenmektedir. Bu bolim sirasiyla sembolik etkilesimci yorumlara ve
olumlu/olumsuz benlik goriislerine dair yeni bakis acilarina dayaniyor, sakatlik ve

teorilerle ilgili, cinsiyet ve korliikle ilgilidir.

Metodolojik ¢erceve boliimiinde sekiz alt boliim bulunmaktadir. Metodolojik bakis
acis1 ve kullanilan yontemler detaylandirilmig, bu tezin 6rnekleme ve alanla ilgili
bilgileri ele alinmis, analitik bakis agisi incelenmistir. Bu bdliimlerden sonra

caligmanin siirliliklart ve giiglii yonlerinden bahsedilmistir.
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Analiz boliimiinde sahadan toplanan veriler Goffman'in ilgili kavram ve teorileri ile

islenir.

Analiz boliimiinden sonra, sonug¢ boliimii, bulgular ve sonug agiklamalar1 {izerine
tartismalara ayrilmistir. Bu, ¢alismanin arastirma sorusuna olasi cevaplar liretmeye
en yakin oldugu bolimdiir. Bu boliim ayrica daha ileri arastirma alanlar1 hakkinda

fikirlerin yolunu agmaktadir.

Calismanin saha arastirmasinda on iki kor {iniversite mezunu ya da {niversite
ogrencisi olan birey ve sekiz kor yakina sahip goren birey ile yari1 yapilandirilmis
derinlemesine miilakatlar gergeklestirilmistir. Goriismeciler Ankara, Izmir,
Istanbul, Konya ve Ordu’da ikamet etmektedirler. Goriismelerin besi telefon yoluyla
geri kalan1 ise yliz yiize gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirma evreni se¢cimindeki amag
goren ve gormeyenler arasindaki etkilesimde normallik baglaminin yeniden
tretimini sosyolojik olarak daha etkili gézlemlenebilmesidir. Bir baska deyisle,
etkilesimde bulunan taraflarin biyolojik farkliliklar1 gérmeye yiliklenen normallik
anlamimi ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Miilakat katilimcilarina gérme ve gérmeme
baglamlarina iliskin sorular yoneltilerek normallige atfettikleri anlamlara ulagmak
hedeflenmistir. Sorular araciligiyla farkli sosyal baglamlar, zaman ve mekanlarda
goren ve gormeyen bireylerden giinliikk yasam etkilesimlerine 6rnekler verilmesi ve

bu yasantilarinin kiyaslanmasi istenmistir. Tezin arastirma sorular1 asagidaki

gibidir.

Kor bireyler ve onlarin goren akrabalari, arkadaglar1 veya partnerleri arasindaki

giinliik etkilesimlerde;

i. Normalligin gorme ve korlik baglaminda isleyisini Goffman'in damgalama

kavramindan hareketle nasil anlayabiliriz?
ii. Korliik ve normallik deneyimlerini nasil yorumlayabiliriz?

iii. Kor ozelliklerin ve kisilerin normal 6zelliklerinin farkliliklarin1 =~ ve

benzerliklerini nasil agiklayabiliriz?

iv. Nesnelerin, kisilerin ve mekanlarin normal ve kor tarafindan miizakere

edilmesiyle ilgili farkliliklar1 ve benzerlikleri nasil detaylandirabiliriz?
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v. Normallerin ve korlerin kendi goriislerini ve kendi kimliklerini insa etme

bi¢imlerini nasil inceleyebiliriz?

Tez, Goffman’in (1963) Damga Teorisini ve kavramlarini teorik gergeve olarak
belirleyerek analiz etmistir. Bu kavramlardan “normal” ve “damgali”, iki grubun
baglamsal olarak yeniden firetilmesini incelemek i¢in analitik bir ayrim yapma
amaciyla kullanilmistir. Bu ayrimin sahadan elde edilen verilerle tematik olarak
analizi i¢in Goffman’in (1956) “Giinlilkk Hayatta Benligin Sunumu” kitabindaki
Performanslardan yararlanilmistir. Teorik ¢erceve boliimii engellilik ve normallik
tizerine literatiir taramasina ayrilmigtir. Literatiirde, analitik terim olarak engellilik
kelimesini kullanma egiliminin oldugu ve bu durumun genellikle gérmemenin
olumsuz bir farklilik olarak atfedilmesine neden oldugu gozlemlenebilir. Bu tezde,
calismanin analiz birimi olarak engellilik kabul edildiginde aragtirmacinin
kendilerini “normal” i¢inde konumlandirmasi gerektigi tartisilmaktadir. Bu
marjinallesme kisir dongiisiinii kirmak igin bu tezin analiz birimi normallik olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu boliim iki amaci yansitmustir; birincisi, mevcut engellilik ve
normallik literatiiriinii yeniden gézden gegirmek ve ikincisi, analiz nesnesi olarak

normali merkeze alarak literatiirli ve teoriyi tartismak.

Goffmanci anlayista temsiller, istenen ve istenmeyen olarak gruplandirilabilecek
farkliliklar icerir. Istenmeyen farkliliklar, belirli bir baglamda bir bireyden
beklenenden sapan 6zellikleri yansitir (Goffman, 1963).

Damga, “bedenin igrengliklerinden — c¢esitli fiziksel deformasyonlardan, [...]
bireysel karakterdeki [... veya] irk, ulus ve dindeki kusurlardan™ kaynaklanabilir
(Goffman, 1963, s.4). Bu alintidaki ilk ifade nedeniyle, Goffmanci analizde tam
veya yiiksek gorme kaybina (korliik) sahip olmak, damgalanmaya neden olan birgok
ozellikten biri olarak kabul edilir. Stigma, beklenenden “istenmeyen bir farklilig1”
cagristirir. Goffman (1963, s.5), “S6z konusu belirli beklentiden olumsuz olarak

ayrilmayanlar i¢in” diye normaldir.

“Normaller, en azindan bazi bireyler karsisinda ve bazi etkilesim durumlari i¢inde
istenmeyen farklilig: temsil etmeyenlerdir” (Titchkosky, 2000, s.204). Istenen
farkliliklar, normal olarak kabul edilen ve bireyden beklenen (Goffman, 2018),
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ornegin gozlik takmak veya kahverengi ve goren gozlere sahip olmak gibi

Ozellikleri ifade eder.

Bu tezde kullanilan merkezi teori Stigma Teorisidir, ancak bu teori tek basina
normalin akiskan ve etkilesimli olarak yeniden firetimini bir baglam olarak
kavramak i¢in yeterli degildir. Bunun nedeni, Stigma teorisinin sagladigi
metodolojik araglarin daha statik ve yapisal olmasidir. Goffman, Stigma'nin bir
etkilesim oldugunu savunurken, siireci engelleyen ve bireyleri ana aktorler olarak
yakalayan duragan araglar gelistirir. Baglamsal bir stigma olgusu fikrine uygun
olarak, siire¢sel olan1 ek araclarla yakalamamiz gerekmektedir. Bu zorluk nedeniyle,
“Giinlik Yasamda Benligin Sunumu”ndan Performanslardaki dramaturjik analiz
araglary, Stigma'min duragan terimleri arasindaki baglanti ve hareketlilik icin
kullanilir. Dramaturjik Analizden saglanan imkanlar, bu calismanin daha siire¢

temelli bir ¢cergeveye sahip olmasini saglamaya yoneliktir.

Engelliligi ele alan ¢alismalarda, genellikle normallik ortak bir zemin olarak kabul
edilmistir. Bhasedilen ¢alismalardan farkli olarak, bu tezdeki metodolojik gergeve,
analiz nesnesi olarak gérme (normallik) baglamini almaya calisir ve ¢atismalar ve

etkilesimleri inceler.

Bu calismadaki baslica zorluklardan biri, 6rneklemenin kendisinin, yalnizca bu
engel ile yasama 6zelligini tasidiklari igin segildikleri i¢in, korler igin kaginilmaz bir
ayrimcili@l ifade etmesiydi. Ornegin bir arastirmaci olarak saglkli ODTU
ogrencilerinin  engellilikle ilgili disiincelerini incelemeyi tercih etseydim,
orneklemime goére goriigmeler diizenlemek daha kolay olurdu. Ancak kampiiste
daha 6nce hi¢ gormedigim kor bir geng 6grenciyi gordiiglimde bir sey beni geri
cekti; sirf kor oldugu i¢in ¢alismama katkida bulunup bulunamayacagini sormakta
tereddiit ettim. “Ya bu onu rahatsiz ederse”, kendimi bu soruyu sorarken buldum.
Engellilige kars1 ayrimci bir tutumu onaylama ve yeniden iiretme diisiincesi,

baslangi¢ta birakmak istememe neden oldu ve bu temel bir zorluktu.

[k goriismecimin "Grubumuz aslinda bu réportajlardan bikti, bu yiizden kaginin
Sizin c¢alismanizda gonilli olmak isteyecegini bilmiyorum.", demesiyle bu
¢ekincem artti. Bir sosyologun sahaya gitmesi, sorular sormasi veya gozlem

yapmasi, sonrasinda sahayi terk etmesi ve genellikle o insanlara bir daha
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dokunmayan yazil1 bir belge ile ¢alismasini bitirmesinin ne kadar anlamli oldugunu
sorguladim. Sunu da sormam gerekti ki, literatiir -6zellikle Tiirkiye'de- neden bu
kisinin bahsettigi miilakatlar1 iceren makalelerle dolu degil? Bu yapilanlar sosyal
gergekligi yeterince yanisittyor mu? Bir sosyologun, bir grup insanin “gériismelere
doymasina” neden olan yontemlerini ve bunun sonuglarimni sorgulamay1 ufuk agict

buluyorum.

Merakimdan dolay1 bu iki zorlugu gériismecilerle paylasarak ve olasi sebepleri veya
coziimleri neler olabilir diye sorarak agmaya ¢alistim. Bu asamada engellilikle ilgili
on yargiya dikkat cektikleri igin refleksif bir bakis acgisi benimsemem gerekti.
Engellilere yonelik bu asir1 kibar tutumlarin, 6rnegin, kor bir insan1 gilicendirip
giicendirmeyecegine fazla kafa yorma, “yanlis bir sey yapma” korkusu gibi,
engellileri dezavantajli olarak goérme seklindeki igsellestirilmis bir Onyargidan
kaynaklandiginin altini ¢izdiler. Bu nedenle azgdren bir babanin kiz1 olarak bazi 6n
yargi ve On yargilarim oldugunu goérmek benim i¢in ¢ok 6nemliydi ve bir aragtirmact

olarak bunlarla yiizlestigim i¢in mutluyum.

Ote yandangdrmeyen bir yakin akrabaya sahip olmanin tek zorlugu bu degildi. Kor
katilimcilara ulastiktan sonra bu sefer onlarin yaninda kendimi fazla rahat hissettim.
Yani, onlardan biri oldugumu hissettim. Bu “6zdeslesme siireci” bazen gercekei
olmayan beklentilere yol acabilir. Bu, normal ve profesyonel olarak kisisel bakis

acimin net kalmamasi riskini tagiyordu.

Calismanin analiz kisminda Goffman'in vitrin, dramatik canlandirma, idealize etme,
ifade denetiminin elde tutulmasi, yanlis sunum, gizemlilestirme ve gergeklik ve
diizmece ile sahadan gelen veriler incelenmistir. Verilerin gruplanmasiyla birlikte
damga, toplumsal kimlik, bilgi denetimi, bireysel kimlik, grubun hizasina ¢ekilme

ve ego kimligi kavramlariin normal baglamu ile etkilesimleri incelenmistir.

Vitrin kavraminin altinda gruplanan veriler gostermistir ki gérme normalliginin

atfedildigi bireyler gormeyenlerin aksine halka acgik alanlarda karsilasiimasi

beklenen kisiler olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Normalin vitrini, hem bir gosteri

sunabilen hem de seyirci olarak performans sergileyebilen anlamima gelmektedir.

Baska bir deyisle, normal bir bireyin en 6nemli bilgiye ulagsma ve etkilesime girme

yolunun bakmaktan gectigi tespit edilmistir. Korlerin ve gorenlerin belli toplumsal
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kimliklerinin olmasi1 beklentisi de toplumsal olarak beklenen bazi1 gorsel 6zellikler

araciligiyla normallik baglaminin yeniden iiretildigini gostermistir.

Dramatik canlandirma kavramu ile analizde anlagilmaktadir ki uzmanlik gelistirme
ve saygl uyandirma nitelikleri goren normal ile 6zdeslestirilmigtir. Damgalanmig
kor i¢in normale en yakin baglamlardan biri, damgalamay1 telafi eden farkli
yetenekler gelistirmek ve sivrilecegi bir bigimde bu uzmanliklarin1 sunmaktir.
Bulgulara gore gormeyen birey, goren ile iletisim kurmak i¢in siklikla sosyal olarak
inisiyatif almaktadir. Gérmeyenin bu giriskenligi ve normal olanin damgalanmig
olanla karsilasma anindaki tutuklugu goren normalliginin yeniden tretildigi bir

baska giinliik hayat etkilesimi olarak islenmistir.

Normalin baglami, giinliikk hayatta idealize etme yoluyla da yeniden insa
edilmektedir. Idealize etme, gormek ve gdrmemek arasindaki hiyerarsilere isaret
eder. Bu hiyerarsilerin ¢esitliligi her zaman normalden daha normalin ve
damgalidan daha damgalinin var olabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu agidan normal
baglaminin giinlilk yasan etkilesimleri i¢inde bir skala olarak yeniden iiretildigi
sonucuna varilmistir. Esit bir iletisim zemini yaratmanin en normal anlasilan
yolunun gorsel gostergeler ile etkilesime girmek oldugu tespit edilmistir. Gérmeyen
ve idealize edilmis goérenin arasindaki hiyerarsinin yeniden kuruldugu bir baska
etkilesimsel nokta, gorenin yardim eden ve gdormeyenin yardim bekleyen
konumunda bulunmasi beklentisidir. Kor bireylerin toplumsal cinsiyet rollerini,
cinsel kimliklerini ve yoOnelimlerini benimseyemeyeceklerine dair Onyargilar
gostermektedir ki, gilinlik yasamda normal baglam bu 6zelliklere yalnizca

gorenlerin sahip olabilecegi tizerine kurulmustur.

Ifade denetiminin elde tutulmasi, korler ve gdren kisiler arasindaki mevcut diizeni
koruyarak normal baglama hizmet eder. Varsayilan baglam korunmazsa, normal bu
durumu bir mucize olarak gorebilmekte ya da kiskanabilmektedir. Bir baska deyisle,
bir gérmeyenin basarisi inanilamayacak kadar zor gergeklesebilecek bir olay ya da
mucizevi bir durumdur. Gérenin bu tepkisi basari ile gorenin normal olarak daha
etkin bir sekilde 6zdeslestirildigidir. Oyle ki géren, normali yeniden tanimlayabilme
ozglirliigii ve giiclinli yalnizca kendine atfedebilmekte ve koriin basarisini bir géren

ile aciklamaya calisabilir.

99



Yanlis sunum kavrami, analizde normal performansin jestleri, mimikleri ve g6z
temasini igerdigini gostermistir. Goren normal, kendini diger korler grubuna dahil
etmesi gereken bir yabanci oOlarak kor oldugunu varsayarak etkilesime
girmemektedir. Buna ragmen bir kor, bir goren ile etkilesime girdiginde goérenin
temel aldig1 gorsel isaretler olan jest, mimik ve g6z temasin taklit etme ¢abasina
girebilir. Bu veri gostermektedir ki normal olan etkilesim yolu gérme ¢ergevesinde
tanimlanmistir. Goren bir yandan korii kendi grubunun bir iiyesi oldugunu
belirtirken, bir yandan gorenlerle o kadar da esit olmadigini ima edebilir. Bu ikilemi
temsil eden veriler 1s18inda koriin ego kimligi, yani hangi gruba dahil oldugunu

hissetme durumu, arafta tutulmus olur.

Gizemlilestirme ve bilgi denetiminin elde tutulmasi kavramlariyla analiz edilen
veriler, bariz olan normalin gizemli hale getirilmesi c¢abasi islenmistir. Baska bir
deyisle, géren normal baglami goriinmez hale gelecek kadar gormeme damgasini
benimsemistir. Sahada, damganin normal baglamin bir pargasi haline gelen aligilmisg

yOnlerini ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Performans: gerceklestirenin gercek niyeti ile performansinin karsilastirilmasi,
biiyiik dl¢iide sosyal psikolojik bir yaklasimi gerektirdigi i¢in analizde bu kisim ele
alinmamis ve sadece sosyolojik olarak incelenmistir. iki yonlii bir kavram olarak
gergeklik ve diizmece, gercek performanslarin normal ve damgalanmig
baglamlarinin, korlerin altinci hissi veya zihin okuma yetenekleri efsanesi gibi
sosyal olarak beklenen Ozellikleriyle ortiisebilecegini veya Ortiismeyebilecegini

gostermektedir.

Tezin bulgular1 arasinda normal kavraminin atfedildigi bireylerin kamusal alanda
bulunma, géze hitap etme, belli bir alanda uzmanlagma, saygi uyandirma, baskin
iletisim yolu olarak jest ve mimikleri kullanma, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerini
benimseme, bir cinsel yonelime sahip olma, hata yapma ve odiillendirilme gibi
imkan ya da inisiyatiflerle 6zdeslestirildigi sonucuna varilmistir. Bu tezin literatiire
katkis1 Goffman’in Damga ve Giinlik Hayatta Benligin Sunumu kitaplarinin
harmanlanarak normal algisinin analizini derinlestirmek icin mikro iligkilere
uygulamasidir. Bulgular gostermektedir ki gorme iizerinden insa edilen normallik

algis1 giinliik hayat etkilesimleri i¢cinde yeniden iiretilmektedir.
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Bu tezde, toplumsal olarak tanimlanan normal anlayisi, Goffman'in Stigma Theory
and Dramaturgic Analysis - Performances from the Presentation of the Self in
Everyday Life adli eseriyle ¢oziimlenmeye calisilmistir. Normal, analitik olarak
Stigma'nin zitt1 olarak kavramsallagtirilir. Buna bagl olarak, gérme yetisine sahip
olmak, pratikte kor olmanin zitt1 olarak islevsellestirilmistir. Bu nedenle teorik
cerceve, saha arastirmasinda incelenen iki grupla ortiismektedir. Mizahtan 6fkeye,
gorenler ve korler arasindaki gilinliik etkilesimin tiim yonleri baglamsal olarak
detaylandirilir. Analiz boyunca, goren ve kor bireylere yonelik sosyal atiflar, iki
analitik grupla yapilan yar1 yapilandirilmis derinlemesine yliz yiize goriismelerle

toplanan verilerle karsilastirilir.

Bu calismada, arastirma sorulariyla arastirildigi gibi, normalin etkilesimlerde
baglamsal olarak yeniden iiretildigi sonucuna varilmistir. Baglangigtaki arastirma
sorular1 dogrultusunda, veri toplama, 6zel ve kamusal alanlarda arkadaslar,
akrabalar arasinda farkli sosyal baglamlarda normalin ne anlama geldigini ortaya
cikardi. Burada kor ve goren i¢in normal olanin farkli oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Calismanin Goffman'in arglimanlariyla sonuclandigr temel ayrintilardan biri,
normal ve damgalamanin ayninin yalnizca farkli seviyeleri oldugudur. Bu ¢alisma,

tiim etkilesimciler i¢in genel olarak normalin ne oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarir.

Bu tezin temel argiimani, normallik anlayisinin sosyal olarak insa edildigi ve giinliik
etkilesimlerde yeniden fiiretildigidir. Tezin bulgular1 arasinda, normal kavraminin
yiikklendigi bireyler, kamusal alanda bulunma, géze hitap etme, bir alanda
uzmanlasma, saygi uyandirma, mimik ve mimik kullanma gibi sosyal olanaklarla ya
da girisimlerle 6zdeslestirilmistir. baskin iletisim bi¢imi, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerini
benimseme, cinsel yonelime sahip olma, hata yapma ve ddiillendirilme gibi ifadeler.
Bu tezin literatlire katkisi, normalin analizini derinlestirmek i¢in Goffman'in iki
teorisini mikro iliskilere uygulayarak kullanmasidir. Bulgular, normal gorislii
baglamin giinliik etkilesimlerde yeniden {iretildigini gostermektedir. Bu caligsma,
gelecekte her iki analitik grup i¢in normalin anlamin1 ayirt etmek ve karsilagtirmak
icin daha ileri ¢alismalara dogru bir adim olarak kabul edilebilir. Normalin farkli
sosyoekonomik statiiler tarafindan anlasilmasi, gelecekteki baska bir ¢caligma alanm

olabilir.
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Goffmanci bir bakis agisindan, bir birey siirekli olarak damgalanmis veya normal
olarak tanimlanamaz. Bu argiiman iki sekilde agiklanabilir. Ilk olarak, normal ve
damgalanmis olanin etkilesim olmadan tanimlanamayacagini soyliiyor. Yani her
ikisini de zaman, mekan, sozciikler ya da etkilesimde bulunanlar gibi tiim
etkilesimsel Ogelerle etkilesim iginde yeniden iiretilen baglamlar olarak ele alir.
Ikinci olarak, normal ve damgalamanin kendilerinin de katmanlar1 oldugu igin,
bunlari ayrimi da pek miimkiin degildir. Bu ayrim zorlugu, kimlikleri sabitlemeden
etkilesimin degisen dogasini analiz etmeye izin verdigi i¢in Goffman'in lizerinde
durmayi tercih ettigi noktadir. Etkilesim analizinde bu zorlugun iistesinden gelmek
icin Goffman, iki kelimeyi analitik araglar olarak kullanir. Terimleri zamir olarak
isletirken normallesme ve damgalanma sikligini esas alir. Ornegin, Goffman, baskin
toplumsal normlar nedeniyle giinliik etkilesimlerde daha sik olarak damgalandiklari
ve daha sik normallestirildigi i¢in engelli olmayan kisiyi “normal” olarak adlandirir.
Bu sekilde, normal baglaminin yeniden iiretildigi etkilesimleri, yani normale iligskin
atiflarin (yeniden) nasil dogrulandigini ortaya ¢ikarir. Kuskusuz, onun operasyonel
cabalari, bu tezin merkezi bir tartisma olarak benimsemedigi post-modernist bir

tartismada sabit bir yaklagim olarak diisiiniilebilir.

Bu nedenle, gérme yetenegine sahip etkilesimler simdiye kadar bu tezde analitik
nedenlerle normaller olarak adlandirilmistir. Ayn1 nedenden dolay1 kor/az goren ve
damgalanmis olanlar birbirinin yerine kullanilmaktadir. Iki normal etkilesime
girdiginde, normalin baglami yeniden onaylanmaya devam eder, yani normal
etkilesim yollar1, 6rnegin goz temasi kurmak gibi sorunsuz bir sekilde isletilir. Yani,
iki normalin etkilesimi i¢inde, normalin yeniden lireten baglamlar1 pek goriiniir
degildir. Ote yandan, angajman kor/az goriisli ve gormeyen etkilesimcilerden
olustugunda, normal etkilesim yollar1 sorunsuz bir sekilde isletilmeyebilir. Daha
sonra, etkilesime girenlerin farkliliklar1 onlar1 normali daha az olagan yollarla
yeniden iiretmeye itebileceginden, etkilesimin ¢atisan noktalar1 daha kolay
gozlemlenebilir. Bu nedenle, damgalanmis ve normal arasindaki etkilesimi
gozlemlemek, c¢eliskili karsilagsmalar1 ele verir. Etkilesimde bulunanin
istenmeyen/istenmeyen farkliliklar1 nedeniyle bu celiskili noktalar, gorenlerin

normallesme siireci kadar korlerin damgalanma stirecinden de dnce gelebilir.
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Bir birey hakkinda bir¢cok ‘“isaret araci”, yani “bircok bilgi kaynagi”, sosyal
baglamda ondan ne beklenecegini ve digerlerinin onun hakkinda ne bilmesini
istedigini iletir (Goffman, 1956, s.1). Goffman'in performans kavramlarina uygun
olarak, bu etkilesimlerin gosterge araglari, goriismelerde tekrar tekrar dile getirilen
temalarla detaylandirilacaktir. Amag, normalin yeniden {iretildigi ana etkilesim

noktalarini bulmaktir.

Korliigiin varlig1 inkar edilemez bir sekilde evrimsel ve biyolojik insa stireglerini
icerir. Kabul edilmelidir ki gérme, fiziksel olarak insa edilen bir biyolojik duruma
isaret eder, ancak onun yoklugu kaginilmaz olarak sosyal olgulari beraberinde
getirir. Dolayisiyla, bu analizdeki smirlar, damgalayic1 toplumsal nitelikler ve
bunlarin toplumsal yeniden insa siirecleri etrafinda ¢izilir. Yani biyolojik ve fiziksel
yonleri bir yana birakilarak gérmenin sosyolojik yansimasi ve etkilesimli {iriinleri
bu tezde ortaya konmaktadir. Ornegin, kor ile arkadasi arasinda goz temasinin
miimkiin olmamas1 biyolojik bir durum iken, bu durumdan dolay1 onu tam olarak
anlayamayabilecegini diisiinmek, gérmenin toplumsal iistiinliigiiniin etkilesimli ve

toplumsal bir yeniden iiretimine isaret eder.

Cogu akademik ¢alisma, engelliligin sonuglarini hafife alma ve bu olguya benzer
yaklagimlar uygulama egilimindedir. “Engellilik s6z konusu oldugunda,
rehabilitasyon bilimleri, tip, psikoloji, egitim ve sosyal politika arastirmalar: alana
hakimdir. [...] Geleneksel yaklasimlar, bozulmanin insan yasaminda yaygin bir
deneyim oldugunu gormezden gelir [...]” (Waldschmidt, 2017, s. 19). Bu
caligmanin ilk 6nemi, mevcut literatiirde eksik olan korliik baglaminda etkilesimsel

bir yaklagim uygulamayi1 amaglamasidir.

Mevcut literatiiriin 6nemli bir kismu1 hala tibbi ve sosyal teori sakatlik modelleri
arasindaki ¢eliskili ikiligin iistesinden gelmeye caligmaktadir. Ayni argiimanin
farkli varyasyonlariyla dolup tasiyor: Modellerin higbiri engellilik olgusunu
incelemek igin yeterince uygulanabilir degil. “[d]olabilirlik ne 'toplum'un ne de
'doga'nin i¢inde veya disinda konumlanmamalidir [...].” Boylece, “ne 'toplum'
perspektifi (sosyal model) ne de 'doga' perspektifi (tibbi model) engelliligi
tanimlamanin evrensel bir agiklayict modunun sinirlandirilmasina ve sabitlenmesine

izin veren dzel bir gergeklik alani olarak iglev gorebilir” (Schillmeier). , 2008, s.612-
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3). Etki alanmin kii¢iik olmasina ragmen, bu arastirma hem toplumun varliklarini

hem de bireyi merkezden uzaklagtirmaya yonelik miitevazi bir adim olarak kabul
edilebilir.

Davis, “'sorun" diye yaziyor, 'engelli kisi degil; sorun, normalligin engelli kiginin
'sorunu' yaratmak i¢in insa edilme seklidir” (Davis, 1995, s.24; Adams, Reiss ve
Serlin, 2015, s.373). Engellilik literatiiriiniin ¢ogunlugu, ya engelli aktorii ya da
gicli kuvvetli toplumu merkezilestirme egilimindedir. Sonug olarak, toplum
tarafindan ve toplumca degismez bir sakatligi, dolayistyla istikrarli bir sapma tasvir
ediliyor. Ote yandan, 6znelerin bu istikrarin1 kirmay1 amaglayan post-modernist ve
post-yapisalci bakis agilar1 vardir. Bu bakis agilarinin engellilik arastirmalarinda
artan etkisi, sosyolojideki kiiltiirel paradigma degisimine paralel olarak 20. yiizyilin
sonlarin1 yansitmaktadir (Thomas, 2006, s.179). Mevcut literatiiriin iki grubu
arasinda, bu tez etkilesimsel siireglere odaklanarak normali ve damgalamay1
vurgulamay1 amaclamaktadir. Bu nedenle, normale yonelik etkilesimsel odaklanma,

bu tezin bir diger 6nemli katkisidir.

Bu tezin bulgularina goére, gorme ve korliikle ilgili normalligin isleyisi giinliik
etkilesimlerde gizlidir. Normal baglami, sosyal bir etkilesim diizeni saglar ve pratik
uygunlugu, kendisinin sistematik olarak yeniden iiretilmesiyle sonuglanir. Goren ve
kor bireylerin deneyimleri ve nitelikleri, farkli etkilesim performanslari altinda
yorumlanir. Goffman (1963), bir bireye normal olarak atifta bulunursa, sabit bir
“normaller” grubunu varsaymadigindan, yalnizca baglamsalliginin altin1 ¢izerek
terimi analitik olarak kullandigindan bahseder. Buna paralel olarak, normal sosyal
ozelliklerin bu biyolojik farkliliga bagli farkliliklar1 ve benzerlikleri analiz edilir.
Normal anlayisiin giinliik etkilesimlerde farkli sekillerde yeniden dogrulandig:
bulunmustur. Bu calismaya ilerideki katkilar arasinda toplumsal cinsiyet ya da
sosyal smif gibi degiskenleri merkeze alarak engelli ve engelsiz baglam normallik
kavraminin giinliik hayat etkilesimi i¢inde nasil yeniden tretildigi ve nasil farklilik

gosterdigini incelemek olabilir.
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