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Children Who Are Deaf-Blind:
A “National Interest Requiring
National Action”

John Reiman
Teaching Research Division
Western Oregon State College

President Clinton, in his recent State of the Union
reference to the role of the federal government in
domestic policy, cited “national action in the na-
tional interest” as one way of defining federal re-
sponsibility. With full awareness of the
impending extinction of OSEP’s heretofore con-
certed effort to serve children who are deaf-blind, |
realized upon hearing this that we in the
deaf-blind community (people who are
deaf-blind, their families, and the professionals
who serve them) are faced with a herculean task.
WE must define and defend for the nation’s lead-
ers—and in short order—how the currently man-
dated (IDEA - Section 622) and structured (Services
for Children with Deaf-Blindness Program) fed-
eral program to children who are deaf-blind serves
national interests. We must vigilantly await the
soon-to-be disclosed details of how proposed exec-
utive and legislative changes will affect the federal
deaf-blind services program. Then, equipped with
what we know and feel, we must write and speak
out to ensure the program’s integrity and vitality.

A raging bipartisan executive and legislative “re-
duce government” juggernaut threatens to erase 30
years of progress in the evolution of services to
children who are
deaf-blind and re-
turn us to the dark
ages of state and lo-
cal choice. As the
plan appears to be
unfolding, the
choice as to whether
and how to serve
these children will
basically fall to the
states; this choice, if
the past can instruct
us, does no more than to marginalize hope for a
bright future. We are assured by Department of
Education (DOE) leaders that their basic commit-
ment to children who are deaf-blind is intact and
that a “base funding floor” exists in the foundation
of the future to make good on this commitment.
Assurances lead us to believe that DOE is devoted
to these children’s (and their families’) learning
and service needs. Recent rumblings from Wash-
ington, however, raise serious questions as to the

“..1t 1s In our national interest to
protect and enhance the lives of
young citizens, who by virtue of
not being able to see and hear, fre-
quently experience isolation and
require extraordinary support”

substance and integrity of such assurances. Will
the plank consist of more than “lip-service,” sim-
ply suggesting to newly homogenized technical
assistance centers and broad-scope researchers that
they not forget these children? Will the $12.8 mil-
lion currently dedicated to children and youth
(birth-21) who are deaf-blind, fall prey to the
de-categorization frenzy that homogenizes
cross-disability distinctions and service program-
ming? Will the identity and unique needs of chil-
dren who are deaf-blind be down played or lost?
In fact, to be sure that the “base floor” has sub-
stance and winds-up as more than window dress-
ing, we—the deaf-blind community—need to be
heard. And, to repeat, what we need to articulate is
how and why continuation of the Department’s
dedicated program for our country’s 10,000 chil-
drenwhoare deaf-blind is in the national interest.

First, although it may not play well in today’s polit-
ical arena (where too many see disadvantage as
self-inflicted), it is in our national interest to pro-
tect and enhance the lives of young citizens, who
by virtue of not being able to see and hear, fre-
quently experience isolation and require extraordi-
nary support. It is in our national interest, as
humans and as a people, to recognize and respond
to one another’s human needs, not as a reflection of
some noble altruism or paternalistic patronage, but
simply because we care. Yet somehow, this caring
threatens to become lost in our zeal to re-invent
government. When we hear House Speaker
Gingrich speak out against the recent excesses of
federally funded “economic and social nannyism,”
many of us reflexively resolve to rid our lives of
government. But for
many children who
are deaf-blind, to rid
their lives of the fed-
eral government
would be to rid their
lives of the only
identifiable and ac-
countable resource
with adequate
means to make a real
difference. Spe-
cifically, the federal government, through the U.S.
Department of Education’s Services for Children
with Deaf-Blindness Program, cares to the tune of
$12.8 million. Remove these dollars or float them
into overall programming for children with dis-
abilities, and active caring that is capable of mak-
ing a difference in the life of a child who is
deaf-blind will be replaced by the benign neglect
characteristic of approaches of the early 1900s.
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Institute #1 - Summer Institute

Content: Overview of basic anatomy of the audi-
tory and visual system, etiologies of hearing and
vision loss, functional hearing and vision evalua-
tions and implications for instruction.

Institute #2 - Winter Institute

Content: Overview of orientation and mobility
strategies for individuals with deaf-blindness and
implications for instruction.

Institute #3 - Spring Institute

Content; Overview of communication intervention
for individuals with deaf-blindness and implica-
tions for instruction.

These institutes were offered in three different lo-
cations across the state to ensure statewide avail-
ability for participants. Several project personnel
addressed this same issue of statewide availability
through replication of the institute in various loca-
tions across a state.

Team Attendance

Some projects have found great success in promot-
ing team attendance (e.g., two or more staff mem-
bers from the same school building or district).
Attendance at an institute typically involves only
one person who then returns to attempt to incor-
porate new knowledge or implement new skills.
Working merely from notes and materials, the in-
dividual, essentially, is working in isolation. It is
no wonder limited implementation results. The
teams, on the other hand, appear to have a much
greater potential for implementing content infor-
mation along with process strategies and, there-
fore, creating positive impact.

Follow-up Activities

Limited implementation of strategies and infor-
mation by participants following their attendance
at an institute may be due in part to “hit and run”
style institutes. An example of a hitand run insti-
tute is (a) a presentation of strategies related to
content without information on how to incorpo-
rate those strategies into existing instructional
programs and school site structures, and (b) fol-
low-up is not conducted to assist in the implemen-
tation of strategies presented during the institute.
The expectation that participants can implement
strategies upon returnto their schools, agencies, or
communities without additional is faulty.

Without follow-up results vary from partial -
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On-site consultation with a mini-inservice
training session (i.e., a follow-up site visit by a
consultant with feedback on the
implementation of the action plan goals
combined with a presentation to supplement
content information presented during the
institute)

On-site consultation (i.e., a follow-up site visit
by a consultant with feedback on the
implementation of action plan goals)

Videotape review consultation (i.e., follow-up
technical assistance conducted through
consultant review of a videotape provided by
the participant. The consultant provides the
participant with written feedback on the
implementation of the action plan goals)

Application and Practice

The opportunity to learn through application,
practice, and immediate feedback is another ap-
proach that produces implementation and impact.
Conducting an institute that incorporates practice
requires careful planning. The institute will need
to coincide with the school year so an appropriate
practice site will be available. Practice-based insti-
tutes often produce an unexpected benefit for the
training site in the form of accommodating the
needs of additional children and service providers
due to the instruction available.

Action Plans

Finally, 307.11 project personnel agreed that the
creation of a clearly contracted action plan by par-
ticipants was an effective approach to ensuring
post-institute implementation. An action plan
provides information on (a) what knowledge and
skills presented at the institute are planned for im-
plementation, (b) the anticipated outcomes, (c)
how the implementation is progressing, (d) who is
involved in the implementation, and (e) how long
it takes to be implemented. It was noted that ac-
tion plans should be developed as an ongoing pro-
cess during an institute. Action plans often
require refinement and it is better to have this oc-
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We encourage you to copy and
share Iinformation from
Deaf-Blind Perspectives, but

please provide appropriate ci-
tations.
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Helen Keller National Center Announces
Deaf-Blind Awareness Week, June 24-July 1

When Heather Whitestone
was crowned Miss
America in 1995, she
reminded us that nothing
can prevent the
realization of a dream.
Inspired by Helen Keller,
Miss America’s message
of “Face your obstacles,
work hard, and build a
support team” inspires all
people, but is especially
relevant for people who
are deaf-blind...one of the
most severe disabilities.

Please join the Helen
Keller National Center
along with other agencies
and organizations
worldwide, in celebrating
the 1995 Helen Keller
Deaf-Blind Awareness
Campaign.

Image unavailable

Conferences

Symposium on Deaf-Blindness: 1995
Austin, Texas
June 23-24, 1995

Open to parents, professionals, and anyone interested
in deaf-blindness. Topics include; unique educational
and social needs, case study information, using the tac-
tile sense, using low vision, using the auditory system,
and deaf-blind services in the 1990’s. Together, families
and professionals will discuss and show videotaped ex-
amples of problems and solutions. Registration is
$10.00. The number of participants is limited to 225
with limited out of state availability.

For more information contact
Beth Sanchez

TSBVI Deaf-Blind Outreach
1100 West 45th Street

Austin, TX 78756

(512) 454-8631
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Lilli Nielsen National Conference
Novi, Michigan
June 19-23, 1995

The Blind Children’s Fund will host a National Confer-
ence For Active Learning: Turning Latent Potential into
Dynamic Ability for Infant, Preschool and
Multi-Impaired Blind and Visually Impaired Children
with noted Danish educator Dr. Lilli Nielsen. This one
week course will present Dr. Nielsen’s Active Learning
Approach. Original and creative new techniques and
materials will be introduced for effectively providing
learning environments for blind, visually impaired,
and multi-impaired children.

For more information contact
Blind Children’s Fund

2875 Northwind Drive Ste 211
East Lansing, MI 48826-5040
(517) 333-1725
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