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Abstract:  We are faced with dwindling numbers of faculty and an erosion of programs, especially in the fields of low-incidence disabilities.  A 1992 national survey indicates that during the next decade there will be a need for 960 new teachers of students who are deaf-blind.  To meet this projected need, four areas deserve attention.  First, through federal funding, we must establish innovative personnel preparation programs that include the ideas of shared internship sites, connected, rather than competitive, programs, and creative placements and cooperative follow up of graduates.  These innovations will motivate young people to choose and stay in careers in this field.  Second, we must recognize and prepare for the ever-expanding roles of teachers as coaches of paraprofessionals and professionals, as family interactors, and as team players.  Third, we must encourage establishment of national standards(a necessary foundation for determining "best practices" and for clarifying and elevating professional identity.  These standards should be incorporated into grant proposals for personnel preparation programs.  Fourth, we must encourage personnel preparation programs to make meaningful and practical links with adult services.  To achieve this, as part of their preparation, future teachers must have real experience with adults who are deaf-blind.  

____________________________________________________


Introduction
In thinking about my charge to talk to this symposium regarding the present picture in personnel preparation in deaf‑blind education and to make the future the centerpiece of this presentation, I realized that I could not negate or forget the past.  My own retrospective view begins in 1969 when I graduated from the Boston College and Perkins School for the Blind Teacher Training Program.  I do not intend to give a litany of the high quality teacher preparation programs in deaf‑blind education which dotted the country in the 1970s.  Suffice it to say that personnel preparation in the 1970s was better than it is today.

The 1980s witnessed less federal involvement in all aspects of education.  Immediate effects in special education teacher preparation at the university level were seen in dwindling numbers of faculty and an erosion or obliteration of programs, especially those in low-incidence disabilities, with programs in deaf‑blind teacher preparation often the first to go.  To paraphrase Herodotus, if we do not learn from the present and the past, the future is like a tidal wave waiting to destroy us.  We have now learned from the last decade that lack of federal support specifically targeted for teacher preparation in this field resulted in too few teachers for too many children too widely dispersed throughout the country.

However, I believe that this symposium funded by the federal government may be a strong signal that the future of services for individuals who are deaf‑blind will be more promising.  The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services, in collaboration with persons who are deaf‑blind and their families, service providers, state and local governments, and private enterprise, can be a force of positive change in personnel preparation as well as in the other focus areas of this symposium.

We must listen to the lessons of the past.  Without federal support, professionals, families, and individuals who were deaf‑blind lost unity, and services became fragmented and inadequate.  States through their respective Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) efforts have not been able to meet the needs of personnel development in this field.  The number of students who are deaf‑blind in each state is low in comparison to students with other disabilities, and low numbers often equal low prioritization.  However, the federal government must not merely maintain its involvement: it must expand services to individuals who are deaf‑blind and their families.  In personnel preparation, creative requests for proposals authored by the federal government and backed by adequate financial awards can have great power.  

In this presentation, I will address four areas which deserve our attention:

1.  We must give impetus through federal funding to universities to establish innovative personnel preparation programs which motivate young people to choose and stay in careers in deaf‑blindness.

2.  We must recognize and support the ever-expanding roles of teachers as more students who are deaf-blind are included in their home schools and communities and as more students come from diverse family backgrounds and cultures.

3.  We must encourage national standards which are the necessary foundation for "best practices" for teachers of students who are deaf‑blind.

4.  We must encourage personnel preparation programs for teachers of students from birth to 21 or 22 years to make meaningful and practical links with adult services.

Major Issues in Teacher Education
Before we focus on these four areas in personnel preparation, let us look at the large picture of teacher preparation of which preparation to teach those who are deaf‑blind is a part.  Because of the national commitment to provide education to students who are deaf‑blind in regular schools, a picture of the whole, using a wide angle lens, is important.

Without question, preparing men and women to become high quality teachers of our nation's children, whether or not these children have disabilities, is vital to our society.  Teachers play major roles in our children's destinies.  America 2000 challenges our country to improve our schools.  Despite the importance of teacher education, our profession is held in low esteem by university administrators; teachers receive low societal regard; and the teaching profession imposes inadequate standards for the graduates of teacher education programs (Brandt, 1991).

There are issues in teacher education which create debate.  There are no simple answers to these questions:  Should teacher preparation exist at all?  How much should pre-service teachers be trained in pedagogy as opposed to liberal arts?  Should teachers be trained at the graduate or undergraduate level? (Holmes Group, 1986).  Should we hold the teaching profession to standards as high as for other professions such as law or medicine (Goodlad & Keating, 1990).  Should teachers be required to take competency tests?  Is field‑based experience valuable?  Do teachers learn what they need to know to deal with the real problems of today's schools?  Should regular education merge with special education?  (Stainback and Stainback, 1989).  Should all teachers be prepared to teach all children?  (Lilly, 1988; Pugach, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1989).

It would be pure escapism to avoid the issues by not attempting to answer the questions posed here.  Therefore, this paper is based upon the following assumptions:

1.  Teachers can be prepared.  Teacher training makes a positive difference.

2.  Special education teacher preparation should continue to exist.  "Not all teachers are equipped to teach all students" (Kauffman, 1989 p. 257).  Kauffman further makes the point that this assumption is one of the foundations of special education that has existed for a century.  However, special education must exist cooperatively with regular education preparation efforts.  Both need to influence each other and solve common problems together in both service delivery and personnel preparation.

3.  Teacher preparation in this field requires unique training which expands upon and integrates several areas of teacher education.  To assume otherwise is to trivialize the devastating and synergistic effects of combined losses in vision and hearing upon all aspects of human development.  The teacher of students who are deaf‑blind must creatively integrate and adapt knowledge and experience from regular education, and from special studies in blindness and visual impairments, in deafness and hearing impairments, in severe disabilities, and in the field of deaf‑blindness to meet the individual needs of each learner who is deaf‑blind.

Existing Training Programs
Nationally, over 1200 institutions are engaged in teacher education, graduating 500 thousand new teachers per year (Doyle, 1990).  Aspiring teachers attend a variety of different institutions and can choose from a multitude of specialty areas ranging from elementary education to vocational education.  In essence, teacher preparation is a complex enterprise.

A view of teacher preparation in deaf‑blind education shows that there are currently four federally funded programs under the Division of Personnel Preparation that prepare teachers specifically for working with infants, children, and young adults who are deaf‑blind.  There are two survivors of federal cutbacks on the east coast: Boston College, which I represent in Massachusetts, which has received federal support since 1971, and the program coordinated by Dr. Roseanne Silberman at Hunter College in New York, which has been federally funded since 1974.  These programs graduated 10 and 8 teachers respectively, in 1992.  The University of Arizona has a program in multiple disabilities and dual sensory impairments which graduated one student in 1992.  This new program is coordinated by Dr. June Downing and has been funded for two years.  The program at Texas Tech, coordinated by Dr. Roseanna Davidson, graduated seven students in 1992.  Utah will enroll eight students in February of 1993 in a program in dual sensory impairments.  This program is directed by Dr. Dick Kiefer‑O'Donnell and was federally funded this year under a special projects grant to the Utah State Department of Education.  It will use the resources of three universities: University of Utah, Utah State University, and Brigham Young University.

The Conrad N. Hilton Foundation in its project with Perkins School for the Blind provides funds for six personnel preparation programs.  San Diego State University's program is coordinated by Dr. Kathee Christensen, and the program at Michigan State University is coordinated by Dr. Lou Alonso.  The University of Alabama provides training in this field with its vision program.  This program is coordinated by Mary Jean Sanspree.  Illinois State University will begin a teacher preparation program coordinated by Dr. DeMario, in the summer of 1993 with a Hilton‑Perkins grant.  Boston College and Texas Tech also receive funds from Hilton‑Perkins to expand teacher preparation in this field.

These privately supported programs, excluding Boston College and Texas Tech which were counted under federal funding, graduated 18 teachers in 1992.

Future Demand for Teachers of Students who Are Deaf‑Blind
There is a paucity of research on the training of teachers working with students who are deaf‑blind and the demand for trained teachers.  A national survey done in 1989 (Maxon, Tedder, Lamb, Geisen, & Marmion) of 124 teachers working with a total of 1,791 students with disabilities of whom 26% (568) were students who were deaf‑blind revealed that there will be an ongoing need for services for school aged students who are deaf-​blind despite the fact that members of the rubella population are now adults.  Data from this survey indicate that students who are deaf‑blind were "subsumed in the multihandicapped category" (Maxon et al., 1989, p. 45) because the teachers were working in programs for students with multiple disabilities.  Results further showed that 38% of these teachers had bachelor's degrees, 54% held master's degrees and 2% held doctoral degrees.  Only 12% of the teachers had certification in the deaf‑blind area.  However, almost half of the teachers reported certification in more than one area.  Because most states do not have certification in the deaf‑blind area, the data do not accurately indicate personnel preparation in this field.

A recently published study of low‑incidence special education teacher preparation (Bowen & Stearns, 1992) from Illinois State University reported difficulty in identifying teacher preparation programs "particularly in the areas of deaf‑blind, hearing‑impaired and bilingual education" (p. 11).  This same study noted the discontinuance of programs in the deaf‑blind area that had been funded through the Division of Personnel Preparation.  This report clearly shows that we in personnel preparation need to share information better.  The National Clearinghouse on Deaf‑Blindness could assume a coordinating role in this endeavor.

In the fall of 1992, a national survey was done to develop a clearer picture of services for persons who are deaf‑blind and to determine the projected need for qualified personnel.  This was a telephone survey of state and multi-state project coordinators under Section 307.11, followed by a mailed survey to check for accuracy of responses (McLetchie, Butterfield, & MacFarland, 1992).  The 42 coordinators that responded represented 45 states, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico.  A total of 6,741 students were reported who were deaf‑blind and ages 0 to 21 or 22.  These students were being served by approximately 3,668 teachers.  The project coordinators estimated that only 6% of those teachers had received preparation in the deaf‑blind field.  Thirty‑one of the 42 respondents, an overwhelming percentage, said that their state or geographic region needed a personnel preparation program in the deaf‑blind field.  Nineteen of the 31 project coordinators wanted the personnel preparation  programs in their own state.  The project coordinators estimated that there will be a need for 960 new teachers of students who are deaf‑blind over the next decade.

The few personnel preparation programs in the deaf‑blind field and the small number of teachers graduated with high level training in this field may not equal the complex enterprise Doyle (1990) refers to in regular education.  However, the small number of programs and the high number of unqualified teachers certainly create complex problems in educating children who are deaf‑blind.

Because of the inadequate number of teachers specifically prepared in this field and the ongoing need for teachers of students who are deaf‑blind, the dispersion of the deaf‑blind population, and the challenge to include students who are deaf‑blind in regular education settings, the number of high quality teacher preparation programs supported by the federal government must be increased.  The Conrad N. Hilton Foundation in its project with Perkins School for the Blind demonstrates that private funds are being used to support six teacher preparation programs specifically for those who are deaf‑blind.  This effort has laid the groundwork for more federal involvement and is certainly in keeping with America 2000 which encourages private enterprise to invest in education.  However, because deaf‑blindness is such a low-incidence disability and the challenges of serving persons who are deaf‑blind are so great, it is imperative that strong federal support occur in cooperation with state and local initiatives and private enterprise.  With the present scenario in mind, I wish to direct our attention to the future.  Previously, I mentioned four areas in which we must concentrate our effort.  The first of these concerns teacher preparation programs.

Federally Funded Programs in Universities
In the future we see that we must have at least 10 federally funded teacher preparation programs in the deaf‑blind area, strategically placed throughout the country, graduating a total of 80 to 100 graduates per year.  (Future planning requires prediction.  The coordinators of state and multi-state projects under Section 307.11 estimated a need of 967 new teachers over the next decade.)  Project coordinators are in excellent positions to determine general geographical areas in which the personnel preparation programs would be best placed to ensure that children who are deaf-​blind are served adequately.  For example, the recent survey of project coordinators (McLetchie, Butterfield, & MacFarland, 1992) and supporting interviews with two TRACES (Teaching Research Assistance to Children and Youth Experiencing Sensory Impairments) regional coordinators indicates that the Midwest is in great need of a teacher preparation program(s).

Requests for Proposals (RFPs) must be specific to personnel preparation in the deaf‑blind field.  These RFPs can be tremendously helpful in helping university deans and presidents recognize and value teacher education in fields of low-incidence disabilities, including deaf‑blindness.

Moreover, teachers of the future will need to be better educated than ever before.  Therefore, these personnel preparation programs should be graduate level programs (Holmes Group, 1986).  Appropriate universities for such programs would be those that already have strong expertise in regular education and have demonstrated experience in teacher preparation in at least one, if not all, of the following: vision impairment, severe disabilities, and/or hearing impairment.

This recommendation has educational and practical validity.  Teachers of students who are deaf‑blind must integrate knowledge from regular education and specialty areas, and then adapt that knowledge to each child's unique needs.  Dreams of the future are always tempered with reality.  Over the past decade, many universities have suffered debilitating losses in numbers of special education faculty and elimination of special education programs.  New programs and options in special education including deaf‑blind education need to dovetail with each other and with regular education.  If a university cannot provide the necessary coursework by linking and overlapping within its own curricula, mechanisms for partnerships with other universities should be established which could include satellite broadcasts and other forms of long-distance education.  This concept may be easy to implement in state college and university systems, but may be more difficult at private universities, which tend to claim ownership of programs.

In essence, personnel preparation programs of the future "cannot be successful as separate islands" (V. Hart, personal communication, October, 1991).  With careful long-range planning and federal commitment specific to deaf‑blindness, personnel preparation in the field of deaf‑blind education may be able to survive and flourish in the future.  Stability can be safeguarded by the interconnectedness which preparation in this field can develop with both regular education and other focus areas of special education at a single university or a group of universities sharing resources.

Connected Programs, Shared Internship Sites and Research
The programs that prepare teachers of students who are deaf‑blind must not compete with each other.  This means that RFPs should be cycled appropriately and projects be required to demonstrate collaboration.  This collaboration, perhaps best included in the plan of operation of grant proposals, is essential for developing evolving standards to ensure that students who are deaf‑blind are well served, in establishing first class practicum and internship sites, and in sharing in much needed research in teacher education.

All of us who prepare teachers to work with students who are deaf‑blind and their families are in need of internship sites in regular schools.  These require two essential players: a student who is deaf‑blind and a cooperating teacher who is trained and experienced in teaching students who are deaf‑blind.  Although more students are living and being educated in their home communities than in the previous decade, the reality is that their teachers are generally not qualified in deaf‑blind education.  Teacher preparation programs must work in symphony to identify and establish high level practicum experiences in regular schools.  This will require university personnel to spend more time in schools creating partnerships with administrators and practitioners.  Targeted sites should provide excellent information for university and school personnel to evaluate as a team.  Use of videotapes, broadcasts from sites to universities, onsite observations, and co​teaching by university faculty and practitioners will provide much needed and valuable data on strategies for including students who are deaf‑blind in regular schools and community-based settings.  

We must also research the effects of inclusion on the learner who is deaf‑blind.

Creative Placement of Graduates
Establishing innovative internship sites should include placing graduates of our programs where they are most needed and also require university personnel to continue to support and mentor graduates after degrees are conferred.  Perhaps our graduate students, or at least a stipulated number or percentage in each of the federally funded personnel preparation programs, should be required to take positions where the teacher shortages have the greatest negative impact upon children who are deaf‑blind and their families.  This concept would require additional financial incentives.  Placements would include both rural and inner city settings where students who are deaf‑blind may be at risk for being inadequately served.  This effort will demand connectedness of the teacher preparation programs nationally and input from the coordinators of state and multi-state programs under Section 307.11 and TRACES, and state and local education authorities.

The ultimate recipients of teacher preparation programs are students who are deaf‑blind.  Ongoing and onsite follow up of graduates may help to ensure that children who are deaf‑blind receive high quality services.  Cooperative follow up of graduates by university personnel from all federally funded university programs would allow graduates the choice of going to geographic areas of the country, different from the one in which they were trained.  The benefits would be the establishment of cutting edge internship sites, provision of expertise to local schools, and establishment of a job bank in deaf‑blind education that spans the country.

Summary

The federal government can be an agent of positive change by providing incentives to universities to offer programs in deaf‑blind education which expand upon and are interwoven with other areas of teacher education at one university or a few universities which function as a consortium.  The federal government can encourage positive change by providing financial incentives for aspiring teachers and by stipulating that a number of high level graduates be placed in settings where they are most needed after they graduate.  Through strong federal support, university leadership will learn to place value upon shared research endeavors and upon the time professors spend in schools helping to improve educational services in a partner relationship with teachers (Frieberg & Waxman, 1990).


Expanding Roles of Teachers
Teachers of infants, children, and young adults who are deaf‑blind presently assume roles that transcend school settings.  Working with families whose first language is not English, providing educational intervention in neonatal units, and meeting the challenge of serving children who are deaf‑blind and medically fragile, including those who have AIDS, are some examples of the variety of new roles that have evolved over the past few years.

The Teacher as a Coach of Para-professionals and Professionals
A major responsibility of the teacher in the next decade will be to act as a coach to other professionals and paraprofessionals who will have the tremendous task of integrating and including children and young adults who are deaf‑blind into school and community activities.  Without question, most children who are deaf‑blind can go to regular school and make friends with nondisabled peers.  They can fully participate in community activities.  However, they will need individualized support.  Although this support person might be called by different names(intervener, integration facilitator, interpreter‑tutor(the existence of this support person is crucial.  A person who is deaf‑blind requires someone to act as interpreter of life's events.  To assume otherwise is to negate the highly complex problems created by combined vision and hearing loss.  Anyone who has had the opportunity to know adults who are deaf‑blind and deaf recognizes how vital adequate assistance is for achieving independence.

As teachers become teachers of other professionals and paraprofessionals in the next decade, they fortunately will have the materials produced by the Deaf‑Blind Project of the American Foundation of the Blind to use as teaching tools.  These resources have the potential of providing essential background information and strategies from which individualized support and interventions may evolve.  TRACES and the National Information Center on Deaf‑ Blindness will also play crucial roles in assisting teachers in this important endeavor of coaching professionals and parapro-fessionals so persons who are deaf‑blind may be included in their communities.

Personnel preparation programs will need to redesign and try to determine the qualities that enable a teacher to be a competent teacher of other professionals and paraprofessionals.  It is highly conceivable that a teacher who is an excellent teacher of children might be an inadequate teacher of adults.

The Teacher as Family Interactor

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) mandates that parents are full and equal partners in the educational process.  However, the intention of the law is not always put into effective practice.  The quality of life indicators that parents of children with dual sensory impairments consider to be important (Giangreco, Cloninger, Mueller, Yuan, & Ashworth, 1991) and the concept of personal futures planning (Mount, 1992) are examples of recent work in the field which help set future directions for teachers to attain effective and sensitive involvement with families.

The future will require teachers to have skills that help them understand what families consider to be important to life and how to link these quality of life indicators to educational process.  Choosing Options and Accommodations for Children (C.O.A.C.H.) is a useful vehicle for involving families in the education of their children.  Most families and professionals would agree that having a safe home; accessing a variety of places and engaging in meaningful activities; having meaningful relationships; having choice, control, and independence that match one's age; and being safe and healthy (Giangreco, Cloninger, & Iverson, 1992) are strong determinants of one's quality of life.

Mandated services for infants and toddlers (0 to 3) will require teachers to know how to link and build upon early intervention services that may already be well established.  In other cases, teachers will have the task of creating early intervention services.  It is interesting to note that 43% of the coordinators of state and multi-state projects under Section 307.11 said services to the infants and toddlers who are deaf-blind were adequate, and about 40% said services were good, with 17% ranking services to infants and toddlers as inadequate (McLetchie, Butterfield, & MacFarland, 1992).  Teachers will need to learn how to successfully transition children to educational settings from home​-based or early intervention centers.

Because more children who are deaf‑blind are living and attending school in their home communities, teachers will have to work with families in partnerships to include the child who is deaf‑blind in the family and community settings.  Involving siblings so that normal interactions are facilitated is also important.  The concept of inclusion is holistic and therefore encompasses the home and community environments.  Helping families to access in‑home support and respite services is a role teachers assume now and this role is likely to increase in the future.  Home support may be a particularly critical issue for families whose children are transitioned from residential schools and for those families whose children have complex medical problems.

Family diversity.  An increasing challenge of the future will be for teachers to be flexible, sensitive, and responsive to families of diverse ethnic backgrounds who have varied perspectives and values.  These skills are impossible to teach from a textbook or lecture.  The United States has changed from a country which took pride in being a melting pot to a country which celebrates differences (Schlesinger, 1992).  How we incorporate this philosophical shift into the educational system is pivotal to the way we prepare teachers to involve all families in the education of their children.

Although most departments or schools of teacher education include coursework on diversity, a study of over 700 teachers from the National Center for Research on Teacher Learning showed "troubling" results.  Although participants had taken coursework in diversity, most were unable to transfer theory into effective practice (Kennedy, 1991).  Just as including students with disabilities should be embedded in many courses as a recurring critical issue, perhaps the issue of diversity should not be a separate course but should instead be incorporated into several courses.  Again, the federal government can be an agent of positive change.  Standards dealing with diversity issues should not be linked with one course but should be a recurring theme in several courses including student teaching experiences and accompanying seminars.  The inclusion of nondiscrimination policies in grant proposals will not be adequate proof in the next decade that universities are meeting the needs of diverse learners and their families.

Recruitment and placement.  Diversity in teacher education in the next decade will also encompass the active recruitment of minority students.  Given that our graduates are often our best recruiters, incentives which encourage graduates to take positions in inner cities would be an indirect but potentially powerful recruitment tool.  The incentive could be in the form of a stipend that continues for a school year after graduation or a larger stipend the student receives during graduate work with a commitment to work in an inner city after graduation.  University personnel would also be required to maintain an active commitment to the graduate which would include time in schools in a partnership role.  As referred to earlier, the connection among teacher trainers at 10 programs across the country would allow university faculty to share in the active follow up of graduates.  That is, the program geographically closest would be most likely to follow up on the graduate working in an inner city.  For example, if a graduate from Utah wanted to work in an east coast inner city, it would be logical that Hunter College or Boston College provide onsite support to the graduate.

We now have state‑of‑art data on numbers of deaf‑blind children in this country.  A goal of the future must be to ascertain those who are underserved.  Perhaps the National Clearing House on Deaf‑Blindness could establish a data base which shows placement of students who are deaf‑blind and the type of placement.  Excellent research (Goodlad & Keating, 1990) demonstrates that the majority of children in inner-city schools do not receive equal and high quality education.  This statement is also probably applicable to students who are deaf‑blind.  It is also possible that students who live in inner cities are referred to separate special education programs and schools.  This concept of providing incentives so graduates are encouraged to work in inner cities should also apply to rural areas where students who are deaf‑blind are underserved.  In essence, recruitment plans in proposals should include placement of graduates where students who are deaf‑blind are disadvantaged and the establishment of ongoing partnerships with schools.

In teacher preparation programs, diversity should include minority students, students with disabilities, and parents.  For example, the program at Boston College last year was enriched greatly by the participation of a graduate student who is deaf‑blind as a result of Usher Syndrome and a student who is a parent of a child who is blind and has multiple disabilities.

The Teacher as Team Player
"Teaming," "collaboration," "trans-disciplinary team," and "team approach" are words that convey positive connotations and are used with a high degree of frequency when we discuss providing high quality services to persons who are deaf‑blind.  However, we do not, in my opinion, adequately prepare teachers with the necessary interpersonal skills to be effective team players.  The present and future demand careful research on what variables make a successful team on which the child who is deaf‑blind is the most important player.  In teacher preparation, we must utilize other disciplines such as counseling psychology and social work, which can help teachers evaluate and improve their interpersonal skills and ability to understand group dynamics.  We also must model teaming in some university-based coursework, which will require abandoning the lecture format and involving our graduate students in working in teams in classes at the university and in practicum experiences.  This concept has a pragmatic approach but is most difficult when there is an incredible pressure from deans to have high enrollment in university courses.

Competitive priorities in RFPs should include innovative approaches for preparing teachers with high level skills to function as effective team players and as advocates for the person who is deaf‑blind, the central team member.  We are in need of models that demonstrate effective teaming.  Group analysis of videos might be helpful at the university level but actual practice as a participant in the process is essential.  Teacher educators in the next decade will need to be more vigilant about teaching problem-solving skills.  Innovative approaches could include providing some coursework in schools as opposed to university lecture halls.

Summary
As roles of teachers expand and there are new causes of deaf‑blindness to challenge us, it is the responsibility of teacher educators to expose all of our graduate students to the ever-widening responsibilities of teachers.  Each aspiring teacher should have coursework and experience related to the range of abilities in the very heterogeneous population of individuals who are deaf-​blind.  Teacher educators also have a responsibility to help teachers evaluate what their strengths and weaknesses are so they can seek further training in some areas or choose jobs in subspecialties in the field of deaf‑blind education in which they have the greatest strength and motivation.  For example, working with an adolescent who has Usher Syndrome is very different from working with an infant who is deaf-​blind and medically fragile.  Teachers admittedly have different skill levels and interests, but they all should be highly competent in working with families and in effecting positive team interactions.


National Standards
The issue of standards or lack thereof also plagues regular education.  John Goodlad's comments about standards in regular education also apply to the education of students who are deaf‑blind.  Standards are waived when there is a shortage of teachers.  This practice would not occur in other professions such as law or medicine (Goodlad & Keating, 1990).  Teacher preparation requires redesign and renewal.  Teachers are being graduated without the skills needed to manage complex problems.  As Goodlad stated in recent interview, "There is a lack of connectedness between the schooling enterprise and the preparation of those who staff it" (Brandt, 1991, p. 5).

We must all work for the establishment of national standards in deaf‑blind education.  Standards can help ensure that students who are deaf‑blind not only have access to education but that their education is of high quality.  Standards also can elevate our profession and be a force for professional identity.  Although standards are not the only solution to the multitude of problems teachers confront, standards are the vital foundations from which "best practices" emanate.  Strong standards can also be self‑evaluation tools for teachers so they can be ongoing learners who pursue study and research.

A recent national survey of the coordinators of state and multi-state projects under section 307.11 clearly shows that most students who are deaf‑blind are being taught by teachers not prepared for educating children who are deaf-​blind (McLetchie, Butterfield, & MacFarland, 1992).  Even if the assumption is made that more teacher preparation programs will be established over the next decade, a critical shortage of qualified teachers will persist because more children who are deaf‑blind will be attending their neighborhood schools.  There is a need to establish standards and disseminate them nationally, so at the very least, administrators who hire teachers not trained in deaf‑blind education will have a composite picture of what a teacher of students who are deaf‑blind should look like.  Therefore, national standards can also be incidental learning materials on the problems imposed by combined vision and hearing impairments.  Additionally, the standards should be incorporated into grant proposals for personnel preparation programs.

Standards should not be teacher centered but should focus upon the relationships between teacher and child, teacher and other personnel, and the teacher and families.  For example, if we agree that teachers' roles in the next decade will include teaching others how to be support persons for the student who is deaf‑blind who is included in regular school, a standard might be stated as follows:  The teacher is an effective coach of the paraprofessional who facilitates the active participation of the student who is deaf‑blind in school and social settings.

Among these standards should be a time frame in which a teacher should be required to actually teach children who are deaf‑blind in order to be considered a master teacher of students who are deaf‑blindness.  This means that those of us involved in personnel preparation will need to maintain an active connection with graduates after degrees are conferred to provide support and ensure quality.  This effort should be done in concert with TRACES and coordinators of state and multi-state projects under section 307.11, and with university personnel in deaf‑blind education who are in close geographical proximity to the new practicing teacher.  Improved technology including use of videos and conference calls can make active follow up a reality.

Establishment of standards from which specific competencies are generated should involve teacher trainers, teachers from regular education, teachers of students who are deaf‑blind, administrators from regular and special education, parents, deaf‑blind adults, and representatives from services for adults who are deaf‑blind.

Standards should be endorsed by a national organization or organizations.  However, these standards should not lead to separate certification in each state.  State certifications in deaf‑blind education could lead to a bureaucratic maze from which there is no exit.  Teachers of children and youth who are deaf‑blind have preparation which exceeds other specialty areas.  It is most practical for graduates to be certified in another area such as severe disabilities, vision impairment, or hearing impairment and then be endorsed in deaf‑blind education by a national organization.

Active and ongoing involvement from a national organization(s), from committed team participants, and from evaluation criteria that include standards in federal requests for proposals in personnel preparation should help to ensure that standards generate "best practices," motivate quality educational services, and create a network of educators with a professional identity.


Adult Services

McNulty (1992) recently stated that if educational services are in their childhood, services for deaf‑blind adults are in their infancy.  What a cruel paradox.  McNulty's statement is supported by a recent survey of coordinators of state and multi-state projects under section 307.11 (McLetchie, Butterfield & MacFarland, 1992).  Although 19 coordinators said educational services were adequate or good, 23 of the 42 respondents said services for adults were either nonexistent or inadequate.  A scene of the future depicts strong and evolving links between personnel preparation and adult services for persons who are deaf‑blind.  If education is to be life long as articulated in America 2000, we have to stop thinking in terms of birth to 21 or 22 years.

Teachers of the future must have real experience with adults as part of their preparation.  Adults who are deaf‑blind should be valued instructors in teaching modules in university‑based courses.  Although the actual presence of a deaf‑blind instructor in a classroom is preferable, satellite interactive broadcasts could be utilized or videos could be used.  Aspiring teachers should be required to spend part of their practicum requirements in adult services.  Without a clear perception of the lives of adults who are deaf‑blind, there is no way teachers can anticipate and plan for the future of the children they serve.

Despite years of effort spent in teaching learners who are deaf‑blind how to communicate effectively and make choices, many of our students leave school and enter adult life where there are no choices other than loneliness and boredom.  We have opened the doors of neighborhood schools.  In the next decade we must work creatively to provide inclusive communities for adults who are deaf-​blind.  In the education of children who are deaf‑blind we, as a profession, have always recognized the importance of working with parents.  We must give comparable recognition to working with adults who are deaf‑blind.

Federal priorities stress the importance of teacher education relating to state and local education authorities.  Priorities in the future must stimulate personnel preparation to be innovative and creative in concert with adult services.  As a beginning, by having students do practicum hours in adult programs, university personnel can establish mutually beneficial relationships with adult service providers.  Consumers who are deaf‑blind on our advisory boards are viewed positively by grant readers, but working cooperatively with those who are deaf‑blind adults and with adult services is vital.


Conclusion
Personnel preparation in deaf‑blind education is related to the other focus areas of this symposium, interwoven with the forces of change in regular education and influenced by the larger societal changes in our country.  One does not have to be a visionary to predict that there will be major changes in all personnel preparation in the next decade.  We are all part of the future transformations.

I began this paper by taking a retrospective view of personnel preparation in deaf‑blind education.  Another snapshot of the past shows that 12 years ago 80 experts in the field of deaf‑blind education made predictions about the future.  They predicted that federal support in deaf‑blind education would be decreased and that teacher training would emphasize severe and profound disabilities rather than deaf‑blindness (Tweedie & Baud, 1981).  These experts' predictions became today's reality.

Let us as a group make positive predictions which pack the power to set direction for the future of personnel preparation in deaf‑blind education.

Let us predict that there will be strong and increased federal commitment to deaf‑blind education in the next decade.  Better personnel preparation programs will result in better qualified teachers who will serve infants, children and young adults who are deaf-​blind and their families, and who will be able to meet the challenges of increased interaction with culturally diverse families and the need to work as part of a team with other professionals.

Let us predict that national standards will be established that will provide a high quality blueprint for "best practices."  With a clear professional identity, teachers of the future will be able to accept new roles and challenges with support and confidence as societal demands shift and the actual needs of infants, children, and youth who are deaf‑blind determine and drive educational services.

Finally, many of the children we serve today will be adults in the next decade.  Let us predict that, with collaborative planning, adult and educational services will not be separate systems.  Let us predict that they will share the challenges of better serving persons of all ages.
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Abstract:  We must develop a clear, accurate understanding of the population through better exchanges of information about numbers and etiologies.  We must also develop as a profession by compiling and publishing our history and establishing a set of standards and a code of ethics.  We must make a commitment (and support that commitment with funding) to stable, cooperative pre-service professional training offered at the graduate level in strategic geographic locations.  The combination of sensory impairments is the most significant feature to be addressed and calls for professional expertise to make educational and environmental modifications, especially in the area of communication.

____________________________________________________

Barbara has given us glimpses of the past, present, and future of preparing educational personnel for infants, children and youth who are deaf‑blind.  I think she has presented a thorough, systematic and organized assessment of personnel preparation, thereby freeing me to present my response in a somewhat more arbitrary fashion.  I will submit for your consideration some of Barbara's ideas that I would like to expand on and perhaps a few additional ideas using a we must format.  At this time I feel like the man who is gripping the gutter of his two‑story house while looking down at his little son standing next to the ladder that has slipped to the ground.  The little boy calls up to his dad, "Mom wants to know if it's important."  I hope you agree with me.  It is important!


Areas Requiring Action
In order to prepare personnel for students who are deaf-blind we must do the following:


(Have a clear, accurate understanding of the population.


(
Develop as a profession.


(Make a commitment to pre‑service professional training.


(Support that commitment with funds.


(Be committed to the idea that it is the combination of sensory impairments that determines the programming needs for students who are deaf‑blind.

The Population
We must have a clear, accurate understanding of the parameters of the diverse population of students who are deaf‑blind.  From this information we can more accurately project the most salient features to include in various types of personnel preparation programs.  We have made great strides in the past decade to get a better idea of the number of infants, children, and youth who are deaf‑blind, the incidence of deaf-​blindness in relationship to the total population of students receiving special education services, and the wide range of etiologies of deaf‑blindness.  However, through observation of the status of identification and reporting students who are deaf‑blind in my own state, reading Dr. Baldwin's annual reports, and through conversations with him, it is clear to me that we have a long way to go.  We have to continue to discuss, "What is deaf‑blindness?"  Some of us may align ourselves with the "orthodox" group, others of us may identify ourselves as members of the "reformed" ideological group.  However, without a clear picture of the current population, we will not be able to refine our notion of deaf‑blindness to match the real world.  I am aware also that our definition of deaf‑blindness determines who is identified and reported on the census.  That is all the more reason we need to create opportunities for exchange of information.  In Texas, we are beginning a new procedure for identifying and reporting infants, children, and youth who are deaf‑blind that will certainly broaden the definition of deaf‑blindness in our state.  The potential exists to over-identify students.  Whatever happens, we must publish and report our results.  (Incidentally, I know the journal it will most likely be submitted to, and the professional conference it will be submitted to, I am curious about your recommendations for where such information should go.  Where would you expect it?  Is there any one place we would all look?)

The Profession
We must develop as a profession.  All professions are defined by three features.  One of these is a described body of knowledge which includes not only theory and practice, but also the history of the field.  Currently we have portions of the history as small chapters in a few books, some of which are out of print, or as copies of transcriptions of speeches that give historical perspective.  We need a hardback book that reports the facts, the people, and the sequence of events and practices so that newly trained people have a way to know how we have arrived at this point.  This history is the personal experience of many of you who are here today.  Your experience is valuable to us.  Second and third components of a profession are a set of standards or competencies and a code of ethics.  These elements provide a common ground on which to base personnel preparation programs.

Currently, the Council of Exceptional Children ‑ Division on Visual Handicaps (CEC‑DVH), the Association for the Education and Rehabilitation of the Blind and Visually Impaired (AER) - Division 3 (Multihandicapped/Deaf‑Blind), and the Council on Education of the Deaf (CED) are beginning independent efforts to describe teacher competencies and/or training program standards.  Efforts are being made to collaborate on the process.  An ad hoc committee made up of representatives of those organizations has been formed, and we will need more professionals to participate in these efforts.

Pre-Service Professional Training
We must make a commitment to pre‑service professional training offered at the graduate level.  The events of the last 10 years, many of which Barbara described, have left us with the situation of training all individuals on an as‑needed basis in an inservice model that cannot provide a broad‑based scope of information necessary to develop high quality professionals.  There are overlapping theories and practices in each of the following fields:  severe disabilities, visual impairments, communication disorders, and deaf education.  However, there also exist in these fields distinctly separate applications of some theories and methods and separate goals and methodologies specific to deaf‑blindness.  We might say that, although regular education acknowledges the individual's need to develop a variety of communication skills, the focus is usually on the refinement of an already reasonably well-functioning communication system.  For most individuals who are deaf‑blind, however, access to assistance to develop communication of any form is essential to enable the person to develop a sense of self, a sense of others, and to have access to information about the world.

There is a need for all types of training alternatives (e.g., pre‑service and inservice), using the most viable means (e.g., independent study, videos, or teleconferencing) to efficiently provide access to information.  Some types of information are best suited for certain training alternatives.  The problem we have had most recently is that we do not have a choice of training alternatives, because our only alternative has been inservice training.

In order to do an adequate job of preparing personnel, I agree with Barbara that we need to develop and maintain professional alliances to support and be supported by.  To help clarify the brief comments that I have made, please refer to the following figures.

	PRE‑SERVICE GRADUATE PROGRAMS TO PREPARE PERSONNEL FOR STUDENTS WHO ARE DEAF‑BLIND

FOCUS:  SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE BASE FOR APPROPRIATELY SERVING STUDENTS WHO ARE DEAF‑BLIND

(teacher training

(consultant preparation

(integration of knowledge, practice skills and values

(ongoing scholarly activity to support and enhance the field of knowledge with an emphasis on research

	INSERVICE PROGRAMS TO PREPARE PERSONNEL FOR STUDENTS WHO ARE DEAF‑BLIND

FOCUS:  NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS AND THE IDENTIFIED NEEDS OF PARTICIPANTS

(Supplement knowledge and skills of trained teachers

(Supplement knowledge and skills of consultants

(Supplement knowledge and skills of ancillary staff and related services professionals who work with students who are deaf‑blind

(Supplement knowledge and skills of teachers of students who are deaf‑blind who have not had pre‑service training

(Provide training to families

(Report successful practices and research


1
Funding
We must support the commitment to pre‑service training with funds that are, as Barbara articulated, (a) supporting programs in strategic geographic locations; (b) awarded in competitions that are distributed so that programs are not competing with each other; and (c) stable, so that programs have the time to develop, grow, mature, become recognized, and make a contribution.  Currently, such grant-funded activities as clearinghouses have such support because it is generally recognized that, in order to benefit the population a clearinghouse is designed to serve, it must have longevity that has been earned by fulfilling its objectives.  Programs to train professionals to work with infants, children and youth who are deaf‑blind deserve the same kind of support.

Appropriate Programming
We must be committed to the idea that it is the combination of sensory impairments that is the most significant feature to be addressed when assessing and programming for individuals who are deaf‑blind.  In my observation, many program decisions are based on the individual's functional level without adequate acknowledgement of the need for modifications in activities to accommodate the individual's sensory loss.  The younger the child is, the more important it is to provide the optimal level of modifications.  There is no excuse for accepting the argument that the child's level of sensory functioning is adequate for his cognitive ability.  When we do that with very young children, we have determined that the child's functional ability will not change.  Children learn about their world through their senses.  If we do not adequately intervene, the child will have severely restricted learning alternatives.

A functional, totally inclusionary, community-based instructional program is not meaningful to a child who is deaf‑blind if appropriate program modifications are not made.  Foremost, the specifically identified communication mode that a child uses must be infused into all activities or else the child will have a lifetime of "Weekend at Bernie's" experiences.  Let me explain.  Weekend at Bernie's is a movie whose main character is a dead man who is included in all of the activities that he had scheduled before he was murdered.  Bernie's friends help him host a cocktail party where he drinks and is included in conversations.  Bernie also sunbathes and naps by the pool and goes water skiing with his friends.  Are our children who are deaf‑blind to be treated as Bernie?

It is a Bernie experience if a child who is deaf‑blind is left positioned so that he can touch a switch that will activate a dancing bear which the child cannot see or hear.

It is a Bernie experience if a child who is deaf‑blind is scheduled to watch Disney movies on Friday afternoons with all the other children in their building who have earned a reward.

It is a Bernie experience when a child waits an hour in order to partially participate in a science activity with her peers.

Children who are deaf‑blind do not have time to waste waiting to participate.  They must spend their time doing activities that are meaningful to them (not meaningful to teachers or peers).  All of the Bernie experiences I have described can be turned into meaningful experiences with the help of a knowledgeable, flexible professional in deaf‑blindness.

To include individuals who are deaf‑blind in meaningful ways, all activities must be modified to ensure that


(the child knows or has the opportunity to know what is going to happen.


(the child can develop a sense of power over the world.


(the child can know about the world.

We must have trained educators who understand the unique needs of a wide variety of students who are deaf‑blind, now that our educational system has included everyone in all regular educational options.  We must have professionals who can identify educational and environmental modifications that are necessary for each child.  We must have professionals who advocate for better quality of life for persons who are deaf‑blind.


Summary
I have mentioned several ideas that I feel we must take action on to accomplish.  We must have the help of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation to accomplish the development of stable, supported pre‑service training programs.  As a body of professionals, we have to take the steps necessary to develop the profession further.  The profession exists and is real to us because of the time, effort, dedication, and love we have put into working with individuals who are deaf‑blind.  The profession is real because we have made it real, just as in the story of the Velveteen Rabbit, the boy made his stuffed rabbit real because of his caring and attention.  The rabbit was real, but at first only the rabbit and the boy knew it.  Then the nursery fairy came along and made the velveteen rabbit into a real rabbit that everybody could see.

We need to take the steps necessary to make the profession real for people outside our association.  Being committed to understanding the impact of reduced sensory ability in the two distance senses, working to clarify our understanding of the population, and supporting pre‑service graduate training of professionals will greatly enhance the visibility of the profession.  We can be real for all the world to see.
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