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The underlying thenmes of saneness and difference, unity in
diversity and subcultural variation have been central to the
di sci pline of cultural anthropology fromits inception.
Recogni zing that the acquisition of culture is the essenti al
i ngredi ent in being human, anthropol ogi sts have studi ed the
various mani festations of cultural production. Thus, the authors
bel i eve the ant hropol ogi cal paradi gm should be the core el enent
in a holistic, historical and cross-cultural disability studies
teachi ng and research program

A universal thene perneating the anthropol ogi cal view of
human behavior is that all humans have culture, but the
particul ar strands of intertwi ned norns, values and institutional
structures are unique to a particular group of people. Thus,
there is human culture as well as Sanpan, Dobuan and Hop
culture. Even in these supposedly nonolithic and honogeneous
cul tures, ethnographers recognized trenendous i ndivi dual
differences. Sonetines these are based on categorical nenbership,
such as gender, age, rank, etc., but frequently they are based on
other variables. Fromthis recognition of difference the concept
of subculture was derived. Rarely, however, were these
categorically-based differences |linked to disabling conditions.
The maj or exception was the association of shaman or curing
activities wth physical and/or psychol ogical disabilities.
Nevert hel ess, the subculture concept has great value in the study
of people with disabilities.

Disability Cul ture/ Subcul ture

The controversy over the existence of a disability culture
has been superbly sunmarized by Brannon (Brannon 1995). In many
ways it parallels the heated discussion in anthropol ogy and
policy making circles about the culture of poverty concept
generated by Oscar Lew s 30 years earlier (Eanmes and Goode 1973).
Since the disabled comunity we are concerned with is part of a
| arger societal and cultural matrix, the concept of subculture



woul d appear to be nore appropriate. As people with disabilities,
we are devel oping our own art, literature, nythol ogy, history and
| anguage, all of which are becom ng el enents of an energing and
uni que tradition

Wthin the disability comunity there has been a grow ng
enphasis on equality of opportunity rather than saneness. An
often heard statenent incorporated into the Anericans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) is that with reasonabl e accommodati on nost
di sabl ed people are able to do what nost nondi sabl ed peopl e can
do. This credo applies to the areas of enpl oynent, educati on,
travel and leisure tinme activities. A though many of us nmay
strive toward the fictive goal of "normality,” many others have
conme to ternms with their disabilities and are striving toward the
soci al goal of breaking down existing barriers rather than the
nor e personal goal of passing.

Not only are the estimated 54 mllion Anericans with
disabilities part of but different fromthe | arger society, they
are different fromone another. Cbviously, every disabled person
has a uni que persona, but those sharing a particular disability
have many common probl ens. Thus, nenbers of the blind community
share many nore |ife experiences and copi ng mechani sns with other
blind people than they do with those who are deaf or have
disabilities other than blindness and deaf ness. One conseguence
of these differences within the disability comunity is the
devel opnent of nutually exclusive consuner based groups such as
the National Federation of the Blind (NFB), Self Help for the
Hard of Hearing (SHHH), Paralyzed Veterans Associ ati on (PVA)
etc. If we can view all disabled people as sharing a particul ar
subcul ture, then blind, deaf and physically disabled people share
nmore narrowl y defined subcul tures.

Those in the disability community, |ike nmenbers of other
mnority communities, are part of the larger cultural tradition.
We share | anguage, religion, art and other forms of synbolic
representation with other Anericans. However, we are beginning to
devel op sone of our own unique forns of art, sports, nythol ogy,
hi story, |anguage and ot her el enents of an energi ng subcul tural
tradition.

Wthin this broader context, a small segnment of the three
communities of sensory disabled Americans has chosen to accept
partnership with canine assistants as a neans of increasing their
i ndependence and enhancing their quality of life. Partnership
wi th guide, hearing and service dogs has created an opportunity
to breech the walls of difference that have traditionally kept
t hese groups apart.

Hi story of the Assistance Dog Myvenent

The pi oneering guide dog school in the United States, The
Seei ng Eye, was established in 1929 (Putnam. It was inspired by
earlier work with blinded veterans done in Germany during and
after the First World War. Dorothy Harrison Eustis, a wealthy
Arerican living in Switzerland, had observed blind German
vet erans bei ng guided by trained German Shepherd Dogs. She wote



an article for the Saturday Eveni ng Post describing what she had
seen and offered to work with an interested blind Anerican at her
Fortunate Fields kennels in Switzerland. O the hundreds of
responses she received, Eustis chose the 19-year-old Mrris Frank
because he expressed an intense desire for independence and the
drive to achieve their joint goal of establishing an American
gui de dog training program Buddy, a Gernman Shepherd Dog, and her
blind partner, Mrris Frank, a founder of The Seei ng Eye, trained
in Swtzerland and canme back to the United States where Frank
publicized the advantages of working with a gui de dog.

In the United States, despite positive nedia coverage, when
Frank approached several well-known organi zati ons working with
bl i nd people for support, his dream of devel oping a gui de dog
training programin the United States was summarily di sm ssed.
Fulfilling Eustis' faith in him Frank persevered and attracted
t he needed public support to convert their dreaminto reality.
The Seeing Eye was born and within ten years a second school was
established. As a result of the Second Wrld War, several new
prograns were created to serve blinded veterans. The majority of
the 15 gui de dog schools operating in the United States at the
present tine were founded after World War 1I1.

Each year approximately 1500 blind person/gui de dog teans
graduate fromthe 15 United States schools (D anond, Eanes and
Eanes, in press). Approximately half are seeking partnership with
dogs for the first tine, and the remainder are training with
successor dogs. It is estimated that 9,000 teans are currently
working in this country (ibid.). Wth an estimated popul ati on of
1,100,000 legally blind Americans, this constitutes a very snal
portion of those who could benefit from such partnerships.

In contrast to the nore than 70 years of blind Anericans
bei ng partnered with gui de dogs, deaf and hard of hearing and
physi cal | y di sabl ed Arericans have had only 25 years of working
wi th hearing and service dogs. Interestingly, these two
i nnovative approaches to the training and use of dogs do not seem
to have influenced each other and devel oped al ong separate, but
paral lel I|ines.

Bonita Bergin is the pioneer in the service dog novenent.
Havi ng observed donkeys and other animals, in several
under devel oped areas assisting people with physical disabilities,
she conceived the idea of harnessing the energy and intelligence
of dogs to work with nobility inpaired individuals. Wen she
sought advice from gui de dog training progranms, they were not
responsive and offered little help in transform ng her idea into
reality. Paralleling the determ nation and singl e-m ndedness of
Morris Frank, Bergin persevered and devel oped the first service
dog training programin the country, Canine Conpani ons for
| ndependence. As public awareness of the value of dogs serving
people with disabilities was sparked by extensive nedia coverage,
the demand for trained service dogs expl oded and nmany new
training prograns were established to neet the need.

Wth waiting lists ranging fromone to three years to be
mat ched with a trained dog, nmany di sabl ed peopl e have chosen to



train their own dogs or hire private trainers to prepare their
pet dogs for service work. As a result, a |arge nunber of breeds
can be seen assisting people with physical disabilities.

While Bergin was initiating the service dog novenent in the
m d- seventies, Agnes McG ath was independently establishing a
programto train dogs to assist people who were deaf or hard of
hearing. The first training school began operation at the
M nnesota Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Aninmals and
within a year was taken over by the Anerican Humane Associ ation
in Colorado. Unlike The Seei ng Eye and Cani ne Conpani ons for
| ndependence, the AHA hearing dog program did not survive.
However, it spawned a nunber of hearing dog training centers that
can be seen as direct descendants of McGath's original efforts.

More than 60 organi zations prepare dogs for working with
people with disabilities other than blindness. Two major factors
make it inpossible to obtain accurate statistics for the nunber
of teans trained each year and the nunber of working teans.
First, many training progranms do not belong to Assistance Dogs
International (ADI), a coalition of nore than 30 gui de, hearing
and service dog organi zations. Second, many dogs are privately
trai ned, making an accurate census inpossible. Qur best estimate
is that 4,000 hearing dog and 4,000 service dog teans are
currently working. Conbining the figures for guide, hearing and
service dogs, a total of 17,000 assistance dogs are currently
working in the United States (Eanmes and Eanes 1997).

Language
Wbrds can enpower, encourage, confuse, denigrate, delight or
depress. CGeorge Owell, in his book 1984 illustrated the

political power of words. Some Orwellian disciples continue to
track the way words are used to nodify the inpact of reality.
Following the lead of fem nists and African-Anericans, disabled
peopl e have recogni zed the power of |anguage in reshaping
societal attitudes and inmages. Terns such as cripple, invalid,
wheel chai r-bound and deaf and dunmb are no | onger acceptable. Wth
the signing of the ADA, the politically correct termfor those of
us with inpairnents categorized as sensory, mobility, psychiatric
or hidden is disabled. Handi caps are defined as the barriers
pl aced in the path of disabled people preventing themfrom ful
participation in society. Thus, blindness is our disability. One
of our handicaps is not being able to read a print newspaper.

However, wi th use of nodern-day technol ogy, even this
handi cap can be m nim zed. Restaurants that do not provide
Braille menus and hotels that do not provide tactile or Braille
nunbers on roons i npose barriers to our being i ndependent. These
are socially generated handi caps. A goal of the disability rights
movenent is to elimnate these handi caps and change soci et al
attitudes. In all these efforts, clear, consistent, concise and
consuner generated | anguage is essential.

Wthin the assistance dog novenent a nunber of ternms and
concepts have energed needing clarification. Assistance Dogs
| nternational has adopted the follow ng | anguage for dogs worki ng



w th di sabl ed peopl e.

1. Guide dog is the generic termfor a dog who guides a
blind or visually inpaired person. Dog guide is used by sone
prograns and consuners, but the authors believe this usage is
i ncorrect and confusing. Another source of confusion is the
w despread use of the phrase seeing eye for all guide dogs. The
title The Seeing Eye belongs to the first guide dog school in
this country and is a registered trademark. Mst Anericans use
the term seeing eye interchangeably with the generic term guide
dog. However, it should only be used for dogs graduated fromthe
school in Morristown, New Jersey. The public's confusion and
incorrect usage is reinforced by journalists, television
reporters and witers who continue to use seeing eye as an
equi valent termfor guide dog.

2. The preferred termfor dogs assisting deaf or hard-of -
heari ng people is hearing dog.

3. The generic termfor dogs assisting people with
disabilities other than blindness and deafness is service dog.

Al t hough service dog is the termpreferred by ADI, a variety of
other terns are used for these working canines. Cccasionally,
they are referred to by their functions, such as support,

wheel chair pulling or seizure alert dogs. Sone service dogs are
being trained to assist those with psychiatric disabilities,
autism Parkinsons, etc.

Inits attenpt to guarantee access for disabled people
partnered with dogs who assist them the witers of the
gui delines for the ADA confused the | anguage issue by using the
term "service rather than assistance aninmals." The broader term
"ani mal s" was chosen to protect the rights of disabled people
partnered with Capuchi n nonkeys. However, the use of the word
"service" was not well thought out. One wonders why witers of
regul ations feel they nust invent new terns rather than maintain
al ready established and cl ear | anguage.

In April 2001 representatives of two consumer organizations,
the International Association of Assistance Dog Partners and
GQui de Dog Users Inc., joined with the two assi stance dog provider
or gani zati ons, Assistance Dogs International and the US Counci
of Dog Guide Schools to create a coalition of assistance dog
organi zations. CADO s main goal was to work with the US
Departnent of Justice to clarify and correct sone of the | anguage
and definitions used in the regulations drafted by the US
Departnent of Justice in 1992.

Bui |l ding a Sub-Cul ture

Accepting partnership with an assi stance dog becones the
bui Il ding bl ock for a unique sub-culture within the |arger
disability subcultural novenent. Thus, of the 17,000 people
partnered with assistance dogs, nost have been trained at
residential prograns away fromtheir honme settings. Al have to
deal with the daily tasks of feeding, groom ng, and providing
relief time for their canine assistants. Gaduation froma
training programor the conpletion of training wwth a dog trainer



does not nmean the end of the training process. Problens continue
for those working with assistance dogs as they confront real life
situations without the instructor's presence as nedi ator or
advocate. Traditionally, those partnered with assistance dogs
turned to the professionals (programor private trainers) for
hel p when confronting access and behavi oral problens, but that
enphasi s has been shifting as national and regional consuner
groups have energed.

Access problens are not the only feature which unifies the
community of assistance dog partners. One consequence of the
shorter life span of canine assistants is that human partners
have been forced to break the bond through retirenent, euthanasia
or natural death. Not only is the grief a shared elenent in the
community, but the need to train with a successor dog becones
anot her aspect of the building of the sub-culture based on shared
experi ence.

For those partnered with assistance dogs a conmon experience
is the need to advocate for the presence of the cani ne assistant
in situations where access is denied or attenpted to be deni ed.
This nost frequently happens with taxi drivers, restaurant
managers and hotel clerks. Al nost every person partnered with an
assi stance dog has his/her favorite airline or taxi story.

Al t hough many access deni al confrontations assune the di scourse
of advocating for the rights of the canine assistant, the human
partner is obliquely advocating for his or her own rights.

Pl aci ng the enphasis on the dog nmakes the initial advocacy
efforts easier for many di sabl ed peopl e who have been
infantilized and paternalized and accepted societal views of

t hensel ves as passive and hel pl ess. Thus partnership with the dog
becones a transformational experience in which the individual's
self concept is enhanced and feelings of enpowernent gained. This
initial advocacy then often expands into a willingness to conbine
W th other assistance dog partners in furthering the rights of
their comunity. A further elenent in constructing this new
subculture is the ability to use nodern nodes of comrunication

An I nternet group has been devel oped devoted to issues of

assi stance dogs and their partners.

A Mnority Wthin a Mnority

Despite the nore than 70 year history of guide dog use in
the United States, many blind people remain opposed to their use
as nobility aids. In a special issue of the Braille Mnitor, the
official publication of the National Federation of the Blind, the
| argest and ol dest blind consuner organization in the United
States, 21 articles were published focusing on the controversy
about gui de dog partnership. Those nost critical of the guide dog
i ncl uded Kenneth Jernigan, NFB's President Eneritus and editor of
the October 1995 issue. He took the position that the decision to
work with a guide dog engendered an i mage of dependence and pity,
creating a barrier against full citizenship and equal
participation in society (Jernigan 1995).

Wthin the deaf comunity, a simlar antipathy toward



hearing dogs is discernable. The presence of a hearing dog,
clearly identified by |eash, collar and cape, proclains to the
worl d, the human partner is deaf or hard-of-hearing. Such
identification runs counter to the deep-seated value in the
community of being inconspicuous. Deafness is a hidden disability
and staunch proponents of deaf culture claimthey are a
linguistic mnority rather than a segnent of the disability
comunity.

Those who are blind or physically disabled do not have this
option. Thus, partnership with a guide or service dog does not
set themany further apart than the white cane, wheel chair or
crutches. For many in the deaf community, partnership with a
heari ng dog synbolizes hel pl essness and dependence rather than
i ndependence and sel f-sufficiency (Eanes 1995).

Coalition Building: The Political and Social Process

In 1993 a nunber of disabled people, partnered with guide,
hearing and service dogs net in St. Louis to create the first
consuner -driven organi zati on whose focal point was partnership
W th assistance dogs. A governing board was el ected consisting of
i ndividuals drawn fromthe blind, deaf and physically disabled
communities. The goals established at this inaugural neeting were
education, |egislation, advocacy and nutual support. These goals
were articulated in a mssion statenent devel oped by the
organi zati on whi ch becane the International Association of
Assi stance Dog Partners (1 AADP).

Wth an estimated 17,000 assi stance dog partners dispersed
t hroughout the United States, | AADP felt it necessary to reach as
many constituents as possible. Notices were placed in the
mai nstream and speci alized disability-related publications.
Through a grant from Paws Wth a Cause, nenbership in | AADP was
of fered wi thout charge for two years.

Currently, nore than 1,000 individuals subscribe to
Partners' Forum the quarterly newsletter published by | AADP.
From t he begi nning, this newsletter was viewed as the core
el enent in the organization's drive to provide a voice for
di sabl ed people partnered with canine assistants. For nmany novice
witers Partners' Forum becane the vehicle to have their work
publ i shed. Regul ar features include colums devoted to access
deni al cases, quality of training, canine behavioral problens,
etc. AADP's first national conference was held in conjunction
with the annual conference of ADI. The initial goals devel oped a
year earlier were reaffirmed and a nunber of commttees were
established to pursue these efforts. At the second annual
conference in Las Vegas in Septenber 1995, the group net in the
evening after the conclusion of the day-long AD neetings.

Continuing to focus on access issues, a nunber of skits were
performed by Board nenbers to illustrate comon probl ens and
suggested sol utions. The response from assi stance dog partners in
t he audi ence reinforced our notion that there was an energing
col l ective consci ousness based on commbn experience. An up-date
was provided about a nunber of denial of access cases being



pur sued by | AADP.

Each year since then | AADP has hel d a one-day conference in
conjunction with ADI. Common features have been the denonstration
of new equi pnent and new training techniques and tasks. Mre than
150 regi stered at the 2001 conference and it is anticipated nore
than 200 w il register for the 2002 conference in San Antonio.

Probl ens of Coalition Building

Building a coalition in which different disabilities are
gi ven equal weight and power is difficult. The original Board
consisting of two individuals partnered with guide dogs, two with
heari ng dogs and two with service dogs, has undergone transition.
The current Board consists of two guide, tw hearing and five
servi ce dog partners.

More than half of the 17,000 assistance dog teans in the
United States are represented by guide dog partners who al ready
have two consuner driven groups, one affiliated with the Anerican
Council of the Blind and the other with the National Federation
of the Blind. Therefore, their interest in the coalition has been
[imted.

Li ke many ot her special interest groups, the nost pervasive
problemis informng those partnered with assistance dogs about
| AADP' s exi stence and m ssion. Another issue is the energence of
service dogs partnered with individuals with psychiatric
disabilities. Many of these partners believe | AADP does not
represent their interests and sonme splinter groups are being
devel oped.

Results of Coalition Building

Despite the limtations noted above, | AADP' s acconplishnents
have been noteworthy. It has assunmed an active voice in the
assi stance dog novenent representing all disabilities. As
antici pated, comunication across disability boundaries has been
beneficial for all involved. As one of | AADP co-founders, Ilene
Caroom notes when working with blind friends: "W constitute an
audi o-visual team M blind friends provide nme with the audio
cues and | provide themw th visual information."

Partners' Forum under the editorship of Joan Froling, has
fulfilled its mssion as the voice of people partnered with
assi stance dogs. In 1995, 1996, 1998 and 2000 Partners' Forum
recei ved recognition through an award fromthe Dog Witers
Associ ation of America. An agreenment has been negotiated with the
Anerican Kennel C ub providing free nmenbership to all assistance
dog partners in a lost dog retrieval program devel oped by the
AKC. In addition, a relationship has been established with AVID,
a manufacturer of mcrochips for pets, to provide free m crochips
and registration in AVID s | ost dog recovery system

On behalf of its nenbership, | AADP has worked with a nunber
of veterinary teaching hospitals to provide a reduced fee
structure for all assistance dogs being di agnosed or treated by
these referral institutions. Currently 18 of the small ani mal
veterinary teaching hospitals connected with veterinary schools



are offering discounts ranging from20%to 50% |AADP has al so
established a programto provide financial relief for assistance
dog partners unable to neet the high cost of veterinary care for
di agnostics, energency care or treatnment for their canine
assistants. This effort, the | AADP Veterinary Care Partnership,
i's supported by several corporations belonging to the aninal
health care community. The goal is to ensure that no | AADP nenber
will have to break the partnership with a cani ne assi stant
because of the inability to pay for animal health care.

| nformati on about this and other issues can be found on | AADP' S
web site <www. i aadp. or g>.

Through | AADP's I nformation and Advocacy Center, nenbers of
the Board have participated as advisers in nunerous cases of
access denial. A well known situation involved a nenber of the
President's Commttee on Enploynent of People with Disabilities
(Froling 1995). This case pitted two individuals with
di sabilities against each other. For three nonths Wl son Hull ey
and his service dog were barred fromentering the workpl ace
because of a conplaint filed by a nentally disabl ed coll eague who
had a docunented dog phobia. Hulley's case which was eventually
resol ved by accommodati ng bot h enpl oyees becane a rallying point
for | AADP board menbers and many ot hers partnered with assistance
dogs. More recently, an in-patient at Johns Hopki ns Medi cal
Center, N kki Deptula was denied the right to have her service
dog with her in the hospital. | AADP worked with her to change the
Hopki ns policy. Unfortunately, the final policy negotiated
bet ween the hospital and the Departnment of Justice underm ned the
ri ght of disabled people to be acconpani ed by their assistance
dogs in nedical facilities. IAADP initiated a national canpaign
to prevent this policy from being adopted by DOJ as a nodel for
ot her hospitals. The canpai gn was successful and DOJ withdrew its
endor senent .

Thr oughout the devel opnent of the disability rights
movenent, the consistent thene of enpowernent has perneated the
di scussion. The sanme thene inforns the assistance dog novenent.
Until recently, people with disabilities have been "recipients”
of assistance dogs with mnimal input into the organizational
deci si on- maki ng process. Therefore, consuner organi zations |ike
| AADP have been devel oped to provide a voice for disabled people.

Most nedi a portrayals of people with disabilities depict us
as powerl ess and dependent. Recogni zing this negative inmage,
whi ch many of us incorporate into our views of ourselves, |eaders
of the disability rights novenent provide us with the enotional
amunition to strengthen and enpower our lives. One of the
foundi ng goals of | AADP was to provide a vehicle through
Part ners' Forum where di sabl ed people partnered with assi stance
dogs could find a voice and openly express their views.

Focusi ng on the enpowernent thenme as a central issue in the
disability rights novenent, the authors found it disturbing that
a nunber of letters to the editor began appearing with the
witer's nanme being withheld. This quest of anonymty seened
antithetical to the entire thrust of |1 AADP orientation toward



giving voice to assistance dog partners through collective
or gani zati on.
The authors wote the foll ow ng:

In our view, an opinion colum in which contributors remain
anonynous | oses validity and authenticity. Since Partners'
Forumis a publication by and for all assistance dog
partners, we should be willing to stand up for our opinions.
Just as a signed columm gives us the opportunity to get to
know t he peopl e behind the words, a signed letter or opinion
pi ece provides the sanme opportunity. In our role as
advocates for the rights of people with disabilities, we see
far too many people who are fearful of the nondi sabl ed
worl d, the rehabilitation system and the prograns providi ng
their cani ne assistance. \Wen we see ourselves as hel pl ess
victinms, we victimze ourselves. As advocates, we want to
foster, pronote and nurture disability pride. If you believe
your view is inportant, stand behind that view. Be proud to
sign your nanmes to the opinions you express in our

newsl etter. (Eames and Eanes 1995)

In a subsequent issue of Partners Forum Lori Powers
rejoined with an alternative point of view Her position is that
an anonynous voice is better than no voice at all. Powers wites:

Opi nions are neither right nor wong, yet many people have
been told differently. How many tines have any of us
expressed an opinion just to be | aughed at, scoffed, or

ot herwi se degraded? Stating an opinion is a risky adventure
at best. Adding one's nane or face to it is even riskier.
Anonymty is a safe way to voice an opinion that my go

agai nst the grain of the magjority. Anonymty may al so bring
out a voice waiting to be heard and may be a springboard for
that voice to continue speaking, gaining confidence every
time. (Powers 1996)

The authors feel this is such a central issue in the
disability rights novenent and disability culture that it
requires additional discourse.

| AADP' s Future

In addition to the chall enge of expanding its nmenbership and
devel oping a core of commtted volunteers, the organi zation's
maj or challenge will be establishing a solid financial base.
Anot her perennial problemis the expansion of |AADP' s
constituency. Despite all attenpts to increase nenbership, the
nunber of individuals partnered with assi stance dogs who have
never heard of the organization is disturbing. An approach to
menber ship recruitnment being actively pursued is providing a
package of benefits to induce nore individuals to join. In a way,
| AADP is follow ng the nodel pursued by AARP which devel oped so
many benefits for those joining and payi ng m ni mal annual dues



that the vast mpjority of seniors in this country are nenbers of
t he organi zati on.

| s an Assi stance Dog Subcul ture Energi ng?

The authors believe the answer to this question is yes.
Menbers of this community are devel oping a | anguage of their own.
The experience of working with canine assistants creates a conmon
core of nutual understanding. Gief at the |loss of a working
partner is sonething that can be nore readily shared within the
communi ty. Recognition of the bond between human and cani ne
partner as nmultiplex and intertwined i s gaining greater
recogni tion. Many canine assistants are seen as extensions of the
human partner and perceived as nenbers of a famly of
affiliation. Asymmetrical power relations with training prograns
al so fosters a sense of comunity within the consuner novenent.
Per haps the greatest potential source of subcultural devel opnent
is the sense of identification and pride as an assi stance dog
partner and the conviction and wllingness to advocate on behal f
of one's canine assistant. In story after story, we hear the
common refrain: "I wasn't nmuch of a fighter for ny own rights,
but after getting ny dog | becane an advocate for our rights as a
wor ki ng team "

Carol G Il has been one of the nost articul ate proponents of
a disability culture. She has articulated 10 core values to
describe this energi ng phenonenon (G I, 1995). Menbers of the
assi stance dog novenent not only share many of these 10 core
val ues, they also share the major differentiating val ue that
focuses on assistance dog partnership. For themthe benefits far
out wei gh the costs. For many, the canine assistant is seen as the
linkage with the larger society. |In autobiographical account
af t er aut obi ographi cal account, a constant thene is the
recognition of the assistance dog as icebreaker. Hard-of-hearing
partners wite about the wall of silence breached by a hearing
dog. Youngsters with service dogs report their peers no | onger
refer to themas the kid in the chair, but rather the kid with
t he dog.

Many proclaimthe transformati onal nature of the
rel ati onship and the changes in world view resulting fromthe
partnership. Surely these are the building blocks of a subculture
inits initial phase. If | AADP can continue to expand and neet
the needs of its constituents, it will becone the organizational
structure within which the subculture can becone articul at ed.
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