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Member Checks. 
Once the research team reached agreement on coding 

categories and the subscqijent analysis. member checks 
(Ferguson. Ferguson. & Jones. 1988: Lincoln & Guba. 
1985) were conducted with 6 of the 28 families to reduce 
the possibility that the professional perspectives of the 
research team might overshadow parental views. These 
follow-up interviews were crucial for achieving the in­
tended purpose of the research. because internal relia­
bility among research team members is of limited value 
if the team's analvsis does not reflect accurately the 
meaning of those being interviewed. To minimize bias. 
therefore. member checks are necessary for establishing 
agreement on the interpretation of the data between 
researchers and those being interviewed. 

Three families whose children attended special classes 
and three whose children attended regular classes v.ere 
selected for member check interviews. Parents who 
expressed divergent opinions and perspectives during 
the initial interviews were purposely chosen. During 
these follow-up telephone calls. which lasted approxi­
matelv 45 min to l hr. participants were presented with 
the te~m·s analysis and asked to indicate (a) whether 
the team's analysis matched their own experiences. (bl 
whether the team's analysis adequately represented a 
parental rather than professional •iewpoint. and (cl 
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acted with their children in negative or neutral ways 
tended to be those with limited or superficial interac­
tions. whereas individuals who "take the time to get to 
know people with disabilities are more positive.·• 

Parents whose children had access to interactions 
with nonhandicapped peers in school reported that over 
the years. different nonhandicapped children demon­
strated "genuine concern and interest" as well as "ex­
ceptional insights into the needs and feelings" of the 
children with dual sensory impairments. As one mother 
reported. "This year it was Lance. He would comfort 
him when he cried: he invited him to his house: he 
pushed him on the swings and helped him on the slide.·· 
Although parents were unable to explain why these 
particular children seemed to gravitate toward their 
children. they did share a common belief of percei\ed 
benefits from these interactions. Although parents in­
dicated that their children with dual sensory impair­
ments may or may not have gained an)1hing positive 
from these interactions. they were confident that the 
nonhandicapped child "got a lot out of it.·· 

As already stated. the aspirations of parents v. hose 
children have dual sensory impairments. as well as 
possible other nu111erous severe handicaps. closely par­
allel the hopes of any parent. Home. 
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discontent by sa)ing they had .. no objections to lots of 
people, as long as it helps ... 

A few parents reported that the multitude of profes­
sionals did help, but as 





sion of pe0ple with severe disabilities in a wide variety 
of typical environments and activities. Such situations 
provide opportunities for interactions with many peo­
ple. some of whom may gravitate toward people with 
disabilities. 

Acknowleclaina Fear 
If parents are correct in their perceptions. both family 

and professional actions are controlled. in part, by Fear 



the business of enacting significant educational reforms 
without adequately involving them. Although extensive 
elaboration about the theory and practice of educational 
change (Bolman & Deal. 1984; Fullan, 1982). and 
specifically regarding school integration change (Gian­
greco, 1989; Lipsky & Gartner. 1989). is beyond the 
scope of this discussion. it is suggested that school 
personnel must work actively to include all relevant 
constituencies. including families, in changes that will 
affect them. 

If signals are received from the school organization 
that change (e.g.. integration) is about to take place. 
parents as well as professionals may benefit from op­
portunities to develop an anticipatory 
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