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ABSTRACT 

The c urre n 
s u y was designed o expl ore th e level s 

o f empathy and adaptability in students who interac 
wi h 

deaf and hard of hearing peers . These levels were compared 

t o s uden s who did no have deaf and hard of hearing pee r s 

int eir classroom. 
It was f ound that the r e were 

signifi c an ly higher levels of empathy , bu not adapta ili y 

a s measured by the Work Ad j ustmen Inven ory crea ed by 

Jame s Gilliam in 1994 wi hin he classroom environme n i n 

s uden s who worked wi h deaf ad hard of hearing peers. T e 

s udy also found tha these s t uden s were not mor e informe 

a O U his type o f disability as measured y he Deaf 

Questionnai re developed in 1995 by Dr . Lawrence Hayes . 

The subjec s f o r this s udy were r ecrui ed from two 

middle schools in Christian Coun y , Kentucky . A 6th grade 

classroom at No rth Dri ve Middle School which worked wi h the 

deaf and hard of hearing we re compa red with a 6th grade 

'ddl sh ol There were no deaf class at Christian County Mi e co . 

or hard of hearing students at Christian County Mi ddle 

School . 

used . 

· tely 20 students from each school were Approxima 
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CHA PTER 1 

I TRO UCTIO 
AN D REVIEW or LITERAT RE 

Hearing l oss is the mo s 

the United State s . 
prevalen ph ys i cal handicap in 

It affec s eigh 
percen of th e gene r al 

popul a i o n . An es imated 21 million Americans have s ome 

degree of hearing loss , and o f he 21 mil lion over t wo 

milli on are con si ere deaf . (Freema , 19 
) . Since here 

are s o ary i ividuals in he u · d s n1 e a es ha are deaf 

o r har o f eari g o ne is li .ely O encou n er he se 

in ividuals s ome ime o r an o ~Jer . r J. no r er o in era c wi h 

hese perso ns in an appr opria e manner one needs 
O 

kn ow h 

dea or hard o f hearing persons cl ural o r ien a i on . 

ol ·er. ( 1993 ) argues rere is Deaf wi ha capi_ol " " 

deaf with a small "d " . Those wh o are deaf have an 

aud i o logical condi ion , bu they live among and associa e 

with the hearing wo r ld . Then there is Deaf , which is a 

pe r s o n wh o has a hea ring impairment , but he/she assoc iates 

with the Deaf community. Thi s person most likely use s 

Ameri ca n Sign Language (ASL) , and identifies with the social 

identity of Deaf culture . The Deaf have their own hist ory , 

language , attitudes , behaviors , and social identity . For 

example , the Deaf ha ve different eye contact patterns , rule s 

of physical contac t and touchi ng , and the deaf use more 

facial expr essions and gesturing . (Dolnic k, 1993) In our 



public hearing elementa r y school s one is mos 
2 

to find children who are deaf . 
likely 

Ninety percent of deaf 

p e opl e a re bo r n t o hea ri ng parents (Schein and 
Del k , 1 9 7 4 ) . 

They d o not make the dec i sion t o b 
ecome Deaf until they are 

an adult o r attend a r es1·denti·a1 d 
eaf s c hoo l . 

1993) . 
(Bat - Chava , 

Since s ome children in ou r pub11·c h 1 
sc oo s may come in o 

con a ct wi ha peer who is deaf or hard of hea r ing it may be 

benefi cial t o kn ow how it might affect a regular education 

s uden . One may argue tha it could be harmful or hinder 

o ne ' s education t o have deaf and hard of hearing peers 

within the same classroom . Others might argue that thei r 

presence could have a positive impact . There a r e many 

possibilities whether one argues positive o r negative 

infl uences . It is probable t hat it could cause a ch i ld to 

be more empathetic and adap table . Th is is t he focus of t he 

pre s e nt pape r , but one must f i rs t define the se concepts 

befo re attempting to study these aspec ts . James Gilliam, 

1994 defines empathy a s " one ' s perception of one ' s 

Concern for the well being of others ." sens i tivity and 

Gilliam goes on to define adaptability as "people ' s 

perc eptions of their capacity t o deal wi t h change and 

diversity ." 



3 

An exhaus ive r eview of 

yielded no r esearch studies 
Psychlit , ERIC , and 

he In erne 

d irectly re l ated to t he 
cu r rents udy of em h 

pa y and adap ability in r egular 
educations uden s h 

w o are in class with peers 
who are deaf 

o r ha r d of hearing . 

linked to the cu r rents udy · 
include information on attitudes 

Somes udies that can be indirect ly 

a ward individuals with d' b'l• 
1sa 1 1 i es , impa ct of inclusion on 

nondisabled peers , social fa c t ors , and empathy in studen s . 

A i tudes 

Lampropoulou and Padeliadu ' s (1996 ) study included 297 

teachers . A total o f 11 0 we re regular education teachers , 

106 were speci al edu cati o n tea c hers , and 81 were teache r s of 

the deaf and hard of hearing . The study was concerned with 

describing and comparing the attitudes toward disabilities 

and incl usion of three disti nct groups of teache r s . The 

t e a c hers ' attitudes were evaluated by t he Attitudes Towa r d 

Di sabl e d Pers ons {ATOP ). Thei r atti t udes t oward i nc lus ion 

were measure d by a Like rt-like s cale . After the dat a was 

c o llec ted , Lampropoulou and Padeliadu found that teachers of 

the deaf and hard of hear i ng had the most favorabl e 

attitudes toward students with disabilities. Surpri singly 

special education teache rs were f ound t o have the least 

favorable attitudes toward individuals with d i sabilities. 



The authors fou d th ' 
is to be directl y rela ed 

to number of 
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years of teaching experience . 

less favorable the teacher ' s a titude . 

The more years experience he 

inclusion special education and l 
r egu ar educati on tea chers 

In regard t o 

had neural attitudes . 
Teachers of the deaf and hard of 

hearing had the mos t negative attitude toward inclusi on . 

more wide ly geographic study may give a different view of 

a 1 udes , since this study d 
was con ucted using the 

educa ion sys em in Greece . 

A 

Darrow and Johnson (1994) inves igated music students ' 

a i udes toward individuals wi ha disability . Subjects 

were 699 junior and senior high students who attended a 

music camp . The researchers evalua ed the subjec s ' 

attitudes by administering the Disability Factor Scale 

(DFS) (Siller , Ferguson , Vann , & Holland , 1967) , which 

consists of 69 self-report rating scales . The DFS measured 

a ttitudes t owa r d speci f ic d isabilities and across 

d i s a b il ities. There were 10 d i s abi l i ties included on 

the questionna i re . They inc luded : AI DS, amputa ti on, 

blindness , cancer , deafness , epileps y , heart condition , 

The three paralysis , physical deformity , and visible s cars . 

most accepted di s abilities were : visible scars , heart 

f The resea rchers found that fema l e s c ondition , a nd dea ness . 

and high school students were overall more a ccepting of 



disabili ies an 
a es and ju ior high schools u e 

limi a io 

did not a 

of the s udy appeared 
o be the survey ins 

emp 

s . A 

rume 

particul ar d isabili y 

t o probe why a su ject f ound a 
person wi ha 

more o r less accep a le . 

Aca emic Perfo rmance 

Sharpe , Yor Y. , and Knigh 
(1 994 ) co are the acade ·c 

per o r a ce o 35 ge eral edu c a io s uden s educa ed in an 
in cl sive e .vi r o e wi h 10 8 general e c · a 10n s u ents 
w o di 

classroo 

no ave a ,, spec 1·a1 e · 
J c a 10n peers in heir 

The researchers use a pre es - pa s es des ·g ~ 

o exa i e perfo r a ce d 'fferences e wee he incl si o r 

gro up and he c ompariso group . Tre re sults showe no 

s a is ically significan differer ces etween the wo groups 

in he areas of r ead·ng , lag age ar s , a nd mathema ics . 

Tis s udy ind ica ed here wa s no decline in academic 

perfo rman ce of the studen sin an i nclusive environment . 

Cushing and Kennedy (1997) examined the effects of peer 

support on nondisabled students who served as peer tutors 

for students with disabilities . The students with 

disabilities had moderate t o severe intellectual deficits. 

The results demonstrated that the nondisabled peer stayed 

academically engaged longer when he/she was serving as a 

peer tutor than when he/she wa s working al one. The peer 



supports also completed and turned in more of 
their homeworr. 

assignments . 
Overall , servi ng as a peer support resul ed in 

positive academic benefits f or 
the nondisabled peer . 

Social Acceptance 

In this study by Coyner (1993) she attempte 
to 

identify fact ors that may con ribu e to · 
social competence . 

The research sample cons1· sted of 25 h 
earing , five hard of 

hearing , a nd five deaf students wh o ranged in age from 13 -

17 . The s udy found that hard of hearing and deaf studen s 

were more accepted by peers with the same hearing status . 

Also deaf and hard of hearing males were r a ed wi h the 

lowest social acceptance . It was found that deaf and hard 

of hearing peers received the lowest social a cceptance from 

their hearing coun erpar s . Las ly the study showed that 

the r e wa s a s trong relationship between academic success of 

dea f and hard of hearing students and the acceptance rating 

they received from the i r hea r ing peers. The higher th e 

social acceptance the better his/her academic s uccess. 

Social interaction 

Hun t and Goetz (1997) also found that inclusive 

educational settings promoted communicative and social 

interactions between the disabled student and their 

nondisabled peer. The student with a disability had higher 



levels of s oc ia l co t · 
n ac ' received higher leve ls o 

support , and had larger net works of friends . 

7 

s oc i al 

However , th e 
researchers found that the maJ·ori· y f th 

o e intera c ti ons we r e 
initiated by the peers wi hout disabilities and were 

assistive in na ure . The · f 
r eview ocuses on more severe a nd 

pro noun c ed disabilities . 

Oc hoa and Olivare z (199 5 ) cond uc ted a meta - analysis of 

pee r ra ing s oci ometr i c research on s udents wi h learnin g 

disab i lities (LD) . The stud i es in c luded in th i s review we r e 

hos e which compared peer a cceptan c e / s a us be ween pupil s 

wi th LD and nondisabl ed pupils via the use of the pee r 

ra ing s oc i ome tric tec hnique . All stud i es reviewed , excep 

one , yielded negative effec sizes indi ca ing tha pupils 

with LD were rated unfavorably by their peers . Students wi h 

learning disabilities were found to have lower sociometri c 

status than their peers without disabilities . 

Social Adjustment 

Musselma n, Moot il a l , and Ma c kay (1996) s tu d i ed s ocial 

ad j ustment in deaf adolescents in vari ous educat ional 

They found that deaf students in a segregated settings . 

edu cational environment have poore r English skills , but mor e 

proficient American Sign Language skills than deaf studen t s 

l·ntegrated and mainstreamed educational who were in partial 

settings . The researchers went on and found that deaf 



s uden sin mainstreamed classes 
reported equal s ocial 

adjustment with deaf and hearing 
peers . Where as deaf 

8 

students in segregated d 
an partially integrated settings 

repo rted higher levels of social d' 
a Justment with their dea f 

peers than with hearing peers . 

Empa hy 

Davis and Franzo i 
( 1991 ) investigated the s abili y and 

change in self- awareness and empathy in ado lescence . 
The 

instru ent they used t o measure empa h h y , t e Interpersonal 

Re a c i vity Index , defined it as " the tenden cy t o be aware of 

and reac t o he me n al or emo tional s a es of other 

people" . The researc hers expected in c reases in empathy a nd 

decreases in self-awareness over time . Their parti c ipants 

were 205 high school students . They f ound a correlation 

that empathetic traits increase over time . Females 

generally scored higher on all empathy scales . The study 

d id not r eveal any changes in self- awa r eness . However , t he 

s tudy d i d find that f or a ll s ubj e cts empath e tic concern 

increased over time and persona l d i stress dec lined . The 

students bec ame more aware/concerned with others and less 

focused on themselves . 

Janus and Goldberg (1995) investigated the re l at i onsh i p 

between a healthy s i bling ' s empathy t owa rd his/her sibling 

with chronic heart disease. The study also exami ned 



9 
behaviors as repor ed by their mo hers . 

28 sibling pairs . Th 
The s udy con a ine 

e researchers did no find any 

differences with level f 
o empathy a nd behavior problems of 

the siblings . 
The children that expressed high levels of 

empathy were viewed by their disabled sibling a s more 

positi ve in their r elationship . 
It was in eresting to 

mo hers judged siblings with high empathy as more 
tha 

resentfu l 
oward their chronic heart diseased sibling . 

Purpose of S udy 

no e 

The research reviewed r evealed a rela i onship be ween 

teachers ' and studen s ' atti udes toward students with 

disabilities . Studen s with disabilities do no have a 

negative a c ademic influence on student performance . The 

research des c ribed social relationships found betwee n 

r egular education and special education students . However , 

no resea r ch studies were found which directly covered the 

identical issues in the current study. 

It appeared that there were many fact ors that affected a 

teacher ' s attitude toward students with disabilities . Thes e 

included type of teacher , years experience , and amount of 

training (Lampropoulou and Padeliadu , 1996) . When regular 

education music students ' attitudes were examined the 

biggest factor that impacted their attitudes was type of 

disability (Darrow and Johnson , 1994) · No matter the 



disabili 1 0 y it did no t seem t o have an impa c t on studen academic performance . In one study it showed that both the 
nondisabled and disabled 

peer performed the same whether 
they were in the same classroom or 

not (Sharpe , York , and 
Knight , 1994) . 

However , when special educat1·on 
students 

were in a regular educati on classroom it was 
found that th e 

nondisabled peer was the one to initia e the s ocia l 

interactions , and it was usually · · 
ass1st1ve in nature (Hun 

and Goe z , 1997) . An o ther study also demonstra ed that 

when a nondisabled peer served as a peer tut or t o a stude n 

w·th a disability his/her a cademi c performan ce improved 

(Cushing and Kennedy , 1997 ) . 

Other studies examined revealed tha deaf and hard of 

hearing students are less a ccepted by their hearing peers . 

This level of acceptance does increase if the deaf or hard 

of hearing student is v iewed by his/her hearing peers as 

academically s uccessful (Coyner , 1993) . Students wi th othe r 

d i sabil i ties, such a s Learning disabi lit i es, are a l s o viewed 

more unfavorably by their peers (Ochoa and Ol ivarez , 1995 ). 

However, a study by Musselman , Moot i la l , ~nd Ma c kay , 1996 

stated that deaf adolescents who are ma i nstreamed have 

higher levels of social adjustment toward both their deaf 

and hearing peers . Lastly students ' levels of empathy were 

found to increase with age (Davis and Franzoi , 1991 ) . Al s o 



si li gs who have a disable peers are no al ways 
em a he ic . 

exp essed 

The si lings wi h 
more posi ive r ela 

he highes 

11 

ionships 

wi h ch r onic hear 

levels of empa h 
y toward thei r si lirg 

The cu rren 

d isease (Janus an 
Goldberg , 1995) . 

reg lar classroom se 1ng and ry to de ermine if here is 

s udy will evaluates udents who 
are in a 

sig ificar: difference in he leve of s empa hy and 
a a a ili y wi h he classroom environmen be ween SU j e c 
wh o are in con act wi h the deaf and hard of hearing , and 

r ose wh o rave no i 

ha o f hear·ng . 

The purpose o 

erac ion w· h s dens who are deaf or 

e curren s udy is o e>:plore the 

r ela ionship be ween a middle s c hool 6th grade classroom who 

have deaf and hard of hearing s uden s wi h a 6th grade 

classroom who do no 

hearing peers . 

ave con act wi h deaf and hard of 

Th e hypot heses of the study we r e : 

a)The c lass wi t h d eaf and hard o f hearing student s will 

be s i gnificantly more informed about the disabil i ty than the 

class with no deaf and hard o f hearing students . b ) The 

integrated class will have significantly h igher l evels of 

empathy within t he classroom environment , as measured by t he 

WAI , than the class with no deaf and ha rd of hearing 

students . c ) The integrated class will have signifi cantly 

a 

s 



1 2 

higher levels o f adapt ability with in t he c lassroom 

environment , as measured by the WAI , than the c l a s s with no 

deaf a nd hard of hearing students . 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODS 

Design 

The current study used a 2x2 
comparative design t o 

compa r e sub jects who interac ted with deaf and hard of 

hea ring students with subJ' e ct s who had no 
contact with th e 

deaf a d hard of hearing in t he a r eas of empat hy and 

adap ability within the c las sroom environme n . 

Par icipan s 

Par icipan s f o r the currents udy were rec r ui ed 

fr om wo middle s chools . The fi rs t group consisted of a 

6th grade class who intera c ed daily with deaf a nd hard o f 

hearin g studen s . These participan s were re c r uited fr om 

North Drive Middle s ch oo l in Ch r istian County , Ky . The 

second group wa s a 6th grade class who did not have 

an y c on act with deaf or hard o f hea r ing students . The se 

parti c ipant s were r ecruited f r om Ch r istian County Middle 

school in Christian County , Ky . 

Def i niti on o f Te rms 

De a f and Hard of Hearing Students : 

Students who have been identified by Kentucky ' s 

standards for children with disabi l ities , this disability 

· r · d " Al l of these students are being labeled "Hearing mpaire . 

eligible to receive special educati on services in the s tate 

of Kentucky based on their degree of hearing loss . The 



hearing loss must b 14 

No Contact : 
e greater t han 25 decibels in bo th 

ears . 

All middle s chool d f 
ea a nd hard of hearing 

students i n Christian County attend Nor th Drive Middle 

school , therefore no students at Ch . . 
ristian County Middle 

school ever get the 
opportunity to interact with students 

wh o are deaf or hard of h earing . 

Integrated Class : 

A r egula r education 6 th grade class that has dail y 

instruction with children who are deaf and ha r d o f 

hearing . 

Ma terials 

A d eaf and hard of hearing q uesti o nnai r e 

(Append ix A ) was administered to every participant in the 

study . This brief questionnaire asked info rma t i on 

r egarding s everal aspects on d eafness and hard of hearing . 

The q uestions included five yes/n o , f ou r true/false , and one 

short answer . 

The WAI (Appendix B) was employed to measure levels of 

empathy and adaptability within the classroom environment. 

The inventory was comprised of 80 questions . The subjects 

were requested to rate how they relate to each question . 

The scoring criteria are as follows: l=almost never ; 2= 

seldom; 3= s ometimes ; 4= usually ; 5= almost always. The WAI 



has ar 1n e r a l • c ons1s ency o f _9 
males . Th e es 

1 5 

f or fe a es ar d . 4 f o r 

-re e st r eli abil i Y is . 80 (Gi ll iam 
The WAI wa s st a nda r di zed 

, 19 4 ) . 

on ove r 7 , 00 0 s tuden 
s , 1 0 perce 

o f the studen s had s ome t 
ype of d i sabilit y . 

Pro c edu r e 

Participan sand the i r paren 
s we re in f or med abou 

he P rpo s e o f the s udy on the1· r · 
infor med cons en a nd 

a ssen 

r i h 

f o rms . The y were also t o ld tha t hey had th e 

t o r ef s e t o a s we r a ny o f the ques ions o r 

s co r i n e he ir partic ipa ion i 

Participa n s ' pa ren s we r e as Y. e 

he s tu y a an
1

1 i e . 

o s ign an i nfor me 

c o ns e 1 s t a terr.e n pr ie r t o re ceivi g he que s onnaire a d 

i ve o ry . T e s ude s we r e a l s o a s ked t o s i gn a n 

asse f o r m. The q es ion naire an i ven or y were pa ssed 

ou in group ses s i o ns t o be fi l led out independen ly by eac 

parti c i pa n To ensure conf i dentiality , informed con sen 

a nd a ssent f orms , questionna i r es , a nd inven t ori es were 

ke p t separa t ed at all times . 

The parti c ipants were divided into two groups afte r 

the c o llect i on o f the data. The first group were 

participants who interacted wi th their deaf and hard of 

hearing peers , and the second group were participants wh o 

d i d not have any c ontac t with deaf and hard of hear i ng 



l 

S L ' en s . To e ermi e how · nforme each r o was c1 0 

e sa ·1i y o f dea ess and har o hearir th e 

perc e age of q es i o ns correct on he deaf and har of 

hearing ques i o nnaire were used . The ercen ages f or ea ch 

grou were average 0 0 ain a mean score f o r each gro 

To de ermi e i par icipants l the in egra ed class 

ha .igr.er eve s 0 empa hy ard a a a ili y Wl hi n he 

C assroo e, viro e a WO way analysis of variance was 

co' C e A es was als o cond·Jc e 0 ana _y ze hese 

a:..a . 



CHAPTER 3 

Res ul ts 

The pr i mary finding of the data 

main effect f o r empa hy but not adap 
ana l yses indica ed a 

ability . A two way 
analysis o f varianc e 1 revea ed that empathy was s igni fi ca n 
in the trea ment group . Ad 

aptability wa s no f ound o be 
s i gnifi can , bu the reatment group was f ound t o be mor e 

adaptable than the group who did not interac 
wi t h pee r s who 

are hard o f hear i ng o r de af . Th e s econd signi fi can 
r esul 

was tha females were overal l mor e a dap abl e t ha n ma les . 

Gender was no f ound t o be s igni f ica n f or empathy . The r e 

were no interac ti on effec s o f treatme n by gende r (Table 

l ) . 

A second analysi s o f t he da a us ing a two- sample t 

test s upport e d the 2 wa y ana l ys is of variance finding s . 

The t test found empathy t o be significantly higher in the 

group of students who work with peers who are deaf or hard 

of hearing . Also it found adaptability to be higher in the 

treatment group , but not significantly higher {Table 2) . 

In regards to the Deaf Questionnaire the class that had 

no deaf and hard of hearing peers had a mean of 2 . 7 

questions answered incorrectly . Surprisingly the class with 

deaf and hard of hearing students had a mean of 3 . 7 

questions a nswered i ncorrectly . 



Tab l e 1 

Two Wa y Anal y s i s of Varianc e 

Treatment Sum of Squares 

Empa hy 73 . 39 

Adap ability 32 . 95 

Gender Sum of Squares 

Empa hy 0 . 0 0 

Adaptabil i ty 76 . 39 

Mean Squares 

73 . 93 

32 . 95 

Mean Squares 

0 . 00 

76 . 39 

Treatment*Gender Sum of Squares Mean Squares 

Empathy 8 . 02 8 . 02 

Adapt a bility 8 . 80 8 . 80 

18 

F p 

12 . 07 0 . 001 

3 . 24 0 . 08 1 

F p 

0 . 00 0 . 99 7 

7 . 52 0 . 010 

F p 

1 . 32 0 . 259 

0 . 87 0 . 35 9 



Ta e 2 

Two - sa le 

Group 

o deaf 
Wi deaf 

es 

N 

20 
16 

Mean 

9 . 250 
12 . 250 

Pro a ili y= 0 . 001 (p < . 01) 

Two - sam es on Ada 

Group N Mean 

o deaf 20 9 . 850 
h deaf 1 11 . 938 

Pro ba il i y= 0 . 085 (p< . 01) 

SD 

2 . 245 
2 . 671 

SD 

3 . 281 
3 . 0 

1 

Trea me 

Treatme:1 



CHAPTER 4 

orscussro 

The present study supports the experimenter ' s 

hypothesis that regular education students who are in class 

with deaf and hard of hearing peers have higher levels of 

empathy compared to studen s who are no in an integrated 

classroom . These same students are also more adaptable , 

even though it is no significant . This leads one to 

conclude tha being in an integra ed classroom wi h deaf ad 

hard of hearings udents may cause hearings udents t o 

become more empathetic and an adaptable individual . This is 

a very beneficial rea s on for schools to continue integrating 

deaf and hard of hearing peers into the regular classroom . 

Although it is surprising to see that the class with no deaf 

and hard of hearing peers seemed to be more kn owledgeable 

about the disability. 

It would be interesting to see if these same posi tive 

effects are s imilar for the deaf and hard of hearing 

students . If so it would be beneficial for all students. 

Future research may also want to examine different 

See l.f they would have the same effect a s disabilities to 

lt vary depending on the type this study , or would the resu s 

of disability integrated. There are s ome limitations in the 

research may be able to control . current study that future 
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One o f the l i mitati ons of the 

current s tudy i nc ludes 
the geographical locat i on o f the study . 

completely rec r uited from a small 
town in the Southern 

United States , a nd wa s restricted 

The sample wa s 

t o two schools due t o t he 
low ra tes o f deaf and hard of heari· ng d 

stu ents in t he area . 

Th e s mall number of parti·ci·pants · 
is an other potenti al 

limitation . 
This was due t o the rela t i ve ly l ow numbe r o f 

deaf and hard o f hearing students in t he Chris t ia n Coun J 

student populatio n. Sin c e there is such a l ow numbe r , few 

regular edu cati on students go t the opport un it y t o in t e r act 

with thes e children o n a dai ly bas i s . 

A third po s s ib l e l imi t a tion is tha The Wor k Adju s tme nt 

Inve nt o r y has no t been used i n a ny others ud ies . However , 

on the standardizati on sample of 7 , 000 sub j e ct s i t was f ound 

t o be reliable and valid. 

Lastly the use of self-report measures is also seen a s 

a p otential l imitation in the c urrent study . Levels of 

empathy and adaptability wi thin the cl assroom 

environment are subjective experiences and therefor e are 

highly impacted by participants ' biases . Howeve r , all 

subjects should be equally affected . Students may also 

" fake good" or "fake bad" which is another possible 

limitation . 

These limitations may be overcome if one has more time , 



money , and par icipan s t o inves I 
22 

woul d be in eres 

t o see the resu lts of this same s udy on a much larger 

s cale using various ge og raphic locations . 

,g 

The last significant r esult which is not dire c ly 

re la ed t o any o f the hypotheses of this study wa s t ha 

ove r all females were more a aptable than males . Ore may 

e xp la i n hi s by sa ying g i rls may be more verbal and si nce 

they e xpress diff iculties they may experience with char ge , 

th e~, adapt mo re quickly than males . Further re searc is 

needed in this area t o make a y firm cone usi o .s . 

Overall this fie ld s udy s as ccess . It de ors ra ej 

tha s udent s are , or become more empa heti c a nd adap ab e 

in a classroom in whi ch they work with st uden t s who are deaf 

and hard o f hearing . I is a benefi c ial e xperience ha 

educators can use t o help empower the ir s udents . Al s o 1 

may help t o extingu ish any fears tha a teacher may have 

deaf and hard of hearing students in hi s / her about having 

cl a ss r oom . 
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APPE DIXES 



APPE IX A 

CONFI DE TIAL 

PARENTAL CONSE T FORM 

28 

I am conduc ing as udy on the affects of deaf and hard 
of hearing studen s interactions ' with the ir hearing peers . 
To exami ne these affects I would like t o give your child the 
Wo rk Adjus tment Inven tory and the Deaf and Hard of Hearing 
Ques i onnaire . The invent ory c ons i sts of 80 questions whi ch 
are r elated to the students ' leve ls of adaptabi lity , 
empathy , and wo rk environment . Th e questionnaire is made up 
of 10 questions about individuals who are deaf or hard o f 
hearing . Bo h tasks will take approxima ely 20 minu es o 
c o plete . The students will fi ll hese items o in t hei r 
class r oom in a group set t ing . You r child wi l l not put 
his/her name on ei her inver or y o r quest ionna i re . Your 
chil ' s iden i y will rema in anonymous . Only he child ' s 
gender and age wil be on he asks . 

If you agree t o le your child take part o~ th is 
1 ea r i n g opp o r u n i t y , p 1 ea s e c i r c 1 e " ~ e ~ " a n d s ~ g n be ~ ow;, 
If you do no t wan your child t o part 1c 1pa e , c1r~ l e no 
and sig be lo~ . If your ch i ld chooses they can w1 hd r aw 
fr om the study at any t ime . They can a ls~ choos~ ~ot ~o 
answer one or more o f the ques i ons . Their part 1c1pat1O 
t o ally vol untary . 

I wi ll supply your child ' s classroom_teacher with a 
finished copy o f the study if you would lik~ t o s~e the 
resul ts o f the study . Thank you f or you r time an 
consideration . 

YES ___________ --;::id-;"tate 
signature 

NO, __________ ~ dri.a;it~e 
signature 

Sincerely , 

Rebecca Quire , MS 

is 

Provisional School Psychologist 



APPENDIX B 

CONFIDENTIAL 

STUDENT ASSENT FORM 

29 

I am do~ng a study on students who work with deaf and 
hard of hearing peers . To l ook at the influences of these 
students I would like t o give you the Work Ad justment 
Inventory and the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Questi onnaire . 
The first one has 80 questions about your levels ' of 
adaptability and empathy in the classroom . 

The second questionnaire is made up o f 10 questions 
about people wh o are deaf or hard of hearing . Both ta sks 
wil l take about 20 minutes to answer . You will fill these 
items out in your classroom with all your classmates . You r 
name will not go on either the inventory or questi onnaire. 
Your identity will remain unkn own . Only your gender and age 
will be on the tasks . 

If you agree to take part in this learning opportunity , 
please circle "yes" and sign below. If you do not wa nt t o 
participate , circle " no" and sign below . You can choose not 
to answer any individual question , or you can c~o~se ~o 
withdraw from the study at any time . Your participation in 
this study is tota lly voluntary. 

YES _________ -=~~ 
date signature 

NO __________ ~~ 
signature date 

f Your t ime and consideration . Tha n k you or 



AP PE DIX C 

DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING QUESTIONNAIRE 

1 . Do you know anyone wh · 
o is deaf o r hard of h . earing? 

Yes o r No 

2 . Is there a college J·ust f d f or ea students? 

Yes o r No 

3 . There is only one f o rm of sign language wor ld wide . 

True or False 

4 . Mos deaf o r hard of hearing people have deaf parents? 

Tru e of Fa lse 

5 . Do deaf people have the ability t o tal~? 

Yes o r No 

30 

6 . Does a hearing aid correct a person ' s hearing as precise 
as glasses correct v i sion? Yes or No 

7 . What d oes Closed Caption mean? 

8 . Are most deaf and hard of hearing individuals able t o 
care for themselves as adults? Ex . Li ve own their own , 
drive , work . Yes o r No 

9 . All deaf people can read lips? True or False 

10 . Deaf and hard of hearing people are dumb? 

True or False 



APPENDIX D l 

WAI 
Work Adjustment Inventory 

RESPONSE RECORD FORM 

lcaM 

ActlvTTy 
Empattly 

Sooat>1hty 

AueflT1111nes.s 
Adaot.aorl, ry 

Emot10na11ry 

Pl 

I 

0 

20 

19 

18 

17 

18 

15 

14 

13 

12 , , 
10 

g 

8 
7 

8 

5 
4 

3 
2 

f 
C 

Raw 
5co,.. 

Total 

WAI Quotient 

WAI Seo,..• 

1 f j I 

Standard 
Score 

I 

#@orill ldenttfyf ng Information ·; 

Name _________ Male□ F.ma!e□ 

Examiner'■ Name __________________ _ 

Examiner ' ■ T1tle _________________ _ 

Schooi/Ni/11(',Cy ___ -==--- ---- Grade -

Teat Adm1n1Strat1oo · Group□ indMduaJ □ 

Date TNled 

Date of Birth 

Aoe 

Name 

y.., llllionth 

df'i Ill: -Other Tnt -Scores 

Dey 

Slandard 
Score 

,. ----------------------
2. _________________ _ 

3. ----- ---------------

4 . ----------------------

5. ------------------

... 

:I 

180 

155 
,so 
1'5 

140 
135 

130 

125 
120 
115 

110 
105 
100 

.:. 

Other Tm~ 

"' .; ,,; 

2L~ 
~-~ 
,:,i."'7·1 

gs 
go 

85 

80 

75 
70 

86 

80 

55 

50 

45 
40 

. 

¥7~ 
~ -=- 1 ~.,_;.;... : 



Sectlon VI. Survey ._ 

lnstruct1ona: Thia 1s a survey about how people see themselves. Read each statement carefully. Circle the number that bMt describes 
you. Be sure to mark each item. II you are not sure , uae your hrst thought. There are no nght or wrong answers, so please be honesr. 

, . I am sensitive to other' people's feelings~-- -

2. I enjoy wondng. 
- · - ----- - ...-1 ~ - --

. ' 
3. I get upset when my feelings are hurt. 2 3 4 5 

4. I like dealing with the unexpected. ........... ___..,. . . - ,_ ______ ~ . ._.._ 

s. I uy what I _fMH about things. . .- I ' · -

.. -
6. I Uke things neal and orderty. 

2 3 4 5 
-~ .;,.·:s: ~--:-- -

r. -' ~ .... - 5:. 

- -- .. :,_y_ .:-;,r. -----
- t . _ :z: - S: . 4- _ 5 

~ 

7. I can make people laugh. 
2 · 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
8. 1 try to get people to do wtiat I want. 

- - - -- - :-:--:::;_-_-_ -~....-- - . - --. _:;.._ ·,.1, ·: ~ ... - ~ :: ... -:- 5 -~-
9. I am a

; ___ ..__.,.ed ,_,,.._ _. ·. · . . :• - ,, -.~ . ·.· . T-- . - -..:... . ' wa,11r,...,.., ....---- · ' ... ,.,_._ , ....... .. -~ ... : -~ .~ _j_ 
- . • .. -.-· · · t ... ~•- .. · . .. ::.· -: :·. -~'-· · · r • 3:' · - c - ~ -

10. I lllte ~~ woric steadily and be busy ~ ~ .!'9 time. _ _ - 1-· ------ - . .,._ _ ,, -·-
- -- - - - - - - - · · - . - - 2 3 4 5 

, 1 . People bOther me when they gay things about me. 

I am venturesome and like to do different things. 12. - - - - ·--"T"~--
, 3. I ~ve a good ~ of humor. 

14. I like to tell people wt\81 to _ci_C?· ---- -· 
I am 

invot~ wi~h and concerned about others. 
15. 

16. I like to be busy . 
. -- -

17. 1 get angry when things go wrong. 

,e. 1 ent~ __a ~1enge ~ -~ :_ - - -- - __ .:_ - -

19. I 1hOW hOW I am feeling. 

. . --•tJons about work. 
20. 1 have reahstiC •---- _ - · _ 

- · ---- - ·--· · 
21 . I can~1• • jot> with nc,ise. 

22. t Hite to gtve a,dvlce. 

23. 1 am concemed ab<>ut 
the well-being of others. 

24. Working ls important to me. ____ __ ,.,. 

25. ~~ ~ things thal ~ me. 

dail routine 
26. I like a chan08 In the y . . 

'Z7 . I will say what I think. 

I think about things before I act. 
28 . 

. 

2 3 4 5 

1. - ......---------- -- · ~ . s 

t" : :t :l , . !' ---.. - - ~~---- · -

- -· 

-. ------

---

2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

4 

5 

5 ________ ....----- ---
:z: 3. 4- 5 

X ' % 4-· 15 __ _,_ 

2 3 

2 3 

-
1 :z: 3 

,. :z: 1 
. . --- · 

2 3 

2 3 

4 5 

4 5 

4- 15 

~ 5 

4 5 

' 5 , 
.,-.-,,,,- -""!" _,.........-- --

4: 5 1. r 

1 · :z: --
2 

2 

3" 

3 . 
-

3 

3 

. C: s 

4 5 

5 

- -- . 
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~' I 
t 

I - N .., .... "' "' I ,I It l 
IP ~ IP ~ .f .f ai .. ai 

cX u 
cX 

.. .. .. 
~ c! ::l ,I! V) (/, u u 

30. I like to gtw advice to others. ~ 
V) V) 

1 2. 3 4 5 
31 . I get akmg wtth people. 

1· 2. 3' 4 5 
32. I like to be busy Ill WOO( , -- --- · -

2 3 4 5 
33. I cry when my leelin~ are hurt. 

2 3 4 5 
34. I adapt eully to change. 

1· :r 3 4 5 
3.5. I tell people what I need Of want. 

-- -- ---- - t 2: ·:i 4- 5 
36. I choose jobs that I am qualified fM and can do. ·--- - - -- -

2 3 4 5 
37. I can stay calm when I'm rushed. 

2 3 4 5 ·- - - ---- -- ._ ... ·- --38. I Uke positions of reaponajbllity. 
· ,;,,r- --

2: .3 4 5 
39. I am euy to get ak>ng with. 

., 
1 :r 3. ~ 5 

40. I can be counted on to do my work. 2 3 4 5 

41 . I am concerned about what people think about me. 2 ·J 4 5 -·--- .. ..~- - ·- - · ·· - -- -___,..--
42. I have a lot of energy. 1 2: 3: 4- 5 

43. I will tell P«)ple If they make a mistake. .. -~ t 2: 3·_ 4 5 
. - .. .. . - - - - - - - _ -......__ __ ......,_ - --~ -- --- --- · - · .... . -

4-4 . I am &Jen to possible d&n~ in my WO!i(place. 2 3 4 5 

45. I think about how I am feeling. 2 3 4 5 . -·- - - . ------ . ·- · --- ·-
46. I like to be to'd how l'!f! doing. 1 :r 3 4 · 5 

47. I like to lead rather than follow. 1 2: 3 4 5 

48. I am polite and rnpecttul to others. 2 3 4 5 

49. I like to flniah jobs once I start them. 2 3 4 5 

50. I want things that othefw have. 1 2. 3 4 5 

51 . I am a healthy and ac1tY9 person. 1 :z. 3 4 !5' 

52. When I hurt, I want people to ahow concern. 2 3 4 5 

53. I am compliant and do what I am told. 2 3 4 5 

54 . I Uke to work with • lot of different people. 1 r . 3. 4 5 

56. I have an euyoolng temperament. 1 2.. 3 4 5 

5E. I like to learn whlle I am working. 2 3 4 5 

57. I get embarruaed. 1 2 3 4 5 

58. I am a curioua perwon. 1 · :r 3. 4 5 

59. I will stand up lar myaelf. 1 %. 3 4 5 

80. I wo1c at a good pace. 1 2 3 4 5 

61 . I have a good memory tor names. 1 2 3 4 5 

Page 2 Totals 



82.. Moat jokes make me laugh. 

53. I like to be the leader. 

&4 . I am a generous person. 

65. I like to do thinos neatly and carefully. 

86. I am a moody per'IOO. 

ts7. I am an outgoing P«SOO. - -- -- -
68. I am • predictable peBC>n. 

69. I llke to correct my own mistal(es. 
- - - - --~- --- · · r 

70. I can handle a job with str9a. - .. 
. , .... 

71 . I like to be invotved In making dedaions. 

:z: s 4 

4 

4 

5-

5 

5 

2 

1 2 

, . 2... 

' 2: 
1 2 

1 2 

2. 

3 

3 
. ---rr--~ - ... ... - -

s 4 . _, 5 -- -
~ . ... ~ ~ 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 - - --..r.~ -
3 ,4: : _5 

--~·' 
• • -:--r 

~ 4,. - -·- · . - - -- ---- - - - - ---- . . - - -- . - --·- -----~ :,r - -72. I understand other people's problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

73. I like to learn and do many different job tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 - ... - - - -..- - ,- -
74. I am euily excited. _ _ --

75. I can fit into new altuatlons. 
:... 

t· X 
'" -- -

3 ... -- 15 
·.- ~; 

.. -- -- ---- - -~ -- -~ _.,:_ ___ _ 1 2. r * ·s-
76. I am aware of what 's going on around me. 

TT. I like to know what ia going to happen trom one day 
to the next. 

78. I like to start off on my own and keep going. 

7'9. I don't mind being !old what to do. 

80. I like to participate in actMtles. 

Activity Scale 1 

Empalhy Scale 2 

Sociability Scale 3 

Adaptabilit{Scale 5 

2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
- . ~ ·-1 2 r 4- 5 

- .. 
1 2 3 4- ., 5 

. - -- ~ -·- . -
1 2 3 4 5 

Page 3 Totals 

Page 1 Page 2 Page 3 .• Total 

D+D+D~.□ 
. . . : -

□+□ +□:□ 
. . .,. 

□+□ +□~-□ 
. . , . ... :-,,;;::·. : . 

□+□ +□--□ 
D+D+D-□ 

34 
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