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The current study was designed to explore the levels

of empathy and adaptability inp Students who interact witt
I

deaf and hard of hearing peers. These levels were compared

to students who did not have deaf and hard of hearing peers
in their classroom. It was found that there were
significantly higher levels of empathy, but not adaptability
as measured by the Work Adjustment Inventory created by
James Gilliam in 1994 within the classroom environment in
students who worked with deaf and hard of hearing peers. The
study also found that these students were not more informed
about this type of disability as measured by the Deaf
Questionnaire developed in 1995 by Dr. Lawrence Hayes.

The subjects for this study were recruited from two
middle schools in Christian County, Kentucky. A 6th grade
classroom at North Drive Middle School which worked with the
deaf and hard of hearing were compared with a 6" grade
class at Christian County Middle School. There were no deaf
or hard of hearing students at Christian County Middle

School. Approximately 20 students from each school were

used.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Hearing loss is the most Prevalent physical handicap ir

the United States, It affects eight percent of the general

population. An estimated 21 million Americans have some
degree of hearing loss, and of the 21 million over two
million are considered deaf.(Freeman, 1969). Since there
dre so many individuals in the United States that are deaf
or hard of hearing one is likely to encounter these
individuals some time Or another. 1In order to interact with
these persons in an appropriate manner one needs to know the
deaf or hard of hearing persons cultural orientation.
Dolnick (1993) argues there is Deaf with a capitol "D" and
deaf with a small "d". Those who are deaf have an
audiological condition, but they live among and associate
with the hearing world. Then there is Deaf, which is a
person who has a hearing impairment, but he/she associates
with the Deaf community. This person most likely uses

American Sign Language (ASL), and identifies with the social

identity of Deaf culture. The Deaf have their own history,

language, attitudes, behaviors, and social identity. For

rules

example, the Deaf have different eye contact patterns,

of physical contact and touching, and the deaf use more

facial expressions and gesturing. (Dolnick, 1993) 1In our



public hearing elementary SChools one jig most likely

to find children who are deaf. Ninety percent of deaf

people are born to hearing parents (Schein angd Delk, 1974)

They do not make the decision to become Deaf until they are

an adult or attend a residential deaf school. (Bat-Chava

1993) . ‘

Since some children in our public schools may come intco
contact with a peer who is deaf or hard of hearing it may be
beneficial to know how it might affect a regular education
student. One may argue that it could be harmful or hinder
one’s education to have deaf and hard of hearing peers
within the same classroom. Others might argue that their
presence could have a positive impact. There are many
possibilities whether one argues positive or negative
influences. It is probable that it could cause a child to
be more empathetic and adaptable. This is the focus of the
present paper, but one must first define these concepts
before attempting to study these aspects. James Gilliam,
1994 defines empathy as “ one’s perception of one’s
sensitivity and concern for the well being of others.”
Gilliam goes on to define adaptability as “people’s

perceptions of their capacity to deal with change and

diversity.”



An exhaustive review of Psychlit, ERIC

toward individuals with disabilities, impact of inclusion on

nondisabled peers, social factors, and empathy in students,

Attitudes

Lampropoulou and Padeliadu’s (1996) study included 297
teachers. A total of 110 were regular education teachers,
106 were special education teachers, and 81 were teachers of
the deaf and hard of hearing. The study was concerned with
describing and comparing the attitudes toward disabilities
and inclusion of three distinct groups of teachers. The
teachers’ attitudes were evaluated by the Attitudes Toward
Disabled Persons (ATDP). Their attitudes toward inclusion
were measured by a Likert-like scale. After the data was
collected, Lampropoulou and Padeliadu found that teachers of
the deaf and hard of hearing had the most favorable
attitudes toward students with disabilities. Surprisingly

special education teachers were found to have the least

favorable attitudes toward individuals with disabilities.
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The authors found this to be directly related to number of

years of teaching €Xperience. The more years experience tne

less favorable the teacher’s attitude. 1g regard to

inclusion special education ang regular educatiop teachers
had neutral attitudes. Teachers of the deaf ang hard of
hearing had the mMost negative attitude towarqg inclusion., A
more widely geographic Study may give a different view of
attitudes, since this Study was conducted using the
education system in Greece.

Darrow and Johnson (1994) investigated music Students’
attitudes toward individuals with a3 disability. Subjects
were 699 junior and senior high students who attended a
music camp. The researchers evaluated the subjects’
attitudes by administering the Disability Factor Scale
(DFS) (Siller, Ferguson, Vann, & Holland, 1967), which
consists of 69 self-report rating scales. The DFS measured
attitudes toward specific disabilities and across
disabilities. There were 10 disabilities included on
the queséionnaire. They included: AIDS, amputation,

blindness, cancer, deafness, epilepsy, heart condition,

paralysis, physical deformity, and visible scars. The three

most accepted disabilities were: visible scars, heart

condition, and deafness. The researchers found that females
’

and high school students were overall more accepting of



on

Academic Performance

Sharpe, York, and Knight (1994) compared the academic
performance of 35 general education students educated in an
inclusive environment with 108 general education Students
who did not have any special education Peers in ftheir
classroom. The researchers used a pretest-posttest design
to examine performance differerices between the inclusion
group and the comparison group. The results showed no
statistically significant differences between the two groups
in the areas of reading, language arts, and mathematics.
This study indicated there was no decline in academic
performance of the students in an inclusive 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 to 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 was working alone. The peer
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SUPpPOrts also completed and turned in more of their homewor}
Ork

assignments. Overall,

Social Acceptance

In this study by Coyner (1993) she attempted to
ldentify factors that may contribute to social competence,
The research sample consisted of 25 hearing, five hard of
hearing, and five deaf students who ranged in age from 13-
17. The study found that hard of hearing and deaf students
were more accepted by peers with the same hearing status.
Also deaf and hard of hearing males were rated with the
lowest social acceptance. It was found that deaf and hard
of hearing peers received the lowest social acceptance from
their hearing counterparts. Lastly the study showed that
there was a strong relationship between academic success of
deaf and hard of hearing students and the acceptance rating
they received from their hearing peers. The higher the

social acceptance the better his/her academic success.

Social interaction

Hunt 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
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levels of social contact, received higher levels of soei 1
SOCia

Support, and had larger networks of friends However, t}
' ’ e

researchers found that the majority of the interactions were

initiated by the peers without disabilities and were

assistive in nature. The review focuses On more severe and

pronounced disabilitijes.

Ochoa and Olivarez (1995) conducteqd d meta-analysis of
beéer rating sociometric IesSearch on students with learning
disabilities (LD). The studies included in this review were
those which compared peer acceptance/status between pupils
with LD and nondisabled pupils via the use of the peer
rating sociometric technique. All studies reviewed, except
one, yielded ﬁegative effect sizes indicating that pupils
with LD were rated unfavorably by their peers. Students with
learning disabilities were found to have lower sociometric

Status than their peers without disabilities.

Social Adjustment

Musselman, Mootilal, and Mackay (1996) studied social

adjustment in deaf adolescents in various educational

settings. They found that deaf students in a segregated

educational environment have poorer English skills, but more
proficient American Sign Language skills than deaf students
who were in partial integrated and mainstreamed educational

settings. The researchers went on and found that deaf



Students in mainstreamed classes reported equal I

adjustment with deaf and hearing peers. where as deaf

peers than with hearing peers.

Empathy

Davis and Franzoi (1991) investigated the stability and
change in self-awareness angd empathy in adolescence. The
instrument they used to measure empathy, the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index, defined it as “the tendency to be aware of
and react to the mental or emotional states of cther
people”. The researchers expected increases in empathy and
decreases in self-awareness over time. Their participants
were 205 high school students. They found a correlation
that empathetic traits increase over time. Females
generally scored higher on all empathy scales. The study
did not reveal any changes in self-awareness. However, the
study did find that for all subjects empathetic concern
increased over time and personal distress declined. The

students became more aware/concerned with others and less

focused on themselves.

Janus and Goldberg (1995) investigated the relationship

between a healthy sibling’s empathy toward his/her sibling

with chronic heart disease. The study also examined
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behaviors as reported by their mothers. The Study contained
[=] 1

28 sibling pairs. The researchers did not fing any
differences with level of empathy and behavior pProblems of

the siblings. The children that €Xpressed high levels of

empathy were viewed by their disabled sibling as more

-

positive in their relationship. It was interesting to note

that mothers judged siblings with high empathy as more
resentful toward their chronic heart diseased sibling.

Purpose of Study

The research reviewed revealed a relationship between
teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward students with
disabilities. Students with disabilities do not have a
negative academic influence on student performance. The
research described social relationships found between
regular education and special education students. However,
no research studies were found which directly covered the

identical issues in the current study.

It appeared that there were many factors that affected a

teacher’s attitude toward students with disabilities. These

included type of teacher, years experience, and amount of

training (Lampropoulou and Padeliadu,1996). When regular

i i amined the
education music students’ attitudes were ex

biggest factor that impacted their attitudes was type of

disability (Darrow and Johnson, 1994). No matter the
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disability it gig not seem to have an impact op e
i

academic performance,

Knight, 1994), However

nondisabled peer was the Oneé to initiate the social
interactions, and it was usually assistive in nature (Hunt
and Goetz, 1997). Another study also demonstrated that
when a nondisabled beer served as a peer tutor to a student
with a disability his/her academic performance improved
(Cushing and Kennedy, 1997).

Other studies examined revealed that deaf and hard of
hearing students are less accepted by their hearing peers.
This level of acceptance does increase if the deaf or hard
of hearing student is viewed by his/her hearing peers as
academically successful (Coyner, 1993). Students with other
disabilities, such as Learning disabilities, are also viewed

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

However, a study by Musselman, Mootilal, -and Mackay, 1996

stated that deaf adolescents who are mainstreamed 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). Also



Siblings who have a disabled peers are not always
(=}

empathetic.

regular classroom Setting and try to determine if there is 3
significant difference in the levels of empathy and
adaptability with the Classroom environment between subjects
who are in contact with the deaf and hard of hearing, and
those who have no interaction with students who are deaf or
hard of hearing.

The purpose of the current study is to explore the
relationship between a middle school 6" grade classroom who
have deaf and hard of hearing students with a 6t grade
Classroom who do not have contact with deaf and hard of
hearing peers.

The hypotheses of the study were:

a)The class with deaf and hard of hearing students will
be significantly more informed about the disability than the
class with no deaf and hard of hearing students. b) The
integrated class will have significantly higher levels of
empathy within the classroom environment, as measured by the

WAI, than the class with no deaf and hard of hearing

students. c¢) The integrated class will have significantly



—
~nNo

higher levels of adaptability within the classroom
environment, as measured by the WAI, than the class with no

deaf and hard of hearing students.



CHAPTER 2

METHODS

The current

compare subjects who interacted with deaf and harg of
hearing students wWith subjects who had no contact with the
deaf and hard of hearing in the dareas of empathy ang
adaptability within the classroom environment.

Participants

Participants for the Current study were recruited
from two middle schocls. The first group consisted of a
6th grade class who interacted daily with deaf and hard of
hearing students. These participants were recruited from
North Drive Middle school in Christian County, Ky. The
second group was a 6 grade class who did not have
any contact with deaf or hard of hearing students. These
participants were recruited from Christian County Middle
school in Christian County, Ky.

Definition of Terms

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Students:
Students who have been identified by Kentucky’s

standards for children with disabilities, this disability

being labeled “Hearing Impaired”. All of these students are

eligible to receive special education services in the state

of Kentucky based on their degree of hearing loss. The



County Middile

school ever get the Opportunity to interact with Students

who are deaf or hard of hearing.

Integrated Class:

A regular education gth grade class that has daily
instruction with Cchildren who are deaf and hard of
hearing.

Materials

A deaf and hard of hearing questionnaire
(Appendix A) was administered to every participant in the
Study. This brief questionnaire asked information
regarding several aspects on deafness and hard of hearing.
The questions included five yes/no, four true/false, and one
short answer.

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

empathy and adaptability within the classroom environment.

The inventory was comprised of 80 guestions. The subjects

were reguested to rate how they relate to each gquestion.

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

seldom; 3= sometimes; 4= usually; 5= almost always. The WAI
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has an interna] consistency of .93 for females ang 94
na .,

f"\r
1L

males. The test -retest reliability is _gg (Gilliam, 1994;
’ L ) [

» 000 Students, 10 pPercent

right to refuse to answer any of the questions or
discontinue their participation in the Study at any time,
Participants’ parents were asked to sign an informed
consent statement prior to receiving the guestionnaire and
inventory. The students were also asked to sign an

assent form. The questionnaire and inventory were passed

Oout in group sessions to be filled out independently by each
participant. To ensure confidentiality, informed consent
and assent forms, questionnaires, and inventories were

kept separated at all times.

The participants were divided into two groups after
the collection of the data. The first group were
participants who interacted with their deaf and hard of
hearing peers, and the second group were participants who

did not have any contact with deaf and hard of hearing
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students. To determine how informed each group was about
the disability of deafness and hard of hearing the
percentage of questions correct on the deaf and hard of
hearing questionnaire were used. The percentages for each
group were averaged to obtain a mean score for each group.
To determine if participants in the integrated class
had higher levels of empathy and adaptability within the
classroom environment a two way analysis of variance was
conducted. A t test was alsoc conducted to analyze these

data.



CHAPTER 3

The Primary finding of the data analyses indicated a
main effect for €mpathy but not adaptability. A two way

analysis of variance revealed that empathy was significant

in the treatment group. Adaptability was not found to pe

significant, but the treatment group was found to be more
adaptable than the group who did not interact with peers who
are hard of hearing or deaf. The second significant result
was that females were overall more adaptable than males,
Gender was not found to be significant for empathy. There
were no interaction effects of treatment by gender (Table
g

A second analysis of the data using a two-sample t
test supported the 2 way analysis of variance findings.
The t test found empathy to 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

guestions answered incorrectly. Surprisingly the class with

deaf and hard of hearing students had a mean of 3.7

questions answered incorrectly.



Table 1

Two Way Analysis of Variance

18

Ireatment  Sum of Squares  Mean Squares E @
Empathy 73.39 73.93 12.07  0.001
Adaptability 32.95 32.95 3:24 0.081
Gender Sum of Squares Mean Squares F P
Empathy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.997
Adaptability 76.39 76.39 T.52 D018
Treatment*Gender §EE_2£_§SEE£EE Mean Squares AEL_ 44£
M
Empathy 8.02 8.02 1.32 0.25%8
8.80 0.87 0.359

Adaptability 8.80



Table 2

Two-sample t test on Empathy grouped by Treatment

Group N Mean SD
No deaf 20 9.250 2.245
With deaf 16 12.250 2,671

Probability= 0.001 (p<.01)

Two-sample t test on Adaptability grouped by Treatment

GrouE N Mean SD
No deaf 20 9.850 3.281
With deaf 16 11.938 3.660

Probability= 0.085 (p<.01)




CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

conclude that being in an integrated Classroom with deaf and
hard of hearing students Mmay cause hearing Students to
become more empathetic and an adaptable individual. This is
a very beneficial reason 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 knowledgeable
about the disability.

It would be interesting to see if these same positive

effects are similar 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
disabilities to see if they would have the same effect as

this study, or would the results vary depending on the type

of disability integrated. There are some limitations in the

current study that future research may be able to control.
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the geographical location of the study The sample
; was

Completely recruited from g3 small town in the Southerp

United States, and Was restricted to two Schools due to the

low rates of deaf and hard of hearing students in the ares.

The small number of bparticipants is another potential
limitation. This was due to the relatively low number of
deaf and hard of hearing students in the Christian County
student pcopulation. Since there is such a low number, few
regular education students got the opportunity to interact
with these children on a daily basis.

A third possible limitation is that The Work Adjustment
Inveritory has not been used in any other studies. However,
on the standardization sample of 7,000 subjects it was found
to be reliable and valid.

Lastly the use of self-report measures is alsc seen as
a potential limitation in the current study. Levels of
empathy and adaptability within the classroom

environment are subjective experiences and therefore are

highly impacted by participants’ biases. However, 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,
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money, and participants to invest. 1t would be inte ti
) resting

to see the results of this same Study on a much larger
scale using various 9eographic locations.

The last significant result which is not directly
related to any of the hypotheses of this Study was that

overall females were more adaptable than males. Ore may
explain this by Saying girls may be more verbal and since
they express difficulties they may experience with change,
they adapt more quickly than males. Further research is
needed in this area to make any firm conclusions.

Overall this field study is a success. It demonstrated
that students are, or become more empathetic and adaptable
in a classrooh in which they work with students who are deaf
and hard of hearing. It is a beneficial experience that
educators can use to help empower their students. Also it

may help to extinguish any fears that a teacher may have

about having deaf and hard of hearing students in his/her

classroom.
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APPENDIX A
CONFIDENTIAL

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

I am conducting a stud
: C . Y on the affects of g - ard
of hearing students lnteractions’ with their heai?igdgzezzrg

To examine these affects I woul ] ‘ '
Work Adjustment Inventory and tgelézgftgnglxz gour Chllq v
Questionnaire. The inv ' . of_Hearlng
entory consists of 80 questions which
are related to the students’ levels of adaptability -
empathy, and work environment. The questionnaire ié made up
of lQ questions about individuals who are deaf or hard o; '
hearing. Both tasks will take approximately 20 minutes Eo
complete. ‘The Students will fill these items out in t;eir
Classroom in a group setting. Your child will not put
his/her name on either inventory or questionnaire. Your
child’s identity will remain anonymous. Only the child’s
gender and age will be on the tasks.

If you agree to let your child take part of this
learning opportunity, please circle “yes” and sign below.
If you do not want your child to participate, circle “no”
and sign below. 1If your child chooses they can withdraw
from the study at any time. They can also choose not to
answer one or more of the questions. Their participation is

totally voluntary.

I will supply your child’s classroom teacher with a
finished copy of the study if you would like to see the
results of the study. Thank you for your time and

consideration.

YES NO '
signature date signature date

Sincerely,

Rebecca Quire, MS '
provisional School Psychologist
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APPENDIX B

CONFIDENTIAL

STUDENT ASSENT FORM

I am do?ng a@ Study on students who work with deaf and
hard of hearing peers. To look at the influences of these
students I would like to give you the Work Adjustment

The first one has 80 questions about your levels’ of
adaptability and empathy in the classroom.

The second questionnaire is made up of 10 questions
about people who are deaf or hard of hearing. Both tasks
will take about 20 minutes to answer. You will fill these
items out in your classroom with all your classmates. Your
name will not go on either the inventory or questionnaire.
Your identity will remain unknown. 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 want to
participate, circle “no” and sign below. You can choose not
to answer any individual question, or you can chogse Fo |
withdraw from the study at any time. Your participation 1in
this study is totally voluntary.

NO
YES .
signature date signature date

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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APPENDIX C

DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING QUESTIONNAIRE

Is there a College just for deaf students>?

Yes or No

There is only one form of sign language world wide.
True or False
Most deaf or hard of hearing people have deaf parents?
True of False

Do deaf people have the ability to talk?

Yes or No

Does a hearing aid correct a person’s hearing as precise
as glasses correct vision? Yes or No

What does Closed Caption mean?

Are most deaf and hard of hearing individuals aple to
care for themselves as adults? Ex. Live own their own,

drive, work. Yes or No
All deaf people can read lips? True or False

Deaf and hard of hearing people are dumb?

True or False



APPENDIX D

mm- |Z Identitying Information -
Name O

i
I |
Male | Femase J

Examiner's Name
Examiner's Title

H School/Agency Qridé___
Work Adjustment Inventory Sy P
RESPONSE RECORD FORM il
Date Tested
Date of Birth
AQge —— e
¥ UST Section Il WAI Results g8 oiis - | Bengeme ¥ Other Test Scores - * - |
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Section VI. Survey

Instructions: This 1s a survey about how
people see themselves. Read each stat descn
ement '
you. Be sure to mark each item. |f you are not sure, use your first thought. There are nourrv;:‘r"cyr) B.rrgrlvog‘::x:sw mp.;m mbes
S0 please be st

1. | am sensitive 10 other people's feelings.

w

10.
) I
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

&

28.

_ | like things neat and orderty.

~ o o

Im}oyworklngl" . W e

s i

. | get upset when my feelings are hurt.

1 like dealing with the unexpected.

e -

| say what | feel about things. .| -

T gy ¢ ————

amw. = -

| can make people laugh.

.ltrytoqmpooplelodovmmlnm

er— C———— S —— .._-.."-r'—---—

— - ®
- e
T

Illketoworkuudllymdbcbulyrrmmmetme

———— - . — T —

People bother me when they say things about me.

| am venturesome and like 10 do different things.

o ————— ¢ ——— T -

Ihnvcaqoodnmoofhumot

S Wad

llikolotollpoophmwdo

| am invoived with and concermed about others.

| like to be busy.

- — - e

|9ctanqrywhonmlngsgomno
Ionjcyad\dlongeorduo.

| show how | am feeling.

| have realistic oxpocmions about work.

e —— -

.ImWIon}wmm-
1 ike to give advice.

.Iunawnmhonnodpuwn ‘,--‘m‘«-..,_..

Y — i — — —

| am concerned about the well-being of olhers.

; Workmg is lmpoﬂlnt to me.
_ People say things that bother me.

| like & change in the daily routiné-
| will say what | think.

| think about things pefore | act.

——

Scale 4
Scale 5
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. Ilike to give advice to others.
- | get along with people. .

- I like to be busy at work.

I cry when my teelings are hurt.

| adapt easily to change.

| tell people what | need or want.
lchoou}oosmnilnmqudrﬂedf:ra—r\dcando

.Ic.lnmycalmwhonlmrushod

S i e ————————m e

Iukopouuomafruponubllny
lnmouytogotulongvmh .

L

.Icanbocounledon!odomywork

. | am concemned about what people think about me.

e ——

Ih.vauiotofmrw )
lwillt.llpooplenmqmannmwo

| am alert to pos.ubl; da;qof;:r:—r:; w;:piace.
| think about how | am feeling.

I'like 10 be told how I'm doing.
Illl(otoloadruhormnfnllow
Iampolrloandmpocﬁul!oothors

| like to finish jobs once | start them.

| want things that others have.

. | am a healthy and active person.

When | hurt, | want We to show concern.
| am compliant and do what | am toid.

| like to work with & lot of ditferent people.

| have an easygoing temperament.

| like to leam while | am worklrn—; -

| get embarrassed.

| am a cunous person.

| will stand up tox myself.

| work at a good pace.

. | have a good memory for names.

——————— e g—— — - e ee
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a2 Most jokes make me laugh. ~ . R e I i wne Se ¥ B | |
5 il 1=
63. | like to be the leader. 1z 3 . =
4 5
64. | am a generous person. 1 2 ;" p "'s* i R
65. | like to do things neatly and carefully. g 2 3 . 5 -
6. | am & moody person. vz s T | f'
67. | : o= - -
Aty s Lo SRS L. B I AL =d
68. | am a predictable person. 1 2 3 4 5 —
69. llik’ 0 eonoctTyovfnmmakes 1 2 3 4 5 s
70. | can handie a job with stress. | v oz 3 ¥ s |_ .
Pl L0t oo e W PR BN, 2 sm B B CE '
72. | understand other people's problems. 1 2 3 4 5 o ]
73. | like to learn and do many different job tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 —
74. | am easily excited. . =t ) L L N & \3 4 5 ’ - :
L = v Eey M
75. | can fit into new'_lmunor_m o B 1 2 T & '8 ) Sl
76. | am aware of what's going on around me. 1 2 3 4 5
77. | like to know what is going to happen from one day
to the next. 1 2 3 4 5 —
- - e = sy o gos g =i .
78. | like to start off on my own and keep going. 1 2 I 4 5
78. | don't mind being told what to do. 1 2 3 4 5 —_ .
80. rlike 10 participate in activities. 1 2 3 4 5
Page 3 Totals [ T I I J
Page 1 Page2 Page3 . Tota
Activity Scale 1 + N - -. J
[= > e
+ - ‘
Empattry Scale 2 | l
. + + =]
Sociability Scale 3 e
1+ 1+ =[]
Assertiveness Scale 4 '
[+3-
Adaptability Scale 5 D .
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