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SELF-ESTEEM AMONG INTEGRATED, N
PARTIALLY INTEGRATED, AND NON INTEGRATED

'HEARING-TWPAIRED CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS | =

- N .

. ' . SHARNA OLFMAN R L

!
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<The self-esteem of deaf students who were integrated to

varying degrees with heariﬁg students at school’ was

examined., Hearing-studénts served as a,contro,.l group.

Self-esteem 'was -measured with the Coopersmith Selﬁ-'Es{:eem\,,'
» Inventory, which was revised to accommodate theAla‘ngliage

. .
_ \ere 41 @éaf children (8 to 13 years of age). and adoles-

“

\and reading skills of the deaf st;_udent's. The subjects.

cen{:s (14 to 19 years of age) and 20 hearing children and. -

adolescents. All of the deaf subjects were profoundly

S

«

and g;relingualj\.‘y deaf. ©None of the subjects attended
. N ;
residential schools and none had- learning disabilities or

~ B
-

physical handicaps (aside from deafness). The revised

’ veérsion® of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inyentory"‘ :appears .

to be a useful measure of. self-esteem for deaf students.

* The significant results were that (i) partially integrated
~ e .
deaf adolescents had“lower levels of self-esteem than did

non integrated deaf adolescents, and (2) both non inte-
~ ] N

grated ana intégrated,‘deaf children had &igher scor¥es on /\

%) . ® "
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' the peer subscale of the Self Esteem Inventory than dld !
v .
the hearlng chlldren. ‘Given the J.mportance' of se]_f-esteem 'y
' for mental health, the lower self—esteem fo\{nd among the -
\
. partially J.ntegrated adolescents is espec:.ally relevant
o * ) R - 4'
for integrate_d educational programs.
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Two of the most prominent (apgroa'ches -in-deaf educa-

P

tion are Oralism and Total Communication. While Oral
&chools teaéh their s&dents to communicate solely through

spoken language, Total Communication schools teach their

studgnts both spoken and sign laﬁguage. These two .

approaches are.sometimes further'diff&rentiated by the i
e‘n{/iromnent in which the studefts are taught/ Oral schools
often try to J.ntegrate their students with hea,rlng students,

whlle total conu&unlcatlon students ‘usually remaln in special ’

schools for the deaf (Northern & Downs, 1978). The eff.ect- o

“iveness ¢f the twb approaches is often mgasured by the

. J
relative llngulstlc and academlc achievements of their

P

respectn.ve students (Meadow, 1975). However, there is a
® p

distinct absence of information as to, the effect of inte-—

¢

grated versus non integrated environments on the emotional

adjustment of« dedf students.

\ 0

ROSenberg (1979) found that minority group members

.

who are 1ntegrated have low self~-esteen whereas .non inte-—

grated mlnorlty group members have high self esteem. High~

>

self esteem is w1dely agreed to be essential to mental
health (Coopefsﬁith, 1967; Jahoda, 1958; Meadow, 1975;
Rosenberg,'l97‘9). Thus, the impact of integrati_on on

the self-esteem .of deaf students.is aﬁ issue that warrants

attention. ' . ) N

'R
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Orily a handful of studies have examined. the éelf—, .
!

ésteem .of deaf S'Lndividuals‘,. and only one of ‘these has

A

‘ directly addressed the issue of the eféct of integration

on the self-esteem of deaf students. The majority of

methodologically flawed in ¢

' el J -
that they did not control variab).’es such as age and

these past studieés have been

4

school setting which have been shown to affect the self-

™ esteem of deaf individuals (Guterman, in press). As well,

)

mo'st"of these studies measured self-esteem with tests which
réquired‘l;eaﬂdiﬂg and language skills beyond the a;bility
of the deaf respondents (Garrison,.Tesch, & Dé Caro, 1978;
Guii_erman,’in press) ., —

The .purpose of this study was to examihe the self-

-~

esteem of deaf childreg and adoléscents inte_agrated’ to
-wvarying ‘degrees with hearing children and adoldscents.
This study was aesigned to correct many of the nethod-
ological flaws found in earlier wc'>rk‘”. A sgif—esteem
m'e:asure commohly used with heari:i’?@ individuals was re-
viseé to meet the special needs of deaf individuals.

: The.'background'wll.ich foilém;s, elaborates on the
significance of sei'f.—e'stéem‘ for mental health. It is
then divided into four sections. The ‘first section | -

describes the antecedentsg of self-esteem accbrding to

different theorlists. The second segtion discusses the

.



"shift in importance of

, presented in the-first three sections.

' -

ifferent sou,jrc'es, Qf' self-esteen

4

as a &hild matures, The third sectian outlines the’ pre-.

dictions which self-esteem ‘theories make about the self-

‘
-

. esteem of mi.riority#groups. The fourth section reviews

o

empirical ‘studies on the self-esteem of deaf individuals

and the degree to which these stué‘iie‘s suppoft the theories

- .
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. ' Background . ’

. ‘ ~

The self-concept is the totality of the individual's
thoughts and feelings about himself (Rosenbergqg,' 1979).
Se{f—ééteem_is the evaluative compénent of the self-con-

[

cept (Coopersmith, 1967; Gergen, 1971; Rosenberg, 1979).~

' Self-esteem indicates the extent to which individuals

believe .themselves to be capablé, significant and success-

" ful (Coopersmith, 1967).

~ High setrf-esteem is .widely aéreed to kg essential to

mentalwiealth’(Coopersmith, 1967; Jahoda, 1958; Meadow,

\

1975; Rb§ehberg, 1979). studies have shown that lbw
self-esteem is a distinguiﬁhing feature of depression

and anxiety (Bepk,'lgégi)Coopersmith, 1967; Luék & Helss,
1972; Moyal,_1977;_Rosénberg,'l979). for efample, a study
of.5,600 high school students shoWed that 80% of those with
low self-esteem and ohly 4% of those with ﬂigh self-esteem
were g;ghly depressed'accérding.£o a scale of depressive
affect. Furthermore, 69% of those with léw self-eéteem'
showea a large number of ngchophyéiological igdicators
of«aqxiety as compared go only 19% of those with high
self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1979). Clinicians observe’that -
persons with high self-esteem have self-respect and are

highly satisfied with their 1lives. " These persons move
* . .

directly and réalistically toward their personal ggals -
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‘and effecti&ely meet environmental %egands. By contrast,

pereons with low self-esteem are lack{hg in self-respéct
and,harbeur feelings of inadequacy ana insignificence
('c'oope‘rsmitﬂ,‘ 1967; Crandall, 1973; Rosenberg, 1979).
Fromm (1939) hypothesizes that persons with/low self- a
esteem can neither give nof receive love, fearing that,

A

the exposure that comes with intimacy will reveal their

inadequacies and cause them to be rejected; Many theo-

rists believe that the need to enhance and protect one's

self-esteem is'e fundamental motivation guiding. human .
behaviexb(éoopersmith, 1967; .Gergen, 1971; Raplan, 1975;

. ‘ ) T ' )
Snygg, & Combs, 1949). - !

Theofies of Self-Esteem

) N
At present, the two.most promineént self-eSteem

- ) : )
theorists are Stanley Coopersmith:(19%7) and Morris

v -~ . } M B
Rosenberg (1979). They have evolved -their theorieé'%y

inteérating and elaborating upon the earlﬂer works by men-

such as James (1890), Mead (1932), and’ Sulllvan (1947).

-
Accordlng to James, a persoh's level “of seif-esteem

deperids upon the degree to which his achievements approach

v

his aspirations in personally Valu%é areas. The lnlelr’

"duadl ralso assesses his self-worth by measuiing his o

.

achievements against communal stdandards of success. Mead
d . k -

and Sullivan propose that a person evaluates himself as

’

T . -

@' £ . ’ . ) \
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he is evéluated'byfothers who are significant to him,

v

. v -
. Sullivan eqphasiqgs that individuals learn defenses -

. which.minimize threats to their self-esteem. These

concepts form the building blocks of Coopersmith's and

Rosenberg's theories. ': o
- -. N » - /
Coopersmith (1967) proposes’ that an individual's
- Fo) - ) ,
self-esteel reéflécts the extent to which his subjective

] v

. B LN .
judgement cf ‘his success aébroaches-his aspirations and

.societal standirds-of success. He emphaglzes that only

A}

those areas of performance which are valued by the in-
p .

-

dividual can affect his self;esteemf Thus if someone

‘is a poor student, but he do%sn't value academic success,

K
percelyed fallure 1H thls area wlll have little impact

¥

on his se;f-istegm. Wlthln this theory, Coopersmlth also
postulates the\existenaé*of-defense mechanisms that allow
n - ‘ .
gpe individual to avoid low self-esteem. Individuals
. , .

.

minimize the wvalue ‘of those areas in thch they have failed

. ’ 2
and+maximize the value of those areas in which they are.

3

successfull Other/ﬁefenf?s include redeffhing what is éb

) regardéd as a sudcess and altering one's level of, aspira-

. 4 i

tion.. Coopersmlth identifies forr different types of

v

success experlences. They are power (the ablllty to

influence others), s%énlflcance (the acceptance, atten-

- tion and affection of others), virtue (adherence to moral

"
e r '




.superiority or inferiority, and conformity or deviance.

the basis.of obserﬁing their own actions and their out-

_tic ability is important to him.

-7

' \
and ethical standardéz and competenqe (successful per-~

formance in meeting demands for achlevement) . 5 ' .

+

Rosenberg (1979) has ldentlfled fSUr prlnClpleS
which act as antecedents of self-esteem They are' re-
flected aappraisals, social comparisons, sel'f—attribution, - ‘
;ﬁd psychélogical centfality. The érinciple of reflected.
appraisala'is that individuals evaiuate theméelves'as |

t

they think others who.are importent to them evaiuate them,
N .

‘The principle of social comparisons is that people judge

themselves by comparing witH certain individuals, groups,

»

or';;cial categories in their immediate environment.

There are two® important dimenZions of social comparison:

e
Both inferior and deviant comparisons lead to low self-

» - 1

esteem. The. principle of self-attribution is that people

.draw conclusions about themselves :to a large extent on

y 7

comes. The ,principle of psychological centrality is that

.a specific self-concept component is significant for self~

esteem only if it is importadt or' central for the individual.
Thus, if a person feels-that he is a poor afhlete, his
self-esteem will be adversely affected Onl%}if his athe—

[
»

Rosenberq; like, Coopersmith, has identified some

.
. : | ¥ '

! N :
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. minimize the importance of his ﬁoéularity. However, these

N

 ~8-
defénses which 1nd1v1duals use to protect their self -esteem.
For example, the 1nd1v1dual attaches the greatest importance
to those whO‘p{Byadg the most favourable evaluations and

A - .

minimizes the 'significance of those who denigrate him. Sim-

- ilarly, individuals make their most positive self-concept '

components psychologically central. . -Thus, if a person is
. 9

an excellent student, but. is unpopular with his beéfs, he

>

might maximiée'the'importance of his 4cademid success and

defenses are often noéfeffective. ,Popular%ty might sﬁill
) ‘

remain psychologically central for a child even in the

<

face of rejectlon by hlS peers ‘ ‘ .

+

Although Coopersmith and Rosenberg use dlfferent
~

’tefmanIOgies to describe their theories,,many parallels

~of success: significance, is conceptually similar to ,

'

5 . ) . « . ¥ R
. one's successes with personal -aspirations is conceptually

14

can be drawn betweég'them; One ofmCdopersmith's elements

Rosenberg's brinciple of reflected appraisals.. Both “
underscore’the-ﬂmportance of other people's appraiéals

for one's self-esteem. Coopersmith's notion of comparing

[

similar. to Rosenberg's principle of self-attribution.
» ' -

Both refer to  the process of evaluating one's.berformance,f
agalnst a personalwé%andard of success. Coopersmith's’

idea of compdklng one's successés ‘to societal standards

»>
P . . ~
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ie comparable‘to Rosenberg's peigciple\if sociel comperiﬁ
“sons. Coopersmlth postulades that only those elements of
xsuccess which are most valued can 51gnlflcantly$affect
selfkesteem,woile Rosenberg claims that only the ‘evalua-
tion of fhose self~concept components which dre'psychoi
log;cally central, can significantly affect eelf-esteém.
Cohceptually, these-statements are very similar. The
defense mechanlsms which Coopersmith and Rosenberg
- suggest that people use)to protect and enhance their . 4
eelf-estékm are also comparable. For example, lnd1v1dua1§v
often chbose to value (Coopersmith} or make ﬁéychologically
N - :

central (Rosenberg) their most positive characteristics.

1

The Antecedents of Self-Esteem for Children and Adolescents,

. . Different antecedents of self-~esteem predominate as

-

"a child matures. - Roseq@erg (1979) finds that children
- .
are less introspective than adolescents and are convinced

that knowledge about themselves is vested in adults. In

contrast, adolescents have "an enhanced self-consciousness,

They come to rely more heavily on thelr own judgements
~or the judgements of frlends in whom they have chosan to
'conflde., Thus while the.reflected appraisals of parents
predominate in childhood; the reflected ‘appraisals oﬁ

and social comparison with peers predomigate in adoles- .

?
‘

cence. . S . o



.Rbsenberg (1979) and Frank and Cohen (1979)-oonducted
studies which suppott‘the above hypotheses: Rosenberg
found that bet&een‘67% and 78% of children 8 to ll.years_
old believed that theit parents‘knew better then they .;
”ﬁ.themselves how intelLigent, attractive and good they
were whereas 50% to 68% of adolescents 15 years of .age ,

and over felt that ‘they knew better t their parents

how they rate in these %feas. When - asked to pick the

- N

‘oﬁe person (himself excepted) wh ) est knew hlS 1nner °'
most thoughts and feellngs, 84% 'of the younger children
.but only 52% of the older children chose gne or both
“perents Conversely, only 7% of the younger children
but 37% of the older ones chose a frlend or a sxbllng.
Similarly, Frank and Cohen- (1979) "found that when

+

asked to name the family member who understood them best,

children host often named parents, whereas, adolescents

most often named siblings. When asked who outside their

family they thought was really great, children listed

God and famous adults, whereas the majority o edoles-

) P
. cents listed their” own friends.

The Self-Esteem of Minority Groups A

self-esteem of minority gfoups. The. principles of social.
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. D .
group members with- low status in society do not of nec-
essity have low s81f-estgem. Children in‘bartiéular,

\

1

are Efﬁen not exposed to the widely held opinions’of

the majority regarding their minority st7tus. Instead,
.oon . ]

they compare themselves with and are concerned with the

= A

reflected appraisals of people in thejr immediate en-

vironment with whom they interact. The principles of

—

social comparisons and reflected appraisals do predict

' however that being a minority in one's immediate environ-

mené,does lead to low self-esteem for three reasons.

v

The individual is now exposed to the reflected apprai-

sals of persons who share the bpinions of the larger
 majority. As was pointed out earlier, both deviant and

';nferior,social comparisons lead to lower self-esteem.

The individual integrated with ahother group is hoth'
different from those in his immediate environment, and
often inferior at-certain skills which are highly valued

by the“majority (Rosenberg, 1979). By contrast, the non

_“integrated individual .does not pefceive himself to be

grated individual. ) .

3
inferior to his peers in his immediate environment and

’

‘thus he should have higher self-esteem than the inte;“

»
'

These predictions were borne out in a study of black

children and adolescents (Rosenberg, 1979). Rosenberg



academic wbility, ahd- their physical handicap (presénce,

—12— rl ’ . .
found f:hat” black students who, wére pussed to predominantly

white schools had low self-esteem, whereas black students

attendlng predomlnantly black schools had high self-esteem.

While the' mte@ra:ted black students performed bet-ternaca—

denlically than the non integrated black students,' they

did not perform as well as their referent group of white
students., For the integrated stti_dents,‘ harsh appraisals
from their peers as well as both dlssonant and inferior
social comparlsons resulted in lower self -asteemn.

These predictions of self-esteem theorie;'s for racia‘l

mlnorltles can be extended to all mlnorltles, including

the phys:Lcally handlcapped Deaf persons are one such,

mln,orlmty. Deaf students often compare unfavourably with .
¢

hearing students in their oral communication skills and

of hearing aids) differentiates them (Meadow, 1975; Moores,.

1978; Northern & Downs, 1978) .‘ Deaf students are non’
1ntegrated partially 1nt$rated or fully integrated with

hearing stude_nts. Thus, one might predict that there are

\‘ different levels of self-esteem among those'qroups which:
\‘ arallel the differences found among the integrated .and

“non- integrated .black students.

Studies of Self-Esteem Among Deaf Individuals

i

~,(Onl; a handful of empirical studies have exa‘;ni:ned ‘

»y



the self—ésteem of deaf persons. The majority of these

studies‘;ompared the se;f—esteem/of deaf versus hearing v
persons (Blanton & Nunnally, 1964; Brunschwig, 1936;

;GarriSOn; Tesch, & De Caro, 1978; Sussman, 1973). Other -
studies'compared the self—esteem of deaf chlldren attend— l,

ing non integrated-residential schools with that of deaf

children attending non integrated day schools (Craig,
- [y

1265;.Schlesinger & Meadow, 1972). Only one of tﬂe
studies‘described here compered‘the'self-esteem of deaf
.studentS'integrated to ueryrng degrees with hearing
students at school (Safarty & Katz, l978)!) |

Brunschw1g (1936) measured the self-esteem of 85
deaf chlldren attendlng residential .schools and 85 hear-
klng chlldren matched on age, 1.Q., raoe7 and socio-
economic status. She used the Persona Inferlorlty\
Scale of the Rogers Test of Personallty Adjustment, a
senteq;e completloy test (Rogers, 1931) The two groups
did not dlffer 51gn1f1cantly in self- esteem These
results suppotrt Rosenberg s (1979) hypothesxs regardlng
non :rtegrated mluorltles. ‘The non- integrated chlldren B ’ -
in BrunscuWig;s study ddd not paue low self-esteem, as
‘Qas the cese for the non integrated black studeuts in - g
Rosenberg's study. :This.comparison however, is not

»

strictly valid because While the deaf children .were in



-14- ,
residence, the hearing children werg not. Both Craig
(1965) and Meadow (1969) found that deaf children living  ~

in residence had higher self-esteem than deaf children

, T~ :
attending day schooIs—for the deaf. Paper and pencil.
"tests such as the one employed by Brunschwig, are often

not effective when working with the deaf becausé of their

»y

poor, reading aq% laﬁguage skills (Lewis, 1968; Moores,.

1978; Northern & Downs, 1978). As well, Bgunschwig dié |
l

not spebify the degrée to which her deaf sample was

hearing impaired. Perhaps they were only moderately
handicapped. K “ . , . =

Blanton .and Nunnally (1964) compared levels of self- ‘/
esteem between 173 profoundly deaf (.> 80 dB hearing lossf‘

'residential' children and adolescents, and-178 hearing

——

adolescents uéing the EValuapion Scale of the Semantic ' L
Differential (Nunnally, 1961), Déaf females evaluated
themselves more negatively than héaring fémales, but no

differences were found among the males., Again, the
: » ! !
confounding variable of living in residence was intro- .

. duced. As well, the hearing and deaf groups were of
different ages. Because children evaluate themselves-

using dﬁffereﬁt criteria thaﬁ adoleéscents, age is an

important variable to control’ (Rosenberg, 1979)-.

Cra%g (1965) examined the self-esteem of 'residen-

[

- 1
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tialf deaf ‘children, deaf children attending day schools,
and hear}né children. ﬁTﬁére were 16 children in each gréup
"aged 9% to 12 years, The groups{were‘matched'according to .
age, I.Q., segl and degree of hearing loss. All of the
deaf chilafen had at least.a.65 deci?el/hga;ing loss and
were prelingually (deaﬁ before 2 years of age) deaf. To
assess self-esteem, Craig measured the-éhildren's percep-
tions of.how they were rated by their peers, using two
of_?chiff's (1960f sociometric ﬁeasures. The langugge
was simplified to accommodate the deaf children. The
‘;reéidential' deaf\children rated themselves more posi-
Htively'than the other t&o groyps of children. No. signi-
ficant aiﬁfeie;cgs were found between the"day' deaf and
éhe hearing children. These re&ults also support  -.
Rosenberg's p;ediction§ redérding non intégrated‘minb—i s
rri;ies. Neithef of the two non integfatéd deaf groups
had low self—eSteem.l As well, résidgn&ial living was
"shown to have an effect on-self-esteem.’
Z ‘égMeadow qompared levels'of ;élﬁ—ésﬁeeﬁ among 'resi- .,
denti%l' deaf children and adolescents wWith %eariﬁg'
_‘pareﬁts,"residenqial' deaf éhildrenuand adoleséeﬁts
with aeaf parents’ ?nd 'ddy' deaf chiidren and adolescents
xwith hearing parents uéiﬂg ﬁhe Meadow Seif—;qgge Test

(Meadow, 1967; Meadow, 1969; Sthlesinger & Meadow, 1972).
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‘deaf. - None had handicaps in addition to agafness, and

- . , .
a . ¢ \
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All of.-the students were profoundly and prelingually

4 i

[} .
none belonged to racial- or éthnic minorities. The

groups were matched on sex, age,‘I}Q., and ﬁegree of
deafness. Meaaow found thgt the 'residéntial' children
with deaf parents had higher self-esteem £han both bhe .
'day' children and the 'residential" childrfen witﬁ\
hearing parents. By contrast, the 'reéidential' adol- . . ,

esgents with hearing parénts had higher self-esteem than

both the 'residential’ adolescents with deaf parents

~and the 'day' adolescents with hearing parents. Meadow's 1

study indicated that age, school setting, and the hearing

_ status of one'sparents were variables which significantly

-

affect the self-esteem of the deaf. The differences

found among the children“and adolescents lend support to
, -

Rosenberg's (1979) hypothesis that different antecedents

- of selfﬁesteeﬁﬂpredomimate as a child matures.” It would

have beéen inﬁeresting to compare the six deaf groups ' .
with a hearing group. Although they varied in levels. of
self-esteem with respect to ea¢h other, perhaps all six

groups had high or low self-esteem relétive_to a hearing
,' : ’ o ! ' \ -)
group. _ ‘ >

Suséman (1973) measured the self-esteem of 129 deaf

",aduits using the Tennessee Self~-Concept Scale (TSCs)

-
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(Fitts,bl965);- He found that these adults had self-esteem

"below that of the/sample used in the TSCS manual for.

. , S R : :
developing norms. Deaf adults have more exposure to the

appraisals and accomplishments of the hearing majority
throuéh‘perSOna; experience and.throﬁgh the media, than

do non integrated deaf children. The results of this

"study sdpport Rosenberg'$ hypothesis that integ;ated

. 'members of minority groups have low self-esteem.

Garrison, Tesch, énd,De Caro (1978) measured the
self;esteem,of 109 profoundly deaf students about to
enter a technical college for the deaf_using the TSCS.
He found that the self-esteem of the éeaf students ‘was

p
lower than the self-esteem of the notmativeLsample in
the TSCS manuall Garrison et al. did not specify thé

degree to which their deaf subjects had been integrated

. with hearing students.prior to enrollment. Thus, their

findings cannot be discussed in terms.bf Rpsenbefg'é
(1979)~hypothese§ regarding the §eif—es£eem of minori-
tie§. Upon closér examination ?hrougﬁ personél inger-
Qiews,rGa;rison et al. found thaQ,BO% of the test items
in the TSCS were not adequately understood by the deaf
respondeﬁts. On éverage, only about half of them Qnder—

stood any given item. This brings the validity of both

Sussman's and Garrison et al.'s findings into serious

.

ag
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question.

J Safarty gnd katz (1978)lmeasured the self-ésteem of‘
three groups of deaf students who differed in the dégree
-to which they were inteérated wifh hearing students at-
school, using the TSCS. The 48 students were 14 an% 15 ‘ *
years of age. The first group was rion integrated and .
living in residence. The second group was partially
integrated, and the third group was fully integrated .
with hearing students.k Only étudents with a laﬂguage
‘level whibh:would enabie them to comprehend thé TSéS
‘participated. The partially integrated students had the
highest self-esteem followed By the fully integrated
stﬁdents and the residential students.had the lowest self-
esteem. These résults do not support Rosenbefg's hfpo— h’
?hesis regarding tée selgfesteem offintegrated'and non-
integrated minorities. He would have pre@}cted that the
non integrated groug would have higher self-esteem gpan . 'W
the partially‘integrated'and fully iﬁtegxated grdups. ‘ .
Tﬁe low self;esteem of the non integrated studentsvmay‘
have been a function éf SOmé'éspects of the residential
fschoél they attended. For example, they may have inter-
preted their'beingjgént away to school as a form of re—ﬁ

jection by their parents. As well, the partially inte-

grated\grodp only ~<had aﬂmoderate hearing loss whereéas
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the other two grbups had severe hearing los'ses. 'Perhaps’
the higher self-esteem of the partially integrated stud-
ents was related to their lesser handicap. Final&y; the

self-esteem of the deaf groups was. not compared to the

\ -

. self-esteem of a hearing group. Thus it is impossible -

to'asséss whether ény of th@ﬁg grpups in faq%nh;a‘high :
or low self-esteem. |

It is difficult to draw aﬂ& firm conclusions about -~
the self-esteem of deaf persons becauie sag few studies
have been conducted ih this area, and a number of the
studies inclﬁde confounding~§ériables. JIt appears that »

non integrated deaf children do not differ significantly

‘ftom hearing children in,lévels of self-esteem (Brunschwig,

; R 4

1936; Craig, 1965). This supports Rosenberqg's/ hypothesis
regarding the self-esteem of non integrated ﬁinprities.

Deaf adults seem to have self-esteem below the morms

%

established for the hearing (Garrison, Tescﬁ, &‘ﬁe,Caro,
1978; Sussman, 1973). Deaf adults are more intggfated

with the hearing than non iﬂtegratéd deaf child;én. Even
/“t.m . ) N . N
if these adults are not physically integrated in the

-

%

sense that they attend non integrated schbols, have deaf
épousés, or live in a deaf community, their ‘exposure
through the media and through discussions would render

them much more aware of the widely held opinions of the

o . ) -

"

by
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hearing majdrity rggarding their minority status. Thus,

-the lower'self-esteem of deaf adults concurs with Rosenberg's

predictiohs regarding integrated minorities. The studies of,

Craig (1965) and Meadow (1969) illustrated that variables

LS

suéh as living in residence rather fhan at home, the '

4

hearing status of one's parents, and age significantly:

affect the self-esteem of. the deaf’
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'étatementiof‘the Pfobleﬁ

‘The present study examined the self-esteem of inte-
grated, partially iﬂtegratedl and non integrated deaf
child?en and adolescents. Heariﬁg children and adoles-
cents were also tested. | \

’This study controlled certain variables which were
shown to affect the‘selfﬁesteem of deaf indiviauals. All
of’the subjects lived at home. gll had hggping parenté.
It Qas morevfeasible to.select subjects with hearing.
parents because only 10% of deaf children have deaf
parenfs and the majority of thesl parents send their
children tofrésidéntial schools (Meadow, 1975). .To
control for the effects of age on self-esteem, chilaren'
and adolescents were con;&dered separately, All 6f the
subjects were profoundly and'prelihgually deaf. None
were biack, had physical handicaps (in-éddition ?o dé&f—
ness).ﬁ& central learniﬁg disabilikies. These variébles
'might'have confounaéa tﬁe ef?écts of deafness and degree'
f integration on gelf-esteem. For'examp;e, a non inte-
gratég deaf child who has a physical héhdicap in addition
to deafness wbula bg a minoriﬂy améng.his.or her deaf

Rl o

peers. v |
Other variables which might affect the self-esteem

" of the deaf could not be codtrolledlbecause'ofuthe small ~



" - levels of serf—esteem of male and f

;22-

" number of deaf subjects who met all of the ‘specified

criteria. Although Coopersmith (1967 ‘and Smith (1978).

dld not flnd any 51gn1f1cant dlfferenc s between the mean
o

-ale children and
: : Yoo
adolescents, Blanton and Nunnally (1964) dld flnd signi-

ficant differences~among male and-female deaf students.

This study, however, did not consider males and females

¢

'separately. Although the majority of participants{id
‘theé 'study. were middle class, 'socio-~economic etatue and

}nembership in ethnic minority groups were net strictly
controlled. g
Guterman (irni press) questions the validity of wir-~

[
tually all of the self-esteem measures used with d¢af

individuals in past studies because . they requife read-

-

ing and/or iangdage\skills beyond the scope ©of the deaf

' . y s, ‘
respondents (Lewis, 1968; Moores, 1978; Northern & Downs, .

1978). Guterman outlines four criteria that should.- be

)

met by self-esteem measures for the deaf First, the

measureﬂ?hould be sultable for both deaf and hearlng

”1ndlv1duals to, fac1lltate comparisons w1th a hearlng

s

. dontrol group. Secdnd, the’ test should include subscales .

- ' ot . N oy N
which assess how the respondent evaluates himself with

regard to specific dimensions of his self-concept, as

well as a’ subscale ‘which assesses his-genéral self—evalﬁ4
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gtion, or global self-esteeém. The subscales tapping
specific dimensiohs provide insight into the source of

high or low self-esteem. . Third, the self—esﬁeem measure

should be admlnlstered 1nd1v1dﬁally by 1nterv1ew to-over=- '

come(poor readlng SkllLS. Fourth, it should have a voca-

_bulery level:that can be understood bﬁ ali of the deaf

.

-respondénts. The self-esteem measure used in this study,

took! all four criteria ihto\consideration.'

Students whe cope with full as opposed to partlal

¢

1nhegratlon mlght be more lntelllgent (Northern & Downs, -

1974) .. Coope;smlth found a .28 COrrelatlon between self-

esteem and intelligence. In order to ﬁaké intelligence
. \ o ¥

into account when analyZing the'results, a’ measure of

lntelllgence was. admlnlstered to all of the subjects

Hypothesis ' L
Soc1al comparlson w1th peers and thelr reflected

pralsals are 1mportant sources of self-esteem in ad-

olescence (Rosenberg, 1979). Integrated and partlally

‘integrated'deaf adolescents often‘compare unfa&burably‘

L

with theiq~heariﬁg peers in their oral communication

skills and! académic ability and  their physical handicap

3
A ;

is ‘a source, of differentiation (Meadow, 1975; ,Moores,

1978) . By contrast, non-integrated deaf adolescents are

i

\
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communication skills. Thus, the following hypothesis
was . tested: S s o Ce

v
’

he integrated deaf adolescents and.the parti=

ally integrated deaf adolescents will have

A yiower levels of self-esteem than both the non
.‘~ N ) s f v \ . ’ * N A ) . '
integrated deaf adolescents and the hearing
--', '+ ddolescents. | o .

In the éasg of ch#ldfen,;thé reflécteé'appraisals
of pérenté are more importaﬁg soqrceé\of self—esteéﬁ
,£han comparison with:peers (Rosénbe?g, 1979). Thﬁs, no
‘signifiéant diffefénces were anticipated‘émong the gﬁohps
" of deaf childféq or between the deaf children and the

\ . , y
- . hearing children. .
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Subjects

‘The subﬁeots'were 4l'heéring impaired children (8-‘

-

13 yearS‘ofkagé) and adolescents (14-19 years of age);

end 20 hearing, children and adolescents. . None of the

subjects had central learnlng dlsabllltles or phys1cal

handicaps (aside from(deafness), and they lived at home.

All of .the deaf subjects had a\hearing\loss of greater

“than 80 decibels (ISO) averaged over the speech, range

(500, 1,000 and 2,000 Hz) in. the better eer, and all |, J
were prelingually deaf (before 2 vyears of age). The.
deaf students were assigned to six different~exnerimental

groups accordlng to age and the degree to which they were

1ntegrated with hearlng students at school. The hearlng

"

students were divided into”twofcontrol groups according
to age. The age range,(and number of students in each .
group is outline; in Table 1.

Both the 1ntegrated and’ the partlally 1ntegrated )

students were enrolled at the Montreal Oral School for‘
N o

the Deaf (Oral School) and communlcated solely through

>

"' speken English. The integratedAstudents attendedlvari—.

ous public and pritvate schools on a full=«time basis. ' In
. = ‘ \ f

all cases, they were the only 'deaf student»ln their class

jend often, the only deaf. studgent in the schodl).

v
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Table 1
AN . ’ - Age Range, 'and o ~
' e 4 \ . R 1 ' v ' N ) R PR ! .
‘ SN , Number of Students in Each Group

.
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They met 1_~nd1v1dually ‘with an Oral School teacher one

" to two hours weekly .for speech lesscns and academic

tutoring. ‘The‘pa'rtiaily integrated students also attend-

ed regular/schcffi's, but for 20 to 80% of the daﬁ/ they
/(/ o ' ! *
were in special classes conducted by an LQral School
: v -

teacher with ari‘ av‘erage( of four thfive other deaf
students. " The Oral School: ,sel'ects students for 1§ull
:integration in large part on the. basis of‘the strength ef\ '
their language sk/ills.. Thus, thé integrated s\tudents\ '

. : . A »

in this study had stronger language skills than the-p

o

tially integra/éed students. . -

The non integrated students attended:the Mackay .

N

!choel for Deaf and Crippled Children, Royal Vale Campus \
(Mackay School), a day, schwool for deaf students. Although

‘the phllosophy of the school was total communlcatlon

/

(communlcatlon through both speech and SLgn language) ;

-

the students in this stugiy relled' almost exclusively on

sign, language. - ' ‘ T

s

.~ The hearlng students attended regular publlc schools., -

They were selected randomly from classes ‘which. contalned

e : ! . v

Experlmental Measures

-

Two tesf:s were glven to all of ‘the subjects, the

.

’

: -Standard Progres.sn.ve Matrices Test and a rev'ls'ed Cooper—

- 1,

, f . f X )
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smith Selijsteem Inventory. d ‘

The Standard Progressi;e Mat_i'rices Test (PM), ‘de-\.
veloped by Raven (1960) in 193'7, was designed as a -
.measure of Spearman's g factor. It requires the deduc- ,_
tien of relations ameng abstract' items. . The PM con-
svistsl of 60 matrices dividedlinto 5 sets of 12. &

. part has been removed from each matrice. The subject

chooses the missing insert from six or ‘eight alternatives.

The test can be used w1th persons 6 to 65 years of age.

1

‘l’he PM hds a. number of qualltles whlch make it am

Y

approprlate lntelllgence measure for use with deatf .

‘

chlldren ' Because. the test is non verbal , deaf childrenh
many of whom have inferior language and readlng skills’, 1
‘are not placed at a dlsadvantage relative to hearing

4' chll_dren-(Lew1s, 1968; Moores, 1978; Northern & Downs,
1978) . .’ The\first problem in each of the 5 sets is self—‘

' eVJ.dent ‘thus the standard tra‘J.nJ.ng can be conveyed with
a minimum of lafnguage The PM is untlmed. Many deaf

, studen'ts have difficulty with timed 'tes'ts,, having had

- R ' )
-limited_exposure to them (Me’adow, 1975).

[y

An 1ntelllgence measure which is often used to test
-deaf chlldren is the performance part of the Wechsler
Intelllgence Scale for C~hlldren (WISC) (Wechsler,~l949)

However, a number of -verbal anstructlons are necessanpy

£

&,
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to describe the various subtésts of ‘the performance WISC

£o the respgnaents. The deaf students in this study had

varying degrees of verbal skill. Thus, some of the

-4tudents would have been placed at a disadvantage had

the performance WISC been used.
‘ The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI) was
derived from Roger and Dymond's {(1951) ‘self-—conc'épt' scale

and reworded by Cobpersmith (1967) fo/r ﬁse with children

-

8 to 10 'yvears old. The 50 item SEI measures ’subjects'

‘ self-attitudes. It cont,ai\r‘é four subscales; General

Self, Social Self and Peers; Home—PaJr_ents, and School-
Acadenic Self. The total score 1s derivéd from the sum
of the scores on the four subscales. The SEI also con-

tains an eight item lie scale. Kokenes (1978) confirmed

the construct validity ,of the subscales using a variation °

of Thurstones Orthogonal Rotation tec¢hnique. The SEI has

a test-retest réliability of .88 over a five week inter-

val and .70 after afthree‘ vear perioql’ ‘(Cbopersmv,ith, l19,67) .

Modifications{ were made to the SETI to ensure that

s

the deaf students understood all of the items. Educators

from both the Oral’'School and the Ma'c‘:kay' Schbol who had °
worked with the deaf students in this stﬁd”y, identified
ﬁpe wérds and phrases whi-ch were. béyond teir students'
grasp.. Wiuen possibi‘e, gvofds“and phrasesﬁhi‘ch éven} the "

. " v
A

,



,youngest deaf children could comprehend, and which pre=

" presented 1in Appéndix A.

in their’ home. A relaxed and friendly atmosphere was

" established.

, ‘.'of bii:th and grade 6n the cover sheet which also contained ,

-
-~
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b

served the original concept, were substituted. When ..

substitutions could not be’found, ‘the item was removed

from the scale. Ten items were xemoved. The revised ' J

SEI was read or signed to the students by a ski'lled "

<

translator on an :Lndlv:Ldual basis so thae pooxr reading

sk:Llls would not lnterfere w1th comprehens:.on. ‘ '
&5,

Copies of both .the original and revised SEI are
. S .
Procedure’ . "
The students were seen indiwvidually ‘in a quiet room,
v)i‘th_. only the experimenter and when necessary a signing

translator present ., Most of the students were se;.en'at

f

school (during the sdhool day) although. a few. were seen

-

. - ’ - . . o \
o ! - , :
The revised SEI was administered first to both the

~

,deaf and hearing students. The students were given an - c

¢

answer booklet and asked "to write their name, age, date \)

' t‘he appropriate spaces to respond to two sample questlons

The answer booklet contained two. columns labeled 'same

as me' and ‘not same as me'. ' The students checked their ,

own- answers oh the answer sheet to give them a sense of

S

R
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privacy, bl,lt many of. the younger children looked to the

experimenter for assistance in checking the correct column.

" The students were given the. following instructions:

7] .
I am going to read some sentences. When I finish

a sentence, if you feel it is the same as you, put

a "‘qheck here (the experimenter pointed to the sample

1 7

'same as me' column on the covér sheet). If y'ou

feel, it is not the same as you, put a check here,
i :

- (The e};per'iineriter pointed to the 'nqt the same as

' me' column on the cov,ef Sheé:t) .

The younger children were then read two sisampleﬂ

v

sentences. They were told:
Let's practice, (or) for example: | .

A, I like chocolate.

H A

"B, I am ,wearing dresggbants. (A colour was

" inserted so as to make 'not the same as ‘me* ‘the

. - L]

correct response.)

The st}ldents were then told:

'

..« These answers will be very private, Only I will

see them. If you don't understand anything tell

-

me. Turn the page and we'll start, o

The instructions were very. simply phrased so ‘that

-

all of the dkaf respondenfcs would ugfderstand‘ them.

The deaf- students asked questicns quite freely

B

3
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about' the meaning of the‘vafious items. The experimer-

ter used a number of techniques to convey the meaning

of the items when necessary including showing the sent-

pl

énce,in'writtehlEngLish, using alternate vocabulary,"

drawing, and pantomine. If the experimenter was not
3 '
confident that the student understood the item, she

would pose a questidn that would assess whether the

child grasped-the concept. For example, if the sentence

)

was, 'I often- feél upset in school' and the child nodded

in agreement, the experiménter might say; what sort of

things upset ybu? an appropriate response from the child

4 Q - v
would then assure the éxperhnenter that the child under-

stood the initial sentence. The partially integrated
children and adolescents and the non integrated children
réquirgd the most assistance. After the‘revised SEI was

_ completed, the'experimenter made sure that all of the

3

sentences had been properly filled, in. If a child did 4

not understand a sentence, and the experimenter could -
not-éonvey the meaning to himﬂ she ﬁarked down ‘the item.
If more than fiveiitems were ﬁgt understood, th test
wag discarded. Five Fests were disc;rdei,‘anq all of”
these had been completed by partially:integrgted deaf

' ‘children. fhe number of igeﬁs which . these partially ;

integréted children did not understand ranged from 12 to
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130, Only four other students did not

-on the reévised SEI. 'All of these were non integrated .
'five of .the items respedtively. The three and five

‘scales. .

. ‘ . -33- , o
answer every item

N
.

1 . .

' o n ‘ ' - R N N , . \
children. , They did not{understandfone, one, three, and

[ &

.
-

misundérst
) A .’
° ' .’“

) ; N ]

s ™~ 4 °

. The student was theh given the PM test. The experi-

'

menter superyised as tﬁe‘studeht aﬁtemp;ed the first two

f . . ' -
problems. The student was then'told:

-

Now ﬁ%y to finish the beok. First they are‘eaSy,

and then they get(gérder. Try to ‘answer all of |

‘ “

the questions. Choose only one answer. Don't

.+ hurry, work carefully. Don't go back.
.t : v
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-
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ood items: were not loaded onto one or two sub—i
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| Results )
Validity’of*the.Revised SEI "
== The validity of tﬁe ;eV1sed SEI wgs assessed by

comparing the mean rev1sed SEI' scores of the hearing
children 'and adoleseents in this stady, with the mean
scores reported by Coopersmith (1967)3 for hearing
children and gdolescents on the orlglnal SEI. Theee

mean scores are presented in Table 2. While the grl—

1 13 / .
ginal SEI has 50 items and the revised SEI has 40 items,

the mean scores for both measures are presented as per-

centagés to facilitate'comgarison.‘ A t ratio comparing

the children's mean scores showed

these sepFes were
not signififantly different, t(120) = .4 Coepersmith

did not specify the sample size of his adolesgent group

" or the standard deviation of the mean score. Thus 4 t

v s

ratio comparing the adolescents' mean scores could not
be computed. Nonetheless, they do not appear to be

SLgniflcantly dlfferent (75 8%, versus 76 0%)

Analy515\of Bhe Mean Scores on the Revided SEI andC*

ltS Subscaies/ . | ) . | . J

™
{

Childre In order to assess whether the self-esteem

of the integrated, non integrated, and hearing children <

differed significantly, five .one-way .analyses of variance
(ANQVAS) were performed to compare;;helr mean scores onb

'

i
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. ,Table 2 = o

Mean Scores for the Hearjing Children— o )

L and Adolescents on the Revised SEI versus

Norms Established by Coopersmith on the ‘ . )

PR Original SEI ‘ X ‘ L ’ o

. e, e .
. ! i 4+ \ e
' . .

s
\

. Original SEI ':
T n . Age o ' Age
- N S X(%) (sE) ‘ (yrs): | X1%) (SE) lyrs) |
- A B . ‘ . e ‘ o
Group v ‘ .

, , : - g
Childreh . 69.3  (3) 9-12 = 71.2 (.3) 9-15
L e ‘ ' _ , . ;
Adolescents 75.8.  (4)  14-17 76.0 - 16-23
A . ' o A n
) v . \ . ' .
> - r «
- ° " ! , \ "
.« - + li ' N
. g T o ' - i . ., ,
o ' ¥ “u .-‘ } ”\ I
s " s \ L - \ . - l"
o v ; : #“ i ! \ [ . ‘- .
N - t - _ 1 , . . \ € ) i i
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'tﬁe‘reyised'SEI,'ahq on the self, pee¥, home anqxschool'
.eubScaleé. \Iﬁ ;ddition; a one<way ANOVA comﬁariné the
‘chiidren'e mean lie scoree was‘performed; ﬁow lie |
ecores indicate that subjects\distorted thelr answers

on the revised’ SEI in a manner that lnflated thelr
sceres. "Because only two of the seven- partlally 1nte~
grated children successfully completeé tﬁe revised SEIL/
this group was excluded from the analysie. o |

— The‘ehildfen's méan scores and standard, errérs on
hthe revised SEI and its sﬁbscales are pregeﬁted'in Table
3. The revised SEL score ‘is a'composite of the self,
peer, home, end school seeres. "0f the 4d items, 17. of-
'them‘comprise the self-Sﬁbscele, seven comptise the peer
subscale,*eight comprise the home“subscale( and the last
eight comprlse the school etbscale ¢ The'iie scale con-
51sts of eight addltlonal 1tems. The total- mean sce:es
and the mean subsea;e scores are presented aé.percen—'

. tages to faéilitatelcompariepn ameng them.‘ The‘ﬁean
raw sceres-and‘stEndard errors Efe presénted in'Apbendix
" B. ANOVA summary tables are‘pfgsented in Appendlx C.

‘The SL#nlflcant dlfferences found among the chlldren s

mean “scores on the revrsed SEI and its. subscales are

outlined below, S - S
A $ignificen£ diffetence'was fowmnd: among the,
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‘ Table 3
g o . ’ ‘Children's Mean S,coz_:es and Standard ° '
{ Y Errors 9n the Reyised SEI i )
! . L i \\ .
Group Integrated Non Inte~ . Hearing
Lo S grated
\' . X(%) . (SE) \-‘i(-%) " _(SE) X(%) (SE) .
Measure- S _ . \ ) .
- \" " !
Total 74 (5) - 83 (7) .69 - (4)
(Subscales) | |
- ) ‘ ' \ ‘ ’ .
Self - " 69 84 (7) \ 69 - (4)
. ] X .
\ Peer '~ 74 91 (6) 56 - (9)
" School 82 78 (9) - 75 L e)
Home - 77 78 (12) 77 (5)
! . '
\ ' @ . I
Lie 57 -(13) 66 (11) 62 (7)
) | .
-
i N ‘ /c
. . ‘,/
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children's mean scores on the peer subscale, F(2;18)=4.15,

ES?.OSL Scheffé comparisons showed that the non integrated

chlldren had a’ srgnlfrcantly higher mean 'peer'.ecore_than
/ : '

3the hearing children F(2,18) =.7.98, E\.OS7 and that all ,

"of the deaf children had a higher mean ‘peer' score than

the hearing children, F(2,18) = 6.7, p<.10. (Ferguson,

= s

1976, points out that the Scheffé test is more rigorous

than other procedures He therefére suggests that the

'

;10 level of srgnlflcance be used lnstead of the .05

)
-~

lev%&}of significance.) /
o dolescents Two a priori orthogonal comparisons‘were

'calculated to assess whether the 1ntegrated adolescents
had _lower self-esteem than the hearing a%elescents and
whether.the-partlally 1ntegrated adolescents had lower
seft—esteemvthah the non iﬂtegrateg aéolescents. These
predictions’were oatlined in the hyéothesis.e Five sets
of these two orthogonal comparisons were computed to cbm;
\ ,
pare the mean scores of the adoleSCEnts on the revised
SEI, and on the self; peer, hdme, ahd school subscales.
Five one-way ANOVAS'Qene~alsd,performed SO that all4

other comparlsons (1n addltlon to the two a prlorl com-

\ -

parisons) among the mean scores of the adolescent growps/

. could be considered. In addltlon, a one-way AquA'waa N
. o p2i

) performed to cgmpare the adolescents' mean lie scores.

/



N

"Ef<.05, than did the non inﬁegraﬁed group of adolescents.

partially integrated adolescents could not have been

‘sons showed that the partially integrated adolescents had
. ’ ¥

\ ~39- '\l -

' ’ _\\ . "
‘Two-way ANOVAS .assessing both the children. and, adolescents
were not performed because only the partially integrated
. B - ! .

adolescents could be included in the analysis. . Withqut

a comparable group of partially integrated children, the

o i

-

assessed Aéequateiy. | . C

'The:adoléscenté' mean scores énd sténdard errors | _K :
(presentéd as percehtages) on the révised SEI and its
subscales are listed in Tablé’4: ‘The mean raw scores
and standard errors are presented in Appendix B. The :'
'significant differghces found among éhe adolescents'

¢

The partially integrated adolescents had a signifi-.

mean scores are presented below.
. g ‘.‘

cantly lower mean 'total' score, t(29) =.2.3, p£ .05,

and 3 significantly lower mean 'seif' sco#e, £(29) =2.24,

¥ -

»
A significant differertce was found among the adolescents' "

1 E3

mean lie scores, 'F(3,29) = 3.75, p<.05. Scheffé compari-

E] N .
a significantly lower mean lie score than did the hearing™

j@dolescents, F(3,29) = 10.02; p<.05. The meah lie score

13

of thé partially inteérated adolescents was- also signifi-

cantly lower than tha£ &f the non integrated, integrated
and Hearing adolescents combinea, F(3,29) =:8.90, p<.05.

1
-
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— Téble‘\;l: ;
ST "’Ad‘ole'sce,r‘itér.’. Mean Scores ana .
- - ‘ Stahdérd\zrror.;. on the Revised SEI .
" Group : ’~ Integrated Partia‘lly Non' Inte~’ " Iflearir{g‘
‘ © | ~ In_*ce'gzjated grated .
y X(8) " (SE)  X(¥) . (SE)

X(%) (SE) X(%) (SE)

" Measure,

4

Total  , 78 (5) 65  (3) - 78 © (4) - 76  (4)
(S‘ubsca;ae)‘ ‘ ) : ' i ‘
Self = 8L (6) 68 (4) 81 - (3) 78 - (4)
' Peer 74 (3) " 68 (8) 78, .(3) 82 (3)
" ‘S&hool - 77 (8) 60 (6) 82 (9) 68 . (9
_ Home 77 (8) 50 (4. - 57 (10) 74 (8)
Lie 81~ (8) 537 (9) 68 (5) 84 (6)
A" }
' o ‘*‘



&

' cept most strongly affected the global self-esteem of the

students ' (Northern & Downs, 1974). A one-way ANOVA:\

;  The- SEI contaLns a subscale whlch assesses global

Additional Analysis

self-esteem (self subscale); as well as subscales whlch

assess how the respondent evaluates spec1f1c dlmenslons

3

of his self-concept (peer, home, and school subscales).

.In order to.consider which components of the self-con-

-

différent groups of students, a multiplle regression

analy51s could have been performed with the peers, home.

and school subscales serving as depe dent varlables and
-3 L

the self subscale sérving as tHe independent variable.
. o _
This analysis was not feasible however, because students'

scores on certaln of the subscales were too clustered at
N \

_the top of the scale to perform meanlngful correlatlons

Longer, and more sen51tlye subscales, would have mlnlmlzed

this 'ceiling effect'. o ",‘

The Progressive Matrices Test: | - o

| Coopersmith‘(l%67) found a~.28‘cotrelation between_
intéiiigence and seLf—esteem among_lO to 12ﬁyear old
boys. Becadse one ofhthe oriteria for successful integf~
ration night be a high level of intelligenee, tnere was.

some concern that there'might be differences 'in intelli-

' : '

‘gence among the integrated and partially integrated .
o . . ‘ : '

\
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comparlng the mean PM scores of the chlldren showed that

there were ‘no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences among thelr scores,

A one-way ANQVA comparing the mean scores of the adoles—

cents showed that, there was a significant difference
\among the mean scores, F(3,29) = 3.89, 535.05. A Scheffé&
test showed that the partlally 1ntegrated adolescents had

' a lower mean score than the hearlng adolescents, F(3,29)

)
b

T 10.%68, p <.05: However, there:were no significant
,

dlfferences between the mean scores of the partlally inte- -

.

grated and 1ntegrated adolescents.

. ~

Goopersmith found.that the correlation between in-~

)

‘telligence and self- esteem was a- reflectlon of superlor

I

school performance, Wthh in turn ralsed self-esteem. N

Thus a positive cOrrelatlon between' 'school' scores on

the SEI and intelligence\scores sheould be expected.

However, the correlation between the PM scores .and the

)
¢

'school' sscores for the children in this study was nega-

‘tive.(—;ll). Thismwas also the case when only the hearing
. . ’ . \

c
LA

'children were:considered (—.20).‘;This may-.-be a reflection

L

of the fact that only a performance measure was. used ’ .

because verbal measures cannot be used with deaf stu-

. , \

dents. Perhaps it is the wverbal measure- of 1ntelllgence

»

whlch predlcts academlc success which in turn raises

'self-esteem. Because of the' large dlscrepancy in the
i

correlatlon which Coopersmlth asured,between self-

\
-
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ges%eem scores and WISC scores, ‘and the correlations '
medsured in this study between PM scores(énd’self;esteem'
B . , ; .

sceres, the PM sco}es were jddéed to be.an inappropriate

measure with which to covary out ‘the: effects of 1ntelll—

gence.on self—esteem. The mean scores and standard errors-

—on the PM for~the'children and adolescents are presented

in Table 5. The correlatlon between the redlsed SEIL

‘'scores and the PM Scores are presented in Table 6.

“Age leferences ) - , ' ' ,

L}

Bécause, there were few.ava;laBle deaf subjects who

met all of the specified critéria,'the subjeefs.were riot

matched on age. Instead, the children and ado;eseents/' ’
Qere.selected withfn two‘specified age ranges. A §né;
way ANOVA was performed to assess whether the nean ages
of the four groups of chlldren drffered 51gn1f1cantly.
:Slmdﬁgnly, a one-way ANOVA‘was performed te compere'the
adolescents'\mean'ages. 'The children's end adolescenﬁs‘
. ﬂeen ages ?nd stgndard errors are,presented.in Table‘j.
mAjsignificaht difference was found among the ‘children's
mean ages, F(3,24) = 3.30,'pﬁg.d%. Scheffé comparisons\
, showed that the mean adelof_the partially integrated
children was significanfly lower'then that of tne inteé'

'grated children; F(3,24) ='9,33, P £.05. There were 1o

significenf differénces among the adolescents' mean ages.'

N -
. f .
v
. . ro B
N .
' . - g ‘

i
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) o ‘Table 6 -
Pearson Correlations Betweenuth PM
. Scores and tne Revised SEI Sco es

All /4*/{/All : Hearin

Children Adolescents Childr n
(n=21) ] (n=33) . (n= 10
r foor

earlng
dolescents
1n=lO)
r
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Table 7 .

"Mean Ages and Standard.Errors for the

- - . Children and adolescents ) .
— Q, ’ | . ¢
, . Gfoup’,' Non Inte- " . Partially. - _Integrated _Hearing
) _  grated Integrated X (yrs:mths) X (yrs:mths)
' ‘ : ; X {{yrsmths). X (yrs:mths) (SE)(yrs:mths) (SE) (yrs:mths)
o ‘ , (SE) (yrs:mths) (SE) (yrs:mths)
‘ { N . ' . . e . ()
\ v . ,
o, . ' children 10:10 . 10: 0 12: 9 10:10
) L (- 1: 1) ( 0: 7) ( 0: 7) ( 02 5)
‘Adolescents. 17: 2 - 16: 8 ° 15: 8 - 15: 8
“ ‘ ( 0:10) ( 0: 7) (‘O: 7) & ( 0: 4) A
¢ o ! ’ . V
SN ,
I: -
. 3 | ,
' L i I} 1 L‘ " . -
' .’ ™ ‘ 4
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Discussion

oThe mean scores O0f the hearing children and adoles-

b R ’ . . . ' . (
cents on the revised SEI closely approximated the mean .
scores reported by Coopersmith (1967) fér hearing ehil~,

dren and adolescents on #he original SEI. This lends

some valldlty to the rev1sed version of the test THe

modlflcatlons made to the SEI overcame some of the

’

serious weaknesses found in previous tests used to.

‘ o .
‘measure the self-esteem of deaf individuals. ‘Meaningful

completion of‘the‘pfevious tests used, required language

q

. i -~
. _and reading -skills .beyond the scope of the deaf respop-—

" dents (Garrison, Tesch, & De Caro,-1978; Guterman, in press}
L4 '

Meadow, 1975). The revised SEI can also be administered ™

to hearing individuals thus gfacilitating. comparisons be-
tween deaf and hearingegroups.

[

The hypothesis that the integrated deaf adolescents‘»

B and the partlally integrated deat adolescents would have %

lower levels of self-esteem than both the non integrated

[3
¢

deaf adolescents and the hearing adolescents was partlally

supported. ' v ) ‘ , " o

Integrated Deaf Adolescents The integrated deaf

adolescents did not have ‘lower self-esteem than both the
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the integrated Aeaf édoleseentSQand the heariﬁg adoles-
cents. ~'The integrated°adoleseents may have employed
some defenses to pr?tect theirgself—esteem as discussed
by Coopersmlth (1967) and Rosenberg (1979) These de-
fenses lnclude mlnllelng the value of those areas in
whlch an individual has failed, and maximizing the value
of those aneas in whlch th;'lhdLVLdual is successful
The individual also attaches the greatest lmportance tO'
those persons who provrde the most favorable evaluatfbns
and minimize the 51gn1flcance of those who denigrate him.
Thus, althdugh comparlson with peers is an important *
source of seif—esteehvin agﬁlesce%ge, and»integrated deaf
adolescents bften‘gsﬁpare unfavourably with their hearing
jpeers, the integrated adolescents may,have minimized the
significance of their hearihg peers to protect their

[

self-esteem. ' S
. An important philosophy of the OraliSchoql is ‘the
recognition of their stuaents' emotional needs in addi-
tiOn to their academic needs. Adherence to this philoi
sophy might‘explainlin part why the integratee adoles-
cents did not have low self-esteem. The Oral School
employs a team of health care professronals including a
social worker,oa psychologist, and a psychiatristlwho

- work closely with the students. After students are

-
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fully mainstreamed,,the health care team remainSfavaii; n
able to?them.} In addition, the intedrated stUdénts L

"meet with an Oral School teacher one .or two hours weekly

‘, for academic tutorlng and speech lessons | The Oral |
:School teacher informs the Jregular' teacher of tne:
students'.special.needs, and\asks to be alerted to’any
academic or adjustment problems whicnlthe integrated deaf
students might have. Thus, the use of defenses whicn

' protect self—esteem, and the  support services provided
by the Oral School mignt have overcome'some of the nega-

'\tive effects on.self—esteem of interacting Wlth hearing

peers, for these ‘integrated deaf adolescents

Partially Integrated Deaf Adolescents The parti- -

ally integrated deaf adolescents had significantly'iower
,totai and global self—esteem scores than didtthe non
integrated adolescents. In(addition, the partially inte-
grated adolescents had significantly‘lower iie scores’
than both the hearing adolescents, and the integrated, 
non integrated and hearing adolescents combined. Their:
significantly lower lie%scores indicate that their
already low self-esteem scores were an inflated meaSure‘
S
of. their actual self-esteem / o

The low selfhesteem of the partially inteqrated !

oadolescents, supports Rosenberg s (1979) predictions\
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_ and fJ.nd:.ngs regardmg both the self—estéem of 1ntegrated
mlnorltles, and the mportance of peers as a source of
self-—esteem in adolescence.' Partlally J.ntegrated adoles—
cents are often inferior to thelr hear:.ng peers in their
academlc and language skllls, and thelr handlcap differ- "
en’tlates thenm. Both infericr and di’ssonan‘t‘_soci'al comp-
"arisons contrj.bdte to lo;u self-esteem. However, compari-
son .with hearing peers would not have lowéred.the self-
esteem of the partlally lntegrated adolescents had that
comparlson not been an important :source, of self-esteem.q
The self-esteem of the non mtegrated adole’sce_nt‘s did
not differ'significantl_y from that‘lof the hearing
adolescents: ’Tﬁis a]iso -supports Rosenoerkg's hypothesis
reg‘a;ding the self-esteem of non i\ntegrated minority
,group members. - Because thé non in"tegrated. deaf adoles-

cents were on par with their deaf classmates in theilr

¢

academic and linguistic ski\lls, they did not have"low

self-esteem.’ ‘ B .

‘Both the integrated' and the partielly integrated

adolescents compared themselves with hearlng peers Both

could have used the same- defenses to protect their self-.

esteem and both had access to the _Same support serv1ces, K '-,
. A ‘ ' v ' ’ " T
’ye't only the partially integrated adolescents had low

" self-esteem. The partially integrated\ adolescents had

[



be tailored\to meet their special needs.

. =51~

poorer linguistic and academic skills than the integrated

' adolescents: It was largely for these reasons that they
\hiad not as yet been,m'ainstreamed.' Thus, the partially

‘integrated adolescents compared even less favourably w1th

their hearlng peers tha;x dia the mtegrated adolescents.

In addz.t:r_on the partlally lntegrated adolescents nay hav)e

felt more dlfferentlated than the mtegrated adclescents

'because they had to attend spec:.al classes for, part of

the day.

‘ . N - ~

Because high self-esteem is widely agreed to-be -

_esseﬁtial \\t,o mental health, the low self-esteem of the

' [ .

partially integrated adolescents should be attended to.

LI

The ‘support serifices provided by the Oral School.could

- Children's Self-Esteem

There were no significant differences in the

[
<

'total' self-esteem scores among the integrated, non

integrated, and deaf children. This concurs with Craig's

(1965) finding that the self-esteem scores of a non

integfated. group of deaf children attending day schools .
were not.significantly diffeérent from those of a hearing

group of children.

‘The similar levels of self-esteem among the three,

' groups of ckild‘ren' lend support to Roserberg' s'ﬂ (1979) -
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theory and find'ing,s’which 'Ip_redict that' the reflected

appraisals of parents are more important éources of

self-esteem than comparison-with peers, for cﬁilargn.

“.Althouc'_:;h the integruéted chilliren had hearing peers, and.

the non integrated cnildreﬁ had deéf peers, 'there were |
.no significant differences between the mean self-esteem
: sco’res of these two groups. Thus parental abpraisal

€

might ha\‘re been the more importaﬁt source of self-’estee'm
fhan comparison with peers, e

The non intégratéd deaf children ‘had higherz "pee‘r'
scores than the hearing children. In addition, all of
the deaf children considered as & grdup -had signifi'c'az;tl\y.
‘higher 'peer' scores t\:hah the hearing children. This '
finding also supports Rosenberg's theory regarding the ‘
lesser importance of peer lrelations as a source of self—‘
esteém in childhood.. Despite significantly higher"p,eer
s’coreg', the children's 'self séoreé‘ were pot.significantlyﬁ
higher.j'he' self scale is a measure of global. self-
,ésteem. Had pee¥ relations £)een very -importaht for the
children's self-esteen, their "self' scores would also
hla;ve beeﬁ inflated. ‘ .

It is important to consider why the deaf children

had inf_lated peer scores.’ Mea'dow\(l975) finds that the

insular and protécted environment of the residential

-
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Vséhool promotes high selfjeste'em among -deaf children.
Non integrated 'day' children a're simi}arly insulated

'\ from‘.the hearing‘ world during the c}iay.l Both non inte-;
grated and integrated ‘c;hilarén are also insu‘lated) in
another way; by their l‘imited‘communicatic')n skills.

The nén 'integrated childrer} in this study communicated
primarily through sign, a 1’apguagé which onlj their agaf
teachers én& peers,‘ and 'to a lesse‘i: extent their bafents,,
ﬁnderstoqd: | Profounglly‘ deaf oral Vchi‘ldren must face a
speakér and stand at an optimal distanée in c;rder to
:take full advantage of( their residual hearing and 1lip
‘reacﬁ\ng skills and thus, understand the speaker. The
vocabulary which the ora® child masters has‘ been taught

'

to hlm in a‘ formél manner._$ Unlike a ‘hearin% child,. he ,
doés not casually pick ﬁp words, and expressions. T~h‘u‘s,
‘both groubs of deaf ch;ldren are insulated -in that the‘y,
are not .lp'e‘rceiving the casual remarks of ‘paslse‘rsby. Only

a s‘éiect' number of individyals can qommunic;te effectively
“»Jith the deaf childreh,/and the majority of. fhese are’ |
clzaring\ adults. Thus, ,\the non integrated children in this

’ study" vfz‘ere‘not only‘ physicall? ins_l.;llat’ed during the day,
they were "further insulated b;} the Ause‘o'f an exclusiyve

_communication system. The integrated children. were in-

sulated through limited vocabulary and the ability to
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-uhderstand only those 'pe“J‘:sons who made. én/effort to
comxﬁunicate wit;h t'ﬁem. This °ins§ula'tion from potential.ly
damaging .reflected appraisals and unfafvourable\ social

comparison might have contributed to the inflated

‘peer scores of ,t'he non integrated and to a lesser

extent of - the integrated-children. As these children grow
older, their communication ski],ls increase as does ‘tl("\eir

perception of more subtle forms of non verbal communica-,

N
N

tion; so that this insulation is’' lessened. RN

~

Age Differences The partially integrated children

&

¥

. had the lowest mean age. They were significantly younger

than the int'egrate(i group. This discrepancy in age might
explaln in part why the partially integrated children
had dlfflculty comprehendmg the self-esteem :anentory
The integrated childrérf had the highest mean age (12 yrs.
9 mihs.) . Rosenberg (1979), and Frank and Cohen (1979)
fp’und that 5hildre‘n 12 to 14 years of aée exhibit a drop
in self—esté'em, which reflects the stresses accompanying
the onset of puberty.. Because the mean age of the inte-
grated chilaren was 'in the 12 to 14 year age range, their
mean self -esteem score might have .IIJeen: .slightly lower

than that of a somewliat younger group of integrated

children..
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Considerations for Future ‘Researc'h

S

ot

The partially integrated children were unable to
comprehend the majority of the items on the revised SEI.

Orie of the main reasons that they were not as vet fully .

Vo

mal.nstreamed is that thelr language SklllS were £00 weak

’

A nonverbal self-esteem measure would be . more approprlate

. \

T for this group.

M v

In order to ensure’ that the deaf subjects 1n thle
study fully comprehended the J.tems on ‘the rev1sed SEI,
standardlzatmn of test adm:LnlstratJ.on was lowered. 'It,
may be argued ‘that the two followz_ng approaches whloh
are more standardlzed are pré’ferable. (l) In the flrst
approach the reVJ.s\ed SEI would be rea,d to the ~subject,
but he would not be glven the olpportun.lty to as]; ques-

tions and there would be no intervention on the part of

" the. experimenter." Instead’ the etudents would be asked

toycircle the numbers of the queétipns which they mis-

.understood. These questions would be clarified Later.

while this approach would increase-the standardization

A

‘- of. test administration, two ‘problems would arise. .a) -

{x number of educators and parents' whose students or

children participated in this studfy cautioned the experi-
menter that deaf chlldren often feign comprehens:Lon,

partlcularly ln" novel situations with strangers. This

-

74
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,'additional task of- circling misunderstoo,d‘ items, would & 1
i

In addition, several ‘of the younger deaf chlldren asked

-extent as to guarantee that nearly every deaf Chlld over \

'self-esteem measure would be minimized

.mainstreamed. ,While sone schools such as the b'ral ~

-56-- . o¢ L

* ' ' ’ . . \ . ! > = v
is a defense mechanism which deaf children learn because .

[ s « NN

they so often find the'm'se]\.Ves', in stressful situatjions

)

when their language skills are insu-fficient. "A 'forced

t A

choice test such as the rev.lsed SEI would lend :Ltself

to such)a defense Thus it is questhnable as to how “

many misundersto'od 1tems would actually be marked‘ b)
for ass:Lstance when fllllng out the answexr sheet  The

confuse these chlldren further (2). The second testlng =

approach would be to sxmpllfy the language to such an

a specified age would understand all of the test items..
However, this approach would necessitate ,such"radi‘cal"

simplifications, that the subtlety and depth of the

A variahle that should be cons:Ldered in- future

stud:Les is the type of support serv1.ces avallable to -

’

\ .
oral deaf students by different schools after they are

School ‘continue to, offer Qf’ full range of support services -

-

to their 1ntegrated deaf students, other schools com-

\

pLetely sever ties w1th theirx students This 1ack of

~

support might be reflected J.n lower, self- esteem.

-




- tap sgme of these defenses.

Conclusions

L =57+ S
" In view of tﬁe‘ find'ing that partially integrated
édoiescents had low self*esteem‘,r while fully integrated
adolescents did not, future investi'gatioﬁs might include

interviews to explore the de fenses which integrated

~students might be using to ‘prteCt their self-esteem.

Questions such as who and what they wvalue most might

2 The revised SEI appears to be a valid and useful

measure of self'—esteem for deaf children and adolescents.

A I. Rosenberg's predictions recjarding the self-esteen
. / . , ; \

of minority group members were supported-in that the

‘ ‘partlally :Lntegrated adolescents had low self- esteem

whereas the nen mtegrated adolescents had self-esteem

~

smllar to t;hat of the hearlng adolescents.

‘ Integrated adolescents mlght be usmg some of the

defenses descrlbed by Coopersmlth and - Rosenberg to pro-

tect their self -esteem

P Rosanberg s hypothe51s that compar,lson w1th peers

1

is not an meortant source of self—esteem for chlldren,

was supported in that the h;i:gh 'peer ' scores of the deaf

. children were not reflected in high 'self' scores, (indi-

cative of h‘igh’global sel'f—.esltee'm). The lack of signifi-

‘cant differences among " the mean~tota}l and self SEI scores
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‘of integrated, non intégrated and hearing children also

'Tsuppoi:ts this hypothesis. R . oo o
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Because hlgh self-esteem is w.Ldely agreed to be essen-

tJ.al to mental health the low self-esteem of the partJ.- o C o

ally- 1ntegrated adolescents demands attentlon. -
. ) A, -
With adequate support serv;Lces,‘J.n comb:.n%tlon
with the‘\ use of defenses, 1t appears that 1ntegrated
deaf adolescents do not of nece551ty have low self- L :
esteem desplte comparlson w:.th a hearlng referent group S
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Appendix A

- Revised Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory

Self BT daydream often. )

: éelf 2.1 often‘wiSh I Qefe’someone elser'
peer « 3. People like me.
Hoﬁé 4. My-pérents and I ha&e'fun‘éogether,
Lie . "5. I ﬁever worry about anyfhiné.

”Schéoi " 6. I find it very hard to talk in front of the

i

‘ class. ‘
Sélf j | 7. f Qish I Qefe small a@a;n. ' \
'Self ,‘ 8. ‘I wish I éou;d-changg many things’ébogt‘
© ‘myself, - ‘
- Peer. "x9. People have fun with me. |
i'Home iO,_iI get upset easiiy ;t'héme. (feel 5ad;

angry, worried, sad, not Happy)

Lie l;;i ;‘always do’ﬁﬁe right thing; (L never do
the wrong thing) - | Q‘, . A\ ‘
School 12. Iim proud of my schoél work. . |
Self ‘13.\ I ofteﬁ‘fegl'bad for tﬁe‘thingé I do.
peer  14. ‘Other kids like me, R
" Home .‘15.‘ Mylparents care about my'feeiings.‘
fidb | e I'm;always héppy. |

School 17. 'I try to do very good work,

Self -~ 18. 1I.give up Véry‘easily.7

€14

[
. - v -



- Self

' 19,

. Peer 20.
Home ; 21.
iie ‘ 22,
Schooi‘\23;r
' Peer ,24:
‘ Hoﬁe \25.
,Lie 26.
' School 27.
L self 28,
Self 29.
'Self - 30.
"Peer 31..
" Home _’-32:
;#ie 33.
‘Séﬁool 34,
;." ' .
T seis 4,'35.
| €elf 36,
self  37.
Peer '38;
\ ’,_kggnef‘ 39,
’ 40.

"I often feel ashamed of myself..

-66-

-

:

I'm happy most of the time.

I like to ﬁlay with kids smaller than me.

My parents want me to do too many ﬁhings.

I like all the people T know. ‘ "

I like to take my turn in class. (ask

qﬁestionsf be éallqd on)

Kids usualiy follow my ideas.
My parents don't listen to me.
People never scdldvmé.

I'm not good enough in échoo;ﬂ
1 gagldecide for mysélf:

I dpn't like beiné a bqy/gifl..
I don’t like myself. ‘

I\like to be aldne.

Sometimes I want: to leave home/rﬁn away.

I'm neVer,shy.

I often feel upset in school. (feel bad,

angry, worried, sad, not happy)

"I'm not as pretty/handsome as moéﬁ people.:

-

I am not afraid to say. what I think.
Kids are .mean 'to me very often, (pick on me)

My parents understand my problems. B
o .

I always tell the truth,

4 A ' 4’
’ ’

[y



~

Schoél 41,
' self ©  42.
Self 43
Hohe.' 41,
Lie . 45.
School \56.
Self ' 47
Self . 48
lSelf, " 49..
" Self 50
- gelf 51.
Self 52.
. . Self "53.
Self 54.
" self 55.
Selft 56.
'Sg%f " 57.
‘Peer 58,

anything new.

-67 =
My teacher makes me feel my wo;k is pbof.
I don't ‘care what habéens to me in the future.
1 don't know how to do things. (I'm a _
failufe) |
My pérents al&ays tell~mé what to do. (are
pushing me)’
I always know what to do. o

I often 'give up at school.

. Things don't bother me most of .the time..

I keep my promises.

Deleted Items

I'm pretty sure of myself.

. I can make up my mihdfwithout too much

trouble.

-

Someone. always has to tell me what to do.

It takes me a long time to get used to

-

I can ugua}iyltake care of myself.

I understand’myself.l

It's pretty tough to be me.‘

Things are all %ixed up in my!life. .
iige; dpseﬁ'easily'when I'm scolded.

Most people are better liked than I am. °

t
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Lo . o | |
i Orlglnal Coopersmlth Self Esteem Inventory
- ' - LIKE ME UNLIKE ME '
Self 1. I epend a lot ‘of time ;4("') ( V)
. daydreaming. L | ~.
- . Self 2. I'm pretty sure of .n( Jf)‘. ({ }
myself "" . N
Self - 3. 1 often w1sh I were ( ) ( & 5
g . .. somedne .else. i
o '_: Peer 4;_'71'm easy to-like. R ). «( )
Rome :— 5. My parents and i have (‘J ) ¢ )
. ‘ a lot of fun togetoeff - ‘ ' [
, ELieL 6. ';/never worry eboot( ( a) ('J:Y
' , VJ - anything. o "' o :‘ |
I &,'f\l . School" 7. p: find'it‘veryrhardvto e S (V)
‘ o a ‘ — ’tAik‘in‘froot of'the‘ ‘ K
% | class. . E C
» ’SeleA 8. I w1sh I were younger i(,")‘ (V)
- Self -é; ‘ There are. lots of th;ngs ) ( V )
}4' - | 1'd change about myself o
' I L ‘ ‘rf‘I could. )
“.Self: 10, . I can make up ﬁxxmind (7. ( Y5'
‘ I without‘tOO\much trouole.
g L Y'C Peer + 11, 'I'ma‘lot of fun to be. (‘J%) -
é\ ﬂ - with. | '
:é Home 12, I qet‘opset easily at‘.‘ o) ' (‘J ) ;
T - home. .. - o
" A ’ , A :
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Lie i3ﬁ

- School 14.
 self iis.
:f s;;f " 16.
églf‘ 17.
P?e; lél
Héme 19.

‘ Li;' 20.
édhoolLZI.

| gelf .- 22;
Se?# - 23
‘,“éé}f :24

work.

“things I do.

wark that I can.

- of,myself.

-71-

I:alwayslaqwthe right

'thing.

I'ﬁ\proud of my‘schooi,‘

b

Someone always has: to

tell me what to do.

It ‘takes me a long -

time to’ get used to

anythiﬁg new. '

[ -

I'm popular with kids

my own age..

‘My parents usually -

consider my feelings.

I'm never unhappy.

I'm doing the best

1

I give in very easily.

I can usually take care

o

I'm pretty happy.

LIKE ME . UNLIKE ME.

(V)

-

I'm often sdriy for the . -

Co
(2N
( i{‘
()

[
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Home

Home.

Lie-

. schopl

Self

Self

37.

25.

26,

127,

‘290

30.

31.
"~ in my'life.

, 232,

33,

34.

35.

36.

%

a boy/g%;l:f:

N . H

~72-

‘ I would rather play with

children younger than I
am.

'My'ﬁafents'éxpect too
much of me..

I like everyone I kﬁow.
I like to be called on
,injclassf
I‘uhdérstand\myseif.
It's pretty téught to
be ‘me.

Things are all mixed up
“Kids usually follow my °
idéaé.

No oné'paié much
éttenfioh to me at hoﬁg.‘
I never get scélded;f'\
I}m\not‘&oing as Weli‘iq

school as I'd like to.

I can make up my mind and'-

I T
stickxto it. -

I really don't like Being

¢

LIKE ME, UNLIKE ME

K

)

(/)
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' ' . ' %.LIKE ME UNLIKE ME
o , ) : R
‘ | Self 38. I,have‘a low_opinion gf y (; ) (V) i
‘myself. ) ’
Péer - 39, I don't like to be with ( l') V)
| othér people.’ | |
\t//: | -‘  Home 40. ﬁhere'are many times Wﬁ%&-- ( ")' C U X'
| ‘ i’d like to leave home.
o-Lic—,:: 41, I'm never shy. \ B k )'4, ( J ),
S  | ;Schoél 472, I ofteﬁ feel upset in | L( ”)1 (G )i
school.' ‘ |
* Self. . 43. T often feel ashamed of (T ) ;‘(i/ )
— myself. | - ~ | |
Self 44. I'm not as.nice looking as ( . ) (4
] . most people. ‘ - :\
. Self 455. If I have ‘somethi'ng to say, (v ') ‘( ‘)—
T I hsuaily say. it. |
vPeer‘ 46.- Kids piék on me very often. ( ) : S GERVARD)
:‘ ; ‘ Homé 47, 'My parents undqrstané me. V) .(:V )
.. Lie 48. I always tell the truth. . oy .‘ (40
School 49.‘ My‘teacher makes me feel { )y - (V)
L ) I'm not good enough. .
,g ' ) éeif 50. "I don't care what happens (‘ )~ ( v )‘
-§_ | ‘ - 4to me. \ | - o
éi{ ~ - Self 51, ' I'm a failure, . - | Y ( i‘~'-
g‘ Aol ST , gy B o A\ T g
i . . 1 JRRERRY

o
T4 L

\- t

-



e

Lie -

0"
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I'm scolded.
. 1 .

530 Other' people are better:

liked than I am.

544 I usually feel as if my

parents are pushing me.

a

55. I always know what to

say to people.

School 56. . I often get. discouraged

Seif

‘Self

& -

57. °~ Things usually don't

.

: in school.

¢ 3

1

bother me.

.58.. I can't be depended on.

2
“a

0

(

52. I get upset ‘easily when (

)

vy

LIKE ME UNLIKE ME

( v)

VR

(-4

vy
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‘Appendix B

Children's Mean Raw Scores and Standard %

’

1

1

Errors 'on the Revised SEI

Group _Integrated Non Integrated Hearing
v _ j—( (SE) X (SE) 3 .(S'E)@
i “ N ﬁ
" Measure: . ’ .
Total /40 30 (2.0) 33 (2.8) 28 (L.65
(Subscales) d \4}\\
. o
self /17 12 (1.0) 14 (1.2) 2.7
Peer /7 5 (.5) 6 ( .4) 4 ( .6)
.- School /8 7 ( .4) 6 ( .7) 6 ( .5)
Home /8 6 ( .6) 6 ¢L.0) 6 (.4)
e e L@@ .
— v S on ey e G — — N D G UL G S S A . ——— . — —— — W G v —— —— 6 ———————————————————————
. Lie/ 8" 5 (1.0) 5 1'.9) 5 (.8
; »
” "
) ' Qb)
C RS X
)7 ‘ ‘ 8
- \ ' -
. s ‘ .
A . ij ' . N
‘('l -'
¢ - '; /

(LIt

P
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" Adolegcents' K Mean Raw Scores and Standard’ .

. O§» Errors on the Revised SEI

4 -
! b

" ' , Group Inte;}Qted ; Paftially Non Inte-= Héaring
' ‘ p . Integrated grated ' o
* \ - o . . —-
(X) (SE) X (SE) X (SE) - X. (SE)
d | \
Measure - )
1) . . ' . . B ’
Totadl /40 31 (2.0) 26 (1.2) . 31 (l.6). 30 (1.6)
’(Subscale) . s
s -~ self /17 14 (1.0) 12 ( .7) 14 (.5 . 13 ¢.7)
| Peer /7, 5 (.8 571 .6) '+ 6°(.2) 6 ( .2)
! (e School /8 . 6 ( .6) 5 (-.5) A O D B G )
Home /8 ‘6. ( .6) 5 ( .3) ¢ 5 ( .8) 6 ( .6)
) Lie /8 7(.6) - 4 (.7) 5 ( .4) 7 ( .5)
¥ "
. g . - R & -—
o - , l
‘ ~ v “p 4,
‘; ‘ &" s } s
- o\ ¢ ,
' 3 7 n [ ”I L3
H v/ ! § ) s
Loy ‘ :

% ”‘ ‘ v
‘ W | . ‘ - . o
vyl , . .. ' :

" ' . V ! * >
" h ¥ N s
- f ‘ ' . i \ . \\
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. ANOVA Between .Groups, of Chlldren

-79-.

A1

for the REVlsed -SEI Scores'

Source of  Sum of Degrees of Variance
Variation Squares Freedom Estimate
Measure . ‘
- Total Score Between 241.2 2 ‘ 120 6-Sb2‘
‘ : Within . ' 1144.7 18 3.6=5,2
Total 1385.9 - 20~ F=1.9
Self Between 65.0 T2 32.5=5p2
, Within . 255.3 18 _14.2=5,2
Total 320.3 20 ‘ , F=2.3
Peer Between . 54.1 2 0 27.1F Sb2 "
Within 117.4 18 ' 6.5=8y2
Total -171.5 / 20 - F=4,2%*
School . ‘Between . 2.3 . T 2 1.2=5p2 ™
' Within 85.7 18 4.8=8,,2
Total ‘ 88.0 20 F=,
Home Between ' . .1l o2 . 05282 . \
Within -~ . 116.3 18 6.575y2
-Total l1l6.4 20 P= Oqg
Lie. ' Between . 4.2 2 Co2.1%6.2
-Within ~ 183.9 .18 10.2=5,2 - ‘
Total - 188.1 20 F=.2
*p£.05 |
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. H"T‘\ " '
\\ ANOVA Between Groups of

Ny

A

-

7
-80- "

AdoleScentls

for the Revisgd SEI Scores

+

Source of

Degrees of

Variance

Sum of
Variance ‘Squares Freedom Estimate
) L
"Measure :
' Total Score Betweeén ' 412.4 .3 137.5=Sp2
Within 16533 29 57,0752 "’
' Total 2065.7 32 Fm2.4 %
Self ' Between 69.7 3 23.2=5p2
Within ' 305.3. © 29 10.5=Sg2
5 Total ..375.0 -32 F=2.2
i ) .
. Peer. Betwéen 10.8 3 3.6=Sp2
' Within 80.6 29 2.8=S,,2
Total 31.4 33 F=1.3 .
" school Between 37.8 3 . 12.6=8p2
. Within . 251.4 29 8.7=Sw2
/ Total 289, 2 32 F=1.4
Home Between 36,5 .3 12.2=5p2
. Within 227.6 . 29 7.8=52
. Total 264.1 - 32 F=1.6
. Lie Between 84.7 3" 28.2=8p2
Within 217.8 29 7.555 42
4 Total 302.5" 32 F=3, 8%
. . 2.
*p<.05 -
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. ANOVA'Between Groups of Children and Adolescents

.for the PM Scores .

Source of

i)

" Degrees of Variance:

&

} \ Sunm of
Variation Squares Freedom Estimate
. - ‘
Group ‘
Children . Between 1559.5 3 519.8=5,2 -
: Within 22249,2 24 927.1=S.,2
‘Total ~23808.7 27 - F=.6
. ,Ad'oles,c‘:ents Between 6018.2 3. ‘2006.1=Sf52
’ Within 14956.0° 29 515.7=Sw2
, Total 20974.2 32 F=3,9%*
*p<.05 ,

', 'ANOVA Bétween Groups of Chilglren and Adolescents

for Age

:

I

Degrees of 'Variance

Soirce of  Sum of '
Variation Squares Freedom Estimate
Group - ;
Children Between 3738.9 3" 1246.375p2
- Within 8994.1 24 374.835w2
Total 12733.0 27 F=3.3%*
Adolescents Between 1852.1 \ D 617.435p2
: Within 10175.2 29 350.9"5w2
Total 12027.3 32 F=1.8

‘-



