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This paper presents a comparative study of self-concept in
deaf students with deaf parents as opposed to deaf students
with hearing parents. The students involved in the study
were of junior high and senior high levels at the American
School for the Deaf, Hartford, Connecticut, and the
California State School for the Deaf, Riverside.
The general hypothesis was that deaf students with deaf
parents would have a better self-concept than deaf students
with hearing parents. A questionnaire was designed to
measure self-concept in the following sub-scale areas:
(1) school, (2) family, (3) self, (4) friends, and (5)
future.
A secondary purpose of this paper was to evaluate
whether or not the rank order within the family seemed to
effect the self-concept of the deaf child.
A total of 116 student questionnaires were analyzed; 29
students with deaf parents vs. 87 students with hearing
parents.
The 29 students with deaf parents compiled the
total number within that grouping, while the 87 students
with hearing parents were selected from a random sampling.
Of the five sub-scales evaluated by an analysis of variance, only school and self displayed no significant
difference between the two student groups. Significant
difference was found in family, friends, and future.
Overall, students with deaf parents had highe r self-concept
scores.
Further analysis showed that variables such as
sex, school, grade, age, SES (social-economic status) of
parents, and birth order had no significant influence on
their self-concept.
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CHAPTER l
INTRODUCTION
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM:

This paper on "self-concept" was

formulated as the direct result of a student I will call
Jim.

In class, he was able to do work close at the top of

the class, because of previous daily work and tests for the
author, but he never attained that level because of a lack
of confidence in his affective domain.
he had a poor self-concept.

To be more specific,

This paper is an attempt to

show the need for identifying students, such as Jim, before
their peak educational years pass them by and to locate
possible strong and weak areas in a deaf person's total
personality.
It is generally acknowledged in most psychology
books dealing with "self," that for any person to feel good
about others, that person must feel good about himself.
How good that person feels about himself is determined and
influenced by his self-concept.

A former researcher in the

area of deafness, Brunschwig, once stated,
Human personality is a very complex entity,
encompassing as it does every phase of the
individual's personal and social reactive behavior, and responding with varying degrees
of sensitivity to a tremendous range of environmental influences.
(2)
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For the intent of this paper, the author will use
acknowledged environmental influences by Meadow (8) that
have the greatest impact on a deaf child as he grows up
from birth through adolescense.

They are the following:

1.

The acceptance of the family to the deaf child.

2.

The presence of manual communication in the
family.

3.
PURPOSE:

The relationship with other siblings.
The main purpose of this paper was to see if, in

fact, deaf students of deaf parents, who attend residential
schools have a higher self-concept than deaf students at
the same residential schools, who have hearing parents, as
measured by a paper-pencil questionnaire.
A secondary purpose, within the framework of the
questionnaire, was to see if the rank order within the
family seemed to effect the self-concept of the deaf child .
LIMITATIONS:

The biggest problem encountered in this proj-

ect report is the reliability of the test instrument;
namely the questionnaire developed by this author.

A sec -

ond factor was that the administration of the questionnaire
was done by others at the two schools represented, due to a
time and distance factor.
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HYPOTHESES :
1.0

Deaf students (at a residential school) with
deaf parents would have a better self-concept
of themselves than deaf students (at a residential school) with hearing parents.

1.1

Deaf students with deaf parents would show no
significant difference in questions relating to
school than deaf students with hearing parents.

1.2

Deaf students with deaf parents would show no
significant difference in questions relating to
family than deaf students with hearing parents.

1.3

Deaf students with deaf parents would show no
significant difference in questions relating to
self than deaf students with hearing parents.

1.4

Deaf students with deaf parents would show no
significant difference in questions relating to
friends than deaf students with hearing parents.

1.5

Deaf students with deaf parents would show no
significant difference in questions relating to
future than deaf students with hearing parents.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The most extensive study in regards to self-concept
was done by Meadow in a 1969 article, "Self-Image, Family
Climate, and Deafness," printed in Social Forces.

The pur-

pose of the study was to see if deaf children of deaf
parents would exhibit more positive self-images than deaf
children of hearing parents.
The study was conducted at the California School for
the Deaf, Berkeley, between the months of January and September, 1966.

There were 58 families represented having

deaf parents.

The 58 children with deaf parents were then

individually matched with children whose parents were both
hearing.

The test used was one which had a combination of

graphic cartoon-like presentations with written words combined with illustrations of the manual signs.

A relevant

measure of self-image was also designed.
Significant findings were many.

In 33 of the 58

pairs, children with deaf parents got a higher score, with
the difference significant at the three percent level of
confidence.

In the judgement of teachers and counselors,

the children of deaf parents ranked higher on self-esteem,
self-confidence, and adjustment to deafness, with all three
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comparisons significant beyond the five percent level of
confidence.

Families who scored high on the Index Family

Climate were high on the Self-Image Test.

Communication

ability was found to have the strongest effect on the selfimage of the children with hearing parents.

Deaf children

who were first born or only child of hearing parents were
most likely to receive higher ratings from teachers and
counselors for traits of independence, responsibility, and
maturity as compared to middle or last-born children.
Another study that had an impact in research about
the deaf was conducted by Brunschwig over forty years ago.
The study was general in scope, in that it concentrated on
the personality of deaf children.

As stated by Brunschwig,

Areas of behavior to be studied were determined
by the saliency of the problems presenting themselves for solution, by recommendation.s from a
survey of the previous literature on the topic,
and by the techniques of research found to be
available for the p urpose.
( 2)
After difficulty of finding a standardized questionnaire
suited to the limited language abilities of deaf children,
The Rogers Test of Personality Adjustment was chosen because its questions were couched in comparatively simple
language, contained a minimum of abstract terms, and on the
whole, involved fairly concrete situations.

There were two

forms used; one for boys and one for girls.
The test was administered in the spring of 1933.
The test was administered to students ranging in age from
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9 to 13.

They were chosen from three residential schools

and three elementary public schools.
were computed in the following areas :
feriority Score,

(1) Personality In-

(2) Social Maladjustment Score,

Maladjustment Score,
Score.

Diagnostic scores

(3) Family

(4) Daydreaming Score, and (5) Total

Test results were not significantly different in

any area.

The area with the largest marked difference was

in the area of personal inferiority.

Results showed that

deaf boys were more maladjusted than hearing boys, and that
deaf girls were less maladjusted than hearing girls.
A third study of parallel interest was done by
Gillies in 1968, entitled, "Variations in Drawings of 'A
Person' and 'Myself' by Hearing Impaired and Normal Children."

(6)

Using an approximate matching of the two groups

(hearing, 105, hearing impaired, 88), ranging in age from
5 to 15, the results were two-fold.

First, the drawings

suggested the existence of consistent patterns of qualitative difference between "a person" and "myself" on all
three groups of students.

Secondly, analysis of the re-

sults showed significant variations between the hearing impaired and normal groups in terms of direction and degree
of person/self differences for the two types of drawings.
A fourth source of useful information as guidance
was a book by Schlesinger and Meadow (10).

The book con-

tained much data from various research done by the two
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authors in the area of childhood deafness and mental
health.

To do any justice to the total amount of informa-

tion found by the authors, one would need to read this
excellent book.

However, some interesting facts from a

variety of their studies will be mentioned here for the
purpose of sharing pertinent information and data.

Bear in

mind that the results are from many studies.
1.

Motivation for school work, as measured by
teachers, was higher for residential students
with deaf parents than of residential students
with hearing parents or day students (deaf) with
hearing parents.

2.

In one self - image test, residential pupils with
deaf parents scored higher than residential students with hearing parents or day students with
hearing parents.

3.

Family climate is an important determinant of
self-image, as measured by the Index of Family
Climate.

4.

Under a major heading of "Social Development"
with nine categories, the residential students
with deaf parents ranked first on 7 out of 9,
with the other two categories being a tie for
first and a second.

Craig (4) had an interesting study of residential
and non-residential hearing students.

The main
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consideration for the study was that communication is a
central issue in the theoretical considerations of selfconcept.

The author cited work by George H. Mead, that

contended that the language process is essential for the
development of self.
The study by Craig involved 48 subjects from three
different schools.

Each school, one a residential school,

one a day program for the deaf, and one a public school for
regular hearing students, had contributed 16 students for
the study.

Of the 16, each school had 10 boys and 6 girls.

The variables of age, class, length of acquaintance, sex
distribution, intelligence, and hearing loss were controlled by the population selection.
spanned from 9~ to 12 years.

The age of the students

The IQ was very close in the

mean and range for all the students.

No hearing loss less

than 65 decibels for the speech range in the better ear was
accepted in any of the students.

The population was chosen

according to similar parent occupations.
The instrument developed to measure self-concept was
a perceptual sociometric test adapted for the deaf.

The

test consisted of two illustrated situations involving
sociometric choice, with two types of ratings made for
each.

The first situation was informal or recreational and

the second was formal or academic.

The testing instrument

was presented individually to prevent misinterpretation of
the directions.

It was shown, also, that the sociometric
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measures were both reliable and valid with adequate precautions used.

The test was retested and there was found

to be a high degree of agreement.
Measurements were obtained on four different areas;
those being self-accuracy, self-direction, general selfacceptance, and social expansiveness.

The results obtained

were the following~
1.

There was a significant difference between deaf
groups and non-deaf group in self-accuracy, with
the deaf less accurate in predicting how others
would rate them.

2.

There was no significant difference in the
direction of perceptual errors.

3.

The self-acceptance of the deaf residential
group was significantly higher than either of
the non-residential groups.

4.

Concerning social expansiveness, the nonresidential children rated others in their group
significantly lower than either of the other
groups, with the deaf residential children
giving the highest ratings to their classmates.

One last article that was significant in developing
one of the purposes for this paper was written by Clausen
(3).

The article was not connected in any way to deafness,

but was more concerned with family structure, socialization,
and personality.

As pointed out by the author, the three
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aspects of family structure are (1) membership composition,
(2) role relationships, and (3) parental personalities.
Clausen points out that research shows that family
composition is a very important factor in developing the
personalities of children.

The number of children, the

spacing of the children, the sex of the children, and their
position in the family; all of these influence developing
personalities.

It is known from research that position in

family order is also a contributing factor in personality
development.

One wonders even more about the influence

this factor could exert on a deaf child.

For that reason,

one of the purposes of this paper was to see if, in fact,
position might have been a bigger factor in the two popula tions studied.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN:

The front page of the questionnaire

was designed to obtain information about the students and
their families.

The top of the page had a blank for the

student's name.

The name was to be cut off by the teacher,

for purposes of anonymity, after checking the information
for verification.

Other information included on this page

was age, grade, sex, hearing status of each parent (deaf,
hard of hearing, hearing), occupation of each parent and
the student's rank order in the family.

The occupation of

each parent was used to find the socio-economic status
(SES) of the parents; by use of Hollingshead's "Two Factor
Index of Social Pattern"

(7).

The questionnaire itself was five pages in length.
There were a total of 20 questions with four questions in
each of the following sub-scales:
(3) self,

( 1) school,

(4) friends, and (5) future.

( 2) family,

Also included on

the bottom of the last page was a clarity question about
the test.
SUBJECTS:

Questionnaires were sent to the American School

in West Hartford, Connecticut, and the California School
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for the Deaf, Riverside.

The questionnaires were answered

by junior high and senior high school students.

The total

number tested from the American School was 130, and 188
tested from the California School for the Deaf, Riverside.
Using the Rand Corporation Deviate Chart (9), 87 questionnaires of deaf students with hearing parents were chosen to
be compared with 29 questionnaires received of deaf students with deaf parents.

The total number s by schoo l were

the American School with 52, and the Riverside School with
64 .

The breakdown for areas are ~ s follows:

AMERICAN SCHOOL
SEX

GRADES

Male

7- 9

Female

PARENTS(DEAF)

PARENTS(HEARING)

TOTAL NO.

0

12

12

7-9

4

8

12

Male

10-12

3

13

16

Female

10 - 12

7

5

12

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF, RIVERSIDE
SEX

GRADES

PARENTS(DEAF)

Male

7- 9

3

7

10

Female

7--9

4

6

10

Male

10-12

5

23

28

Female

10- 12

3

13

16

PARENTS(HEARING)

TOTAL NO.

13
A statistical student profile, male or female, revealed the following statistics:

age, mean

16.2; grade,

mean= 9.8; and birth order, mean= 2.3.
FIELD PROCEDURE:

The questionnaire was field tested by

deaf and hearing members of the National Leadership Training Program, Class of 1977.

The selection of the two

participating schools was by choice of the author.

Both

of the schools were known to have enough deaf students with
deaf parents within their respective schools.

Each school

was asked that the questionnaires by completed in their
respective language classes.

Basic administrative direc-

tions accompanied the questionnaires

(see appendix).

Teachers were allowed to sign and explain the meaning of
words to the students, if asked for a definition.

The

testing was done between the middle of March and April 1,
1977 .

CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
SCORING:

Each individual question was scored on a five

point scale; one being the most positive response (i.e.,
"Way above average," "all of the time," "many") and five
being the least positive response (i.e . , "Way below aver age," "never," "none").

By totaling the scores of all 20

questions, the most positive score would have been 20, with
the least positive being 100.

Of the 116 questionnaires

analyzed, scores ranged from 25 to 77.
RELIABILITY :

Reliability estimates were obtained by using

coefficient Alpha, and the split-half methods (corrected
with the Spearman Brown Prophesy Formula).

In both cases,

the reliability coefficient of . 84 was obtained .
PARENTAL HEARING:

The major hypothesis of this study

related to the effect of parental hearing on students'
self-concept scores.

This was evaluated by an analysis of

variance which showed a significant difference between
self-concept scores of deaf students with hearing parents
vs. deaf students with deaf parents.

The students who have

deaf parents having higher self-concept scores (F = 10.917,
p=.002).
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SAMPLING:

It is acknowledged that the sampling would have

been better had the groupings been equal
METHODOLOGY section).

(see table in

With such an unequal distribution,

it was thought that some other variables could account for
the differences in the self-concept test scores.

To test

for possible effects of other variables, an analysis of
variance was applied to the variables sex, school, grade,
age, SES (socio-economic status), and birth order, as shown
in Tables 1 thru 6.

Table 1
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and sex.
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Squares

F

p

765.016

1

7 65.016

1 0 . 650

0 . 00 2

5,664

1

5.664

0.079

0.999

Parents X Sex

31. 818

1

31.818

0.443

0 . 999

Within groups

8045.484

112

71. 835

Parents
Sex

16
Table 2
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and school.
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Squares

F

p

783.434

1

783.434

10.988

0.002

School

22.732

1

22.732

0.319

0.999

Parents X School

74.418

1

74.418

1. 044

0.310

7985.815

112

71.302

Parents

Within groups

Table 3
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and grade (7-9, 10-12).
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

.Mean
Squares

F

p

Parents

774.026

1

774.026

10.959

0 . 002

Grade

156.514

1

156.514

2.216

0.135

15.697

1

15.697

0.222

0.999

7910.754

112

70.632

Parents X Grade
Within groups
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Table 4
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and age( ~l6, L l7).
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Squares

F

p

717.511

l

717.511

10.186

0.002

192,646

l

192 . 646

2.735

0 . 097

Parents X Age

0.755

l

0.755

0.011

0.999

Within groups

7889 . 564

Source

Parents

112

70 . 4 4 3

Table 5
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and SES (l. 0 - 3 • 5 I 3.51 - 5. 0) .
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Squares

F

p

835.614

l

835.614

11.734

0.001

SES

81. 908

l

81.908

1.150

0.286

Parents X SES

2 5.297

l

25 . 297

0.355

0 . 999

Within groups

7975.751

112

71.212

Source

Parents
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Table 6
Two way analysis of variance showing the effects of parents
(hearing, deaf) and birth order( ~ 2,~3).
Source

Parents

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Squares

F

p

780.917

1

780.917

10.837

0.002

Birth order

8.344

1

8.344

0.115

0.999

Parents X
Birth order

3.609

1

3.609

0.050

0.999

8071. 012

112

72.063

Within groups

Since none of the variables in Tables 1 thru 6
showed significant differences, it was concluded that the
sampling procedure used to select cases was justified.

SUB-SCALES :

The nex t question concerned the e x tent to

which the five sub-scales were related.
all measuring the same thing.

That is, were they

The five sub-scales were

intercorrelated as shown in Table 7, on the following page.

19
Table 7
An intercorrelation of the five sub- scales.
School
School
Family

Family

Self

Friends

Future

.383

.480

.417

.494

.306

.422

.468

.599

.470

Self
Friends

.449

Future
All of the correlations between the sub-scales in Table 7
were significant at the .001 level.
Although the correlations were significant, and
hence represent a fairly unitary test, it was still desir able to know if all the sub-scales showed the same effect
of the major variable.
Further analysis of the self-concept test scores was
conducted by comparing the five sub- scales' scores with
parental hearing using analysis of variance.
are shown in Table 8, of the next page.

The results
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Table 8
Sub- scale differences between students with hearing and
deaf parents.
Variable

F ratio

School

0.86

Family

32.91

p
0.36
0.0005

Self

0.04

0.66

Friends

7 . 71

0 . 006

Future

7 . 89

0 . 006

Since the two sub-scales "school" and "self" did not
appear to differentiate between students with hearing and
deaf parents, a shortened version consisting of 12 ques tions comprising the family, friends, and future sub - scales
was statistically compared to the original standard guestionnaire of 20 questions by a T-Test.

The T-Test showed

that the short form differentiated as well as the long form

between students of hearing and deaf parents.

However, T-

Tests on the s hort form scores also showed that both Age and
Grade were significantly different.

It was therefore con -

eluded, that the 20 question form should be used in subsequent testing until further research clarifies this problem.

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCLUSIONS:

The general conclusion to be drawn from this

study regarding deaf students at the participating residential schools is that students with deaf parents have a
better self-concept than students with hearing parents.

It

is acknowledged that the factors chosen to be analyzed are
only part of the many factors relative to an adolescent
deaf student growing up in a residential school environment.
namely,

Certainly, however, the sub-scales focused upon,
(1) school,

(2) family,

(3) self,

(4) friends, and

(5) future, are very representative of a deaf student's
immediate environment.
It is important to remember which variables were
found not to have any great influence.

The two test

schools were found to have no significant value, in terms
of influencing the students' responses.

Grade and age were

not a factor in the standard questionnaire of 20 questions.
The parents' SES (socio-economic status) had no influence
on the students' self-concept.
also showed no significance.

The sex of the students
Lastly, and surprisingly, the

birth order of the students had no significance.

This is

surprising because other studies noted in the literature
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by Clausen (3) show that the older children in a family
possess a better self-image.

The number of children and

their position in the family, which has been shown to be
important in family studies in general, did not materialize
at all in this study.
In the hypotheses

(1.1 to 1.5) tested, the sub-

scales school and self showed no significant difference.
Family, friends, and future were shown to be important in
the deaf students' self-concept.
It is imperative to stress the fact that the signi ficance differences were found only when we compared the
deaf students by their parent's ability to hear .

Deaf

students with deaf parents scored significantly higher when
dealing with the variables of family, friends, and future,
and of course, in total of all five sub - scales tested.
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Based upon the results of this study, the

following recommendations are made:
1.

Because of the simplicity in administering this
questionnaire, it should be considered in undertaking future comparative studies of self concept at residential and day schools.

2.

The questionnaire could serve as a valuable
counseling "tool," providing information of a
more personal nature concerning the students.
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3.

This questionnaire could be used to verify
teacher estimates of students' self - concept.
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APPENDIX
ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTIONS
1.

You may sign and explain the meaning of words.

2.

Have the students use pen or pencil.

3.

Circle only one answer per question.

4.

Make sure that all questions are answered.

5.

Encourage the children to answer honestly.

6.

Make sure the children have correctly answered the
family information page correctly, especially the
areas of hearing ability and occupation of parents.

7.

Cut off the names from every paper to insure anonymity
of every student.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
1.

I think my future school grades will be:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

2.

When I am with my family, I enjoy them:
all of the time

most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never
3.

I am liked by others:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

4.

How many friends to you have?
many
some
few
one
none
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5.

I think my college work would be :
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

6.

In understanding my school work, I am:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

7.

When I am with my family, they talk (sign) with me:
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never

8.

I like myself:
very much
lots
O.K.
not very much
not at all
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9.

Most people like me as a friend :
very much
lots
O.K.
not very much
not at all

10.

My future hapiness in life will be:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

11.

I finish my homework :
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never

12.

When I am with my family, they like my being with them:
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never
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13.

In playing sports, I am:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

14.

My friends like to do what I want to do:
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never

15.

When I have a job, my boss will like me:
very much
lots
O.K.

not very much
not at all
16.

I enjoy school:
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never
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17.

My parents think I can do things:
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

18.

When at home, I am asked to help:
all of the time
most of the time
sometimes
not very often
never

19.

I get along with other kids:
all of the time
most of the time
sometime s
not very often
never

20.

My future success will be :
way above average
above average
average
below average
way below average

Did you understand most of the questions?

Yes

No
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