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ABSTRACT
Atchley, Ruby Forrestine. A Comparative Study of the Attitudes of
Elementary Children in Integrated and Nonintegrated Settings Toward
Hearing-Impaired Children. Graduate Project, National Leadership
Training Program in the Area of the Deaf, California State University,
Northridge, 1977.
Mainstreaming is a current trerid in the United States supported by
state and federal legislation. For successful integration of deaf
children, many factors must be considered. Peer acceptance is a
crucial element if mainstreaming is to succeed.
The purpose of this study was to discover the attitudes of hearing
children toward hearing-impaired children when they share a learning
environment and when they do not. An additional purpose was to ascertain whether or not the mode of communication of the deaf children influenced those attitudes. A questionnaire was developed and children
were interviewed individually.
The conclusions drawn from this study were (1) that integration reduces
negative attitudes at the first-grade level, (2) that intergration does
not necessarily promote positive attitudes, (3) that hearing-impaired
students who have high academic and social abilities elicit most positive attitudes, and (4) that students from all programs see sign language as desifable and indicated interest in learning it.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Mainstreaming is a public policy in America, legally
based and far reaching in implications for all education,
both regular and special.

A key factor in the success of

integration or mainstreaming is the attitude of the people
involved, including administrators, teachers, parents and
children, both hearing and hearing-impaired.
The primary purpose of this study is to ascertain the
attitudes of hearing children toward deaf children in three
educational settings:

(1) when a deaf child using total

communication is integrated into the regular class,

(2) when

a deaf child using oral communication is integrated into a
regular class, and (3) when there are no deaf children in
the school.
This study seeks to discover if the integration of
deaf children in a regular classroom makes a difference in
the attitude of the hearing children toward deafness in
general and toward integrated classrooms in particular.

It

will also determine if the mode of communication has any
effect on that attitude.

The study will attempt to ascer-

tain attitudes toward the deaf child's communication and
academic ability, social attitudes, attitudes of parents
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and teachers as perceived by the child and the general
attitudes of the child toward deafness.
These attitudes have impact on the success or failure
of integration or mainstreaming of deaf children into regular classes.

Awareness of these attitudes may give educa-

tors further insight for building positive relationships
between hearing and hearing-impaired students, and assist
them in taking steps to assure integration that is profitable for both.
This study may also have implications for use of total
communication and/or oral communication in mainstreamed
programs.

It could also influence decision-making regard-

ing the communication method to be employed in mainstreamed
classes.
This study is limited to elementary school children,
specifically to first- and sixth-grade students.

These

students, who are entering and completing elementary school,
will be compared to see if differences appear between the
two levels of students in the three educational settings.

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A current trend in the education of handicapped children, including hearing impaired children, is that of integration, or mainstreaming.

State and federal legislation

in the United States mandates that local communities provide for the educational needs of deaf children,who reside
within their jurisdiction, in the least restrictive
environment that is educationally appropriate.

These man-

dates and the belief of many educators and parents that
deaf children are best educated with their hearing peers is
leading to rapidly increasing numbers of hearing-impaired
children, particularly of preschool and elementary age,
attending local public schools with their hearing peers.
Integration can be full or partial on a continuum that
includes many options (see Figure 1).

Full mainstreaming

is an educational programming option for the handicapped
child in which he pursues all or a majority of his education within a regular school program with nonhandicapped
students.

Partial integration is an instructional option

where the handicapped student spends carefully selected
portions of the day with his nonhandicapped peers, while
remaining in special classes for handicapped students
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Figure 1
APPROPRIATE EDUCATIONAL SETTINGS BASED ON INDIVIDUALIZED ASSESSMENT

Regular
Class with
Specializ ed
Non-Instructional Supp ort

t
Source:

Regular
Class with
Speciali zed
Instructional
Support

I

Regular
Class with
Resource
Help

i

Special
Day Classes
with Integration
Activities
with Regular
Classes

Self-Containing
Special Day
Classes on
Regular Campus

Special
Day
Schools
(Public
or
Private)

Homebound,
Hospitals,
Correctio nal.
Facilities,
Special
Residential
Facilities
(Public or
Private)

•
I

Specialized
Support Services
(Related Services)

Adapted from Model for Delivery of Special Education Services in Compliance
with PL. 94-142 (Wood, 1 977).

~

5

during the rest of the day (Craig, 1976; Salem and Craig,
1976).
Day class pupils are integrated to varying degrees in
the school, including lunchroom, assembly programs, planned
regular class participation and extracurricular activities
(Birch, 1975; Harrington, 1974; Jones and Neyhus, 1974).
Residential schools, too, are making an effort to give
their students integrated experiences.

Twenty-two of the

residential schools in t he United States have begun some
type of integration, and 17 others are looking toward integration in the future.

About 2.3 percent of the residen-

tial school population is integrated at some time (Bi rch,
1975; Craig and Salem, 1975).

In 1970-71, about 6 or 7

percent of all hearing-impaired students were being taught
in regular classes with resource help from specialists as
needed.

About 4 percent were partiall~ integrated.

CHA RACTE RI STI CS OF SUCCE SS FUL
MA INS TREAMIN G PROG RAMS
Most educators agr ee that there are advantages and
disadvantages to integration, although they do not all
agree on the proport i ons of each .

Many educators who

oppose mainstreaming do so, not so much on principle, but
because of the way it is implemented (Vernon, 1975).

Deaf

children must be considered individually and not routinely.
Integration must be flexible and adapt to the needs of the
pupils as they change .
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Mainstreaming can be successfully implemented in
increasingly more schools if the schools accept the responsibility for careful preparation and support for deaf students.

Birch (1975) points out that implementation of

mainstreaming requires extra work, and that high quality
mainstreaming depends on high quality educators.
Although some school administrators will look at mainstreaming as a means of cost reduction, Vernon (1975),
Holcomb (1975), Cochrane and Westling (1977), and Campbell
(1977) stress that if it is properly implemented, mainstreaming will be expensive.

Attempting to mainstream

without proper funding for professional services will
result in poor quality programs and poorly educated hearingimpaired children.
There are some basic commonalities of high quality
mainstreamed programs.

Including these components in

implementation of mainstreaming would negate many of the
. present criticisms, and provide quality education for
hearing-impaired children.
The mainstreamed program must have the full support
and commitment of the administration, board, parents, and
teachers.

This will entail massive public education in the

community regarding the positive aspects of integration for
both hearing and hearing impaired children.

Responsibility

must be clearly defined for implementation of the program,
accompanied by the authority necessary to see that it is

carried out.
Both regular and special teachers must be given options
for mainstreaming and share in decision-making regarding it.
Full mainstreaming will rarely be the only model found
necessary in a school system (Birch, 1975).

Harasymiw and

Horne (1976) indicated that modification of regular teacher
attitudes toward the "special needs" student will be harder
or easier depending on whether teachers felt that they had
some input into the shift toward integration or whether
they felt it was imposed upon them by external agents.

The

acceptance of deaf students by the instructors is an important component of successful mainstreaming (Stuckless,
1971).

Birch (1975) believes that, if it is properly

administered and adequately supported, mainstreaming is
welcomed by regular class teachers since the added staff
and instructional resources for the hearing-impaired children are frequently helpful with the regular children in
the class.
Staff members must complete inservice training,
including procedure, observation, and practical experience.
Harasymiw and Horne (1976) indicated that when there are
negative attitudes, inservice education makes teachers less
anxious about working with the handicapped child.

While

teachers become more liberal in their opinions and assess ment of the manageability of disabled students in the
regular classroom, their basic attitudes toward the
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disabilities were not changed.

Changing basic attitude

sets requires a much more prolonged procedure of familiarization with various disabilities and management techniques
for dealing with those disabilities.

These should be

included in teacher training programs.

Successful social

and academic integration of hearing-impaired students is
facilitated if the regular teacher and the hearing students
learn to communicate in sign language (Dreger, 1975).
Staffing must be appropriate to meet the needs of all
children in the mainstreamed class.

Birch (1975) recom-

mends that fully mainstreamed classes be taught by a team
consisting of a regular teacher, a teacher of the hearing
impaired and an instructional aide.

While Campbell

(1977)

agrees that mainstreaming is most successful in a team
teaching situation, he stresses a greatly reduced class
size.

The team shares responsibility and professional

accountability for the entire class.

There must be a close,

cooperative relationship among the members of the team.
For partially integrated programs, interpreter/tutors
can be utilized to assure two-way communication while the
child is in the regular classroom.

This interpreter should

be skilled in working with children in the integrated situation, and must maintain close contact with the teacher of
the hearing impaired and the regular teacher.
Teaching space must be well equipped, with additional
resources available, as well as support services.

Support
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services should include speech therapy, psychological and
audiological services.
Advice and consent must be sought from the parents of
both the regular children and the hearing-impaired children who might be involved.

Parental support will depend

largely on the degree of community education concerning
the concept of mainstreaming and its advantages for the
child.

Parents should participate in planning the organi-

zation of the program.

Continued parental involvement will

greatly enhance the success of the program.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF
MAINSTREAMED STUDENTS
After all the previously discussed conditions are
met, two questions remain: "Who to mainstream?", and "When?"
Researchers are not in agreement on those two questions.
Most agree that integration should be flexible and that
each child should be considered individually.
Mainstreaming has been advocated to alleviate, or at
least to contribute to, solutions regarding lack of socialization and social immaturity among hearing-impaired children as described by Evans (1975), Jones and Neyhus
and Goslin (1969).

(1974),

Evans (1975) states that the social

isolation of residential students, and not merely language
deprivation, is a major retarding factor in terms of
socialization.

Effective socialization is impossible under

conditions where the individual is isolated from the system

10

into which he is being socialized (Goslin, 1969).
Whether a child is fully or partially integrated or
is in a self-contained class throughout his education, all
researchers agree that a planned program must provide
experiences with hearing peers that will help the deaf
child learn to relate to his hearing companions (Jones and
Neyhus, 1974; Harrington, 1974).

Such interaction should

not be left to chance.
Some educators are concerned that, in the eagerness to
follow the current trend of integration, children are not
being properly evaluated and therefore are not being
properly placed to meet their educational needs.

Jones

and Neyhus (1974) believe that only through complete
psycho-educational evaluation can we determine if a hearingimpaired child functions enough like his hearing peers so
that he can be totally integrated.

Hardy-Beck (1975)

states that a child's mode of education should be determined by his linguistic competency, which should be evaluated empirically and heeded resolutely.

She contends that

spontaneous expressive language should be evaluated for the
inclusion and consistency of usage of elements crucial to
linguistic competency, which include placing words in
proper order, connecting them meaningfully, and using the
appropriate word forms.
Hardy-Beck further states that integration should not
be considered for children who are not linguistically
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competent since it would contribute to a continually
widening gap between the hearing-impaired child and his
hearing peers.

Harrington (1974) agrees that unless the

deaf child is reasonably within the range of the language
of those with whom he is to be placed (one to two years
maximum), he is virtually cut off from the verbal input
process basic to educational experiences in an integrated
classroom.

He theorizes that while deaf children do profit

from exposure to unplanned natural language experiences, it
is doubtful whether even limited competency would occur
without planned and sequenced language programming specifically designed to meet their needs.
Hearing assessment is an important part of the overall evaluation, but Jones and Neyhus (1974) warn that the
audiogram and speech alone are very poor predictors of
academic success in an integrated class and that many hardof-hearing children function academically no better than
those with more severe losses.

School educators in Illi-

nois, as reported by Berg (1977), found that of 121 integrated children with a loss of 40 dB or more, only 11 were
rated as normally participating class members .

Twenty-

eight had failed one or more grades, 43 were underachievers,
28 were socially introverted, and 17 were considered social
problems.
When determining which children should be integrated,
Harrington (1974) concludes that the most basic principle
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would be that the child progresses in the integrated circumstance academically, communicationally, and socially at
a rate at least slightly beyond the rate of progress
expected or projected in the segregated situation.
The educational progress of the student is a key element in determining when students should begin mainstreaming.

Harrington (1974) believes that the deaf child must

possess a minimum proficiency of language prior to integration.

He proposes that the deaf child who has not acquired

basic language abilities be given a concentrated program of
language and communications development in the segregated
setting before placement in the mainstreamed program.
Harrington (1974) and Jones and Neyhus (1974) agree
that at least partial integration should be implemented as
soon as possible for the social and learning advantages of
normal peer associations, although Jones and Neyhus (1974)
believe that hearing-impaired children need the initial
security of identification with their handicapped peers in
an isolated classroom.

Birch (1975), on the other hand,

believes that full mainstreaming should be initiated for
all just starting school.

This is the optimum time for

psycho-social interaction and development of positive attitudes according to Levitt and Cohen (1976), whose research
indicated that physical disability is first perceived at
age four and five and that, at age five, negative attitudes
begin to surface.

Young children have fewer negative
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attitudes than older children; if integration is begun at
a preschool level, it may deter the development of negative
attitudes.

ATTITUDE S
The social and interpersonal skills of the deaf child
are frequently the key to successful integration in an
academically and communicationally capable child (Harrington, 1974).
Lowell (1962), states that knowing, understanding, and
appreciating the person who is deaf involves a consideration of the impact of this deafness on those who can hear.
The negative reactions of classmates can be a serious
obstacle to successful integration of the handicapped child
(Levitt and Cohen, 1975); therefore a special impetus for
fostering positive attitudes toward handicapped students
has resulted.
Attitudes in Elementary Schools
A number of studies have been done regarding the
attitude s of regular students toward their handicapped
peers.

On the elementary level only a few have dealt spe-

cifically with hearing-impaired children.

It cannot be

assumed that attitudes toward various handicapping conditions would be the same; neve r t h e l ess information from such
studies can have potential value in determining attitudes
toward hearing-impaired children.

14

Research in integration at the elementary level
generally found that nonhandicapped children have a negative attitude toward their hearing-impaired classmates
(Justman and Maskowitz, 1957).

Foree (1956) and Elser

(1959) arrived at the same conclusion, but Kennedy and
Bruininks (1974) found no difference in the attitude of
normal children toward their hearing-impaired and nonhearing-impaired classmates.

The children in the latter

study were younger than in the previous studies, supporting other research which indicates that younger children
are more accepting of handicapped classmates.
Numerous studies have been done assessing the attitudes of regular children toward other handicapping conditions.

Billings (1963) discovered that noncrippled ele-

mentary children displayed less favorable attitudes toward
crippled children than toward noncrippled.

The attitude of

older noncrippled students was less favorable than that of
younger ones.
Richardson and Royce (1968) compared skin color and
physical disability in determining children's pereferences
for other children.

Their data reflected a significant

preference for the nonhandicapped child regardless of color.
Research by Katz and Katz

(1976), however, indicated that

children of both kindergarten and fourth-grade level
reacted more positively toward white adults than black~
regardless of handicap.

The latter study did not deal with
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verbal expression of attitudes, but with the behavioral
responses of imitation, helping and distance.
Cook and Wollersheim (1976) compared contact and noncontact groups in their attitudes toward the mentally
retarded with the added variable of labeling.

They con-

cluded that a stereotype was retained only if the label was
believable in the total context of the situation.

Noncon-

tact students considered the experience as novel, and had
more positive reactions.

Contact students had had ample

opportunity for involvement, even to the point of saturation, some of which had perhaps been negative and had discouraged further contact.
Goodman, Gottlieb and Harrison (1971) discovered that
educable mentally retarded children were rejected more
often than their nonhandicapped peers.

Integrated retarded

children were rejected more frequently than segregated
ones, with younger children showing more acceptance than
older ones.
Jones, Lavine and Shell (1972) determined the acceptance of blind children integrated into intermediate
classes to be below the median.

In cases where the ratings

were higher, the nonhandicapped child who had shown preference for blind children were themselves generally rejects
or isolates.
Lazar, Gensley and Orpet (1971) found that gifted
eight-year-old children in a workshop focusing on creative
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people, some of whom were handicapped, showed favorable
shifts in attitude, while a control group remained
unchanged.

Rapier, Adelson, Carey, and Croke (1972) con-

cluded that nonhandicapped upper elementary children can
develop a more positive perception of the handicapped as
a result of an integrated school experience.
On the elementary level, research indicates that, in
general, children have negative attitudes toward their
handicapped peers.

Younger children have fewer negative

attitudes than older ones.

Most researchers theorize that

positive attitudes can be built, but agree that contact
with handicapped children in the classroom does not automatically bring about interaction, reduce negative reactions or create positive attitudes.

In some instances,

contact intensifies rather than diminishes negative attitudes.

Allport (1954) suggests that contact studies

should look not at the presence or absence of contact, but
at the quality of that contact.
In the integrated classroom interaction cannot be
left to chance.

Carefully planned positive action is

needed to foster positive attitudes toward handicapped
children and facilitate positive interaction in the elementary school (Birch, 1975; Levitt and Cohen, 1976).

Cook

and Wollersheim (1976) state that one of the greatest
challenges facing special education professionals is to
mobilize the positive interest of normal peers toward the
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handicapped in such a way that both groups benefit from the
interaction.
Attitudes in Post-Secondary Programs
On the post-secondary level, positive attitudes have
been shown toward integration of hearing-impaired students
on regular college campuses.

Studies have been done at

National Technical Institute for the Deaf in Rochester, New
York, and at California State University, Northridge.

In

these settings, students, both hearing and hearing impaired,
a r e mor e li kely to be above average, and, as young adults,
are interested in expanding their knowledge and understanding.

Stuckless (1971) reported that, as a result of inte-

gration at National Technical Institute for the Deaf in
Rochester, New York, large numbers of hearing students
volunteered for a non-credit course in manual communication,
and 10 students applied for the student interpreter training program.
Randall (1974) reported that both faculty and students
showed a favorable attitude toward hearing-impaired students in the integrated post-secondary program at Califor nia State University, Northridge.

The hearing students

perceived hearing-impaired students as about average in
education and academic skills, while faculty members viewed
the hearing impaired as having inferior skills in written
expression, but superior study habits and higher academic
interest.
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Jacobs (1971) reported positive attitudes toward
hearing-impaired students and the integrated program at
California State University, Northridge.

Hearing students

felt that hearing-impaired students have the same social
status and academic capability as hearing students.

They

judged the expressive skills of the hearing-impaired students as superior to their lipreading abilities.
Carter (1975), also at California State University,
Northridge, reported positive effects of integration on
both hearing and hearing-impaired students.

She reported

that students who were enrolled in classes with hearingimpaired students showed a more favorable attitude toward
them and had some limited knowledge of the effects of hearing impairment.

Lunstad (1971) also indicated that both

hearing and deaf students derived social benefits from an
integrated teacher training program for teaching deaf
children.

She concluded that better communication led to

better understanding of people which, in turn, led to better attitudes.
Attitude Origin
Although it is encouraging to note the positive atti~
tudes and interaction at the post-secondary level, efforts
must be intensified for the development of positive attitudes at the elementary level.

This is especially urgent

with the current emphasis on mainstreaming.
The problems of negative attitudes toward handicapped
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children has some analogy to ethnic prejudice, although
Levitt and Cohen (1976) concluded that it is likely that
attitudes toward the handicapped are more open to change
than is racial prejudice.

Reactions toward the handicapped

contain some positive components such as compassion.
Encounters between nonhandicapped and handicapped are
generally more sporadic than encounters with members of
different races; therefore it is less likely that attitudes
toward handicaps would be uniformly negative and deeply
entrenched in adults.

Parents, therefore, would not trans-

mit a clearly negative attitude to their children regarding
handicaps.
Levine (1960) emphasizes that the single most important influence in determining an individual's attitudes
toward others is derived from the character of his original
relationships with his parents.

Where these relations are

satisfying and wholesome, the child will be more trusting
of the world.
SUMMAR Y

In considering the concept of mainstreaming for
hearing-impaired children, much consideration must be given
to the academic and social well-being of the student.
Meadow (1976, p. 232) suggests that:
Most differences that appear between deaf children and hearing children come from two basic
sources: (1) the impoverishment of the linguistic environments of most deaf children, and
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(2) their treatment by significant others (parents, siblings, peers and teachers) as less competent, responsible and adequate than their hearing age-mates.
Behavior is learned, and learning, in the context of
education, refers to the growth and decay of interests,
knowledge, and skills and to the transfer of these competencies to new situations (Estes, 1960).

Williams

(1976)

concludes that young children naturally seek out experiences which help them e x pand thei r understandings.

By tap -

ping the innate interest of y oung children, positive atti tudes can be developed.

Peer acceptance is a crucial

"must" if mainstreaming is to succeed.

Chapter 3

PROCEDURES
The attitudes of fellow students have been found to be
extremely important in the social and academic growth of
children in integrated settings.

Since mainstreaming is

increasingly practiced throughout the United States, it is
important that positive avenues be found for the improvement of interaction between hearing and hearing-impaired
children.

A particularly urgent need is at the elementary

level where these contacts are first made and initial attitudes are formed.
The purpose of this study was to compare attitudes of
elementary age hearing children who share their learning
environment with hearing-impaired children and those who do
not.

It further seeks to determine if the mode of communi-

cation (oral or total communication) used by the deaf
children in the integrated situation has an effect on those
attitudes.

The procedures used in this study will be

described in this chapter.

Areas to be discussed will

include subjects, materials, presentation of materials and
scoring of respo nse s.
SUBJ ECT S

The subjects used for this study were 60 elementary
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children from three schools in the Centralia School District.

Ten first-grade children and 10 sixth-grade child-

ren from each school were randomly selected, although an
even balance of boys and girls was a requirement for each
sample.
Two of the schools had hearing-impaired children who
were partially integrated into regular classes.

Students

were chosen randomly from the classes in which hearing impaired children were integrated.

In one of these

schools the oral method was used, and in the other school,
total communication was used.

The oral method is one

which includes speech reading and audition for receptive
language and speech for expressive language.

In total

communication, speech reading, audition, fingerspelling and
sign language are utilized for receptive language, with
speech, fingerspelling and sign language being used for
expressive language.
The third school used in the study was one which no
deaf children attended.

Students who had had any contact

with deaf people, either children or adults, or who had any
deafness in their families were excluded from this school's
sample.

MA TE RIAL S
A questionnaire was developed to ascertain the attitudes of the students, and was organized in five sections:
(1) communication,

(2) academic ability,

(3) social status,
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(4) parent/teacher influences, and (5) general attitudes.
Each section included from 7 to 11 questions which were
designed to measure the child's opinions in that area.

The

children were asked to respond by focusing on the particular deaf child or children in their classes.

In the inte-

grated schools the questions were direct, for example, "Do
you like to work with the deaf child in your room?"

In the

school in which children had no contact with deaf children, the question was asked about what the child perceived
his attitude would be in that situation, for example,
"Would you like to work with a deaf child in your room?"
The Appendix contains the entire questionnaire.

PRESENTATION OF MATERIALS
The questionnaire was piloted with a group of five
second- and five sixth-grade students.

Any item which was

unclear or elicited a vague response was revised before the
questionnaire was presented to the first- and sixth-grade
children selected as subjects.
The questionnaire was administered in an oral interview with each child.

The subjects were asked to give

their own honest opinions and ideas and not to be influenced by what they thought someone else might want them to
say.

They were told that the experimenter was talking to

many children in different schools to see how they felt and
what they thought.

It was stressed that even though they

may not know an answer to a question they were to say what

24

they thought.

Names were not recorded.

Each interview was from 10 to 15 minutes in duration.
For some questions, clarifying information was sought.
For example, if to the question, "Do you think the deaf
children that you know have the same thoughts and feelings
as hearing children?", the child answered "no," she/he was
then asked, "How do you think they are different?"
All comments made by the students were recorded.
Most of the questions could be answered by "yes" or "no."
Two of the questions required an answer other than "yes" or
"no."

These questions were: "How do/would you act toward

the deaf children in your room?" and "Who do the deaf
children in your room play with, deaf children, hearing
children or both?"

SCORING OF MATERIALS
Subjects' responses were scored on a scale of one to
five as follows:
1
2
3
4
5

=
=
=
=
=

no (a lot)
no (a little bit)
no opinion
yes (a little bit)
yes (a lot)

"One" represented an emphatic "no" and "five" an emphatic
"yes."

When a student answered "yes" or "no" they were

asked, "a little bit or a lot?"

Scores of 2 and 4 were

recorded for "a little bit" and 1 and 5 for "a lot."

If

the degree of opinion was indicated in the first answer,
the second question was not asked.

Answers such as "yeah,
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I guess so" were scored as 4.
scored as 2.

"I don't think so" was

"I don't know" responses were scored as 3.

A simple tally of the responses was compiled for each
question and analyzed by school and grade.

Cumulative

values of the scores were computed for each grade and
school by question.

Summary charts of the responses are

included in the Appendix.
SUMMARY

The experimenter designed a questionnaire concentrating on the five areas of communication, academic ability,
social status, parent/teacher influences and general attitudes.

The questionnaire was administered via personal

interviews with 60 elementary students from three schools,
10 children from the first grade and 10 from the sixth
grade in each school.

In one school, no deaf children were

housed; in another, hearing-impaired children using total
communication were being partially integrated; and in the
third, hearing-impaired children using the oral method were
being partially integrated.

The responses were scored on

a five-point scale, and analyzed by grade and school.

Chapter 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Because children's attitudes are of paramount importance in integrated or mainstreamed situations, a study
was designed to ascertain the attitudes of elementary age
children toward hearing-impaired classmates integrated into
their classes for part of the school day compared with
children having no contact with hearing-impaired children.
Students were interviewed individually using a questionnaire designed by the examiner.

Results from each of the

three schools will be reported in this section of the project.

COMM UNICA TI ON
The communication section of the questionnaire
included attitudes toward communication with the deaf
children as well as information items regarding the hearing
child's perception of the receptive and expressive language
of the deaf child.
If the child answered "yes" to the first question,
"Do you talk to the deaf children in your class?", she/he
was asked the second question,
deaf children in your room?"

11

Do you like to talk to the

If she/he answered "no" to
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the first question, she/he was asked the third and fourth
questions, "Do you want to talk to the deaf children in
your class?" and "Do you try to talk to the deaf children
in your class?"

These questions were asked only of the

children in the integrated settings.

The results of these

questions indicate that, at the first-grade level, more
children in the oral program than in the total communication program talk to the hearing-impaired child in the
class, but at the sixth-grade level more of the children
from the total communication program communicate with the
deaf children in their class.
Most of those children who talk to the hearing-impaired
children in the oral program and all of them in the total
communication program indicated that they like to talk to
the hearing-impaired children.
Of those children reporting that they do not presently
talk to the deaf children in their class, most of them
indicated that they want to, but only about half of them
attempted communication with hearing-impaired classmates.
This is true in both programs in about the same proportion,
with the exception that sixth graders in the total communication program all indicated that they try to communicate
with the deaf students.
Questions 5 through 9 in this section are information
items that indicate the degree to which the hearing children feel they communicate successfully with the hearing-
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impaired children.

Question 5 asks if they understand the

speech of the deaf children and Question 8 asks if they
understand the deaf children when they talk to them.

Of

the first-grade students in both schools only about half
said that they understood the speech of the deaf child in
their class, but fewer said that they understood the idea
the deaf child was trying to communicate in conversation.
Two of the sixth graders in the oral program said that
they understand the speech of the deaf children, and three
indicated that they grasped the idea of the communication.
Ability to understand speech is not necessarily equivalent
to the ability to grasp communicative intent.

No attempt

was made to ascertain the amount of gesture or pantomime
utilized in this communication.
In the total communication program, all sixth-grade
children indicated that they could understand the deaf
child's speech, and understood the children in conversation.
This is most probably due to the fact that the deaf individuals in this class have speech that is readily intelligible.

The cumulative scores indicate that the total com-

munication sixth-grade students are by far the easiest to
understand as judged by their classmates.
Questions 6, 10, and 11 deal with the use of sign
language in the school.

Three of the children from the

oral first grade stated that the deaf child in their class
uses sign language, and six of the sixth graders said that
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the children in their classes are using sign language.
None of the hearing children from the oral school know
sign language, so it is possible that they were interpreting gestures as sign language.

Eight of the first graders

and all of the sixth graders in that school indicated an
interest in learning sign language and all but one sixth
grader in the oral school said that they would talk to the
deaf children more if they knew sign language.
In the total communication program all students
responded that their hearing-impaired classmates use sign
language .

Three of the first graders and all of the sixth

graders indicated that they knew sign language.

Most of

them clarified, however, that they knew only the "abc's"
(i.e., fingerspelling).

Nine of the first graders and all

of the sixth graders indicated interest in learning sign
language, with nine of each saying that they would talk to
the deaf children more if they knew sign language better.
It is interesting to note that, while not many of the
hearing children understood the speech of the deaf children, they assumed that the deaf children understood them.
They accept an affirmative nod as evidence of being understood.

Some of the students in the oral program stated

that they knew that the deaf children understood them
because their teacher told them the deaf children lipread.
All of the first graders and nine of the sixth graders in
the oral program believed that the deaf children in their
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class understood them a little bit.
In the total communication program, only two of the
first graders and nine of the sixth graders felt that the
deaf child in their room understood them.

The sixth

graders in the school using total communication responded
somewhat more strongly in the affirmative than other students.
In the school having no contact with deaf students,
only the last two questions were asked .

Responses were

generally positive about wanting to learn sign language,
and communicating with deaf students, but were not strong .
In neither grade were responses as positive as responses of
children who are integrated with deaf students.

ACADEMIC ABILIT Y
This portion of the questionnaire sought to identify
the hearing children's assessment of the academic ability
and work habits of their hearing-impaired classmates.
Seven questions were included, six of them being paired
questions.
About half of the first graders in both integrated
schools thought hearing children were smarter than deaf
children; howeve 4 some thought deaf children were smarter
and a few considered deaf and hearing children equally
intelligent.

Seven of the first graders not in an inte-

grated school considered hearing children smarter, one
thought deaf children were smarter and two viewed them as
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the same in intelligence.
Among sixth graders, most children considered both
groups equally intelligent.

Most of the children in the

total communication integrated classroom felt strongly
about this equality, while the children in the oral school
considered both groups essentially equal but were less
definite.

About half of the sixth graders from the non-

integrated school thought hearing and deaf children were
equally intelligent, three thought deaf children were
smarter and one considered hearing children to be smarter.
One boy commented that the deaf were smarter because they
get more attention in school.
Most first graders in all three schools considered
school easier for themselves than for the deaf children
who may be in their classes.

In the sixth grade, greater

disparity was evidenced between the integrated schools
and the nonintegrated school.

About half of the sixth

graders in both integrated schools considered school
easier for hearing than for deaf children, while all students in the nonintegrated school felt that school would be
easier for hearing children.

Three of the sixth-grade

children in the integrated total communication program considered school a little easier for the deaf children.
Several of these children commented that school was easier
for the deaf students in their class because they were very
smart.

Some students in both integrated schools felt that
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school would be the same in difficulty for hearing and deaf
children.
First and sixth graders in the nonintegrated school
agreed that hearing children have an easier time in school.
This opinion was more common among children in nonintegrated
classes than among children in classes with deaf children.
This indicates that, because of the contact, hearing children in integrated schools have more respect for the academic abilities of their hearing-impaired peers.
Slightly more than half of the children in both integrated schools reported that deaf children work harder in
school than hearing children do.

Oral sixth graders felt

this more definitely than other groups.

Sixth graders in

the total communication classes tended to feel that the
deaf work only a little bit harder.

Sixth graders from the

nonintegrated school tended to respond like those in integrated schools, while most first graders from the nonintegrated school responded that hearing children probably
work harder.
The last question in this section asked if the students thought that deaf children in their classes understood
what is going on in class.

The sixth graders in the total

communication integrated class all felt that the deaf
understood what goes on in their room, with eight of them
expressing strong positive feelings.

Other integrated

classes felt that the deaf children understood a little bit
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of what goes on in their class, with four students in the
oral sixth-grade class having no opinion.

The cumulative

total for this question showed a 29-point spread, with a
15-point spread among the four integrated classrooms.

The

sixth grade total communication class had 10 points more
than the next class, which was the first grade total communication class.

The nonintegrated school showed a cumula-

tive total spread of 14 points, with the first graders
generally thinking the hearing-impaired children would not
understand what happened in their classroom, and about half
of the si x th graders thinking hearing-impaired children
would understand a little bit.
In summary, sixth graders in all programs tended to
view deaf and hearing as being more equal in intelligence
and academic ability than did first graders.

Most children,

with the exception of first graders in a regular school
felt that deaf children work harder in school than hearing
children do.

Children in schools using total communication

felt that their hearing-impaired classmates understood
what goes on in their classroom; in the oral schools
responses were less positive, but still affirmative.

SOCIAL STATU S
Questions in this portion of the questionnaire were
directed toward the socialization of deaf and hearing
children and attitudes toward interaction in class activities and at recess.
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Most students in integrated schools liked having deaf
children in their classes.

Sixth-grade children in the

total communication program had the most positive attitudes, followed in order by first graders in that school,
and the first graders in the oral school, with sixth
graders in the oral program being the least enthusiastic
about integration.
Given a choice about integration, all but one child
in each school indicated that they would like having deaf
children in their classes.

Again the sixth graders in the

oral i ntegr ated schoo l had the l e ast positive attitude.
In the school with no deaf children, most sixth graders
indicated they would like to have deaf children in their
classes, while most first graders indicated that they would
not.
Most children in all schools indicated that they would
like to be friends with a deaf child and that they think
deaf children would make good friends.

First graders from

the nonintegrated school and sixth graders from the oral
integrated school had the least positive attitudes in this
regard.

First graders in the oral school most wanted to be

friends with a deaf child.

Students in integrated classes

using total communication, however, felt the most strongly
that deaf children make good friends.
Slightly more than half of the students in integrated
schools using total communication indicated that they have
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deaf friends, while about half of those in the oral school
indicated that they have deaf friends.
It appears that more children in all schools would
like to be friends with deaf children, but do not consider
themselves true friends now.

Children in the total com-

munication school and first graders from the oral school
seemed to be most interested in developing the s e friendships.

Among sixth-grade students, children in noninte-

grated schools had more positive attitudes than those in
oral schools .
Most of the students from the schoo l us i ng tota l communication and the sixth-grade students from the nonintegrated school indicated that they do/would play with, or
involve themselves in activities with, the hearing-impaired
students in their room during free time.

Most of the stu-

dents from all schools said that they do not have free time
in class, but did agree that they have some activity time
in which they choose the activity.

Only a few children from

the school housing oral deaf students indicated that they
play with t he deaf children in their class during free time.
About three-fourths of the children from all grades
and schools except the sixth grade in the oral program
indicated that they do/would play with the deaf children at
recess.

Among those who said that they do not play with

the deaf children, some comments were made indicating that
they were playing games in which deaf children didn't want
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to participate.

For example, two of the boys from the

total communication sixth grade, said that they play soccer
at recess, and the deaf girls in their class don't play
soccer.

Some of the students in the integrated programs

indicated that other members of their class play with the
deaf children.
About half of the first graders in the integrated
schools thought that the deaf children play with other deaf
children, and about half of them thought they played with
both hearing and deaf children.

Several, especially from

the total communication first grade, said that they didn't
know with whom the deaf children played.

Sixth grade stu-

dents from the school with oral deaf students and the nonintegrated school responded much like the integrated first
graders, with about half saying that deaf children play
with other deaf children and half saying that they play
with both hearing and deaf children.

The sixth graders

from the school using total communication generally thought
that the deaf students play with both hearing and deaf
students.

Half of the first graders from the nonintegrated

program though the deaf children play only with deaf
children.

The other half was divided between those who

thought deaf children play with both hearing and deaf
children and those who though they play only with hearing
children.

These first graders who indicated that they

thought deaf children played only with hearing children
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were the only children in the study with that opinion.
Most of the children in the school using total communication, first graders from the oral school and sixth
graders from the nonintegrated school indicated that they
would like to work in class on a project or lesson with a
deaf child in their classroom.

Highest response in this

area came from the first graders in the school using total
communication, followed by sixth graders in the same school.
The last question in this section asked how the student acts toward the deaf child in his/her room.

This was

an open-end question, but most of the responses fell into
three categories.

Most first graders said that they treat

the deaf children nice, with a few saying that they help
them or treat them the same.

Many of the children who said

that they treat the deaf children nice indicated that they
are nice to everybody.

Most sixth graders from the inte-

grated schools indicated that they treat the deaf children
the same as everyone else, while most of the nonintegrated
sixth graders felt that they would be nice or kind to the
deaf students.

Two, in addition, said that they would

feel sorry for them; this response was never given by
students in integrated schools.
In general, it appears that sixth graders from the
school with oral deaf children and first graders from the
nonintegrated schools have the least positive attitudes
toward socializing with deaf children.

Children from
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integrated school using total communication seem to have
the most positive social contact with their hearing peers.
The totals of all the scores of these questions for the
integrated schools show a spread of about 100 points between
the sixth grade total communication program and the sixth
grade oral program .

The totals are:

Sixth grade total communication

348

First grade total communication

341

First grade oral communication

312

Sixth grade oral communication

249

The nonintegrated schools cannot be directly compared
because two of the questions did not apply to them, but
comparison of the questions which they both did answer
indicates that sixth graders from the nonintegrated school
were most like first graders from the oral program, while
first graders from the nonintegrated school were most like
sixth graders from the school with oral deaf children.

PARENT AND TEAC HE R I NFLUE NCES
This portion of the questionnaire was designed to
determine the influences of parents or teachers, as the
child perceives their attitudes.

It is not assumed that

these are the actual attitudes of the teachers or parents,
but are the attitudes and feelings interpreted by the
child.

This section also includes questions designed to

ascertain the child's feelings toward special helps, or
helpers, such as having interpreters or aides attend the
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deaf child when she/he comes to class.
First graders in the oral program indicated that most
of their parents know there is a deaf child in their room.
In the other three integrated classes only about half of
the children indicated that their parents know they are in
class with hearing-impaired children.
Most children indicated that they thought their parents are, or would be, glad that they have deaf children in
their classes.

Several children in all classes, however,

didn't know and would not predict how their parents would
feel.

Only first graders in the nonintegrated program

felt that their parents would not want them to be in a
class with deaf children.
All children in the integrated school using total communication indicated strongly that their teacher likes having deaf children in the class.

Most of the children in

the oral program indicated that the teacher liked having
deaf children in the class, but responses were less definite than in the total communication program.

One first

grader and three sixth graders from the oral program were
not sure whether or not their teacher liked having hearing
impaired children in the class.

In the nonintegrated

school most sixth graders thought their teacher would like
having deaf children in the class, several did not know and
one gave a negative response.

In the first grade, however,

half of the children thought their teacher would not want
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to have a deaf child in the class, and other responses were
scattered between no opinion and affirmative responses.
In the total communication program, seven first and
seven sixth graders indicated that the deaf children had
extra help, and three said they did not.

In both of these

classes an interpreter comes to the class with the deaf
child regularly.

Apparently some of the hearing children

do not classify this as extra help.

In the oral program,

about half of the students said that the deaf children have
extra help.

All children from the nonintegrated school

assumed that deaf children would get extra help in the
classroom.

Almost all children from the three schools

agreed that it is fair and a good idea for the deaf children to have someone help them besides the teacher.
All children in the total communication school liked
having the interpreter come to their room.

Most students

in the first grade of the oral program, and students from
the nonintegrated school would like to have an interpreter
or aide come into their class.

About half of the sixth

graders from the school with oral deaf children indicated
that they like having someone come to their classroom with
the deaf child.

Most students in all schools would like

to have that person help them, too.
they do not need help.

Some indicated that

The sixth graders from the school

using total communication were most enthusiastic about this
help and having interaction with the interpreter.
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First graders from both integrated schools indicated
that the deaf child in their room sits among the other
children.

In both cases there is only one deaf child in

the class, so the question has no real relevance.

In the

sixth grades of both integrated schools the results seem
to indicate that the deaf students do sit among the hearing
children.
The results of this section indicate that children
feel that their parents and teachers are accepting of deaf
children in their classes.

They generally think it is

appropr i ate for deaf children to have extra help , and like
having aides or interpreters coming into their room.

They

generally want that person to help them, too, if they need
it.

The deaf children seem to be distributed among the

hearing children in the room, although they may sit together
sometimes.

GENERAL ATTITUDES
The questions in this portion of the questionnaire
were designed to gather information regarding general feelings toward deaf children and toward deafness in general.
Few children indicated that they would want to go to
a school where most of the children are deaf.

Several stu-

dents from the total communication program said that it
would be all right since they already know sign language .
Others said that they would go if other hearing children
were there, or if their friends went, too.

Most would
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prefer not to be in a minority position.
Most children in all schools, except the nonintegrated
first graders, felt that deaf children have the same feelings and thoughts as hearing children.

The majority of

first graders in the nonintegrated school thought deaf
children do have different feelings.

Some of their com-

rnents were: "They can't talk so they feel sad;" "everyone
thinks different;" "they are smaller, they have different
kinds of brains;" "they want to hear again;" and "they are
sad."

From the total communication sixth graders these

comments were made : "Their feelings are hurt more easily;"
and "they get embarrassed when they can't talk good."
Most children in all programs concluded that being
deaf would make things harder as the children grow up.
Children in the nonintegrated school felt this most
strongly.

The majority of students from each school

reported that they do/would understand more about deafness
because deaf children are in their classes.

Sixth graders

from the school using total communication, and sixth
graders from the nonintegrated school answered more
strongly in the affirmative.
Most students from all programs responded that deaf
and hearing students do about the same in sports.

The

exception was first graders from the nonintegrated school,
who felt that hearing children do better in sports.

Those

students in integrated schools who indicated a difference

43

stated that the problem deaf children have in sports is
that they can't hear the signals or that they don't know
the directions for the games.
When asked if they would choose a deaf person as a
friend when they grow up, most students in all the integrated classrooms indicated that they would, with the
students from the total communication program being the
most positive.

Many of the students from all the programs,

however, stated that it would depend on the person.

They

indicated that hearing or deafness would not be a criterion
for choosing a friend .

Sixth graders from the nonintegr ated

program were about evenly divided between positive and
negative responses, with several having no opinion.
Perhaps the most difficult question for the children
to answer, and the one that elicited the most comments,
was the last question, "When you grow up would you be
upset if you had a deaf child?''

Many of the children found

it difficult to respond to the question, but when it was
reworded to ask, "How would you feel if you grew up and had
a deaf child?" they responded.
by the examiner and recorded.

Answers were then clarified
In the total communication

program, most said that they would not be upset, although
some stated that they wouldn't be happy about it either.
Several said it would be all right since they already know
sign language.

Many of the children said that they would

help the child, love it, and treat it just like their other
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children.
In the school having oral children, slightly more than
half said that they would be a little upset if they had a
deaf child.

Some of the first graders said they would be

happy; some said they would be sad, "but would love it."
In the sixth grade, several responded that they would be
very sad and sorry.

Others said that it wouldn't be too

bad.
In the nonintegrated school, first graders generally
said that they would feel sad, or very sad.

Sixth graders

said they might be a little sad, but not upset; others
said yes they would be a little upset, but would try to
help the child.

Two children indicated that they would be

sad, but they ."wouldn't want to give it away or anything."
Most children, when talking about having a deaf child,
referred to the child with a pronoun of the same sex as
themselves.

Boys were more prone to say "I'd help him,

treat him like the other kids," while girls often responded
that they would "love her."
No significant differences were found in this section,
with the exception of first graders in the nonintegrated
school who:
better;

(1) felt that in sports hearing children do

(2) felt that deaf children have different feelings

than hearing children do;

(3) would tend to be more upset

if they had a deaf child; and (4) would be less likely to
choose a deaf person as a friend.

This is consistent with
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Levitt and Cohen (1976) who indicate that negative attitudes first begin to appear at age five.

It appears that

in the integrated schools the inclusion of a deaf child in
the classroom has negated, or delayed, these tendencies.
Sixth graders who had no contact with hearing impaired
ch i ldren seem to have more positive attitudes than their
first-grade counterparts.

Perhaps through the educational

process they have been given a more positive view of deafness, and a more realistic picture of what deaf people can
do.

Chapter 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
A review of the literature has revealed that in the
United States mainstreaming is becoming more prevalent than
ever before.

Several components go into creating a success-

ful mainstreamed program, one of the important factors
being the attitudes of hearing children toward their
hearing-impaired peers.

Research dealing with attitudes

toward hearing-impaired children is limited, but studies
have revealed negative attitudes toward handicapped children among elementary students.

Educators feel that posi-

tive attitudes can be built in a structured environment,
but will not automatically occur.
For the present study, a questionnaire was developed
for the purpose of measuring attitudes of hearing children
in three educational settings, including classes in which
oral deaf children are integrated, classes in which deaf
children using total communication are integrated and
classes of children having no contact with deaf children.
The questionnaire was composed of five sections, each of
which consisted of 7 to 11 questions dealing with the areas
of communication, academic standing, socialization, parent
and teacher attitudes as interpreted by the children, and
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general attitudes.

First and sixth grade children from

each of the three schools were interviewed individually,
with each interview lasting from 10 to 15 minutes.
In the area of communication, it appears that sixthgrade students whose hearing-impaired classmates use total
communication, understood those classmates better than did
other groups.

They also talked to their hearing-impaired

peers more than children in other groups.
While many of the students in all groups did not understand the speech of the hearing-impaired children, they
assumed that their deaf classmates understood them.
is the opposite of Jacobs'
secondary level.

This

(1971) findings at the post-

Jacobs found that hearing students judge

expressive skills superior to receptive language skills.
In academic ability, sixth graders tended to judge
hearing-impaired children as equal with hearing children.
Most felt that deaf children work harder in school.

Child-

ren in the school using total communication tended to assess
the classroom understanding of their hearing-impaired peers
as higher than children in the school using oral communication.
All integrated classes accepted their hearing-impaired
classmates socially.

The students in the school using

total communication showed more positive attitudes toward
their deaf peers in social situations.

The least positive

attitudes were found in the oral sixth grade class and the
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nonintegrated first grade class.
In general, children felt that their parents and
teachers are in favor of integrated classrooms.

They liked

having interpreters come into the classroom and enjoyed
working with them.

Apparently, the interpreter who went

into the regular classes in the total communication program
made a positive difference with the students in those
classes.

Children in all schools, however, indicated that

they would like to learn sign language and that they would
communicate with the hearing-impaired children more if they
could sign.
Under the category of general attitudes, there were no
significant differences between the integrated classes and
the sixth grade nonintegrated classroom.

Attitudes were

positive: hearing children apparently looked at deaf children as individuals rather than as a group.

First graders

in the nonintegrated school had more negative feelings
toward deafness in general than any of the other groups.
The findings of this study support previous studies
which indicate that negative attitudes first appear at age
five.

This study does not, however, support other studies

which show that attitudes are more positive with younger
children than with older children.

It does indicate that

we must consider the quality of the contact rather than the
amount of contact between hearing and deaf children.
Individual personality and social ability of the deaf
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children seem to greatly influence their acceptance by
hearing students.

This supports Harrington's (1974) con-

clusions that social and interpersonal skills of the deaf
child are frequently the key to successful integration in
an academically capable child.

Those classes in which the

integrated deaf child had adequate or superior social skills
elicited more positive attitudes.

CONCLU S ION S
The following conclusions may be drawn from the results
of this investigation.
1.

At the first-grade level, integration seems
to increase positive attitudes toward
hearing-impaired children.

2.

At the sixth-grade level, least positive
attitudes were found in the school using
oral communication. These responses were
slightly positive, but lower than both of
the other sixth grade situations. This
shows that integration does not necessarily
build positive attitudes.
Some of the contact in the oral program may have been negative.

3.

Highest attitudes were found among sixth
graders in the school using total communication.
One possible reason may be the social
and academic readiness of the deaf students
who were integrated into that class.

4.

Hearing elementary grade students regard the
receptive language of their deaf peers to be
superior to their oral expression. Some of
this evaluation is based on the assumption
that the deaf child understood without evidence of that understanding.

5.

Students seem to feel that sign language is
desirable and want to learn it.
Interpreters were not distracting in the classroom;

50

indeed, most students wanted the contact
with the interpreter.
6.

Students express the tendency to choose
friends on the basis of personal qualities,
not on whether they are hearing or deaf.

LI MITATI ONS OF THE STU DY
The application of the results of this study have some
limitations .
1.

This study was done with a sample of hear ing children in schools with partial integration. Most classes contained from one
to three deaf children. Therefore all judgments made about deafness and integration
were made on the basis of their contact with
those few childr en.
I t would be dif f icult
to generalize to any larger population.

2.

Responses may differ in classes where deaf
children are ful ly mainstreamed. This study
was done in schools where children are
pa r tially integrated. Most deaf students
were in the regular classes for relatively
short periods of time.
It is assumed that
attitudes and interaction may be different
if the students were together a larger part
of the day.

3.

At the sixth-grade level, more reliable
responses may have been obtained from a
printed questionnaire rather than an interview. Even though students were told that
there were no right or wrong answers and
that their honest opinions were solicited,
it was felt by the e x aminer that students
wanted to portray a positive image.

SUG GESTION S FOR FU RTHER STUDIE S
The results of this study see.m to suggest the need
to conduct fur t her investigation into the attitudes of
hearing children toward their hearing-impaired classmates.
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1.

One study might be an extension of the
present study to include an age level
between first and sixth grades, probably
fourth grade, to see at what point most
attitudinal changes take place. This would
be particularly valuable in the nonintegrated
setting, where the largest differences were
found.

2.

Another study might include the measurement
of attitudes at the junior and senior high
level.
Large differences are reported
between elementary and post-secondary programs.
It would be of value to see at what
point these differences originate.

3.

It would be beneficial to duplicate this
study in a situation in which deaf children
were fully mainstreamed.

4.

Another important aspect to be researched
would be the attitudes of regular teachers
toward hearing-impaired children in settings
where they are integrated and where they are
not. Assessment of teachers' attitudes
toward interpreters in their classrooms and
toward the concept of team teaching with a
teacher of hearing-impaired children would
also be valuable.
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