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or differs between the studies), used
concepts regarding reasons for
leaving college, and were conducted
in different educational settings. A
more elaborate summary will be
presented at the end of this paper,
but so far we have to note tha
eleven of the thirteen studies are
from NTID.  Therefore, it is
hazardous to say to which extent
these findings are relevant outside
the NTID context. The results of
these studies indicated that
experiences from mainstream high
school and communication skills are
factors which are, in relation to
other factors, important. However,
some of the studies did not
emphasize communication  skills.
Instead, more personal factors, such
as lack of commitment and an
unclear goal, were described as
crucial. Both academic and social
integration were also  important
factors. The results of one study
md:car.edfimnaalpmbkmn as an
important reason. This could also be
the reason behind "Left 10 go w0
work® mentioned in one study.

Studies Focusing on Academic
and Social Integration

In the following sections studies
addressing a variety of questions
related to the educational process are
presented. The main difference
between these studies and the former
are that none of these studies
explicitly address the question of
withdrawing. The studies focusing
on withdrawal mostly had an
explanatory  design, ie., causal
approach, and in general used
quantitative methods, most of the
following studies seem aimed at
understanding the pre-condition for,
and the process of, integration.
Accordingly, in most of the studies a
qualitative method is applied.

Because attitudes towards
hearingimpaired students are an
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important  pre<ondition  and
dimension of integration the
overview starts with some studies
focusing on this aspect.

Attitudes Toward
Hearing-Impaired Students

In the following three studies
the question of hearing students’
attitudes towards hearing-impaired
students will be examined. I also
include a study focusing on attitudes
between hearing-impaired students.

Emerton and Rothman (1978)
found in their study that entering
hearing students tended to be
favorable in their general attitude
toward deaf people. The
respondeats were 100 randomly
sampled freshmen and transfer
students who answered a self
administrated mail questionnaire.
After six months, facetoface
interviews were conducted with 30
of the initial respondents. At this
point, there secemed to be a2
downward trend. It is suggested that
such change could be due to the
social reality of confronting “ideal”
norms with the "real” norms of the
culture. Surprisingly, the authors
did oot find any significant
correlation between proximity and
attitudes toward deaf people. As in
many other studies it is reported that
normal-bearing  stodents  dislike
certain behaviors displayed by some
deaf students.

In their study of attitudes
toward deafl studemts, Brown and
Foster (1991) discussed their findings
from two perspectives; first, from an
academic point of view and then
from a social point of view, In both
cases the findings are discussed in
terms of peers and integration.
Their results are based on interviews
with 30 hearings students ar RIT.
Most hearing students accepted the
presence of deaf students in
mainstreamed classrooms, and a
majority thought support services

were fair and appropriate. That
communication through interpreters
limited the participation of deaf
students in many ways and that it
also had disadvantages for bearing
students was a common view,
Informants felt that deaf students
were well integrated in  the
dassroom; however, they did not
feel that the classroom supported
interaction. Labs were said to
provide these opportunities, but
despite that, very few deaf interacted
with hearing students during the
labs,

Regarding integration in social
situations, the authors found that the
description of the deaf students fell
into two subcategories: a negative
and a positive category. The authors
did not quantify the two categories
but gave us many examples of both
categories. Negative behaviors were
often tolerated if they were not
compounded by a negative attitude.
If so, it become intolerable. The
authors also observed that dose
proximity, i.e., living on mainstream
floors, sometimes resulted in friction
which became worse over time,
which seems contradictory to the
findings in Emerson and Rothman
menitioned above, The overall result
of this study was that hearing and
deaf students did not interact much

The problems of getting the
interaction to happen is further
illustrated in a study by Coryell,
Holcomb and Scherer (1992). They
investigated  which factors have
positive and negative influences on
hearing students’ attitudes toward
deafness. In this study they used
students who have frequent contact
with deaf students. Fifty-six resident
advisors were the informants. The
data were collected during a series of

most common factors the informants
felt contributed to positive attitudes
were: (a) personal contact with deaf
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students and positive deaf role
models, (b) education and deaf
awareness for hearing students, and
(c) sgn language competence and
sign clases for hearing  students.
Among the negative factors the
following were the most often
mentioned:  (a) stereotyping and
patronizing attitudes of hearing
students, (b) insufficient nmhhnhty
of educational opportunities to learn
about deafness, and (c)
communication barriers and RAps-
The authors concluded: deaf and
hearing students have little
meaningful interaction;
communication barriers were
identified as a major source of
friction; specific behaviors of deaf
students  were identified  as
contributing to heaning students’
attitudes. Several behaviors of deaf
students could not be categorized as
either cultural misinterpretation or
stereotyping. Instead, they could
only be descnbed as insensitive,
disrespectful, and even obnoxious.
Hardaway (1988) investigated
the attitudes among 40 deaf students
and 40 deaf students with an
additional handicap. She used a
modified version of “Peer Attitudes
Toward the Handicapped Scale®. All
students attended Gallaudet.  She
found that none of the groups
expressed any desire to integrate with
other students in the classroom.
They wished to work in small
groups among the deaf, and deaf
with additional disability,
respectively. An important
conclusion was that identification
with 2 subgroup (sub<ulture) seems
to be superior to the willingness to
mnteract with individuals outside that

group.
Summary

The stoudies addressng the
question of attitudes report mixed
artitudes towards deal students. A
generally  positive  attitude  in
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combination with clear negative
attitudes are related to specific
behaviors among the deal
population. However, it seems that
the generally positive attitude is not
reflected in interaction. Hearing-
impaired and hearing studeats do not
interact much. On the other hand,
in no study does increasing
interaction between deaf and hearing
students result in more positive
attitudes.  However, it must be
stressed that our knowledge about
attitudes between the two groups of
students is very poor. We have, for
mnstance, no information about the
attitudes in mainstream settings.

Academic and Social Integration

Though the previous four
studies  explicitly addressed  the
question of attitudes, the following
studses in this section did not, but to
some extent they are related to the
discussion about attitudes. The first
two focused on the classroom
interaction, while the following
studies have a wider scope.

Through participant
observation in the classroom, Saur, et
al. (1986), studied the experiences of
esght mainstreamed hearing-impaired
students among tweaty-eight
normally hearing students.  The

were upper division social
work classes. The study focuses on
three dimensions of mainstreaming;
participation,  relationships, and
feelings. The participation of deaf
students & hindered by their being
ssolated spatially, temporally, and
culturally from the class. Some
problems are associated with hearing
loss and other problems to the
of-hearing students have to deal with
the time lag when they request
interpresation, and the students who
speechread have to concentrate a
large amount of effort on getting the
message.  An instructor's rate of
spoech and/or style of teaching is of

importance. It is suggested that the
participation 8 affected by (a) the
fast pace of discussion and the
number of persons who take part in
the discussion, (b) Janguage and
cultural barriers, and (c) tradstional
use of space.

The relationships depended on
the mutual interactive competence of
normally bearing and hearng-
impaired persons. It is suggested that
the relationship between normal
hearing and hearing-impaired persons
in the dassroom s dependent on
their becoming comfortable in each
other’s presence. This is gained
through shared experiences in the
classroom context. It can also be
gained when persons who wse
different modes of communication
learn to use an interpreter to the best
advantage.

Tbe feclings depended on their
acceptance of their hearing loss as
well as their acceptance by others in
the classrcsom. Mainstreaming is
successful when hearing-impaired
students feel fully able to function as
students in the classroom and where
their needs for support are met
without setting them apart from
other students. This success is most
likely dependent on the attitude,
maturity, and selfacceptance of the
students themselves, along with the
sensitivity and concerm of the
instructors and other class members,

In a second study Saur, Popp-
Stone and Hurley-Lawrence (1987)
continved to study mainstreamed
hemng-mpained students  using
systematic  observation as the
method. Thirty-seven students from
NTID enrolled in programs at RIT;
College of Liberal Arts or the
College of Science were the target for
the study. The study indicated that
normal-bearing students interacted
more frequent with the teacher than
their hearing-impaired classmates.
Worth noting s that hearing-
impaired students took part as often
as normal hearing students in some
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classes, but not as often in other
classes. When the instructor used
simultancous communication there
were no differences  between
interaction, Le., hearing-impaired
interacted as often as hearing
students. This was not the case
when the instructor used only voice

and an interpreter. The study
dispelled two stereotypes: (a) those
students who are successful are the
ones who have the least amount of
hearing loss, and (b) hearing-impaired
students were passive or
unresponsive  in  the regular
dassroom. A lower degree of
participation is more related to
barriers described in the previous

These findings are further
supported in a third study focusing
on communication in the classroom.
Long, Stinson, Saur and Liu (1993)
investigated fifty deaf and hard-of-
hearing crossregistered students at
RIT regarding their perception of
classroom communication.  The
difficulties in communication were of
preferences and needs  varied
considerable.

Thmugh mdepth interviews
with 20 students at
NTID, Foster and Brown (1988,
1989) tried to catch the academic and
social aspects of maimueaming,
They found that although the
students were gcnm.lly positive
about their mainstream academic
experience, their descriptions
included a strong sense of
separateness.  In the article this s
discussed in verms of three kinds of
constraints: physical, functional, and
psychological.

Hearing impairment was not an

"invisible” condition.  On the
contrary, the student had a

distinct presence in the clamu.
Often the hearing impaired students
allnuogeth«andfomwdaphyncnl
entity. The physical separation was
also followed by a functional
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separation associated with the use of
support services. The perceptions of
themselves and interpretations of
how they and other hearing-impaired
individuals are viewed by others
created psychological constraints.
The social interactions were
described in terms of negative
interactions (not unusual), neusral
(most common), causal but positive
ineraction, and close, positive
relationships (rare). The findings
support the posnuon that
mainstreaning did not insure social
interaction. Most of the informants
did not experience any significant
interaction.

Foster and Eliot (1986)
reported from a swody of 25
graduates from NTID about their
experiences at  NTID. The

experiences fell into two categories:
academic  and pemml/socnl

Regarding the academic experiences,
the general attitude was positive.
Many were impressed with speaific
aspects of NTID programs and were
heavily influenced in their academic
careers by their rteachers and
counselors. However, the
informants reported some negative
apecu like difficulties selecting a

major and frustration with
E.nglnh s&ill level requirements.
Those who registered for courses at
other colleges at RIT bad difficulties
following class Jectures and reading
materials.  Regarding the social
experiences, they emphasized that
the presence of deaf and hearing
students on the same campus does
not always lead to positive and
meaningful interaction. They also
stressed  the importance of the
presence of other deaf college
students, These students played an
important role in their personal and
social development.

Leaving the classroom and the
academic environment, Foster and
DeCaro (1989, 1991) concentrated
their attention to the socual
interaction between hearing-impaired

27

andhunngsmdmumamulmm

Using participant observation

and indepth interviews  they
described the impetus and barriers

for social interaction between the
two groups of students. The authors
concluded that there are individual
characteristics as well as
environmental ones influencing the
interaction between deaf and hearing
students.  Among the individual
characteristics the authors emphasize
four: (a) perceived advantages of
living on a mainstream floor; (b)
communication skill; (c) knowledge
of one another; and (d) attitudes and
feelings about hearing or deaf people.
Among the environmental
charactenistics were (a) the physical
setting of the residence hall; (b)
student housing policies; (¢) stability
of the residential environment; (d)
campus organization and
administration; and (¢ student
culture - stereotypes of deaf students
and NTID. These factors were
interactive and cumulative, and the
authors used an ecological model w
illustrate this. The model illustrates
the contextual settings of the
interaction. mwmpluxty of both
academic and social integration is
clearly illustrated in the studies
reported here. Institutional factors
scemed only to be able to provide
the opportunities or create barriers
for interaction. The question of
integration raises fundamental
questions  concerning  cultural
belonei

So far all stodies have
investigated the situation at NTID.
Three studies addusnn; the
integration dimension using subjects
outside NTID have been identified.

The most comprehensive study
of these is reported by Menchel
(1995). He interviewed 33 deaf
sophomores, juniors, and seniors
enrolled in 18 postsecondary four-
year colleges throughout New
England.' These are students who
"survived” the first year and are in
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that sense successful. Their hearing
Joss was 70 dB or greater as
measured in the beuwter ear. The
study showed that this group of
nudenu were oral oriented. All

one used spcech and
speechmdmg as the primary mode
of communication. Before entering
college only four knew or used any
sign language. Much of this has to
do with the fact that twenty-eight of
them had been mainstreamed in
public or private schools for their
carlier education. The study also
showed that these students came
from families which in general had
academic experiences and well above
average income. Their GPA’s in
high school were also well above
average. If we relate these data to
findings by Allen (1994) regarding
reading comprchension among
students leaving high school, the
character of an clite among
Menchel's population s further
underlined.  Allen estimated that
only 40 percent of the students with
severe and profound heaning loss
demonstrate reading levels at the
fourth grade equivalent or above (p.
11).!  With reference to Tinto’s
model, one can wze some of
Menchel's findings by sying that
among the participants in the study
pre-entry school attributes of oral
based communication, mainstreaming
and belonging to an ‘elite’ were
among the more distinguished
attributes. They were also goal
orieated, highly motivated,
commitred, academically and socially
well integraved.

The picture drawn by Menchel
showed a rather successful group of
students. However, due to sampling
procedure and sample size, it is not
possible to generalize from this
study. But his data were
unequivocal: this group of students
were, in his own terms, "gifted” and
were doing very well. Surely, his
study will contribute to the
discussion about oral and sign based
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communication and their role for
postsecondary mainstreamed
education. It further underlined the
importance of learning more about
deaf and hard-of-hearing students
enrolled in mainstreamed colleges.
In another recent study of 60
deaf and hard-of-bearing students all
over the US., English (1993)
investigated the effect of support
service on academic and social
integration. She found that support
services had a positive effect on
academic integration and academic
success, However, she also found
that the service did not seem to
facilitate social integration. Besides
these findings, her study also
indicated that students reporung
greater interaction with faculty were
more likely 1o have better grades and
that those with better grades bad a
stronger intention to stay. Although
this study did not address the
question of staying or withdrawing,
some of the results were in
accordance with the findings
reported by Stinson, and his
colleagues.  Academic integration
(fncil:uud by support service) had a
positive impact on the academic
performance which results in a
higher likelihood of staying put.
The sense of loneliness is an
important aspect of integration. A
study by Murphy and Newlon (1987)
addressed the question of loneliness
and mainstreamed hearing-impaired
students. They pointed out that no
study had so far published any
results  concerning  this. One
hundred seventy hearing-impaired
students answered a questionnaire (a
revised UCLA Lonecliness Scale
measurement). These students were
a group of volunteers among a total
sample of 446 students (38 percent)
attending eight mainstream
colleges/universities. The authors
found that hearing-impaired students
were more lonely than their hearing
peers, that hard-of-hearing were not
more lonely than deaf students, and

freshmen were not more lonely than
upper class students. The same goes
for male and female. A second
category of relationships (how
different aspects of mainstreaming
were related to loneliness) were
found. They suggested that the

following five factors relared
inversely to loneliness: (a)
satisfaction with parental

relationships, (b) peer relationships,
() adjustment to disability, (d)
comfort with speech and (¢) sign
language.

Summary

It was shown in these studies
that proximity does not
automatically lead to integration,
neither in a classsoom nor on a
campus. In the classroom the
identified as a separate grouwp of
students, both spatially and socially.
Their ability to participate depended
on whether the instructor used
smultaneous communication or not.
If so, the deaf students vook part in
the discussions as much as their
hearing peers. This fact stresses both
the important role of the instructor
and that communication is the focal
point. The latter is also what a
majority of the studies in the
previous section indicated.

The question of socal
interaction was shown to be a very
complex issue. Individual
characteristics interact with
environmental characteristics, which
make it hard 10 predict the outcome.
However, one important conclusion
s that institutional factors seems
only to provide opportunitics or
create barriers for interaction.

Studies outside NTID indicated
students at regular colleges are
“gifted", oral oriented, and are doi
well. Not much is known about the
stuation for freshman hearing
impaired students outside NTID.
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