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Abstract: Adolescence has long been viewed as a time of rapid change in many domains 

including physical, cognitive, and social. Adolescents must adapt based on developing skills 

and needs and acclimate to growing environmental pressures. Deaf adolescents are often faced 

with the additional challenge of managing these adaptations in a hearing world, where com-

munication and access to information, especially about their social world, are incomplete at best 

and nonexistent at worst. This article discusses the research on several factors that influence a 

deaf adolescent’s adaptation, including quality of life, self-concept, and identity development. 

Gaps in our knowledge are pointed out with suggestions for future research programs that can 

facilitate optimal development in adolescents who are deaf.
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Introduction
Adolescence is a time when individuals are faced with the task of figuring out who 

they are and how they fit into the world as they go through many physical and emo-

tional changes.1 These changes, as they transition into adolescence, may cause those 

individuals to be self-conscious or sensitive as they compare themselves to others 

around them within social environments.2,3 It can be a time of confusion, where they 

start to notice differences between themselves and others, making them particularly 

susceptible to social and cultural pressures.4,5

This transition is trying for a typical teenager, but what if the teenager has the 

additional challenge of being a deaf person in a hearing world? In the United States, 

one in every 1,000 children is born with some sort of hearing loss.6 The term “deaf ” 

can refer to a range of individuals from those who are profoundly deaf to those who 

consider themselves hard-of-hearing. Deaf and hard-of-hearing (DHH) children find 

themselves in a unique acculturative situation, where an extra level of complexity is 

added to their struggle of personal development. The additional changes and processes 

these children are experiencing are distinct from other adolescents.

Families of deaf children are faced with decisions that families with a typically 

hearing child do not experience.7 For example, parents of deaf children must make 

decisions regarding assistive technology and the mode of communication to be used 

with their child. Parents must also determine whether they will send their children to 

mainstream schools or deaf institutes and whether they want to introduce their child 

to the Deaf community (Deaf with an upper case “D” denotes membership in the Deaf 

culture or Deaf community; deaf with a lower case “d” is an audiological description). 
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Decisions made early in a deaf child’s life will inevitably 

affect them as they transition into adolescence.

The advancement of assistive technology has provided 

parents of deaf children a crucial decision, whether to provide 

assistive technology, and if so, which one? Hearing aids have 

been popular; however, a growing technology for various 

levels and causes of hearing loss is the cochlear implant 

(CI). Both hearing aids and a CI have the potential to pro-

vide a wide range of benefits, whether the benefit is spoken 

language acquisition or general awareness of sounds in the 

environment.8 A hearing aid is an electronic device that is 

worn in, or behind the ear that amplifies certain sounds and 

depends largely on the individual’s residual hearing; the more 

profound the hearing loss, the less likely hearing aids will 

be effective. CIs, on the other hand, are surgically implanted 

devices that convert sound into “electrical impulses” that are 

transmitted to the auditory nerve and then to the auditory 

centers of the brain.8 CIs send stimuli directly to the brain 

in order to perceive sound, rather than devices that amplify 

sound such as hearing aids.9 The success of the CI is not based 

solely on the residual hearing of the individual but rather the 

cause of deafness as well.8

Although the success of these devices is not guaranteed, 

many parents’ primary concern is whether their child can 

succeed in the hearing world. They may be drawn to these 

devices, wanting the best for their child. Parents often 

believe that these devices will turn their child into a hearing 

individual, when, in fact, their child is still deaf and will 

still need to learn what certain sounds mean.8 Furthermore, 

the job of the CI is not to restore hearing but rather to give 

a deaf individual an alternate avenue to perceive sound.10 

The result of this assumption is that some deaf children are 

deprived of a language-rich environment, causing a delay 

in their linguistic development. Even some deaf individuals 

who are provided with linguistic intervention still struggle to 

communicate orally.11 This can cause another layer of compli-

cation when deaf adolescents try to develop an identity. Are 

they able to communicate appropriately? Should the devices 

be successful, and do they identify as hearing or deaf? With 

whom do they fit? Should they embrace a spoken language, 

or is a signed language still more appropriate? On the other 

hand, some parents may decide not to use assistive technol-

ogy regardless of whether their child would be able to use 

them successfully, and accept the child as a deaf individual. 

Regardless of the parents’ decision, their child’s exposure 

to language will be crucial, which may be lacking, should a 

language-rich environment not be available.

Early language exposure is a major contributor to a deaf 

individual’s life. Typically, children learn language effort-

lessly. However, deaf children are not able to do so as effort-

lessly because they face an extra obstacle, a lack of access to 

a shared language. Remarkably, ∼95% of deaf children are 

born to hearing parents who have limited or no knowledge 

of a signed language.11 Many deaf individuals are unable to 

benefit from exposure to spoken language, leaving them at a 

disadvantage in the early stages of development.12–14 Failure 

to access communication often denies deaf children their 

“rightful opportunity to learn and understand others”.14 As 

a result, some deaf adolescents struggle to internalize appro-

priate behavior models, learn self-regulation strategies, and 

often misunderstand social norms.

There are an inordinate number of psychological differ-

ences between deaf children of deaf parents and deaf children 

of hearing parents, some of which are linked to effective 

communication.15 For example, deaf children of deaf parents, 

who had a shared and early access to language, typically 

demonstrate better academic performance, exhibit a more 

positive self-image, are less prone to impulsivity, and are 

even more proficient in English.16 Researchers Meadow,17 

Montanini Manfredi,18 and Scheetz19 similarly concluded and 

emphasized the importance of a shared language for a deaf 

child’s development of self-concept and identity.

Having a shared language has a profound impact on the 

success of a deaf child; however, it is not the only factor. 

Parents of deaf children must make the decision whether 

to send their children to a mainstream school with hearing 

children or to enroll them in a deaf program. Those enrolled 

in mainstream schools have the additional challenge of 

identifying themselves among their hearing peers, many of 

whom may not share a language with them. Some research 

supports the enrollment of deaf children in mainstream pro-

grams based on the potential for cognitive gains; however, 

social consequences must be considered.20 The possible 

impact of the child’s academic and social adaptation must 

be considered for those enrolled with hearing peers as well. 

In a review of literature analyzing deaf programs versus 

mainstream schools, Musselman et al21 concluded that there 

is substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that deaf-

specific programs promote more successful socioemotional 

growth compared to mainstream schools. This still rings 

true in recent years as deaf children in mainstream schools 

experience dinner table syndrome: watching hearing peers 

converse while remaining unable to decipher what they are 

saying.22 It is not uncommon for deaf children in mainstream 
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schools to be one of few, if not the only deaf individual.22 

Hearing peers may not consider that the deaf adolescent 

cannot access their conversation and might not make accom-

modations to include them. Unsurprisingly, deaf students in 

mainstream programs reported feeling “socially isolated and 

lonely” and “have lower self-esteem than those students in 

special schools”.20

Research has shown that deaf adolescents in mainstream 

schools have higher levels of academic achievement than 

their peers in special programs; however, these findings 

are potentially misleading.23 Deaf programs, though they 

may present the deaf adolescent with a more accessible 

linguistic environment, might include a very different popu-

lation. Often, deaf programs include deaf adolescents with 

additional disabilities, whereas mainstream schools tend to 

enroll deaf individuals without additional disabilities. With 

that being said, deaf adolescents in mainstream schools are 

stimulated by the extra challenge of meeting requirements 

with a language barrier and are, therefore, obligated to invent 

new methods to survive.24

It is clear how complicated life can be for a growing 

deaf individual. Studying development in DHH adolescents 

is also quite challenging. DHH individuals differ on a wide 

array of characteristics that can affect outcomes, such as 

cause of the hearing loss, degree of hearing loss, ability to 

use residual hearing, and potentially comorbid disorders 

affecting  behavior. This is in addition to differences in 

communication needs and modalities, family backgrounds, 

educational environments and philosophies, and culture of 

origin. Furthermore, hearing loss tends to be a low-incidence 

disorder. Thus, recruiting sample sizes that are large enough 

to examine hypotheses with some power or rigor is difficult. 

The result is that many studies on DHH adolescents are 

exploratory or suggestive more than confirmatory.

Despite the research challenges, scholars have been 

working on understanding the levels of complexity that a 

deaf individual may experience as they enter adolescence. 

To gain a better understanding of what this adaptation might 

entail, we will examine three overlapping areas of research. 

The first area relates to the deaf individual’s overall quality of 

life and what factors may contribute to the quality of life. The 

second is the development of self-concept that exists in these 

individuals as they transition into adolescence. The third, and 

arguably the most prominent area of research, is how identity 

develops in deaf youth based on their experiences in life and 

their current environment. These areas were chosen because 

they relate to overall mental health and adjustment and are 

commonly challenged during adolescence. There are also a 

small but growing number of studies that have attempted to 

address these topics. For each of the topics examined here, 

studies were reviewed if they included DHH adolescents 

and addressed the topic. If the study focused only on chil-

dren or only on adults, it was not considered for the present 

discussion.

Quality of life
Quality of life has been examined in a modest number of 

studies, examining variables such as age, degree of hearing 

loss, school placement, and perhaps, most frequently, use of 

a CI. The World Health Organization described the concept 

quality of life as the way an individual sees, “… their posi-

tion in life in the context of culture and value systems in 

which they live and in relation to their goals, expectations, 

standards, and concerns”.25 The questions in quality of life 

research are how does the person feel about themselves, 

how they are progressing in life, how do they see their peers 

and family treating them, and what do they think of their 

environment, such as school, church, or work? In addition 

to a general quality-of-life concept, researchers have looked 

at what is called health-related quality of life that asks about 

how an individual sees their life in connection with a medical 

condition or some sort of disability.26

DHH versus hearing youth
Much of the research involving DHH children and adoles-

cents asks whether they are performing as well as their hear-

ing peers. This is perhaps the most common research design 

with DHH people. Regarding quality of life, the question 

is whether their quality of life is lower than their typically 

hearing peers. The follow-up question, regardless of the first 

answer, is what influences that quality of life? As always, the 

answer to this sort of question is complicated by the large 

number of confounding variables mentioned earlier and by 

the fact that these constructs are full of intricate relationships. 

Several studies have found that DHH youth report overall 

lower quality of life than hearing youth. Fellinger et al27 in 

an adult sample from Austria found that deaf people there 

reported a generally lower quality of life than the normative 

German population. When Fellinger et al completed a similar 

study with Austrian children and youth, they obtained more 

complicated findings. Parents of DHH youth tended to have a 

positive view of their children’s lives and progress.  However, 

the children and adolescents themselves noted areas of chal-

lenge. They were more positive than hearing peers about 
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school and family but less satisfied with their  physical health, 

recreational pursuits, and general interests. DHH youth 

also were reported to have more mental health problems 

or symptoms than their hearing peers as well.28 Similarly, 

 Gilman et al29 found that hearing youth reported more posi-

tive satisfaction than DHH youth. The domain that was most 

substantially different was the domain on friendship, which 

again is consistent with the study of Fellinger et al.28

Trapp-Petty completed a study where she examined a 

construct called sense of coherence and quality of life in deaf 

and hearing youth aged 8–17 years. Sense of coherence was 

defined as “… a compilation of personal factors that deter-

mine someone’s capacity to respond to stressful  situations”.30 

She found that children who were considered more resilient 

and with better coping skills saw life as  generally more satis-

fying. At the same time, Trapp-Petty’s data showed that, over-

all, the deaf participants generally reported a lower quality 

of life than hearing children. There was only one area where 

the deaf children did not differ from their hearing peers and 

that was in a satisfaction with a sense of self. But in areas of 

family, friends, emotions, and school, the DHH participants 

reported lower levels of satisfaction.

Influences on quality of life
Researchers have examined a number of variables in con-

nection with quality of life, including receiving a CI, type of 

educational setting, and, to a lesser extent, home life. Duarte 

et al presented evidence from a Portuguese sample showing 

that DHH adolescents without an implant reported a lower 

quality of life than their hearing counterparts. However, for 

implanted DHH adolescents, there was no discernible differ-

ence between the groups.31 Huber obtained more complicated 

results in an Austrian sample of children and adolescents. 

Using the KINDL-R,32 she found that children with a CI 

reported lower quality of life than hearing children, with a 

large effect size. However, the adolescents with a CI did not 

differ from their hearing peers. Huber also obtained ratings 

from parents of the adolescents and reported that the ado-

lescents’ and parents’ ratings did not differ from each other. 

This study, however, had a small number of adolescents (only 

eleven).33 In contrast, Warner-Czyz et al,34 in a much larger 

sample from the United States, found using the KINDL that 

health-related quality of life worsened as children with a 

CI aged.

Other researchers have attempted to determine whether a 

CI seems to improve the quality of life over other technolo-

gies, such as hearing aids. For example, Meyer et al35 studied 

the quality of life using a measure that had a DHH section.36 

They also looked at the type of school program the adoles-

cent attended. In general, they found that children with a CI 

reported better quality of life than those with hearing aids in 

mainstream education programs. This was true regardless of 

whether the school had a specific DHH program or whether 

the child was more isolated. However, when looking at 

schools for the deaf, participants who did not use technology 

had higher participation scores and also were less troubled 

by stigma-related concerns. Hintermair also reported similar 

data in a German sample. He was interested specifically in 

classroom participation of DHH youth. His data showed 

that students who reported that they participate well in their 

classroom reported higher quality of life in several areas, 

including school and peer connections. He also reported that 

his DHH sample was fairly comparable, overall, to typically 

hearing children.37

Given these complicated findings in Meyer et al regarding 

CI and school placement, Schick et al looked specifically at 

whether school placement made a difference in quality of 

life. They did not look particularly at the impact of having a 

CI but did control for age, sex, hearing level, and depression. 

In general, they found that there was no difference according 

to school placement such that DHH children in mainstream 

programs did not appear to have any lower quality of life. 

Schick et al emphasized that this was true even though they 

used a measure that focused on hearing loss issues. However, 

there were some other complicated interactions depending on 

whether the DHH adolescent had deaf versus hearing parents. 

They also reported that for their older adolescents, scores 

on participation dropped, particularly for mainstreamed 

students.38 Stinson et al39 found similar results in high-school 

seniors almost 20 years ago.

Kushalnagar et al, in a large-scale study, examined quality 

of life in DHH adolescents particularly as it related to how 

well the youth perceived communication with their parents. 

DHH youth were asked to rate how well they understood their 

parents’ communication with them and also filled out a quality 

of life survey and a measure of depression. Their data showed 

that the better the DHH adolescents believed they understood 

their parents, the better their quality of life report. This was 

especially true for those areas of quality of life that relate to 

DHH issues, such as participation and acceptance.40

It is difficult to draw a definitive conclusion from the 

research on quality of life in DHH youth. However, it can be 

said that some DHH adolescents do feel satisfied with their 

lives and experience as much of a sense of enjoyment as their 

typically hearing peers. At the same time, it seems evident 

that a number of factors play a role in that satisfaction with 

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics 2016:7submit your manuscript | www.dovepress.com

Dovepress 

Dovepress

70

Brice and Strauss

www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com


life. Receiving and using a CI seems generally advantageous, 

although family composition (deaf vs hearing parents) and 

type of school attended are important as well. Home com-

munication and a sense of being understood also play a 

major role. Furthermore, deaf adolescents do have different 

concerns than their hearing peers and seem to rate friendship 

and recreation as more important or more challenging for 

them than their hearing peers, consistent with the idea that 

communication skills are critical at this stage.

Self-concept
How we conceive of ourselves and describe ourselves have 

been a topic of interest for psychologists at least since 

 William James proposed the idea of a Me-self, the object of 

a knower, and the I-self, the knower doing the  observing.41 

The importance of this research is supported by the connec-

tion that has been found in the typically hearing population 

between self-concept or self-esteem and mental health.42,43 

Research with deaf youth has also confirmed the connec-

tion. Both Hindley et al44 and Mejstad et al45 found that low 

self-esteem predicted mental health problems. In a study 

in the Netherlands, Van Gent et al studied a group of deaf 

adolescents, all with normal cognitive abilities. They found 

a moderate relationship between global self-worth and 

 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual-IV emotional disorders.46 

Van Gent et al went further and looked for potential moder-

ating variables in this relationship. They found that it was a 

combination of low self-esteem and acquired deafness that 

was the significant risk factor. Youth with a more profound 

hearing loss fared better than those with a less severe loss; 

uncomplicated genetic causes of hearing loss – as opposed 

to other etiologies – had healthier development. The data of 

Van Gent et al suggest the importance of self-concept in the 

development of deaf youth and the need to examine other 

variables related to hearing loss in order to more deeply 

understand how deaf adolescents are adapting.46

DHH versus hearing youth
As with quality of life, a common research question is whether 

DHH adolescents have lower self-esteem than their hearing 

peers. The argument has been that DHH youth have more 

challenges to a positive self-concept and, therefore, may not 

have as positive a self-concept or high a level of self-esteem. 

However, the data thus far have not been consistent. Some 

researchers have found that the self-esteem of DHH children 

and adolescents is lower than their hearing peers.47–50 Other 

researchers have not obtained significant differences between 

deaf and hearing youth.51–53 However, the older studies on 

self-concept that did not find a difference used different 

measures of self-concept than the more current research, such 

as teacher report or an old self-report self-concept scale with 

students from one classroom in only one school.51,52

The research by Van Gent et al utilized Harter’s Self-

 Perception Profile for Adolescents, along with a measure 

of ego development, which they argued represents James’s 

“I-self ”. The deaf adolescents, in comparison to hearing peers, 

were lower in social acceptance and close friendships. They 

scored higher than their hearing peers in their views on their 

physical appearance. The deaf youth also scored lower on their 

measure of ego development. Van Gent et al went further and 

performed a cluster analysis on the deaf sample, finding three 

clusters of youth in terms of social competence. One was 

uniformly high competence in all areas; one was uniformly 

low across all areas. The third one was characterized by low 

social acceptance but high physical appearance.49,54

Influences on self-concept
Despite the importance of CIs to the lives of deaf youth and 

their families, very little research focuses specifically on self-

concept. As reviewed earlier, much of it focuses on quality 

of life. Sahli and Belgin, in a Turkish sample, did examine 

self-esteem in adolescents after receiving a CI. They found 

that pre- to post-implant, there was improvement in self-

esteem in CI users and that no noticeable differences were 

found between CI users and hearing peers.55 Leigh et al had 

more complex results and interpretation. In their study of deaf 

adolescents with and without a CI, they concluded that other 

mediating factors, such as acculturation status and school 

placement, exert influence on psychosocial outcomes.56

School placement is believed to play a role in self- concept, 

as school placement determines the type of peer group the 

deaf student has. If self-concept is determined in part by 

comparisons with a social group, then the characteristics of 

that group are important. Weisel and Kamara,50 for example, 

found lower levels of self-esteem and secure attachment in an 

adult sample, all of whom had attended mainstream educa-

tion programs. Van Gurp57 in a study specifically focusing 

on school placement type found that there were academic 

advantages to attending mainstream programs, but social 

advantages in attending more segregated settings. However, 

Leigh et al,56 along with others, found social and self-esteem 

advantages in mainstream students.45,58 Similarly, there have 

been conflicting results reported regarding degree of hearing 

loss.50,57,59 No single study, though, has been able to control 

for all relevant confounds, such as additional disability, use 

of a CI, and school placement.
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Leigh et al56 collected data on DHH adolescents, adminis-

tering a wide variety of measures of psychosocial adjustment. 

They found clear evidence for a strong connection between 

satisfaction with home communication and scholastic self-

esteem as well as social competence self-esteem and satis-

faction with life. Similarly, Van Gent et al49 found through 

hierarchical regression analyses that signing during childhood 

and quality of parent–child communication predicted global 

self worth. This is consistent with Kushalnagar et al,40 and 

their finding that satisfaction with home communication or 

understanding parents predicted better ratings on quality 

of life. Older research also obtained results suggesting that 

skilled signing in parents is related to higher levels of self-

esteem in deaf youth.60,61

As with quality of life, some DHH adolescents develop 

a positive self-concept. Once again, communication skills 

appear to play a major role. This is true for communication 

in the home with family and in school with peers. When there 

is clear and easy communication, self-concept develops in 

ways that are similar to typically hearing youth.

Identity
Defining identity
There is no single definition to encompass all aspects of the 

word “identity.” Fearon, in an attempt to define such a multi-

faceted concept, defined identity in two parts: social inclusion 

as defined by common attributes and expected behaviors of 

group members and as unchangeable unique aspects of the 

individual in which they hold great pride (JD Fearon, unpub-

lished manuscript, 1999). Identity, in a sense, represents the 

“intersection of the individual and society”.62 A person’s 

identity can include, but is not limited to, race, sex, sexual 

preference, heritage, religion, and, in the case of a DHH indi-

vidual, hearing status. An important stage in the development 

of identity occurs during adolescence. In fact, “adolescence is 

dominated by ‘identity work’; the business of developing and 

maintaining personal identities”.63 For DHH individuals, they 

must figure out what being deaf means to them. In this way, 

identity is unique from both quality of life and self-concept. 

Hearing individuals rarely consider their identity in terms 

of their hearing status, whereas this status can become very 

important for a deaf person. The question becomes not how 

deaf individuals identify themselves compared to hearing, but 

rather how a deaf person identifies themselves both within the 

deaf community and the hearing world.

“Identity” is a term that is heard often in the deaf com-

munity. Although Social Identity Theory posits that there are 

two opposite positions a person can take in their community 

(as a member or as a separate individual), DHH individuals 

tend to lie along a spectrum.64 Deaf identity should not be 

considered as a static concept. In fact, in a study by McIlroy 

and Storbeck, it was found that DHH people are always 

seeking a sense of belonging and that belonging can be 

found in the deaf world, the hearing world, or both. They 

must figure out for themselves how strongly they identify 

with each culture.65

Maxwell-McCaw and Zea66 developed and validated 

the Deaf Acculturation Scale (DAS), adapted from the 

pre-existing Birman and Zea Acculturation Scale in order 

to assess deaf identities.67 The DAS consists of two overall 

acculturation scales: Acculturation to Deaf Culture (DASd) 

and Acculturation to Hearing Culture (DASh). The implica-

tion of this scale is that DHH individuals do show diversity 

in terms of how acculturated they are in either the deaf or 

hearing world, including those who consider themselves to 

be completely bicultured.

Research has suggested that those who choose to be more 

individual, separating themselves from the deaf community, 

often seek their identity in the hearing world.56 These indi-

viduals tend to view their deafness as a hearing “impairment” 

and strive to emulate their hearing peers.65 Conversely, those 

who are strongly involved in the Deaf community may find 

meaning in their life through that involvement. However, 

there are deaf individuals who are successful in the hearing 

world, while remaining involved in the Deaf community, and 

vice versa.68 In fact, in her study, Bat-Chava concluded that 

DHH individuals who chose to involve themselves both in 

the hearing and in the deaf culture presented improved aca-

demic and professional success compared to their peers, as 

well as higher levels of self-esteem. These individuals were 

still able to maintain a strong deaf identity, while being able 

to function appropriately in the hearing world.

Glickman69 posited in his study that just as other biracial 

and bicultural individuals do, bicultural DHH individuals go 

through four stages of identity development.70 These stages 

move from internalizing the need to match their hearing 

peers (hearing identity), confusion regarding where they 

belong, to immersion, and finally to a bicultural identity, 

integrating both the hearing and the deaf cultures. As those 

who are culturally deaf might use a capital “D” when describ-

ing their community, McIlroy71 proposed the term “DeaF” 

referring to bicultural individuals. Maxwell-McCaw found 

that DeaF individuals seemed to present an overall positive 

sense of well-being when compared to those who were hear-

ing acculturated (D Maxwell-McCaw, unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, 2001). These findings were true for those who 
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were “deaf acculturated,” suggesting that involvement in 

the Deaf community can provide some kind of psychologi-

cal  support. Subsequent researchers have agreed with the 

findings of Maxwell-McCaw, which suggest that DHH indi-

viduals often have more positive life experiences when they 

choose to be bicultural.

Like with any other human being, a DHH person’s 

identity is not limited to their hearing status. The question 

ultimately becomes, where within the hierarchy of identity 

labels do these individuals include their “deaf identity”? 

The backgrounds of deaf individuals are vastly diverse. It 

is not uncommon for these individuals to find themselves 

in a situation where they must figure out how they identify 

themselves within their own family before they even have 

a chance to identify themselves in the world. Furthermore, 

their identity within their family may have a large influence 

on how involved they might choose to be within the Deaf 

community. Some DHH individuals are naturally born into 

the deaf community, as their parents are deaf themselves 

and very involved. However, for those 95% who are born to 

hearing families, it becomes the responsibility of the parents 

and the individual themselves to gain exposure to the Deaf 

world. Those who do not experience a sense of belonging in 

their families may reach out to the Deaf community to make 

up for it and to have the chance to become a “successful 

member of society, and gain full access to its richness and 

opportunities [it provides]”.14

Influences on identity
Language
A shared communication system is necessary to avoid a 

“general sense of isolation among family members”, but 

it is common for parents to struggle to find the appropriate 

match for their child.72 Further, research has shown that 

despite their efforts, some parents who have attempted to 

learn sign language still do not feel comfortable enough to 

communicate fully.73 Whether the deaf child eventually uses 

sign, speech, or both can have a large impact on their identity 

as a deaf person. Most commonly within the deaf community, 

a signed language is used to communicate. However, there 

are many deaf individuals who cannot or choose not to sign. 

Their choice of communication may have quite an impact on 

whether they chose to be a part of the Deaf community.

The “Other”
The idea of the “other” is a “post-modern construct taken up by 

theorists working in the area of disability”.74 Although deafness 

is not always viewed as a disability, this concept can become 

important when trying to understand how deaf people define 

themselves. “Otherness is based on the notion of difference 

coupled with issues of power. Through the process of othering, 

people in the dominant group marginalize those whom they 

view as different”.74 For deaf people, there is a common pheno-

menon where hearing individuals place DHH individuals in 

the role of the other, labeling them as different from everybody 

else. Being the “other” during the period of adolescence can 

be particularly taxing given that these individuals are trying 

to figure out where they belong. This may cause them to try 

and blend in with their hearing peers so that they may identify 

more with the “dominant” group. Some, however, may be 

perfectly fine identifying as different from the hearing world, 

embracing their culture, language, and values.74

School placement
As with self-concept, a large factor in identity construction 

is social interaction and practice in schools.74,75 DHH ado-

lescents undergoing identity changes must also confront the 

“challenges of being deaf in a sound-dominated environment 

not always attuned to their auditory and visual needs”.56 This 

is particularly true in the school setting. Major findings in 

research have suggested that DHH students who are put 

in mainstream schools with hearing peers might develop 

friendships with them, but the interaction will remain within 

the school setting.76 A study conducted by Leigh explored 

oral DHH adults in mainstream schools. Results showed 

that most felt as though their experience in mainstream 

schools had a positive effect on their identity development; 

however, about one-third reported feelings of isolation and 

 insecurity.77 Naturally, much has changed since these studies 

were conducted, but the sentiment has remained the same. 

When DHH individuals are placed in mainstream schools, 

they are often the only DHH person enrolled, if not, among a  

select few. This can make it difficult for them to identify with 

their peers and find their place among them. Their experience 

may differ depending on what kind of support is provided 

for them, but the experience is still very different from those 

enrolled in deaf programs.

Communication barriers may make it difficult for these 

students to participate appropriately in class, which can 

lead to exclusion. Those who support the integration of 

deaf individuals in mainstream schools may argue that their 

attendance provides them with more chances for social inter-

action and to acquire the necessary skills to survive in the 

hearing world.78,79 In the study of McIlroy and Storbeck, one 

participant felt as though “grow[ing] up Deaf is associated 

with an inferior education and [having] limited opportunities 
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in life and treatment as an inferior person”.65 The participant 

further explained that this is why she seeks opportunities in 

hearing environments, such as a mainstream school.

Those who argue against integration base their opin-

ion on qualitative research showing that DHH children in 

mainstream schools feel isolated and excluded. In addition, 

integration into mainstream schools can have a profound 

effect on how the DHH child develops his or her identity.80 

Instead, those who are against integration prefer that DHH 

individuals be placed in special deaf programs so that they 

may have an equal chance to participate in class in an 

accessible environment. While this may be true, the school 

environment in these deaf programs is vastly different than 

that of mainstream schools, which may have implications for 

psychosocial and identity development.81–83

Conclusion
Any adolescent is going to be tasked with figuring out who 

they are in the context of themselves and others. For deaf 

children, there are extra obstacles and components that con-

tribute to their already difficult transition into adolescence. 

This population has presented with some challenges for 

researchers given the fact that most prior research tends to 

be exploratory. While work continues on understanding the 

complexity of deaf individuals, research points to several 

important factors. The decisions parents make about cochlear 

implantation, school placement, and communication choices 

have major ramifications for their children’s development. 

Good communication at home predicts better outcomes. CIs 

can be beneficial, even though they are not without contro-

versy. Having a group with which one can align one’s self 

leads to better adjustment. And, identity is a continuing and 

complex challenge for DHH adolescents. Furthermore, the 

cause of the hearing loss and additional disabilities, common 

in DHH groups, influences development. DHH adolescents 

can and do develop in healthy ways. But, future research 

must parse out the complicated interactions between these 

unique factors in their lives to best support their optimal 

development.

Disclosure
The authors report no conflict of interest in this work.

References
1. Blakemore SJ, Mills KL. Is adolescence a sensitive period for socio-

cultural processing? Annu Rev Psychol. 2014;65:187–207.
2. Crone EA, Dahl RE. Understanding adolescence as a period of 

social-affective engagement and goal flexibility. Nat Rev Neurosci. 
2012;13:636–650.

 3. Peper JS, Dahl RE. Surging hormones – brain-behavior interactions 
during puberty. Curr Dir Psychol Sci. 2013;22:134–139.

 4. Choudhury S. Culturing the adolescent brain: what can neuroscience learn 
from anthropology? Soc Cogn Affect Neurosci. 2010;5:159–167.

 5. Fiske ST. Handbook of Neuroscience for the Behavioral Sciences. 
New York: Wiley; 2009.

 6. Finitzo T, Albright K, O’Neal J. The newborn with hearing loss:  detection 
in the nursery. Pediatrics. 1998;102(6):1452–1460.

 7. Luckner JL, Velaski A. Healthy families of children who are deaf. 
Am Ann Deaf. 2004;149(4):324–335.

 8. Paludneviciene R, Leigh I. Cochlear Implants: Evolving Perspectives. 
Washington, DC: Gallaudet University Press; 2011.

 9. American Speech-Language-Hearing Association [webpage on the 
Internet]. Cochlear Implants [Technical Report]. 2004. Available from: 
www.asha.org/policy. Accessed February 26, 2016.

 10. Zwolan T. Cochlear Implants [Audiology Information Series]. Rockville, 
MD: American Speech-Language-Hearing Association; 2011.

 11. Napoli DJ, Mellon NK, Niparko JK, et al. Should all deaf children learn 
sign language? Pediatrics. 2015;136(1):170–176.

 12. Schlesinger HS, Acree MC. Antecedents of achievement and adjustment 
in deaf adolescents. In: Anderson GB, Watson D, editors. Habilitation 
and Rehabilitation of Deaf Adolescents. Washington, DC: Gallaudet 
College Press; 1984:48–61.

 13. Vaccari C, Marschark M. Communication between parents and deaf 
children: implications for social-emotional development. J Child 
 Psychol Psychiatry. 1997;38:793–802.

 14. Calderon R, Greenberg M. Social and emotional development of 
deaf children: family, school, and program effects. In: Marschark M, 
Spencer PE, editors. Oxford Handbook of Deaf Studies, Language, 
and Education. Vol. 1. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford University Press; 
2011:188–199.

 15. Stinson M. Affective and social development. In: Nowell RC, 
 Marshak LE, editors. Understanding Deafness and the Rehabilitation 
Process. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon; 1994:51–82.

 16. Humphries T, Kushalnagar P, Mathur G, et al. Language acquisition 
for deaf children: reducing the harms of zero tolerance to the use of 
alternative approaches. Harm Reduct J. 2012;9(1):16.

 17. Meadow KP. Deafness and Child Development. Berkeley, CA: Univer-
sity of California Press; 1980.

 18. Montanini Manfredi M. The emotional development of deaf children. 
In: Marschark M, Clark MD, editors. Psychological Perspectives on 
Deafness. Hillsdale, NJ: LEA; 1993:49–64.

 19. Scheetz NA. Orientation to Deafness. Boston: Allyn and Bacon; 
1993.

 20. Nunes T, Pretzlik U, Olsson J. Deaf children’s social relationships in 
mainstream schools. Deafness Educ Int. 2001;3(3):123–136.

 21. Musselman C, Mootilal A, MacKay S. The social adjustment of deaf 
adolescents in segregated, partially integrated, and mainstreamed 
 settings. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 1996;1:52–63.

 22. Hauser PC, O’Hearn A, McKee M, Steider A, Thew D. Deaf episte mology: 
deafhood and deafness. Am Ann Deaf. 2010;154(5):486–492.

 23. Angelides P, Aravi C. A comparative perspective on the experiences 
of deaf and hard of hearing individuals as students at mainstream and 
special schools. Am Ann Deaf. 2006;151(5):476–487.

 24. Angelides P, Aravi C. A comparative perspective on the experiences 
of deaf and hard of hearing individuals as students at mainstream and 
special schools. Am Ann Deaf. 2007;151(5):476–487.

 25. The WHOQOL Group. The World Health Organization Quality of 
Life assessment (WHOQOL): position paper from the World Health 
Organization. Soc Sci Med. 1995;41:1403–1409.

 26. Lin FR, Niparko JK. Measuring health-related quality of life after 
pediatric cochlear implantation: a systematic review. Int J Pediatr 
Otorhinolaryngol. 2006;70:1695–1706.

 27. Fellinger J, Holzinger D, Dobner U, et al. An innovative and reliable 
way of measuring health-related quality of life and mental distress in 
the deaf community. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2005;40: 
245–250.

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics 2016:7submit your manuscript | www.dovepress.com

Dovepress 

Dovepress

74

Brice and Strauss

www.asha.org/policy
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com


 28. Fellinger J, Holzinger D, Sattel H, Laucht M. Mental health and quality 
of life in pupils. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2008;17:414–423.

 29. Gilman R, Easterbrooks SR, Frey M. A preliminary study of multi-
dimensional life satisfaction among deaf/hard-of-hearing youth across 
environmental settings. Soc Indic Res. 2004;66(1–2):143–164.

 30. Trapp-Petty MA. Health-Related Quality of Life and Sense of  Coherence 
[Unpublished dissertation]. Minneapolis, MN: Walden University; 
2014.

 31. Duarte I, Costa Santos C, Rego G, Nunes R. Health-related quality of 
life in children and adolescents with cochlear implants: self and proxy 
reports. Acta Otolaryngol. 2014;134(9):881–889.

 32. Ravens-Sieberer U, Hölling H, Bettge S, Wietzker A. Erfassung von 
psychischer Gesundheit und Lebensqualitat im Kinder- und Jugendge-
sundheitssurvey. [Assessment of Mental Health and Quality of Life in 
the National Health Interview and Examination Survey for Children 
and Adolescents]. Gesundheitswesen. 2002;64:30–35. German.

 33. Huber M. Health-related quality of life of Austrian children and 
adolescents with cochlear implants. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 
2005;69:1089–1101.

 34. Warner-Czyz AD, Loy B, Roland PS, Tong L, Tobey EA. Parent versus 
child assessment of quality of life in children using cochlear implants. 
Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 2009;73:1423–1429.

 35. Meyer A, Sie K, Skalicky A, et al. Quality of life in youth with severe 
to profound sensorineural hearing loss. JAMA Otolaryngol Head Neck 
Surg. 2013;139:294–300.

 36. Patrick D, Edwards T, Skalicky A, et al. Cross-sectional measurement 
properties of a quality of life instrument for deaf or hard of hearing 
youth. Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg. 2011;1(45):137–145.

 37. Hintermair M. Health-related quality of life and classroom participation 
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students in general schools. J Deaf Stud 
Deaf Educ. 2011;16(2):254–271.

 38. Schick B, Skalicky A, Edwards T, Kushalnagar P, Topolski T, Patrick D. 
School placement and perceived quality of life in youth who are deaf 
or hard of hearing. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2013;18:47–61.

 39. Stinson MS, Whitmire K, Kluwin TN. Self-perceptions of social 
relationships in hearing-impaired adolescents. J Educ Psychol. 
1996;88(1):132–143.

 40. Kushalnagar P, Topolski T, Schick B, Edwards T, Skalicky A, Patrick D. 
Mode of communication, perceived level of understanding and per-
ceived quality of life in youth who are deaf or hard-of-hearing. J Deaf 
Stud Deaf Educ. 2011;16(4):512–523.

 41. James W. Principles of Psychology. Chicago, IL: Encyclopedia 
 Brittannica; 1890.

 42. Baumeister RF, Smart L, Boden JM. Relation of threatened egotism to 
violence and aggression: the dark side of high self-esteem. Psychol Rev. 
1996;103:5–33.

 43. Harter S. Self-processes and developmental psychopathology. In: 
 Cicchietti D, Cohen DJ, editors. Developmental Psychopathology. 
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley; 2006:370–418.

 44. Hindley PA, Hill PD, McGuigan S, Kitson N. Psychiatric disorder in 
deaf and hearing impaired children and young people: a prevalence 
study. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 1994;35:917–934.

 45. Mejstad L, Heiling K, Svedin CG. Mental health and self-image 
among deaf and hard of hearing children. Am Ann Deaf. 2009;153: 
504–515.

 46. Van Gent T, Goedhart AW, Treffers PDA. Self-concept and psycho-
pathology in deaf adolescents: preliminary support for moderating 
effects of deafness-related characteristics and peer problems. J Child 
Psychol Psychiatry. 2011;52:720–728.

 47. Loeb R, Sarigiani P. The impact of hearing impairment on self-
 perceptions of children. Volta Rev. 1986;88:89–100.

 48. Tambs K. Moderate effects of hearing loss on mental health and 
 subjective well-being: from the Nord-Trøndelag hearing loss study. 
Psychosom Med. 2004;66:776–782.

 49. Van Gent T, Goedhart AW, Knoors HET, Westenberg PM, Treffers P. 
Self-concept and ego development in deaf adolescents: a comparative 
study. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2012;17:333–351.

 50. Weisel A, Kamara A. Attachment and individuation of deaf/hard of 
hearing young adults. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2005;10:51–62.

 51. Cates JA. Self-concept in hearing and prelingual, profoundly deaf 
students. A comparison of teachers’ perceptions. Am Ann Deaf. 
1991;136:354–359.

 52. Kluwin TN. Coteaching deaf and hearing students: research on social 
integration. Am Ann Deaf. 1999;144:339–344.

 53. Koelle WH, Convey JJ. The prediction of the achievement of deaf 
adolescents from self-concept and locus of control measures. Am Ann 
Deaf. 1982;127:769–779.

 54. Harter S. Manual for the Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents. Denver, 
CO: University of Denver; 1988.

 55. Sahli S, Belgin E. Comparison of self-esteem level of adolescents with 
cochlear implant and normal hearing. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 
2006;70:1601–1608.

 56. Leigh IW, Maxwell-McCaw D, Bat-Chava Y, Christiansen JB. Corre-
lates of psychosocial adjustment in deaf adolescents with and without 
cochlear implants: a preliminary investigation. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 
2009;14:244–259.

 57. Van Gurp S. Self-concept of secondary school students in different 
educational settings. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2001;6:55–69.

 58. Keilman A, Limberger A, Mann WJ. Psychological and physical well-
being in hearing impaired children. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 
2007;71:1747–1752.

 59. Jambor J, Elliot M. Self-esteem and coping strategies among deaf 
students. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2005;10:61–81.

 60. Bat-Chava Y. Antecedents of self-esteem in deaf people: a meta-
analytical review. Rehabil Psychol. 1993;38:221–234.

 61. Desselle DD. Self-esteem, family climate, and communication patterns 
in relation to deafness. Am Ann Deaf. 1994;139:322–328.

 62. Josselson R. The theory of identity development and the question 
of intervention: an introduction. In: Archer SL, editor. Interventions 
for Adolescent Identity Development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage; 
1994:12–25.

 63. Chandler D, Roberts-Young D. The Construction of Identity in the 
 Personal Home Pages of Adolescents. 1998. Available from: http://
visual-memory.co.uk/daniel/Documents/short/strasbourg.html. 
Accessed March 31, 2016.

 64. Tajfel H. Human Groups and Social Categories. Cambridge, England: 
Cambridge University Press; 1981.

 65. McIlroy G, Storbeck C. Development of deaf identity: an ethnographic 
study. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2011;16(4):494–511.

 66. Maxwell-McCaw D, Zea MC. The deaf acculturation scale (DAS): 
development and validation of a 58-item measure. J Deaf Stud Deaf 
Educ. 2011;16(3):325–342.

 67. Birman D, Zea MC. The Development of a Multidimensional Accul-
turation Scale for Latino Adolescents [Unpublished manuscript]. 
 Washington, DC: George Washington University; 1996.

 68. Bat-Chava Y. Diversity of deaf identities. Am Ann Deaf. 2000; 
145:420–428.

 69. Glickman N. The development of culturally deaf identities. In: 
 Glickman N, Harvey M, editors. Culturally Affirmative Psychotherapy 
with Deaf Persons. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum; 1996:115–153.

 70. Helms J. Black and White Racial Identity: Theory, Research, and 
 Practice. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press; 1990.

 71. McIlroy GW. Discovering Deaf Identities: A Narrative Exploration 
of Educational Experiences on Deaf Identity. Saarbrucken: Lambert 
Academic Publishers; 2010.

 72. Kluwin TN, Gaustad MG. Predicting family communication choices. 
Am Ann Deaf. 1991;136(1):28–34.

 73. Schlesinger H, Meadow K. Sound and Sign: Childhood Deafness and 
Mental Health. Berkley: University of California Press; 1972.

 74. Israelite N, Ower J, Goldstein G. Hard-of-hearing adolescents and 
 identity construction: influences of school experiences, peers, and 
teachers. J Deaf Stud Deaf Educ. 2002;7(2):134–148.

 75. Yon DA. Elusive Cultures: Schooling, Race, and Identity in Global 
Times. Albany: State University of New York Press; 2000.

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics 2016:7 submit your manuscript | www.dovepress.com

Dovepress 

Dovepress

75

Deaf adolescents in a hearing world

http://visual-memory.co.uk/daniel/Documents/short/strasbourg.html
http://visual-memory.co.uk/daniel/Documents/short/strasbourg.html
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com


 76. Ladd GW, Munson HL, Miller JK. Social integration of deaf 
 adolescents in secondary-level mainstreamed programs. Except Child. 
1984;50:420–428.

 77. Leigh IW. Inclusive education and personal development. J Deaf Stud 
Deaf Educ. 1999;4:236–245.

 78. Lynas W. Supporting the deaf child in the mainstream school: is there 
a best way? Support Learn. 1999;14(3):113–121.

 79. Powers S. Investigating good practice in supporting deaf pupils in 
mainstream schools. Educ Rev. 2001;53(2):181–189.

 80. Stewart DA, Kluwin TN. Teaching Deaf and Hard of Hearing  Students: 
Content, Strategies, and Curriculum. Boston: Allyn and Bacon; 
2001.

 81. Iantaffi A, Jarvis J, Sinka I. Deaf pupils’ views of inclusion in main-
stream schools. Deafness Educ Int. 2003;5(3):144–156.

 82. Mertens DM. Social experiences of hearing-impaired high school youth. 
Am Ann Deaf. 1989;134(1):15–19.

 83. Sinka I, Iantaffi A, Jarvis J. Inclusion: What Deaf Pupils Think. 
 Hertfordshire, UK: The Royal National Institute for Deaf People 
(RNID); 2002.

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics

Publish your work in this journal

Submit your manuscript here: http://www.dovepress.com/adolescent-health-medicine-and-therapeutics-journal

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics is an international, 
peer-reviewed, open access journal focusing on health, pathology, 
and treatment issues specific to the adolescent age group. All aspects 
of health maintenance, preventative measures and disease treatment 
interventions are addressed within the journal and practitioners from 

all disciplines are invited to submit their work as well as healthcare 
researchers and patient support groups.. The manuscript management 
system is completely online and includes a very quick and fair peer-
review system. Visit http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php to 
read real quotes from published authors.

Adolescent Health, Medicine and Therapeutics 2016:7submit your manuscript | www.dovepress.com

Dovepress 

Dovepress

Dovepress

76

Brice and Strauss

http://www.dovepress.com/adolescent-health-medicine-and-therapeutics-journal
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com

	Publication Info 2: 
	Nimber of times reviewed: 


