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Background and Objectives Although many studies have shown that cochlear implanta-
tion promotes restoration of adequate hearing and verbal ability, there is little research showing
whether patients with cochlear implants (CI) adapted well to the society by forming a good in-
terpersonal relationship. The purpose of this study was to investigate the interpersonal compe-
tence of college students who acquired good verbal ability through CI.

Subjects and Method Interpersonal competence was examined using the Korean version
of interpersonal competence questionnaire. Participants were 23 college students with CI who
had good verbal communication abilities. Their interpersonal competence was compared to
that of 28 college students with normal hearing (NH). To identify the factors contributing to the
interpersonal competence, regression analysis was performed using speech perception, vocabu-
lary and speech intelligibility as independent variables.
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Table 1. Demographic data of college students with Cl and college students with normal hearing

College student with CI
(prelingual deafness)

College student with CI
(postlingual deafness)

College student with
normal hearing

n 16

Chronoloical age (year) 21.1 (£1.6)
Age at 1st Cl (year) 7.4 (£2.4)
Duration of Cl use (year) 13.7 (£2.7)

7 28
22.6 (£1.8) 22.3 (£2.6)
12.6 (+4.7)
10.0 (£4.5)

Values are mean and standard deviation. Cl: cochlear implants
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Fig. 1. Comparison of interpersonal
competence between college stu-
dents with Cl and college students

Conflict
management

Initiation Assertion Caring

others

with NH. *p<0.05, 1p<0.01, ¥p<0.001.
Cl: cochlear implants, NH: normal
hearing.

Appropriate Total

disclosure

Table 2. The mean test score on speech perception, receptive vocabulary and speech intelligibility of college students with cochlear

implants

Pre-lingual deafness (n=16)

Post-lingual deafness (n=7)

Monosyllabic word test (phoneme) 96.3 (+2.4) 94.4 (+1.8)
REVT (raw score) 158.7 (£15.0), (n=13) 167.5 (+£6.6), (n=4)
SIR 4.4 (+0.5) 4.6 (£0.5)

Values are mean and standard deviation. REVT: Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test, SIR: speech intelligibility ratings
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Table 3. Factors affecting interpersonal competence of college

students with cochlear implants

Correlation coefficient  p value

Monosyllabic word test 0.227
REVT 0.544
SIR 0.421

0.297
0.024
0.045

REVT: Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test, SIR: sp
telligibility ratings
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Interpersonal competence (mean score)
Initiation (mean score)

n=7 n=28

n=7

Assertion (mean score)

n=28 n=7 n=28

Cl (poor NH
vocabulary)

ClI (poor NH ClI (poor NH
vocabulary) vocabulary)

- (j
3

Caring others (mean score)
Conflict management (mean score)

n=7 n=28

n=7

Self disclosure (mean score)

n=28 n=7 n=28

ClI (poor NH
vocabulary)

ClI (poor NH ClI (poor NH
vocabulary) vocabulary)

Fig. 2. Comparison of interpersonal competence between college students with Cl who are poor in vocabulary and college students with
NH. *p<0.001. CI: cochlear implants, NH: normal hearing.
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Interpersonal competence (mean score)

Cl (normal NH
vocabulary)

Initiation (mean score)

ClI (normal NH
vocabulary)

Assertion (mean score)

!

CI (normal NH
vocabulary)

Caring others (mean score)

CI (normal NH
vocabulary)

Conflict management (mean score)

Cl (normal NH
vocabulary)

Self disclosure (mean score)

|

!

ClI (normal NH
vocabulary)

Fig. 3. Comparison of interpersonal competence between college students with Cl who are normal in vocabulary and college students
with NH. *p<0.01. Cl: cochlear implants, NH: normal hearing.
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Conflict management (mean score)
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Self disclosure (mean score)
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Fig. 4. Comparison of interpersonal competence between college students with Cl whose SIR score is 4 and college students with NH.

*p<0.05, 1p<0.001. Cl: cochlear implants, NH: normal hearing, SIR: speech intelligibility ratings.
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*p<0.01. Cl: cochlear implants, NH: normal hearing, SIR: speech intelligibility ratings.
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