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DEAF EDUCATION TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS:
A SURVEY OF BEGINNING TEACHERS
Dee Anne Peneston
Dr. Motoko Akiba, Dissertation Supervisor
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between deaf education teachers'
perceptions of preparedness and their learning experiences in preparation programs and districts'
and schools' supports they receive during beginning years of teaching. Additionally, this study
provides suggestions regarding what colleges and universities and school leaders can do to
ensure beginning teachers a successful year. A total of 62 first through fifth year teachers
participated in a quantitative survey that asked their perceptions of their deaf education
programs and their districts/school supports.
Based on this study, beginning deaf education teachers reported that they received program
support such as support for the Praxis exam and the SCPI interview as well as on-going
mentor/advisor support during student teaching than in any other area. Beginning teachers also
reported that their teacher preparation program taught them Deaf/HH content (knowledge of deaf
culture/history, teaching reading/language, teaching speech, knowledge of audiology). However,
beginning teachers reported they did not feel that their program provided adequate course
content in language/communication modes, course content in special education foundation
coursework, and content in the area of Deaf Education Setting. Furthermore, beginning teachers
reported that their school districts also adequately supported them in the areas of mentor support,
professional development, administrator support, and building resources in their beginning years.
However, there were few statistically significant associations between their learning experience
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in teacher preparation programs or district and school supports and with higher level of
preparedness to teach Deaf/HH students.
Providing supports for beginning deaf education teachers begins long before they enter
their very first classroom. Ensuring that deaf education programs at the collegiate level provide
the necessary knowledge and skills is vital to the successful retention and recruitment of new
teachers for school systems. As such, universities may want to emphasize the importance of a
strong curriculum that develops a variety of skills such as working with others and a variety of
communication modes as well as focuses on course content in language and communication
modes and course content in special education foundation, etc. Universities/college
administrators who want to increase beginning preparedness may also need to foster
collaboration among schools systems to develop a more sustainable program. However, the
support should not stop there. Considering the significant role districts and schools can play in
supporting beginning teachers, school systems must increase the support they provide the
beginning teacher by doing a variety of things such as providing adequate administrator and
mentor support, providing adequate building resources, and providing adequate ongoing
professional development.
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Chapter One

More often than not, beginning deaf education teachers find themselves
unprepared for the rigors of the classroom. Many beginning deaf education teachers find
themselves frustrated, stressed, and may even leave the profession as they are not able to
meet the demands of the ever changing student body (Humphries & Allan, 2008;
Johnson, 2004; Lartz & Litchfield, 2005/2006; Marlatt, 2001; Simms & Thumann, 2007).
In order for these teachers to succeed, it is important that they receive a high quality
preparation in a teacher education program and supports from schools and districts.
This study examined beginning deaf education teachers’ experiences in their deaf
education teacher preparation programs as well as their perceptions of preparedness to
teach deaf students eleven states (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wisconsin). In addition, this study
explored their perceptions of district and school supports for beginning deaf education
teachers. Using a quantitative survey, this study sought to discover strengths and
weaknesses of those deaf education programs and district and school supports as
perceived by deaf education teachers in order to improve preservice teachers’ skills and
knowledge and identify the aspects of deaf education programs and district and school
supports that are associated with a higher level of perceived preparedness to teach among
deaf education teachers. This chapter presents the background of the study including a
brief description of the literature in chapter two, statement of the problem, research
questions, significance of the study, limitations of the study, and summary.
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Background of the Study

With the abundance of special education services and programs today, it is
surprising to find out that these services and programs have not always been around for
our special needs students. Even well after the establishment of the United States in 1776,
special education had been slow in the making. In fact, millions of children were denied
adequate schooling before special education legislation began in the 1970’s. Until the
passage of PL94-142 (now known as IDEA) in 1975, American schools educated only
one out of five children with disabilities (National Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.).
More than 1 million students were refused access to public schools and another 3.5
million received little or no effective instruction (National Center for Educational
Statistics, n.d.). Many states had laws that explicitly excluded children with certain types
of disabilities, including children who were blind, deaf, and children labeled "emotionally
disturbed" or "mentally retarded‖ (US Dept. of Education/OSEP, n.d.). Unfortunately, at
that time, parents who had children with severe disabilities had very few options: keep
their child at home or be institutionalized. Still, children with moderate disabilities were
allowed to enroll in public school systems but were likely to drop out before graduating
high school because of the lack of services, programs, and support from their school
districts (US Dep. of Education/OSEP).
Even though children with disabilities were marginalized as far back as 1933, it
wasn’t until the 1950’s that parents began advocating for the rights of children with
disabilities. Parents lobbied to promote the passage of laws that provided training for
teachers who worked with deaf, hard of hearing, or mentally retarded (now known as
intellectually disabled). In response to this movement, the Federal government allocated
2

funds to develop methods of working with children with disabilities and passed several
pieces of legislation which supported developing and implementing programs and
services to meet their needs and those of their families (US Dept. of Education). In 1961,
the Teachers of the Deaf Act (PL 87-276) provided for training of teachers to work with
the deaf or hard of hearing. In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (PL
89-10) and the State Schools Act (PL 89-313) granted funds to states to help educate
children with disabilities. In 1968, the Handicapped Children’s Early Education
Assistance Act of 1968 (PL 90-538) funded early childhood intervention for children
with disabilities. Several landmark court decisions also established the responsibility of
states to educate children with disabilities (in particular, Pennsylvania Association for
Retarded Citizens v. Commonwealth (1971) and Mills v. Board of Education of the
District of Columbia (1972).
It wasn’t until 1975, that special education had a major turning point. In 1975,
Congress passed Public Law 94-142 (Education of All Handicapped Children Act), now
known as IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act). The intent of this law was
to improve opportunities in education for handicapped children and adults (ages 3-21)
through the provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE). This law also
required all handicapped children and adults be educated in the "least restrictive
environment" to the maximum extent appropriate, meaning that they are educated with
children who are not handicapped and that special classes, separate schools or other
removal of children from their regular educational environment occurs only when the
severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes cannot be achieved. In
order to receive federal funds, states must develop and implement policies that assure
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FAPE to all children with disabilities. The state plans must be consistent with the federal
statute, Title 20 United States Code Section 1400 et.seq (20 USC 1400) (Individuals with
Disabilities Act, n.d.)
Once legislation began, a steady stream of mandates, laws and decisions
presented special needs students with opportunities previously unheard of. Suddenly, the
foundation of a quality, individualized education in an accepting, unrestricted
environment made independent living an option. These hard-won victories were a
culmination of decades of advocacy and dedication that helped build the rich selection of
special education resources in the United States today.
With the passing of PL 94-142 (now known as IDEA), deaf education was also
impacted. More and more services and programs for deaf and hard of hearing students
began to emerge all over the United States. While state sponsored schools had been in
existence since 1817, public and private schools were just beginning to establish or
expand their services and programs. Students with hearing impairments were now being
offered services such as interpreters, resource rooms, and speech therapy.
While services and programs were expanding in the 1970’s and 1980’s, today the
field of deaf education overall seems to have made little progress (Simms & Thumann,
2007; Johnson, 2004). Differing philosophies on how and what to teach deaf and hard of
hearing students have negatively impacted teacher preparation programs. Literature
suggests that deaf education programs are not adequately preparing their preservice
teachers to work in a variety of settings, with a variety of students who have differing
educational needs, thus, deaf and hard of hearing students are not ―making the
grade‖(Jones & Ewing, 2002; National Agenda, 2005, Simms &Thumann, 2007). In
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addition, there is very little research done in the area of deaf education to adequately
assist in the preparation of deaf education teachers. Furthermore, as there are only 65
programs in existence today across the country (American Annals of the Deaf, Reference
Issue, 2009) it becomes increasingly difficult to meet the demands of the teacher shortage
that we face in deaf education as well. As noted in Johnson (2004), while there has been a
significant increase in deaf and hard of hearing students in the nation’s schools from 1990
to 2000 (12,460 students), the number of teachers being prepared to teach students has
remained virtually the same (791 in1990-1991 to 788 graduates in 2001-2002). This, and
with the conjunction of teachers who are not adequately prepared to teach, deaf and hard
of hearing students have fallen behind their same aged peers (Simms and Thumann,
2007).
Moreover, the importance of district and school support for those beginning
teachers has also been well documented in the literature (Guteng, 2005; Luckner and
Howell, 2002; Mangrubang, 2005; Marable and Raimondi, 2007). Literature suggests the
role of the employing district and school plays a vital part in the success of the beginning
teacher. Several factors were noted to be primary key in that success: a) having a mentor
and having time with the mentor, b) having a supportive administrator, c) having time to
prepare at the beginning of the school year, d) having a new teacher orientation, and e)
having ongoing support throughout the year. Additionally, Easterbrooks, Stephenson, and
Gale (2008/2009) and Johnson (2004) say that providing a qualified cooperating teacher
before a preservice teacher begins their school career is also a determining factor as
student teachers tend to take on the techniques that were used by their cooperating
teacher. Thus, a positive and collaborative relationship between the post-secondary
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program and the school district is essential in the development of preservice teachers
regardless of whether they are in regular education, special education, or deaf education.
Although first year regular education teachers have gained extensive attention
from researchers and educators, few studies have examined beginning deaf education
teachers. The studies that do focus on deaf education teachers and programs are empirical
studies (Miller, 2000; Simms and Thumann 2007). However, those empirical studies have
several issues which need to be addressed. First, researchers have focused on deaf
education teachers in general rather than focusing in on specific groups of beginning year
teachers such as teachers who work in residential schools versus teachers who work in
oral schools or other (Guteng, 2005; Jones and Ewing, 2002; Luckner and Carter, 2001;
Teller and Harney, 2005/2006). Second, researchers have not focused on background
experiences that beginning teachers bring with them i.e. being a Child of a Deaf Adult
(CODA) or having a deaf or hard of hearing sibling. As background experiences impact
preservice and beginning teachers differently, they bring different perspectives,
knowledge, and skills to the classroom and thus should be examined further. Third, few
studies have been conducted on deaf education programs that differ in philosophy. In the
United States there are programs that are centered on the Oralist Method as well as
programs that are Manual Communication (ASL, Total Communication, etc) based;
however, too often when research is done it typically combines both types of programs
together rather than evaluating the programs separately and with different criteria. And
finally, researchers have mainly relied on information and data from actual programs or
school directors rather than responses of beginning deaf education teachers on their
perceptions of whether or not they are adequately prepared for their beginning years of
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teaching (Johnson, 2004; Jones & Ewing, 2002; Luckner & Carter, 2001; Simms &
Thumann, 2007; Teller & Harney, 2005/2006). The measure of actual teacher perceptions
on preparation programs is underdeveloped since very few studies have delved into this
area of interest.
A few empirical studies in the U.S evaluated deaf education teacher preparation
programs based on the Council on the Education of Deaf (CED) certification standards.
(Council on the Education of the Deaf: Manual 1, n.d.) (Easterbrooks, Stephenson, &
Gale, 2008/2009; Johnson, 2004; Jones and Ewing, 2002). The Council on Education of
the Deaf (CED) is a national organization that is comprised of six member organizations:
The Alexander Graham Bell Association for the Deaf (AGB), The Conference of
Educational Administrators of Schools and Programs for the Deaf (CEASD), the
Convention of American Instructors of the Deaf (CAID), Association of College
Educators - Deaf and Hard of Hearing (ACE-DHH), The National Association of the
Deaf (NAD), and the American Society for Deaf Children (ASDC). The CED
certification standards are comprised of essential elements that deaf education teacher
preparation programs must adhere to and pass before they can be administered CED
certification. There are five program standards that should be included in an effective
program for preparing teachers of students who are deaf and hard of hearing:
1. Curriculum For Core Programs At Provisional Certification Level,
2. Faculty,
3. Candidates,
4. Resources and Facilities,
5. Evaluation Review and Planning.
Despite having this certification, evaluations of these programs provided evidence
that deaf education programs need to be restructured. Aligning these programs (curricula)
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based on the CEC-CED (National Council for Exceptional Children and National Council
on Education of the Deaf) Joint Knowledge and Skills Standards (American Annals of
the Deaf, July 1996); however, has not necessarily provided teachers with the skills
necessary to be prepared for their beginning year of teaching. In addition, while some
researchers indicated that having CED certification is important, they provided no real
evidence to suggest that those programs without CED certification prepared their
preservice teachers any less successfully than those with CED certification with the
exception of Jones and Ewing (2002). Based on their findings, programs with CED
certification have less diversity in their coursework than do programs without CED
certification. They go on to indicate that programs lacking CED certification have such a
wide variance of required coursework, methods, textbooks, and faculty background and
experiences that the field of deaf education is widely impacted. However, no studies
indicated that beginning teachers achieved better their first year based on their programs
having CED certification versus those teachers from programs that did not have CED
certification.
There are some empirical studies that examined beginning deaf education teachers
in general (Luckner and Miller, 1994; Rittenhouse & Rittenhouse, 1997). Findings from
all these studies indicated that beginning teachers lack specific knowledge and skills such
as lack of knowledge to work in a variety of educational settings including the
communication skills necessary to perform their jobs (i.e. manual communication skills,
or knowledge of teaching speech/speech reading skills), a lack of general education
curriculum background, lack of skills to work with students with multiple disabilities, and
a lack of working knowledge of IEPs, paperwork, and parent interaction. In their
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synthesis, they suggested that deaf education programs need to include a variety of
practicum settings, more coursework that related to regular education curricula, more
coursework that focuses on the IEP process and parent interaction, and finally
coursework that focuses on a variety of communication methods. Therefore it is
important that deaf education programs expand their overall curricula to address the
weaknesses that have been identified.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceived level of teacher
preparedness for teaching deaf or hard of hearing students and how their experiences in
pre-service teacher education programs were associated with their preparedness.
Additionally, this study explored their perceptions of district and school supports for
beginning deaf education teachers and their association with the level of preparedness.
Using a quantitative survey of beginning year deaf education teachers (first, second,
third, fourth, and fifth-year teachers) in eleven states in the Midwest, this study sought to
discover strengths and weaknesses of those deaf education programs and district and
school supports as perceived by deaf education teachers in order to improve preservice
teachers’ skills and knowledge. Consequently, this study provided insights for teacher
education programs on how to effectively prepare deaf education teachers to teach deaf
students. Moreover, this study provided information to employing district and school on
strengths and weaknesses that beginning deaf education teachers may have and possible
solutions on how to effectively provide support for those teachers as they begin their
career in deaf education.

9

Research Questions

In this study the following research questions addressed:
1. How prepared do beginning deaf education teachers feel to teach deaf or hard
of hearing students in their beginning years?
2. How do deaf education teachers perceive their learning experiences in the
teacher education programs?
3. How do deaf education teachers perceive district and school supports?
4. How are deaf education teachers’ experiences in teacher education programs
and perceived supports from their district and school associated with their
preparedness to teach deaf or hard of hearing students?

Significance of the Study

Colleges and universities are seeking new approaches to successfully prepare
future deaf education teachers while at the same time school systems are struggling with
first year teachers’ lack of preparedness. As there is little current research to successfully
address both of these issues, this study helped overcome the limitations of prior studies
and inform the knowledge gap which exists today. This study provided valuable
information for college/schools of education within the eleven state areas which desired
to improve and advance their deaf education teacher training programs. Consequently,
this study provided insights for school systems on how to build a better support system
for those new teachers coming into their district.
The results of this study had multiple implications for deaf education programs.
First, in this time of economic instability, many post-secondary institutions have to make
10

tough decisions. Universities are beginning to take a careful look at the programs they
offer and determine which programs play an important role (including monetarily) in the
success of their institution. As deafness is a low incident disability, the field of deaf
education generates few graduates and even less monies for the college/school of
education in those post-secondary institutions. It is hoped that the results from this study
will fill the knowledge gap on the viability of those deaf education programs and help
foster support for the continuation of those few programs that still are in existence today.
In addition, the results from this study could promote deaf education programs to
reform their current scope of sequence of curricula thus, positively impacting beginning
teachers. With increased alumni satisfaction of their post-secondary institutions,
universities and colleges have more sustainability. Alumni are more likely to show their
satisfaction in the form of financial support as well as promoting that institution to others.
It may also create a partnership with districts and schools with deaf and hard of hearing
programs and state sponsored schools for the deaf which in turn provides more financial
investments by way of an increase in student enrollment.
Third, the results of this study could have an impact of deaf education programs
within public school systems, state sponsored schools of the deaf, and private schools.
Information on teacher perceptions of district/school supports will inform districts and
schools on how they can assist their beginning teachers. If schools are privy to the
strengths and weaknesses of preservice teachers then they can adapt their beginning of
the year orientations, mentor programs, and other support systems to reinforce those
weak areas. With appropriate support services in place for those beginning year teachers,
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student outcomes should increase thus, having a positive impact on state wide testing and
consequently, school accountability.

Limitations of the Study

As with any study of this nature, there are always limitations. The first anticipated
limitation of this study was the size of the participant pool. As deaf education is a low
incidence field there are few programs and even fewer teacher candidates; therefore
causing a small number of participants to survey, sixty-two total. With that in mind, the
study was enlarged to encompass teachers who may be in their fifth year of teaching
rather than only surveying first year teachers.
The second limitation of this study was that the results may not necessarily reflect
actual information but rather the information gathered can be viewed as subjective in
nature due to the survey recording the teacher’s perceptions of their actual preparedness.
These data can also be somewhat skewed as teachers may report more positive
information as they may be happy with their college or university as a whole rather than
looking at the individual program itself. However, the data can be regarded as valuable as
it can still lead to information that addresses strengths and weaknesses of teacher
preparation programs.
The final limitation of this study was that it only gathered data from teachers. Had
information been gathered from college and universities and from K-12 administration
more data could have been analyzed thus providing more information on how to improve
deaf education teacher preparation programs and to smooth the transition from the
college setting to a successful first year of teaching. However, due to the scope of this
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study, teacher perceptions during their beginning years, information was adequate to
draw conclusions about current preparation programs and support systems within districts
and schools.

Summary

This chapter described the background of special education, including a brief
description of the literature in chapter two, statement of the problem, research questions,
and significance of the study. In chapter 2, a review of relevant literature will be
presented. An overview of previous studies on teacher preparation programs, the role of
district and school support, as well as, studies on the preparedness of beginning teachers.
In chapter 3, the research design will be described. This will include a description of the
data collected, hypotheses, variables selected, validity and reliability, data analysis, and a
summary of the research design.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review

Within the United States there are currently 65 deaf education programs in
existence. Thirty-five (54%) of those deaf education programs are listed as being certified
by the Council on the Education of the Deaf (CED) (American Annals of the Deaf,
Reference Issue, 2009). It is reported that too often all 65 programs are not preparing
beginning teachers to adequately educate deaf and hard of hearing students. Previous
studies found that these beginning educators have limited knowledge in teaching
language and communication development, lack behavior and classroom management
skills, and lack background working knowledge of the different educational settings
which range from private schools, residential state schools, oral schools, and a variety of
public school settings (Guteng, Tracy, & Chappell, 2000; Luckner and Miller, 1994;
Miller 2000). In addition, research indicated they lack signed communication proficiency
in which to communicate with their students and finally, lack knowledge of regular
education curricula and pedagogy (Goodman, 2006; Hsing and Lowenbraun, 1997;
Martin and Lytle, 2000).
With the lack of skills in all the areas listed above, it stands to reason that the
attrition rate is at an all time high—over twenty-one percent of first year special
education teachers leave the teaching profession in search of other less stressful
employment (Guteng, 2005; see also Gehrke and Muri’s, 2006); however, for deaf
education that rate is much higher (Guteng suggests thirty percent or higher).
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Conceptual Framework

As previously stated above there are roughly sixty-five programs which prepare
teachers of the deaf (American Annals of the Deaf Reference Issue, 2009). Of these sixtyfive programs only thirty-five are endorsed by the Council on Education of the Deaf
(CED) (American Annals of the Deaf Reference Issue, 2009). While being CED endorsed
is not mandatory for these programs, it is highly sought after in the field of deaf
education as having a CED endorsement is akin to having accreditation from the National
Education Association, a very high honor. To qualify for CED endorsement each program
must meet rigorous criteria including preparing future teachers to work in a variety of
settings and with a variety of communication modes (Council on the Education of the
Deaf: Manual I, n.d.). This criteria was originally developed in 1977 but was later revised
in 1980, 1985, 1988, 1992, and again in 2002. Moreover, in 1992 the National Council on
Education of the Deaf (CED) and the Council of Exception Children (CEC)
collaboratively developed joint standards for post secondary institutions that prepare
future teachers of the deaf (American Annals of the Deaf, July 1996). The CEC-CED
Joint Standards includes knowledge and skills that are required to be taught by the
preparing intuitions. These standards included the nine areas below but also include
knowledge and skills beyond the common core:
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.

Philosophical, Historical and Legal Foundations of Special Education.
Characteristics of Learners
Assessment, Diagnosis and Evaluation
Instructional Content and Practice
Planning and Managing the Teaching and Learning Environment
Managing Student Behavior and Social Interaction Skills
Communication and Collaborative Partnerships
Professionalism and Ethical Practices
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With the above information in mind, the conceptual framework of the present
study builds on previous studies which focus on beginning deaf education teachers and
their deaf education preparation programs. Although the literature suggested that
successful beginning teachers need specific skills in order to appropriately educate deaf
and hard of hearing students, many programs do not do an adequate job of teaching those
skills to preservice teachers (Guteng, 2005; Johnson, 2004). However, in Johnson’s
evaluative study, he does clarify that it is virtually impossible to predict every skill that
teachers of deaf and hard of hearing students will need thus, teacher preparation programs
should prepare preservice teachers with this in mind. Preservice teachers should be
provided opportunities that foster dynamic learning so that they can keep up with the
every changing face of deaf education.
Based on existing literature, this researcher developed a model of what preservice
teachers within deaf education programs need for adequate preparedness for successful
first year teaching (see Figure 1). Although from varying perspectives on beginning
teacher preparedness, researchers all suggested successful programs must have a strong
component of coursework as laid out in the model:
1. Coursework which develops knowledge of regular education curricula,
teaching methods, and practical knowledge (Johnson, 2004; Marlatt, 2001),
2. Coursework which develop skills in Individual Education Plan (IEP)
paperwork preparation, scheduling, and collaboration with regular educators,
3. Coursework which focuses on Deaf culture, communication and language.
In addition to the coursework, the model also called for an extensive practicum
experience throughout the whole program.
As noted in Figure 1, there are specific skills or knowledge which deaf education
teachers need in order to be successful in their beginning years of teaching. While this
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework

Level 1 of
Preparation

Level 2 of

Preparation

Level 3 of
Preparation

Level 4 of
Preparation:
School District

• Knowledge of regular ed. curricula, subject content
• Knowledge of teaching methods
• Knowledge of behavior/classroom management
• Some practicum experience
• First exposure to Praxis exam (or other)

•Knowledge of communication methods
•Knowledge of IEPs, paperwork, scheduling
•First exposure to Signed Communicaiton Proficiency Interview (SCPI)
•Knowledge of Deaf culture/deafness
•Knowledge of different teaching settings--itinerant, self-contained classroom,
residential school
•More practicum experience required

•Intense practicum experience required-including a variety of settings
•Knowledge of support systems while student teaching
•Required new teacher orientation by university program--collaborate with local
school districts.
•University provide support for Praxis and SCPI preparation
•Praxis exam passed before student graduates
•Student to pass SCPI at an intermediate level before graduates

•Additional time at beginning of school year to prepare
•New teacher orientation
•Mentor program for first 2 years
•Plan time which coincides with Mentor
•New teacher support group
•Administrator support via chats, observations, frequent feedback
•Collaborative effort between school district and preparation program
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model is not inclusive of every skill and knowledge needed, it does provide a visual
representation of some of the requirements those beginning teachers should have as
pointed out in the literature. For ease of visualizing the information, this researcher broke
down the skills and knowledge necessary into four different levels. It is feasible that
Levels 1, 2, and 3 could be interchangeable to some extent as preservice teachers come
into their deaf education programs with differing life experiences and backgrounds.
As shown in Figure 1, Level 1 of Preparation focused on the skill set of general
education. Research indicated that teachers in deaf education need to have a working
knowledge of the general classroom (Johnson, 2004; Martin and Lytle, 2000; Simms and
Thumann, 2007, Teller and Harney, 2005/2006). Understanding general education
pedagogy is an important aspect the beginning deaf educator needs as the majority of
deaf and hard of hearing students are in a mainstreamed public school setting (Teller and
Harney). The Council on the Education of Deaf also valued this as important as they
indicated no less than one-third of a four-year curriculum be devoted to the studies of
general education (Council on the Education of the Deaf: Manual I, n.d.). Without this
working knowledge and skill set, beginning teachers will not be able to appropriately
address curriculum as required by each state department of education.
At Level 2 of Preparation, deafness, deaf culture, and communication methods
such as manual communication, cued speech, and oralism took the forefront. Moreover,
at this level, the preservice teacher should have their first exposure to a variety of
practicum settings such as private schools, state sponsored schools, itinerant teaching,
and the mainstreamed classroom—a minimum of 150 practicum hours before student
teaching occurs according to CED requirements (Teller and Harney, 2005/2006).
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Exposure to Individual Education Programs (IEP) is also critical (Johnson; Martin and
Lytle; Simms and Thumann). As all deaf and hard of hearing students who receive special
education services are required to have an IEP (PL94-142, 1975, now known as IDEA), it
is crucial that preservice teachers understand the importance of this document. Knowing
what is involved in the development and implementation of an IEP is a skill that
preservice teachers, whether deaf or special educators, need to develop in order to
successfully educate the deaf or hard of hearing student in all settings (private, public,
residential, etc) (Luckner and Howell, 2002). Furthermore, at this level, preservice
teachers should be required to take their first Signed Communication Proficiency
Interview (SCPI) exam, or an equivalent exam, to get a baseline on their signed
communication level (Goodman, 2006). While many universities require their preservice
teachers to have an Intermediate Level before they graduate from the program, this is not
required by CED. However, having a baseline this early in their program will inform
those preservice teachers where they are and how much they need to devote to the
development of their signed communication skills.
In Level 3 of Preparation, a more in depth working knowledge of deaf education
takes place. At this level, an extensive practicum experience is a must. By this time
preservice teachers should have practicum experiences in all possible settings (private
school, oral school, state sponsored school, and a continuum of public school settings)
(Luckner and Howell, 2002). Universities and colleges should provide ongoing support to
their student teachers through seminars and advisor assistance as well as should
collaborate with school sites to ensure preservice teachers have the support they need in
order to gain the most of their student teaching or practicum experiences. Furthermore at
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this level, universities and colleges should be preparing their preservice teacher for the
Praxis exam (which is administered through the Educational Testing Service), or similar
testing requirement for deaf education certification (Martin and Lytle, 2000; Scheetz and
Martin, 2006) as well as the SCPI exam (Humphries and Allen, 2008). As many postsecondary institutions require this before graduation it is reasonable to expect those
institutions to host seminars or form study groups to help prepare their preservice
teachers to pass these exams.
Level 4 of Preparation: school districts are a key element in the success of
beginning deaf education teachers. Without the strong support of the employing school
system, beginning teachers are more likely to leave the teaching profession within the
first five years of working in the field of education—ranging from 15% for first year
special education teachers, 25% by the end of their third year, and as much as 53% by the
fifth year (Guteng, 2005; Mangrubang, 2005). It is vital that the school systems provide
new teacher orientation workshops, support groups, and mentoring for these beginning
teachers. It is also essential that beginning teachers have additional time at the beginning
of the school year to prepare their classrooms and to have time with their designated
mentor (Guteng). Consequently, it is imperative that mentors and beginning teachers have
plan times that coincide with each other so that actual mentoring can take place.
Administrative support via chats, observations, and feedback is also a key element in the
success of a beginning teacher. Having the appropriate, positive support from an
administrator as well as the other supports in place will help ensure beginning teachers
are retained for their second and third year of employment in a time when high attrition is
prevalent in deaf education. Lastly, at this level, a collaborative effort between the school
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district and the teacher preparation program is needed (Humphries and Allen, 2008;
Johnson, 2004, CEC-CED Joint Standards, 1996). Rather than teacher preparation
programs ―disowning‖ their graduates, this opportunity provides everyone involved to
benefit. School systems and first year teachers receive extra support through the
institution and the institution receives valuable information to strengthen their existing
program. This scenario becomes a win-win situation.
The use of this model informed this study as it indicated what teacher preparation
programs could look like based on findings of previous studies (Humphries and Allen,
2008; Johnson, 2004) and based on the CEC-CED Joint Standards as well as the CED
Standards Manual. The linear nature of this model gives deaf education teacher
preparation programs a guide and a timeline in which to fashion their program/curricula
after. Unfortunately, while many deaf education programs do try to revamp their
programs to include many of these elements, they miss a vital component of this model.
Most teacher preparation programs stop at Level 3 of Preparation as that is all they are
technically obligated to address. It is important that deaf education programs do not stop
there. School districts and preparation programs need to work collaboratively to ensure a
successful first year of teaching. This too, is supported by the CED Standards Manual as
it indicates program faculty who instruct prospective teachers need frequent contact with
schools so that (a) their teaching and research remain current and relevant; and (b) they
remain committed to the needs of the teaching profession as a whole and to institutional
programs. Supporting school districts as a resource for providing in-service assistance as
they transition those beginning year teachers will undoubtedly improve student outcomes,
which is a primary goal of educators. In addition, working collaboratively with school
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districts also provides important information as those preparation programs can see for
themselves where they are lacking in the preparation of preservice teachers and thus can
address it appropriately.

Debates on Deaf Education

In this section of the study, several concepts of deaf education will be examined.
In the first part of this section, oral and manual communication will be defined. Next, the
history of deaf education will be laid out in a timeline. And, finally, the controversies in
deaf education will be discussed.
Oral communication method
The Oral Method, sometimes called the Auditory or Verbal Method, is a method
that focuses on teaching a child how to use his residual hearing so that he may have
access to spoken language (Alexander Graham Bell Association, n.d.). Speech training or
speech reading is the primary focus of the oral method. Speech reading takes years of
practice and is very difficult to master as ―Only about 30 percent of English sounds are
visible on the lips, and 50 percent are homophonous, that is, they look like something
else‖ (Zapien, 1998).
A leading activist for the Oralist Method was Alexander Graham Bell. Bell,
whose mother and wife were both deaf, viewed deafness as something that should be
bred out of the human race (Gannon, 1981). He also believed having deaf children
integrate with hearing children would expose them to ―the normal conditions of life‖ (p.
76). In regards to speech and sign language, Gannon stated that,
…Bell insisted on speech. He blamed the lack of articulate speech among
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deaf adults for the separation of the deaf and the hearing. He therefore
urged that all deaf students be taught solely through speech and speechreading (p. 79).
Gannon also goes on to quote Bell as saying,
The segregation of deaf-mutes, the use of the sign language, and the
employment of deaf teachers produce an environment that is unfavorable
to the cultivation of articulation and speech-reading, and that sometimes
causes the disuse of speech by speaking pupils who are only deaf‖ (p. 76).
With the invention of the Cochlear Implant and the early identification of hearing
loss in newborn children, there has been an increase in the number of deaf and hard of
hearing children who have been placed in educational settings that are Oral based. As
more and more of these children are placed in these programs, it is suggested that the
need for ASL or other manual communication methods will dwindle in number as the
predominant communication modality will shift to speech alone (Johnson, 2004; Lartz
and Litchfield, 2005/2006).
Manual (signed) communication method
Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet and Laurent Clerc are the founders of signed
communication within the United States. While American Sign Language (ASL) is
considered the language of the Deaf (Deaf with a capital D) community, there are other
modalities or methods of visual communication such as Signing Exact English (SEE),
Conceptually Accurate Signed English (CASE) , Contact Sign (formerly known as Pidgin
Sign English or PSE), and Simultaneous Communication (SimCom) or Total
Communication (TC) (Gannon, 1981; Zapien, 1998). What makes ASL different than the
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other modalities listed is the fact that it has been recognized as a true language with
syntax, grammar, and sequence (Alexander Graham Bell Association, n.d.; Baker &
Cokely, 1980; Stokoe, 1978). The other modalities/methods mentioned above are simply
an artificial system as they are manual/visual codes for spoken English i.e. sign and voice
are used simultaneously in an English word order. ASL, on the other hand, is very
different from the English language as it relies on visual representation (use of space,
facial expression, body movement, directionality, classifiers, etc) to create mental
pictures rather than being linear in nature such as in English (Gallaudet University
Archives, n.d). Nevertheless, the other communication modalities/methods have played
an important role in the education of the deaf and hard of hearing as it has allowed for
communication to occur between educators and students without relying on auditory
input alone.
Unfortunately, ASL, unlike many other languages, does not have a written form.
This lack of written form makes it very difficult for information to be preserved except in
story form (passed on from one generation to the next).

History of Deaf Education

Deaf education has a very long and controversial history. This history can be
traced as far back as the early 1550’s when Spanish monks were charged with educating
deaf sons of Spanish nobility. Two hundred years later in 1760, Abbe Charles Michel de
l’Epee, who used manual gestures or methodical signs, established the Royal Institution
of Deaf Mutes in Paris, the first free school for the deaf in the world (Gannon, 1981; Van
Cleve and Crouch, 1989). At that time, Epee believed gestures could have specific
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meanings if used consistently thus, he later became known as the Father of Sign
Language. However, it was not until the 1880’s that Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet brought
Deaf education to the United States. Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet went to England in
search of suitable teaching methods for instructing deaf students. When he arrived at the
British Academy for the Deaf, which was established in 1760 by Thomas Braidwood,
they were unwilling to share their secrets of teaching their oral methods. Luckily,
Gallaudet met a French priest named Roche-Ambroise Sicard, who was a teacher of the
deaf and was demonstrating his method in England at the same time. Gallaudet went to
Sicard’s demonstration and was awed with Sicard’s sign communication method. Sicard,
who was Epee’s successor, introduced Gallaudet to Laurent Clerc. It was Laurent Clerc
who traveled back to the United States with Gallaudet. These two men, along with Mason
Cogswell, established the Hartford School, later known as the American School for the
Deaf in 1817 (Gallaudet University Archives, n.d.; Gannon, 1981). At the American
School for the Deaf, the method of instruction was sign language.
A few years later the 38th Congress of the United States of America established
the National Deaf Mute College in 1864, later known as Gallaudet University. This was
the first college that was exclusively established for deaf students.
Sign language continued to be the primary method used for over 6 decades until
which time an international conference called The Conference of Milan of 1880 occurred
in Italy (Milan1880, n.d.). At this conference the two major methods used to educate deaf
students were being discussed with the primary goal being to determine which method,
sign or oral, was the superior method of instruction. The conclusion of this conference
was that the oral method was the superior method of instruction. This decision changed
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the face of deaf education in the United States from then on. With this decision a
philosophical war broke out and has lasted until present day.
Philosophical Differences: The War Rages On
While many other countries used the oral method of instruction, the United States
traditionally used sign language. After the Milan Conference, schools which used sign
language either converted to the Oral method or were closed down (Gannon, 1981). In
addition, many new oral schools were established in the United States; schools that had
no use for deaf teachers of the deaf. According to Cheryl Zapien (1998), twenty years
after the Milan Conference, the number of deaf teachers of the deaf dropped by one-fifth.
In these oral schools, deaf children were punished if they used sign language.
However, on the Gallaudet College campus, sign language continued to thrive and be
preserved. It was not until the 1960’s when William Stokoe wrote Sign Language
Structure did sign language begin to reappear in the educational setting. In his book,
Stokoe recognized American Sign Language (ASL) as a true language—one with syntax,
grammar, and sequence. Because of his work, ASL began to be viewed as a ―complex
language with all the nuances and subtleties of a spoken language‖ just like French,
Spanish, or German (Baker and Cokely, 1980; Stokoe, 1978). From then on various
forms on signed communication began to be used freely in the classroom.
In the United States deafness is confirmed, on average, by 2 ½ years of age
(Council on the Education of the Deaf, n.d.; Deafed.net, n.d.; National Institute on
Deafness and Other Communication Disorders, n.d.). Since research indicates language
acquisition occurs within the first three years of life, identifying children at this late stage
has a huge impact on language development and acquisition (Luckner, 1991;
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Easterbrooks and Baker, 2002; National Institute on Deafness and Other Communication
Disorders, n.d.; Nover, 2009). Added to that, parents of newly diagnosed deaf and hard of
hearing children are scared, overwhelmed, and unsure of what to do next, thus, language
acquisition can become even more delayed. Unfortunately, at this uncertain time,
supporters of the manual communication method believe parents are typically (and
quickly) bombarded by medical staff with information which is very confusing to them
and often one sided (Oralist view), thus, deepening the war between the oral and the
manual communication methods.
Supporters of a manual communication approach believe the medical profession
or medical model, as is its nature, seeks to make available information to parents which
will provide repairs or fixes to their young child because they have a functional disorder
(Alexander Graham Bell Association, n.d.; Zapien, 1998). These repairs usually come in
the form of a surgery where Cochlear implantation takes place. In their view, parents are
instructed not to teach their child sign language but rather only use an oral method to
ensure their child has the opportunity to enhance their speech skills first (Alexander
Graham Bell Association, n.d.). With this in mind, by the time deaf and hard of hearing
students enter school their language has already been delayed because of three factors: (a)
they have limited or non-existent auditory input, (b) their deafness was not identified
until age 2 ½; therefore, the child did not receive any language support during that
timeframe, and (c) the child typically only received information via speech reading (oral
method) regardless if the child was proficient in speech reading skills or not.
Advocates of a manual communication approach also believe that this language
delay does not have to be as severe if you provide the child with ASL at an early age
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(Nover, 2009). Research indicates that deaf or hard of hearing children can and do
acquire a language, ASL, before they enter school (Easterbrooks and Baker, 2002; Nover,
2009). Having at least one language, ASL, provides the foundation to learn a second
language, written English, more easily. Having this base also allows a deaf or hard of
hearing student to be more successful in their academics as they can be taught key
concepts through their natural language rather than missing those key concepts if they
were provided the information via speech reading/cochlear implants alone (Nover, 2009).
It is regrettable in today’s society where there is an increase in awareness of
deafness that many parents, educators, and scholars have an either-or mentality; sign or
speak. Regardless, this either-or mentality does occur and will continue to be an area of
discontent between Oralists and supports of signed communication. In fact, Easterbrooks
(2001) as quoted in Johnson (2004) so succinctly stated, ―The field of deaf education is
better known for its controversies than its successes‖ (p. 75).

Empirical Studies on Teacher Preparation for Deaf Education

This section of the study is divided into three parts: (a) teacher preparedness to
teach deaf students and hard of hearing students, (b) teacher preparation programs for
deaf education teachers, and (c) the roles of districts and schools support on beginning
year teachers.
Teacher preparedness to teach deaf and hard of hearing students
In reviewing the literature, it was found that many studies about deaf education
teachers’ preparedness were based on administrator or program director observations and
perceptions (Lartz and Litchfield, 2005/2006; Luckner and Carter, 2001; Rittenhouse and
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Kenyon-Rittenhouse, 1997; Teller and Harney, 2005/2006). Only two qualitative studies
actually focused on deaf education teachers’ perceptions about their own preparedness
(Guteng, 2005; Luckner and Howell, 2002). No large-scale survey study exists up to date
that examined deaf education teachers’ perceptions about their preparedness to teach deaf
or hard of hearing students.
In the studies that were based on administrator or director observations, beginning
teachers were perceived as lacking skills in several different areas. However, there are
three basic skills that really came to the forefront as lacking: (a) lack of skills in working
with students in oral based programs, (b) lack of skills in working with multiple
disabilities, and (c) lack of miscellaneous skills such as lack of understanding general
curriculum, lack of knowledge of Deaf culture, and lack of maturity. In the following
three subsections, this researcher looked at those areas of weaknesses as they pertained to
each study that was examined.
Lack of skills in working with students in oral based programs.
There were at least four studies that indicated beginning teachers lack skills in
working with students in oral based programs (Lartz and Litchfield, 2005/2006; Teller
and Harney, 2005/2006; Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse, 1997; Miller, 2000). Each
of these studies reported that since beginning teachers lack essential communication
skills, our deaf or hard of hearing students could potentially fall even further behind
academically than their non-disabled same aged peers.
In Lartz and Litchfield’s (2005/2006) quantitative study, they surveyed 46
administrators of PK-12 deaf education programs to determine which competencies
administrators of deaf education programs rate as important for teachers in oral programs.
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Twenty of those surveys were completed by OPTION administrators whose programs
were oral based and twenty-six were completed by administrators whose programs were
comprehensive. Their study not only looked at how administrators from oral schools
rated the competencies but also compared the ratings between oral school administrators
to ratings made by administrators of comprehensive deaf and hard of hearing programs.
What their study indicated was that there were six areas that both groups of
administrators agreed on or rated as important for beginning teachers. Each of these six
areas specifically pertained to the knowledge (including technology, Cochlear implants,
etc), implementation, and assessment of speech, auditory, and language development to
maximize oral/aural learning potential.
This lack of knowledge in oral based methods was also found in Teller and
Harney’s (2005/2006) quantitative survey study. Though their study was not as large as
either Lartz and Litchfield’s (2005/2006) or Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse’s
(1997) study (475 participants), their results were very similar. Their study was based on
19 program directors who indicated that deaf education teachers lack similar skills,
specifically knowledge of cochlear implants and experience with technology associated
with deafness i.e. FM systems (typically associated with the oral method). They also
emphasized that beginning teachers need more experiences in auditory verbal techniques.
Miller (2000) took it a step further and stated that with the onslaught of cochlear
implants, digital hearing aids, and technological advances there has been an increase in
students who do not rely on sign language as their primary mode of communication thus
this has caused a need for beginning teachers to be versed in the oral method.
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In Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse’s (1997) quantitative study, they surveyed
475 individuals including supervisors, veteran teachers, students, and teacher educators
on the quality of beginning teachers with teaching experience of 1 year or less. Their
results were very similar to Lartz and Litchfield’s (2005/2006) and Teller and Harney’s
(2005/2006) study in that they found beginning teachers lack knowledge in the oral based
methods as well. As stated earlier their research indicated deaf education programs have
focused heavily on signed communication i.e. American Sign Language (ASL) or some
other form of manual communication rather than focusing on the oral method of teaching
deaf or hard of hearing students, thus beginning teachers have better skills in signed
communication than in oral based methods. This notion was paralleled by Miller (2000)
as well when he stated that public schools are finding first year deaf education teachers
lack the basic foundation of teaching students using the oral method for their programs
have focused primarily on ASL or other form of manual communication. However,
different from other studies, Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse’s study also indicated
that while beginning deaf education teachers did have better signing skills than in the
past, their signing skills were still lacking. In Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse's
study, the teacher educators themselves felt that they ―…are failing to adequately prepare
new teachers for an ever-changing classroom‖ (p. 63).
Lack of skills in working with multiple disabilities.
Both Luckner and Carter (2001) and Teller and Harney (2005/2006) concluded
that deaf education programs in general do not train preservice teachers to work with deaf
and hard of hearing students with multiple disabilities. In Luckner and Carter’s study they
surveyed 233 supervisors of PK-12 programs. Their study indicated that supervisors
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expressed concern with the lack of well-trained personnel to work with deaf and hard of
hearing students with additional disabilities. Consequently, they stated that those teachers
have limited knowledge, skills or experience with such students. Teller and Harney
(2005/2006) also indicated in their study that beginning teachers need more experience
with deaf children with other needs and need more skills in meeting the requirements of
No Child Left Behind (US Dept. of Education, n.d.). However, they expanded this
concern further and included the lack of deaf education teachers lacking skills in
addressing mental health issues in deaf and hard of hearing students.
Lack of miscellaneous skills.
Both Teller and Harney (2005/2006) and Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse’s
(1997) studies discussed several other skills that beginning teachers lack as well. Teller
and Harney specifically argue that beginning teachers need a better understanding of
general curriculum, need more experience in itinerant and resource settings (public
schools), and need more instruction with managing interpreters. They also indicated that
these teachers lack familiarity with Deaf culture as well. Moreover, their findings
suggested that program directors saw a variety of factors contribute to a quality deaf
education program thus a beginning teacher’s readiness for the classroom: coursework,
practicum experiences, student teaching, and contact with faculty.
While Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse did not mention Deaf culture in their
study they indicated that beginning teachers appeared to be more immature and not
always willing to take directions which made it difficult for those beginning teachers to
do an adequate job. Furthermore, they suggested that beginning teachers also lack
instructional skills and interpersonal skills in relation to working with others.
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Additionally, similar to Teller and Harney (2005/2006), a lack the knowledge and skills
of how and what to teach (general curriculum) deaf students was also emphasized.
Qualitative Studies Based On Deaf Education Teachers' Perceptions
There were only two studies, Guteng (2005) and Luckner and Howell (2002), that
investigated teachers’ perceptions. Guteng’s study specifically looked at five first year
teachers while Luckner and Howell’s study looked at itinerant teachers in general (not
beginning year teachers). Both of these studies are examined in this subsection.
Guteng’s (2005) qualitative study of five first year teachers was the only study
that specifically investigated beginning teachers’ perceptions and concerns. Guteng’s
study provided evidence that beginning teachers have concerns about the support they are
given in their first years. Their concerns dealt with five major areas and supported the
notion that first year teachers need support despite what their deaf education programs
provided. The five major areas they felt concerned about were (a) lack of mentors, (b)
working with other teachers, (c) lack of knowledge in IEPs, policies (school and district
policies), (d) lack of administrative support, and (e) student behavior problems and
parents. While their study mentioned little in regards to their preparation program, one
could speculate that the concerns they noted is a direct link to the lack of exposure they
had in those teacher preparation programs.
In the second qualitative study by Luckner and Howell (2002), itinerant teachers
were interviewed. Their findings indicated that there is an increase in deaf and hard of
hearing students in the public school setting. With this increase in public school
population, itinerant teachers are increasing in numbers as well. Despite this increase,
deaf education programs have only slightly modified their curricula to align with this new
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educational shift; therefore, itinerant teachers are ill prepared for the rigors of itinerant
teaching. What the study revealed was that itinerant teachers required different skills than
those needed for teachers in self contained classrooms or in residential schools. Some of
the skills they need to successfully work with deaf or hard of hearing children are
knowledge in working with families; working with technologies such as FM systems;
paperwork such as IEPs, legal documents, etc; working knowledge of general education
curriculum, educational standards, and assessments; working in conjunction with regular
education teachers as well as how to provide in-service training. One important aspect
that was mentioned was the fact that having a field experience as an itinerant teacher was
requested. Also this study indicated that revision of the CEC-CED standards need to be
realigned to meet the growing need of deaf and hard of hearing students in the public
school setting as the standards give little attention to the specialized skills required of
itinerant teachers.
Evaluation of empirical studies on teacher preparedness to teach deaf and hard of
hearing students
While there were several studies which focused on deaf education teachers’
preparedness to teach, there were limitations in the design of these studies which needed
to be addressed: (a) lack of various educational settings were analyzed, (b) there was no
distinction between the types of programs studied, (c) no studies researched background
characteristics of beginning teachers, and d) lack of studies which focused on perceptions
of beginning teachers.
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Lack of various educational settings were analyzed.
The first limitation of the previous studies was that none of these studies
examined beginning teachers’ preparedness to teach in various educational settings
(public school—resource room, itinerant, self-contained classroom, residential). Rather,
all beginning teachers were lumped together and studied as a whole. This was due in part
to the limited number of beginning year teachers interviewed in these studies.
To overcome this limitation within the study, this researcher asked potential
participants which educational setting they were currently employed. In addition,
potential participants were asked to what extent they feel prepared to teach in various
settings. It was hoped that this distinction provided a better insight into the complexities
of the different settings which preservice teachers could be employed.
There was no distinction between the types of programs studied.
When beginning teachers’ preparedness to teach were examined in the fore
mentioned studies there was no distinction between the types of program they received
their instruction in as compared to the types of program they actually taught in—
Oral/ASL setting. Without these qualifying characteristics, it was difficult to discern
exactly if their specific types of programs did an adequate job of preparing them for their
beginning year of teaching despite the setting where they were employed.
For the purpose of this study, the types of programs were looked at only in
regards to whether or not the program has CED certification. This information was
supplied by the participants in the online survey.
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No studies researched background characteristics.
In conjunction to the above, it should also be noted that there was a lack of
research done on beginning year teachers and the impact that their background had on
their success in their program and in the subsequent success in the classroom. Research
which looks at factors such as the beginning year teacher: (a) being hearing, deaf, or hard
of hearing; or (b) being a Child of a Deaf Adult (CODA) or sibling of a deaf or hard of
hearing person; or (c) being in a certain age bracket, i.e. maturity level, could help
programs redesign their overall structure if the information proves to be different for each
subgroup.
These qualifying characteristics were examined individually in this study to
determine if there was a relationship between them and to the beginning teachers’
perceptions of their preparedness.
Lack of studies which focus on perceptions of beginning teachers.
As deaf education is a low incidence disability, it stood to reason that there was a
lack of studies which focused on beginning teachers’ perceptions and experiences of their
preparation program. With that in mind, the information from these studies should be
used with caution as they were not intended to be used as a means to support this
researcher’s focus; rather, these studies were meant to inform the field of deaf education
in general on their specific content rather than being generalized to other areas within
deaf education as done within this study.
It is hoped that this study will shed light in this area as this study was designed to
analyze the extent to which beginning teachers felt prepared to teach in specific settings
and in specific areas.
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Teacher Preparation Programs for Deaf Education Teachers
A review of literature indicated that deaf education programs in the United States
are not preparing pre-service teachers to work effectively with deaf or hard of hearing
students. At least three different areas were identified as areas of weaknesses: (a)
beginning teachers were not prepared for teaching in various settings other than
residential state-sponsored schools, (b) beginning teachers did not have enough
preparation in oral methods, and (c) beginning teachers did not have sufficient
preparation in regular curriculum.
Beginning teachers are not prepared for teaching in various settings other than
residential state-sponsored schools.
Jones and Ewing (2002), Lartz and Litchfield (2005/2006), and Miller (2000)
believed there was a disconnect between whate deaf education programs actually
prepared preservice teachers for and where they actually attained employment. According
to them, deaf education programs prepared future teachers to work in institutions for the
deaf or residential deaf schools while in actuality, the majority of preservice teachers
found employment as itinerant teachers, teachers in self-contained classrooms, or as
resource teachers. Very few graduates in reality went on to work in schools which
specialize only in deaf and hard of hearing children. Miller (2000) indicated that teacher
training programs are not training preservice teachers to work in public school settings,
specifically itinerant settings, where the majority of deaf and hard of hearing students are
served; nor are they training them to work with oral and mainstreamed full-time deaf
students. Luckner and Howell (2002) also supported this notion as their research
indicated, ―…approximately 83% of students who were deaf or hard of hearing were
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being served at least on a part-time basis in general education classrooms‖ (p. 54). They
also suggested that this has changed the face of deaf education as there has been an
increase in itinerant teachers and a decrease in self-contained classrooms.
In Jones and Ewing’s (2002) study they analyzed 46 CED-approved teacher
preparation programs. Each program did a self-study report that encompassed five
categories: (a) overall program characteristics, (b) faculty, (c) practicum, (d) curriculum,
and (e) specializations. Their results indicated that at least 85% of the deaf education
teacher preparation programs at that time were ―comprehensive‖ which resulted in a
breadth and complexity of the programs that were offered, meaning that programs were
offering a large background of coursework in hopes of covering the many different
settings/communication modalities where preservice teachers could potentially find
employment. Regardless of the fact that the programs had a comprehensive background,
they found a disconnect between practicum placement (state residential school) and
actual employment—only 13% of the 332 program graduates obtained employment in a
residential setting. Luckner and Miller (1994) concluded this as well. However, in their
quantitative survey study (336 teachers) they found that deaf education programs are not
preparing preservice teachers for itinerant teaching. They indicated that itinerant
teachers’ job responsibilities are vastly different from other teachers of the deaf and hard
of hearing students such as non-teaching activities (hours spent driving between schools,
resource to general educator) and wide variety of students (age, school setting, level of
functioning, most are oral). Yet, teacher training programs continue to prepare preservice
teachers to work in residential settings or self-contained classrooms thus, leaving many
first year teachers without the necessary skills to work with deaf and hard of hearing
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students in this setting. However, unlike Luckner and Miller, Jones and Ewing’s study
went on to carefully note that there were only 23 of 112 faculty members that held deaf
education as their academic major for their highest degree. In their study, they suggested
that this was an issue with many deaf education programs as this lack of leadership in the
field of deaf education could potentially (and negatively) impact future teacher educators
thus impacting future preservice teachers in deaf education programs.
Consequently in a qualitative study (Interpretivist Paradigm; within-case
analysis/cross-case analysis) by Guteng, Tracy, and Chappel (2000), similar results were
found. Their study examined practicum experiences that five preservice teachers acquired
in their deaf education programs through reflective journals, correspondence/conferences
with preservice teacher, observations, and informal conversations with cooperating
teachers. What they found was that more focus was on ASL and residential placement
rather than on good practice to foster initial adjustment to teaching and to enhance the
learning experiences of practicums. This concept of good practice to foster initial
adjustment to teaching and enhancing the learning experiences of practicums was very
unique as no other study that this researcher examined delved into this area at all.
Consequently, they suggested that deaf education programs be redesigned to include
different placements such as itinerant and mainstream settings, as well as, instruction in
IEPs, legal aspects, and parent relationships.
Beginning teachers do not have enough preparation in oral methods.
Additionally, research indicated deaf education programs also have focused
heavily on communication i.e. American Sign Language (ASL) or some other form of
manual communication rather than focusing on the oral method of teaching deaf or hard
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of hearing students, opposite to what was being taught in the 50’s, 60’s, and early 70’s
(Miller, 2000; Rittenhouse & Kenyon-Rittenhouse, 1996).
This concept was reinforced by a recent case study on one rural program by
Goodman in 2006. In her qualitative study, she used interviews, observations and
document reviews. She examined how manual communication was taught to preservice
teachers in comprehensive communication programs. Her findings indicated that
comprehensive programs should be providing not only the teaching of both signed
English and ASL; they should also be teaching courses that include strategies for how to
use the various communication modes in the classroom. However, one must accept this
study with great caution as this study focused on one program out of seventy programs at
that time. Had this study been enlarged to encompass several programs it would have
been interesting to see if this is consistent across all comprehensive programs.
With the onslaught of cochlear implants, digital hearing aids, and technological
advances there are more and more deaf or hard of hearing students nationally, Miller
suggested 90%, who do not rely on sign language as their primary mode of
communication. Public schools are finding beginning deaf education teachers lack the
basic foundation of teaching these students using the oral method for their programs have
focused primarily on ASL or other form of manual communication rather than preparing
preservice teachers to work with the majority of deaf and hard of hearing students in
public schools (Guteng, Tracy, & Chappell, 2000; Luckner& Miller, 1994; Miller 2000).
With this disconnect, it stands to reason that deaf or hard of hearing students are the ones
who suffer. This lack of skills in beginning teachers could potentially cause our deaf or
hard of hearing students to be even further behind academically.
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Beginning teachers do not have sufficient preparation in regular curriculum.
Furthermore, administrators have also noticed an additional problem. Deaf
educators have been taught how to teach deaf or hard of hearing students in their
preparation programs but not what to teach deaf or hard of hearing students (Lytle &
Rovins, 1997). Core content in the regular education curricula and fundamentals are often
overlooked in the preparation of these preservice teachers as teaching Language and
communication, whether it be ASL or written English, has taken the forefront of deaf
education programs. With this new focus, deaf and hard of hearing students are not
exposed to regular education curricula the same as their non-disabled peers (Humphries
& Allen, 2008). When they are exposed to the regular education curricula they are often
exposed to a ―water-downed‖ version of that same curricula. This creates a dilemma
when deaf or hard of hearing students take the annual state-wide assessments. It is widely
known in the deaf education field that deaf or hard of hearing students do not fare well on
these exams (Simms and Thumann, 2007). Poor scores have often been blamed on
language barriers but with research and data indicating otherwise (Humphries and Allen),
that view is slowly changing the face of deaf education.
Humphries and Allen’s (2008) action research case study depicted their struggle as
they tried to integrate regular education and the specialty of deaf education at the
University of California—San Diego. Their aim, since 1998, was to cross-train preservice
deaf education majors within an existing general education program rather than as a
―stand-alone‖. Within the restructuring of their curricular framework they also attempted
to bring a bilingual pedagogical theory to practice. Their findings indicated that their
graduates had a ―good understanding of the state and national standards and how these
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affect the expectations we have of deaf children‖ (p. 170). Additionally, based on the data
they gathered they increased their student-teaching time from fifteen weeks to twentyfive weeks so that preservice teachers could get comfortable with ―complexities‖ of the
deaf education classrooms. Fifteen weeks had proven to short and came to late in the
program so two student teaching requirements were expected before the preservice
teacher graduated from the program—a fifteen week student teaching occurred in the first
year and the second ten week student teaching occurred in the second year. While
Humphries and Allen’s study had a strong emphasis on bilingualism (ASL/English), their
findings proved to be interesting for the field of deaf education. As this is the only
program of its kind in the United States that focused on bilingualism, deaf education, and
general education all at the same time, it is still unclear as to the full impact programs
such as this will have on deaf education. More research in this area will be needed to
truly assess if this will cause a paradigm shift in deaf education as we know it.
Evaluation Of Empirical Studies On Teacher Preparation Programs For Deaf
Education Teachers
There are several limitations which bring the quality of the studies that were
examined above into question: (a) there were few studies that focused on teacher
experiences in preparation programs and (b) how the data for these studies were gathered
(self-reporting surveys). The next three subsections will discuss these limitations while
the last subsection will examine how this study will attempt to overcome those same
limitations.
Few studies focused on teacher experiences in preparation programs.
In the studies previously examined few actually focus on teacher experiences
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within their deaf education preparation programs. Most of the studies analyzed focus on
what a program offers to students rather than the actual experiences of those students.
This in itself is problematic as this study strived to examine teacher experiences within
their programs and their perceived preparedness to teach deaf students. As the
information gathered does not quite fit with this study’s focus, all results and information
must be used with caution.
Data for most studies were gathered via self-reporting surveys.
Most of the data gathered in the above studies were done through self-reporting
surveys. As information retrieved from self-reporting surveys can be tainted or biased, the
data must be examined with great care. Data which is considered quantitative but with
subjective undertones in nature has a tendency to be scrutinized or viewed as less
trustworthy than if it was collected by other means (Fink. 2006). Nevertheless, the studies
mentioned in this present research do have data which can be considered valuable
because any information gleamed from research that is sound (has research and data to
support it) and informs a major field of study is helpful in furthering ongoing research
whether it be in the same content area or other.

Overcoming Limitations

To circumvent some of the limitations mentioned above, this study surveyed
participants from eleven states (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wisconsin). It was hoped that surveying
beginning teachers in several states would enlarge the participant pool, thus, affording
this study more data in which to analyze. Also, by surveying beginning teachers in
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several states the possibility that more deaf education preparation programs that would be
represented would increase, thus allowing this study to have a larger teacher preparation
program base in which to analyze. Third, by looking at data from eleven states, this
study/results may be able to be generalized to some extent in other studies of similar
nature despite this study being a self-reporting survey study. Finally, asking questions that
required different types of responses (―Yes‖/‖No‖, Liekert scale) and questions that
focused on both experiences and perceptions of the participants should help provide a
more complete picture of teacher preparation programs that was represented in this study.
The Roles of Districts and Schools Support on Beginning Year Teachers
Beginning teachers need a strong support system regardless if they had a
wonderful experience in their preparation program at the university level. As quoted in
Mangrubang (2005), Weiss (1999) stated,
Too many teachers become initiated into a profession that too often
sets them up to fail. The system seems to neglect the fact that new teachers
are exceptionally vulnerable to the effects of unsupportive workplace
conditions, precisely because, never having taught before, they lack the
resources and tools to deal with the frustrations of the orkplace…Because
the system does not capitalize on new teachers’ zeal and in many cases
fails even to recognize their special situation, many are leaving or
becoming demoralized (p. 42).
It has been noted in several studies that the success of beginning teachers does not
rest in the preservice teacher development alone (Marable & Raimondi, 2007). While
college and universities have a responsibility to develop the skills and knowledge
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necessary in their preservice teachers, public schools acknowledge that they too are
responsible in the success of beginning teachers. District and school supports play an
important role in the further development of beginning teachers. Ongoing support
throughout their first few years is essential to the retention of these teachers as well. In
the following five sections, this researcher examined five district or school factors that
influence beginning year deaf education teachers: 1) cooperating teachers, 2) mentors, 3)
administrators, 4) professional development, and 5) resources. The last section is an
evaluation of the empirical studies that address the roles of district and schools support.
Cooperating teachers.
While the level of beginning teachers’ preparedness may be contingent on their
teacher preparation programs, equally important is the role of cooperating teachers
(teachers who supervise student teachers or preservice teachers) during the student
teacher experience. The literature tells us cooperating teachers are the first to influence
preservice teachers. Student teachers, as noted by Easterbrooks, Stephenson, and Gale
(2008/2009); and Johnson (2004), tend to take on the same techniques, attitudes, and
habits as their cooperating teachers because that is ―what they know‖ when they are given
their first classroom assignment. They model their own first classroom after their
cooperating teacher’s classroom as that environment is what is comfortable, safe, and
predictable to them. All people have tendencies to fall back on what we know and are
comfortable with, thus in this case, a classroom we have already taught in. Cooperating
teacher’s guidance is crucial in promoting their professional growth. Cooperating
teachers have the responsibility of providing the guidance and support needed for
preservice teachers to develop knowledge, problem solving, and critical thinking skills
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necessary to survive in a school setting. Moreover, it may be worthwhile for deaf
education programs to invest in cooperating teacher workshops to promote a higher level
of preparedness for their preservice teachers.
Mentors.
It is well documented that special education teachers, including deaf educators,
regardless of their assignment, have a very high attrition rate (Guteng, 2005) due to
several factors, with the primary factor being lack of a mentor program and/or lack of
time with the mentor if given one.
School administrators need to provide beginning teachers with a mentor. Research
indicated two year mentor programs have been instrumental in helping beginning
teachers be more successful in the classroom as well as helped retain beginning teachers
in the classroom. Moreover, providing a mentor that is an experienced deaf educator is a
key factor in the success of a beginning teacher. As the field of deaf education is unlike
other educational fields, it is important that a beginning teacher have support from
someone who understands the difficulties and experiences that they will go through.
Additionally, ensuring that the mentor’s and the beginning teacher’s plan times coincide
with each other is also another important aspect. This allows for the mentor and
beginning teacher to have time to discuss classroom techniques, review policies, and
view/critique video tapes of classroom instruction by the beginning teacher.
Administrators.
School administrators also play a key role in beginning teachers’ success. As
administrators, providing support to beginning teachers is vital. Providing support can be
as simple as supplying them teacher handbooks, forms, and policy procedures or as time
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consuming as making yourself available to them daily/weekly for consultation and
advice, for a shoulder to lean on, and for frequent evaluation and discussions. Regardless
of the type of support given, administrators need to clearly and emphatically ensure their
beginning teachers know they are part of the school team and that they are valued. The
school administrator has a very important role in ensuring that beginning teachers never
feel they are alone or unsupported.
Professional development.
Increased dissatisfaction with the lack of preparedness of deaf education teachers
in their beginning years is distressing to public school systems. New teachers appear not
to be prepared for the ever changing student body and classroom. Providing adequate
training by both the colleges and universities and the district/school system need to be a
top priority for the sake of the students that first year teachers impact. Without adequate
training deaf education teachers will not be able to successfully instruct students so they
are ready to transition into society. In addition, district and school systems must find
better tools and provide quality professional training so that beginning teachers are able
to apply the skills and knowledge they learned in those teacher preparation programs.
Providing ongoing professional development opportunities to the beginning teacher
which focuses on policies/procedures of the district/school, classroom and behavior
management techniques including data collection/reporting, and general classroom
operations is fundamental to the success of the beginning teacher. Additionally, providing
professional development opportunities which help build skills in the area of staff
training and presentations is an important factor as often times beginning deaf education
teachers are required to present in-service workshops to general education staff.
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Resources.
Factors that negatively influence beginning teachers include a lack of resources.
Many new teachers in the field of deaf education (and in general education) are not
provided additional planning and preparation time at the beginning of the school year. As
beginning teachers need more time to organize their materials/classroom, need more time
to have discussions with their mentor/administrator, and are often required to attend
workshops/seminars for new employees (thus less time in the classroom), having
additional time at the beginning of the year is crucial. Having that additional time could
reduce stress levels often associated with beginning teachers leaving the deaf education
field. This additional time at the beginning of the school year could also provide a feeling
of support to the new teacher. Requiring beginning teachers to start a week earlier than
more experienced teachers is an easy solution to this dilemma. A week of organized
workshops, classroom time, and mentor/administrator discussions would allow the
beginning teacher to attend all of the workshops/seminars that the other staff attend
during the days leading up to the first day of school.
A lack of instructional materials to stock their new classroom is an additional
factor that negatively influences beginning deaf education teachers. As beginning
teachers are just starting out they could easily lack sufficient materials to stock their
classrooms because the previous occupant may have removed materials that have been
built up over the years. Not having the appropriate materials could affect what and how
new teachers instruct their students. Moreover, new teachers are often unsure of what
materials they need at the beginning of the school year and/or are too timid in asking for
needed materials. Ensuring new teachers have the necessary materials is a responsibility
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that districts or individual schools should undertake as it is important that new teachers
start their career with a minimum of basic materials that are content related. Mentors are
especially valuable in this area as they are familiar with classroom necessities and could
be the ones responsible for acquiring these needed materials for their mentee.
For beginning itinerant deaf education teachers there is additional factors that must
be faced: lack of space for instruction; lack of communication between numerous
schools, time on the road; and lack of clear direct supervision (Guteng, 2005; Luckner &
Howell, 2002). As lack of space was noted as a key factor for beginning itinerant teacher,
providing adequate space is especially important in easing the new teacher into a
conducive and supportive environment. Making sure that these new itinerant teachers
have sufficient space in every school building they service is imperative because when
itinerant teachers do not have an appropriate space to call their own, they can feel
alienated, isolated, in sequential, and underappreciated. In addition, not having adequate
and appropriate space can negatively influence students as well as they too could
potentially feel alienated, isolated, in sequential, and unimportant—something that all
schools systems should strive to avoid, especially with students who have a disability.
To assist beginning teachers to acclimate to their new environment, school systems
must be able to address each of the obstacles which are noted above in order to provide
an environment which is encouraging, helpful, and accommodating to beginning
teachers.
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Evaluation of studies on the roles of districts and schools support on beginning year
teachers
There were several shortcomings in the above studies including the lack of
distinction between the type of schools that the beginning teachers were employed in, the
lack of distinction of who provided supports to the beginning teacher, and at which level
support was supplied. Knowing this information could provide useful knowledge in the
development of beginning teachers. If beginning deaf education teachers fair better in
state schools for the deaf then examining how they support their first year teachers could
reveal what other school districts are lacking. The same could be said for public or
private schools as well. Being able to compare school settings could lead to a better
understanding of what truly impacts beginning year teacher success. Moreover, in
examining at which level (district or school) the support was supplied to the beginning
teacher could provide better insights at which level monies and support should be
focused. Additionally, knowing the exact support that was supplied by the individual
school could help those in direct contact with the beginning teacher provide what is
needed for a smooth transition from the college setting to the deaf education classroom.

Current Study

This researcher's quantitative survey study investigated teacher perceptions of
preparedness to teach deaf and hard of hearing students in eleven Midwestern states
(Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Texas, and Wisconsin) and how their experiences in deaf education programs
were associated with their perceptions. Additionally, this study explored the role that
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district and school supports, as perceived by deaf education teachers, had on those same
beginning deaf education teachers. Based on the findings from this study, this researcher
provided some suggestions as to how these programs can better develop their curricula to
meet the needs of those facing their first year of teaching.
For this study this researcher developed four research questions:
1. How prepared do beginning deaf education teachers feel to teach deaf or hard
of hearing students in their beginning years?
2. How do deaf education teachers perceive their learning experiences in the
teacher education programs?
3. How do deaf education teachers perceive district and school supports?
4. How are deaf education teachers’ experiences in teacher education programs
and perceived supports from their district and school associated with their
preparedness to teach deaf or hard of hearing students?
This study tested the following two hypotheses: 1) beginning year deaf education
teachers who reported positive experiences in their teacher preparation programs were
more likely to feel they are prepared to teach deaf students, and 2) beginning year deaf
education teachers who reported positive supports from their district/school were more
likely to feel they were prepared to teach deaf students.

Significance

While there was an abundance of research within special education on the
perceptions of beginning teachers (Gehrke & Murri, 2006; Jones, 2009; Marable &
Raimondi, 2007) there was little that focused primarily on deaf education (Easterbrooks
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& Baker, 2002; Luckner, 1991; Rittenhouse & Rittenhouse, 1997). This researcher
believed delving into this area of research for deaf education would benefit not only
upcoming beginning teachers but would also inform deaf education teacher preparation
programs and districts and schools throughout the United States. For teacher preparation
programs, this information will give them insights on how they can adjust their curricula
to address weaknesses that were perceived by beginning year teachers. This information
may also help strengthen the connection with beginning teachers rather than programs
―disowning‖ their students after graduation.
In addition, by examining the relationship associated with teacher perceptions of
their preparedness, this study provided districts and schools with information on how to
improve their programs and support systems for preservice and beginning teachers.
Acquiring information on the types of supports (or lack of supports) and who provides
those supports (mentor, school district, individual school building) on beginning teachers
from beginning teachers provides districts and schools the knowledge they need to
initiate programs such as a mentor program or a new teacher support group. Specific data
on the occurrence of orientations and workshops, informal/formal discussions with
administrators, observations of other teachers, mentorship, and dialogues between the
district and/or school with the degree granting university/college could lend a new
outlook on the importance of these supports. Informing districts and schools on what
beginning teachers feel as important or beneficial could lead to an increase in retention as
support systems will begin to be implemented by those school districts to help acclimate
beginning teachers to the challenges they face.
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This study utilized a survey to gather information about the perceptions of
beginning year teachers on their preparedness to teach deaf or hard of hearing students.
The survey targeted beginning teachers in public schools, state sponsored residential
schools, and private schools in a twenty-two state area. Statistical methods were used to
determine the relationship between beginning year teachers’ previous learning
experiences in teacher education programs, their perceptions of how well they were
prepared for the first few years of teaching, and their perceptions on the role that district
and school supports had on beginning deaf education teachers. As there is little research
done on deaf education teachers, their programs, and their district and school supports,
the findings from this study will provide useful information to improve deaf education
programs and support systems within districts and schools. The information will be
valuable as accountability continues to take the forefront in education.

Summary

It was hoped that this quantitative study will shed light on the current practices in
which deaf education programs in eleven Midwestern states prepare students for their
beginning years of teaching. In addition, this study investigated possible strengths and
weaknesses of those same programs to help determine if changes need to occur within the
curricula of those programs. This study also gained insight on what districts and schools
can do to provide additional support for their beginning teachers so that retention can
occur, especially in light of the teacher shortage that persists today in deaf education. As
there are so few research studies of this nature, any information obtained could be very
useful in the future development of quality teachers in deaf education.
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Chapter 3

Research Method

This study investigated teacher perceptions of preparedness to teach deaf or hard
of hearing students and how their experiences in deaf education programs were
associated with their perceived preparedness. In addition this study investigated their
perceptions of district and schools supports for beginning deaf education teachers. The
first half of this chapter presents research design and sample. The second half of this
chapter presents the data collection procedures, independent and dependent variables,
validity and reliability, and data analyses.

Research Design

Using data gathered through a 123 item online survey (see Appendix A for
complete survey), this quantitative study examined beginning year deaf education
teachers perceptions of their preparedness to teach deaf and hard of hearing student in
eleven Midwestern states (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wisconsin) as well as their perceptions of
district and school supports and the role those supports play in the beginning years of
these deaf education teachers. It also examined these deaf education teachers’
experiences in their teacher preparation programs in relation to their perceptions of
preparedness. The proposed research design was a quantitative survey study. The
researcher chose this method of study as it allowed for easier access to beginning year
deaf education teachers across several states (via email system or online) in the shortest
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amount of time. Consequently, this researcher chose the above eleven states as the
primary focus in hopes that results from this study would enlighten and improve deaf
education teacher preparation programs, districts and schools, and future teachers that
could potentially impact this researcher’s own employing state sponsored school.

Sample

The participants in this study were selected based on the following specific
criteria: (a) they earned a degree from a teacher preparation program for the deaf and
hard of hearing, (b) they had a deaf education or hearing impaired teaching certificate in
the state in which they were employed, (c) they taught deaf and hard of hearing students
for less than five years, and (d) they were employed in one of twenty-two Midwestern
states (Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Wisconsin, and Wyoming). As
respondents were selected due to their ability to meet specified criteria, the sample was
considered a purposeful sample (Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 1998).
To determine potential participants in this study, this researcher contacted each of
the departments of education in the twenty-two states listed previously. The following
information was acquired from those departments: (a) a list of email addresses of schools
which have PK-12 deaf and hard of hearing programs, and/or (b) a list of email addresses
of deaf education teachers, and/or (c) contact information of the person who could
distribute the survey to potential participants. To obtain contact information, this
researcher talked with several different departments within each department of education
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such as teacher certification, core data, and special education. The number of potential
participants was approximately 1152 beginning deaf education teachers based on state
department of education contacts. In addition, potential participants for this study were
also elicited from the American Annals of the Deaf (2009) and from the state sponsored
schools for the deaf websites. These last two resources did not provide an exact number
of potential participants rather it provided a listing of school districts, public or private,
that housed deaf education programs as well as a listing of all the state sponsored schools
for the deaf. Emails were sent to the administrators of the school districts/state schools in
hopes they would pass the survey along to beginning teachers.

Data Collection Procedures

Data was collected through a self reporting online survey designed by the
researcher using an online survey tool, Qualtrics.com. The survey employed 123
questions divided into 4 sections: (a) teacher background, (b) teacher preparedness to
teach, (c) deaf education teacher preparation program, and (d) beginning teachers’
perceptions of the supports provided by their district and school.
Once an email list was finalized for each department of education, a web search
was conducted of each of the public school districts, the state schools for the deaf, and
private schools to locate the names of any deaf education teachers who may have been
missed in the original list. This researcher then emailed all of those identified teachers a
cover letter and a survey (see Appendix A for complete cover letter and survey) and
requested their participation. In addition, this researcher referred to the American Annals
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of the Deaf (Reference Issue, 2010) to locate any remaining school districts, private
schools, or state schools that may have been missed.
To increase response rates, the researcher employed a monetary incentive (Fink,
2006). Each participant who completed the survey by May 30, 2011 received a $5.00
online gift certificate from Amazon.com. To increase the response rates, the researcher
also sent four email reminders to the deaf education teachers, state departments of
education, and school administrators (See Appendices B, C, and D). The first email
reminder was sent exactly one week after the survey starting date (March 01, 2011). The
second and third email reminders were sent on the second and third weeks after the
survey starting date. The last email reminder was exactly one week after the March 30,
2011 deadline had passed. However, after the March 30, 2011 deadline had passed, this
researcher extended the deadline to May 30, 2011. It was hoped that the incentives,
reminders, and extended deadline date would increase the number of participants within
the study.
To get potential participants, this researcher contacted all twenty-two state
departments of education in order to get potential participants. Once contact was made
with the additional state departments of education, they were asked to do one of two
things: provide this researcher with names and contact information of potential
participants or send potential participants information about this study. If state
departments chose to send out the recruitment information, they were asked to provide
this researcher with the number of potential participants that they sent the information to.
Of the twenty-two state departments of education that were contacted, eleven states
(Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico,
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Oklahoma, Texas, and Wisconsin) provided the requested information while one state,
North Dakota (3), sent the recruitment information for this researcher. South Dakota was
only able to send information on school districts that had deaf/hard of hearing programs
within their state. From that information this researcher was able to discern the school
websites and administrator email addresses. Three states refused to help this researcher
altogether (Colorado, Mississippi, and Tennessee). This was largely due to confidentiality
issues. For five states (Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wyoming),
multiple attempts (at least four) were made to acquire the information from the state
departments of education but no responses were provided to this researcher. A total of 43
contacts were made for the eleven states: Illinois (5), Indiana (2), Iowa (1), Minnesota
(3), Missouri (1), Nebraska (2), New Mexico (4), Oklahoma (2), Texas (17), Wisconsin
(5), and North Dakota (1). In addition, emails were sent to all state schools for the deaf
that resided in the twenty-two states. For this information, the researcher referred to the
American Annals of the Deaf (2009) to obtain the websites. A total of eleven states out of
the original twenty-two states are represented in the final study.
On a final note, to avoid multiple surveys being completed by a single individual,
surveys were only accepted which had an email address that is associated with a public
school district, a state sponsored school, or a private school. This stipulation was clarified
at the end of the survey when this researcher asked for a valid email address. Also, if a
duplicate email address was entered, this researcher only included the first response in
this study and disregarded all other duplicates.
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Descriptive Results

For this survey there were 1152 emails sent out to individual deaf education
teachers within the twenty-two states. However, it must be noted that it is unknown how
many of those 1152 emails were to teachers with less than five years experience as most
states had no way to delineate which certificate holders were within the five years
experience or less category. Additionally, emails were sent to at least one administrator
for each of the state schools for the deaf within the twenty-two state area (20) as well as
sent to at least one administrator in private schools within the same twenty-two state area
(22) as listed within the 2009 American Annals of the Deaf. Moreover, at least one email
was sent to administrators of any public school with a deaf education program (326) that
was sent via state department of education information. Of those 1152 emails sent that
were sent to individual teachers, there were 103 initial respondents (9% response rate—
unofficial). Since it is unknown just how many of those 1152 emails were to teachers
with less than five years teaching experience, the actual response rate is undeterminable
thus for the sake of this research study, the researcher will only look at the 103
respondents when calculating the following descriptive results.
Of those 103 respondents, 94 (91%) were employed as a deaf education teacher,
while 9 (9 %) indicated they were not deaf education teachers thus the 9 respondents who
indicated they were not deaf educators were removed from this study. Additionally, only
88 (95%) of the 94 respondents indicated that they had certification in Deaf/Hearing
Impairment in their current state of employment. Three (3%) of the 94 respondents did
not have certification and two (2%) of the 94 respondents skipped this question, totaling
93 respondents. Of those 93 respondents, only 88 (95%) respondents replied to the
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question that asked about their teaching experience. The largest number of respondents
(19) had 3-4 years teaching experience, totaling 22%. Sixteen respondents (18%)
indicated they had 1-2 years teaching experience while 14 respondents each indicated 2-3
years, and 4-5 years. Ten (11%) of the 88 respondents became ineligible for the survey
because they responded ―more than 5 years‖ (9) or ―skip‖ (1). In addition, responses that
had less than 50% of the data requested were removed from the study (16 of the 78
respondents, 21%). A total of 62 of 103 respondents (60%) were eligible for this study.
Of those 62 respondents, 38 (61%) graduated with an undergraduate degree while 24
(39%) graduated with a graduate degree. Additionally, of those 62 respondents, 15 (24%)
were from Illinois, 2 (3%) were from Indiana, 1 (2%) was from Iowa, 1 (2%) was from
Kansas, 3 (5%) were from Minnesota, 18 (29%) were from Missouri, 1 (2%) was from
Nebraska, 4 (6%) were from New Mexico, 4 (6%) were from Oklahoma, 9 (15%) were
from Texas, 3 (5%) were from Wisconsin, and 1 (2%) was unknown. However, it is
known that the 1 respondent listed as ―unknown state‖ does come from one of the
twenty-two states thus it was decided not to remove this respondent from the study.

Variables

The survey was designed to collect information on one dependent variable and
two independent variables (thirteen dimensions). Moreover, there were three control
variables. The following three subsections will describe the dependent and independent
variables as well as the control variables. Appendices A and E lists all the variables,
survey questions, original coding, and final coding for all the variables on teacher
background, teacher preparedness to teach, deaf education teacher preparation programs,
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employing school district information, and control variables. Reliability indices of
Cronbach alphas were also listed for summary variables (see Tables 1, 2, and 3).
Dependent Variable
There is one outcome variable within this study. The outcome variable is how
well beginning year teachers perceive themselves to be prepared. A list of 23 statements
describes the various aspect of teaching deaf and hard of hearing students. The teachers
are asked to answer with the extent to which they feel prepared to do each of the 23 items
described in the statements. The mean of their responses were computed as a composite
of teachers’ prepared to teach deaf and hard of hearing students.
Basic skills.
Basic skills (α=.70) was measured using a composite of four variables about
teachers’ ability to perform specific tasks within their first five years of teaching: 1) able
to develop an IEP, 2) able to implement an IEP, 3) able to provide instruction in regular
curricula, and 4) teach student with multiple disabilities. These items were developed by
the author as well as being based on literature.
Working with others.
Working with others (α=.79) was measured using a composite of six variables: 1)
provide in-service to regular educators, 2) develop schedules, 3) collaborate with regular
educations, 4) collaborate with administrators, 5) supervise others: interpreters, etc, and
6) develop relationships with parents. These items were developed by the author.
Communication modes.
Communication modes (α=.47) was measured using a composite of three
variables about instruction provided by the college/university on various communication
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methods: 1) cued speech, 2) American Sign Language, and 3) SEE/ other manual
communication. These items were developed based on the literature.
Types of programs.
Types of programs (α=.78) was measured using a composite of nine variables: 1)
elementary, 2) middle school, 3) high school, 4) itinerant, 5) resource room, 6) selfcontained classroom, 7) class-within-class, 8) school for the deaf, and 9) private school.
These items focused on instruction provided by the college/university on various
education settings. These items were developed by the author based on the literature.
Independent Variables
The independent variables for this study were the teachers’ experiences within
their teacher preparation programs and the perceived role that their district and school
supports had on their first year of teaching. These two independent variables were
measured with the following nine dimensions.
Program supports.
Program supports (α=.85) was measured using a composite of eight items about
college/university instruction and/or support provided during student teaching: 1) support
for SCPI, 2) support for Praxis, 3) Workshops/coursework support in behavior/classroom
management, 4) discussions during student teaching, 5) mentor/advisor support, 6)
frequent communication, 7) information on support systems, and 8) new teacher
orientation. These items were developed by the author based on the literature.
Course content: language/communication modes.
Course content: language/communication modes (α=.48) was measured using a
composite of three variables: 1) ASL grammar, 2) SEE/other manual communication, and
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3) Cued Speech. These items were developed by the author based on the professional
development literature.
Course content: deaf/hard of hearing content.
Course content: deaf/hard of hearing content (α=.62) was measured using a
composite of four variables: 1) knowledge of deaf culture/history, 2) teaching
reading/language, 3) teaching speech, and 4) knowledge of audiology. These items were
developed by the author based on the professional development literature.
Course content: special education foundation content.
Course content: special education foundation content (α=.82) was measured using
a composite of nine variables: 1) knowledge of regular curriculum, 2) knowledge of
behavior management, 3) knowledge of methods of teaching, 4) knowledge of IEP
development, 5) knowledge of scheduling others, 6) knowledge of paperwork
completion, 7) knowledge of building relationships, 8) knowledge of in-service
development, and 9) knowledge of collaborative teaching methods with regular
educators. These items were developed by the author based on the professional
development literature.
Course content: deaf education preparation.
Course content: deaf education preparation (α=.74) was measured using a
composite of eight variables about instruction in deaf education settings provided by the
deaf education teacher preparation program: 1) mainstream setting, 2) self-contained
classroom, 3) class-within-class setting, 4) resource room, 5) itinerant setting, 6) school
for the deaf, 7) private school (oral based), and 8) private school (manual
communication). These items were developed by the author.
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1st year mentor support.
1st year mentor support (α=1.0) was measured using a composite of six variables:
1) helps understand school environment, 2) helps understand my students, 3) helps
complete administrative duties, 4) helps plan innovative lessons, 5) helps become a better
teacher, and 6) provides emotional support. These variables were focused on 1st year
supports provided by beginning teachers’ mentors. These items were developed by the
author.
Administration support.
Administration support (α=.92) was measured using a composite of nine variables
about the depth of administrative support provided to the beginning teacher during their
first year of teaching: 1) facilitates collaborations and communication, 2)
understand/supports deaf education, 3) understands/supports professional goals and
learning, 4) provides constructive feedback, 5) can share feelings, worries, frustrations
with administrator, 6) respects administrator as instructional leader, 7) provided teamteaching opportunities, 8) scheduled observations other classrooms, and 9) provided ongoing support during 1st year. These items were developed by the author based on the
professional development literature.
District/school professional development.
District/school professional development (α=.91) was measured using a
composite of nine variables: 1) beginning teachers’ knowledge and skills, 2) ongoing
workshops/seminars during their 1st year, 3) new employee orientation within 1st month
of employment, 4) support during 1st year of teaching through professional development,
5) professional development with a policies/procedures focus, 6) professional
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development with an in-service presentation focus, 7) classroom management, 8)
behavior management, and 9) general classroom operation. These items focused on
professional development opportunities provided by the employing school district and/or
school during the beginning teachers’ first years.
Building resources.
Building resources (α=.77) was measured using a composite of four variables
about employing school districts and/or schools and the resources they provided to
beginning teachers: 1) adequate instructional materials, 2) adequate
classroom/instructional space, 3) adequate time between buildings, and 4) adequate time
at the beginning of the school year. Each of these items was developed by the author
based on the literature.
Control Variables
Four teacher background characteristics: 1) deaf or hard of hearing, 2) GPA in
deaf education program, 3) employed in state schools, and 4) employed in private schools
were included as the control variables. Eleven percent of deaf education teachers were
either deaf or hard of hearing while eighty-nine percent were hearing. One-hundred
percent of deaf education teachers had GPAs above a 3.0. Sixteen percent had GPAs of
4.0. Eighty-six percent had GPAs between a 3.0 and a 3.98 with 3.8 having the highest
frequency at thirteen percent. Sixteen percent were employed in a state sponsored
school. Thirteen percent were employed in a private school.
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Validity

Validity refers to measuring factors that accurately reflect the concepts being
measured (Creswell, 2003; Field, 2005; Fink, 2006). The purpose of this study was to
examine beginning deaf education teachers’ experiences in their deaf education teacher
preparation programs, to examine beginning teachers’ perceptions of their preparedness
to teach deaf or hard of hearing students, and to examine beginning deaf education
teachers’ perceptions of district and school support. To ensure validity of this study, this
researcher focused the survey questions so that the questions gathered data based on four
different areas: (a) teacher background information, (b) basic background information
about their teacher preparation programs and the beginning teachers’ experiences within
those deaf education programs, (c) beginning teachers’ perceptions of their preparedness
to teach, and (d) beginning teachers’ perceptions of the supports provided by their district
and school. Another way this researcher increased validity of this study was to develop
survey items that were similar in nature to other survey items from other studies. This
allowed the researcher to include items that may not have been thought of in the initial
stages of the survey development. One last effort to ensure validity was the distribution
of the survey (pilot study) to three beginning teachers at the Missouri School for the Deaf
(MSD) who met the criteria as outlined previously. This was done so that their
critique/feedback can be used to improve the survey (great care was taken so that MSD’s
teachers did not feel threatened in any way if they refused to provide information to this
researcher or if their information was negative in nature). Based on the one suggestion
they provided, this researcher changed the appearance of the on-line survey so that there
were fewer items per screen (no content changes were made). The three beginning
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teachers at MSD were also allowed to participate in the upcoming study despite their
involvement in the survey preparation process. Without their involvement, the overall
number of eligible participants would have fallen below the 60 participant minimum
requirement that was established, thus, they were allowed to participate in this study.

Reliability
According to Field (2005), reliability is ―the ability of a measure to produce
consistent results when the same entities are measured under the same conditions‖ (p.
742). Field went on to state, ―…the Cronbach’s Alpha, α, … is the most common
measure of scale reliability‖ (p. 667). To ensure reliability within the survey, the
researcher ran the Cronbach’s Alpha in order to validate the findings the survey yielded.
The test was used to test the internal consistency of some primary measures such as
beginning teacher perceptions on their preparedness.

Data Analysis

The following section will describe the statistical methods to be used to analyze
the data for each research question. For this study, the researcher used the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 19.0 to analyze all data.
For research questions one, two, and three, descriptive statistics were used.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the basic features of the data. Descriptive
statistics (i.e. mean, median, and standard deviation) provided basic information about
the sample. Using descriptive statistics, along with visual graphics, allowed comparisons
to be made across the seven dimensions of the independent variable.
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For research question four, a correlation analysis (bivariate relationship) and a
multiple linear regression were used. A bivariate correlation is a measure of the linear
relationship between two variables while a multiple linear regression is a statistical
procedure that is used to find the linear combination of independent variables that best
explains the dependent variable (Field, 2005). The relationship among all the dependent
variables (Basic Skills, Working with Others, Communication Modes, and Types of
Programs) and independent variables (9 items) was examined. In addition, the
relationship between teacher experiences with their teacher preparation programs and
their perceived preparedness was examined as well as their perceptions of district and
school supports on those beginning year teachers, all controlling for: (a) personal
experience with deafness (own deafness or hard of hearing status, (b) academic
background (GPA), and (c) the type of school currently employed (State, Private).

Summary
This chapter reviewed the research methods of this study. The study’s primary
purpose was to provide quantitative data for the purpose of examining deaf education
teachers’ experiences in their deaf education teacher preparation program, their perceived
preparedness for their first year of teaching, and the perceived role that district and school
supports have on the beginning teacher. This chapter also discussed the expected sample
size, data collection procedures, independent and dependent variables, reliability and
validity, and data analysis.

68

Chapter Four

Results

The focus of chapter four is to present the findings for the four research questions
of the study based on descriptive statistics and multiple regression analyses. A brief
summary of the results concludes this chapter.
Research Questions: The Results
Research question #1. How prepared do beginning deaf education teachers
feel to teach deaf or hard of hearing students in their beginning years?
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics on beginning teachers’ perceptions of
their preparedness to teach Deaf/HH students. Beginning teachers were asked to what
extent they felt they had the basic skills necessary to teach Deaf/HH students (4 items);
had the skills necessary to work with others (6 items);were able to use a variety of
communication modes(3 items); and were able to teach in a variety of programs/settings
(9 items). Respondents were asked to rate their level of perceived preparedness using the
following: Not at all (1), Small Extent (2), Medium Extent (3), and Large Extent (4).
The means of these items were calculated to create the overall ―Basic Skills‖
summary variable, ―Working with Others‖ summary variable, ―Communication Modes‖
summary variable, and ―Types of Programs.‖ Table 1 lists all the items used to create
these four summary variables and Appendix E presents the original survey items with
coding scheme.
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Table 1
Beginning Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Preparedness to Teach Deaf/HH Students
Teacher Preparation Characteristics

N

Mean

SD

Min.

Max.

Basic Skills (Cronbach alpha = .70)

62

3.25

0.50

2

4

Develop an IEP

62

3.26

0.7

1

4

Implement an IEP

62

3.42

0.74

1

4

Provide Instruction in Regular Curriculum

62

3.23

0.78

1

4

Teach Students with Multiple Disabilities

62

2.74

0.83

1

4

Working with Others (Cronbach alpha = .79)

62

3.23

0.57

1.67

4

Provide In-Service to Regular Educators

62

3.21

0.85

1

4

Develop Schedules

62

3.13

0.93

1

4

Collaborate w/Regular Educators

62

3.56

0.72

1

4

Collaborate w/Administrators

62

3.50

0.76

1

4

Supervise others: Interpreters, etc

62

2.35

1.01

1

4

Develop Relationships w/Parents

62

3.61

0.58

2

4

Communication Modes (Cronbach alpha = .47)

62

2.24

0.66

1

3.67

Cued Speech

62

1.26

0.60

1

4

American Sign Language

62

2.89

1.09

1

4

SEE/Other Manual Communication

62

2.58

1.05

1

4

Types of Programs (Cronbach alpha = .78)

62

3.18

0.54

1.56

4

Elementary

62

3.55

0.72

1

4

Middle School

62

3.21

0.85

1

4

High School

62

3.00

0.98

1

4

Itinerant

62

3.26

0.83

1

4

Resource Room

62

3.37

0.83

1

4

Self-Contained Classroom

62

3.63

0.61

2

4

Class-within-Class

62

2.85

0.96

1

4

School for the Deaf

62

2.73

1.12

1

4

Private School

62

3.05

1.06

1

4
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When comparing the four summary variables of beginning teachers’ perceptions
of their preparedness to teach Deaf/HH students (Table 1), Basic Skills had the highest
mean score, 3.25 while Communication Modes had the lowest mean score, 2.24.
Working with Others was the second highest; with a mean score of 3.23 and the second
lowest mean score was Types of Programs (3.18). This means beginning teachers felt
they had the required basic skills in which to teach Deaf/HH students. In addition,
beginning teachers felt they were prepared to work with others as well as prepared to
work in a variety of programs. However, beginning teachers felt less prepared to teach
students using a variety of communication modes (ASL, SEE, Cued Speech). All the
Cronbach alpha values of reliability were .70 or above except for Communication Modes
which had a low reliability score (Cronbach alpha =.47).
In the area of Basic Skills, implementing an IEP ranked the highest with a mean
of 3.42, whereas teaching students with multiple disabilities scored the lowest at 2.74.
Second and third highest ratings were given to Develop an IEP (3.26) and Provide
Instruction in Regular Curriculum (3.23). Beginning teachers felt more prepared in
implementing IEPs of Deaf/HH students; however, they felt less prepared in teaching
Deaf/HH students who had multiple disabilities. Beginning teachers also indicated they
felt prepared to develop an IEP as well as provide instruction in the regular curriculum.
In the area of Working with Others, developing relationships with parents had the
highest mean score of 3.61, while respondents felt they are least prepared in the area of
supervising others such as interpreters and aides (2.35). The second and third highest
ratings were given to Collaborate with Regular Educators (3.56) and Collaborate with
Administrators (3.50). Develop Schedules (mean = 3.13) received the second lowest
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rating in this area. This means beginning teachers felt more prepared to develop
relationships with parents as well as felt more prepared to collaborate with regular
educators and administrators. Beginning teachers reported they felt less prepared to
supervise others such as interpreters and aides and develop schedules for students
(classes), interpreter duties, and self.
For the area of Communication modes, Cued Speech had the lowest mean (1.26)
in comparison to American Sign Language (ASL), which had the highest mean score of
2.89. SEE/Other Manual Communication received the rating of 2.58. This means that
beginning teachers felt they were less prepared to teach students using Cued Speech than
any other communication language/mode. While beginning teachers reported they felt
more prepared to teach Deaf/HH students using American Sign Language than any other
communication mode, the overall mean was still relatively low (below ―medium extent‖,
2.89).
The last area of preparedness that was examined was Types of Programs. In this
area, beginning teachers reported that they felt more prepared to teach in a self-contained
classroom in the public school (3.63) at the elementary level (3.55). They also reported
more prepared to teach in a Resource Room setting (3.37). However, they felt least
prepared to teach in a state sponsored school for the deaf (2.73) and class-within-class
setting (2.85) than they did in any other setting. They also reported less prepared to teach
at the high school level (3.0) and in private school (3.05). The overall findings for
research question 1 indicated beginning teachers felt they have the required basic skills
with which to teach Deaf/HH students (Mean=3.25). More specifically, beginning
teachers felt they were more prepared to implement an IEP than any other area in this

72

summary variable. Secondly, beginning teachers also reported that they are prepared to
work with others (Mean=3.23) particularly with parents, regular educators, and
administrators. Thirdly, beginning teachers also reported they are prepared to teach in a
variety of programs/settings, generally reporting more prepared to teach in a selfcontained classroom in the public school (3.63) at the elementary level (3.55). Lastly,
beginning teachers reported they are least prepared in using a variety of communication
modes (2.24), with Cued Speech being the least area of preparedness for this summary
variable.
Research question #2. How do deaf education teachers perceive their
learning experiences in the teacher education programs?
Table 2 represents descriptive statistics on beginning teachers’ learning
experiences in the teacher preparation program. Teacher preparation program
characteristics were divided into 5 areas: Program Support (8 items), Language and
Communication Modes (3 items), Deaf/HH Class Content (4 items), Special Education
Foundation Content (9 items), and Deaf Education Preparation (8 items) as shown in
Table 2. For Program Support, they were asked to indicate the degree of agreement or
disagreement with a list of statements about their teacher education programs with the
answer categories ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree". For the other
items, they were asked to indicate their level of preparation they received in their teacher
education program with the answer categories ranging from "not at all" to "large extent".
Appendix E presents the original survey items with coding scheme.
The Program support variable had a mean score of 4.64 based on the scale
ranging from 1 through 6. This means beginning teachers agreed that their teacher
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Table 2
Beginning Teachers’ Experiences in the Teacher Preparation Programs
Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics

N

Mean

SD

Min. Max.

Program Support (Cronbach alpha = .85)

62

4.64

0.99

2.5

6

Support for SCPI

62

5.00

1.62

1

6

Support for Praxis

62

4.97

1.19

1

6

WS/Coursework Support in Behavior/Classroom
Management

62

4.26

1.59

1

6

Discussions During Student Teaching

62

4.97

1.34

2

6

Mentor/Advisor Support

62

5.13

1.22

2

6

Frequent Communication

62

4.87

1.30

1

6

Information on Support Systems

62

3.97

1.39

1

6

New Teacher Orientation

62

3.98

1.66

1

6

Language/Communication (Cronbach alpha =
.48)

62

2.38

0.49

1.25

3.75

ASL Grammar

62

2.84

1.00

1

4

SEE/Other Manual Communication.

62

2.55

0.99

1

4

Cued Speech

62

1.65

0.52

1

3

Deaf/HH Classes (Cronbach alpha = .62)

62

3.18

0.58

1.25

4

Knowledge of Deaf Culture/History

62

3.11

0.91

1

4

Teaching Reading/Language

62

3.63

0.66

2

4

Teaching Speech

62

3.00

0.96

1

4

Knowledge of Audiology

62

2.97

0.83

1

4

SPED Foundation (Cronbach alpha = .82)

62

2.70

0.55

1.67

4

Knowledge of Regular Curriculum

62

2.95

0.84

1

4

Knowledge of Behavior Management

62

2.82

0.74

1

4

Knowledge of Methods of Teaching

62

3.26

0.75

2

4

Knowledge of IEP Development

62

2.84

0.81

1

4

Knowledge of Scheduling of Others

62

1.97

0.79

1

4

College/university provided:

To what extent do you feel your teacher education
courses taught you about the following things?
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Knowledge of Paperwork Completion

62

2.53

0.94

1

4

Knowledge of Building Relationships

62

2.85

0.87

1

4

Knowledge of In-Service Development

62

2.39

1.03

1

4

Knowledge of Collaborative Teaching Methods
w/Regular Educators

62

2.69

0.88

1

4

Deaf Ed Settings (Cronbach alpha = .74)

62

2.57

0.57

1

3.75

Mainstream Setting

62

2.97

0.83

1

4

Self-Contained Classroom

62

3.15

0.88

1

4

Class-within-Class Setting

62

2.19

0.85

1

4

Resource Room

62

2.73

0.87

1

4

Itinerant Setting

62

2.45

1.02

1

4

School for the Deaf

62

2.66

1.06

1

4

Private School (Oral Based)

62

2.39

1.08

1

4

Private School (Manual Communication)

62

2.00

0.94

1

4
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preparation program provided program supports such as support prior to taking the Praxis
and SCPI exams exam. The Cronbach alpha value for this summary variable was .85.
When comparing the other four summary variables of beginning teacher’s
experiences in the teacher education program (Table 2), Deaf/HH Classes (course
content) was the highest; with a mean score of 3.18. Language/Communication Modes
had the lowest mean score, 2.38. Special Education was the second highest, with a mean
score of 2.70. The second lowest mean score was Deaf Education Settings at 2.57.
These findings indicated that beginning teachers agreed only to a small extent that
their teacher preparation program provided course content in language/communication
modes. Next, beginning teachers reported they agreed to a medium extent that their
teacher preparation program provided course content in the area of Deaf/HH content.
Lastly, beginning teachers reported they agreed their teacher preparation program
provided course content in the area of Deaf Education preparation only to a small extent.
Three of the four Cronbach alpha values of reliability were above .60.
Language/Communication was the only Cronbach alpha value that was below .60
(Cronbach alpha =.48).
For the Program Support area, the highest mean score for individual items was
mentor/advisor support during student teaching (5.13). The second highest mean score
was support by the university prior to taking the SCPI (5.0). They agreed that their
universities provided mentors or advisors to them during student teaching and provided
support prior to taking the Signed Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI).
Beginning teachers only ―slightly agreed‖ that their university provided information on
the support systems for student teachers (3.97). They had a similar average response to
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the statement, ―My college/university in conjunction with my student teaching placement
school provided a new teacher orientation before I began my student teaching‖ (3.98).
The second area that beginning teachers were asked to respond to was
Language/Communication Modes. In this area, beginning teachers were asked to rate
their level of preparation they received in their teacher education program using the
following answer categories: Not at all (1), Small Extent (2), Medium Extent (3), and
Large Extent (4). Surprisingly, all three sections of this area had a mean score of less than
3.0. Cued Speech came in at the lowest with a mean score of 1.65 while the highest mean
score was 2.84 for ASL grammar. Signed Exact English or other manual communication
modes mean was 2.55. This means beginning teachers felt their teacher preparation
program taught them only to a small extent about Cued Speech. Moreover, beginning
teachers felt their teacher preparation program taught them only to a medium extent about
ASL grammar and Signed Exact English or other manual communication modes.
In the third area of Deaf/HH Class Content, teaching reading and language to
Deaf/HH students, received the highest mean score of 3.63. This indicated that beginning
teachers felt their teacher education courses in their preparation program taught them
about this particular skill set. The other three items, Knowledge of Deaf Culture and
History (3.11), Teaching Speech (3.00), and Knowledge of Audiology (2.97) also
received relatively high ratings.
The fourth area of teacher preparation characteristics was Special Education
Foundation Content. The lowest mean score (1.97), knowledge of scheduling others, was
similar to the data represented in Table 1, in the area of Working with Others. In Table 1,
beginning teachers reported only to a medium extent that their university taught them
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about developing schedules. This was the second lowest mean score for this area. In
Table 2, teachers reported that their universities taught them only to a small extent about
scheduling others such as students, interpreters, OT/PT service providers, and other staff
members.
Knowledge of methods of teaching had the highest mean score (3.26). Knowledge
of regular curriculum came in at second with the mean of 2.95. This means that
beginning teachers reported their education program taught them the knowledge of
methods of teaching and regular curriculum to a medium extent. Furthermore, beginning
teachers reported that their education program provided knowledge in scheduling others
such as interpreters and aides only to a small extent. Additionally, it must be noted that
knowledge of methods of teaching (Mean=3.26) was the only item that was rated above a
3.0.
The final area for teacher preparation characteristics was Deaf Education Settings.
Beginning teachers in this area indicated that their teacher education courses taught them
more about teaching Deaf/HH students in a self-contained classroom (3.15) than in any
other setting. This was also consistent with Table 1 where beginning teachers felt more
prepared to teach in self-contained classrooms than in any other setting (Mean=3.63).
This was the only setting that had a mean score above 3.00. This means that for this area,
beginning teachers perceived their teacher preparation program taught them about various
deaf education settings only to a small or medium extent. The lowest mean score was
private school using manual communication (2.00). The overall findings for Deaf
Education Settings suggested that beginning teachers reported that their teacher education
preparation program provided coursework in this area only a small to medium extent.
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This means that the course content in deaf education settings is a weak area for teacher
preparation programs. Unfortunately, this is the one area that beginning teachers need
more exposure as they must be prepared for all settings upon graduation.
Research question #3. How do deaf education teachers perceive district and
school supports?
Table 3 presents the ratings provided by beginning teachers’ perceptions of their
district and school supports. District and school supports characteristics were divided into
five areas: 1st Year Mentor Assignment (3 items), 1st Year Mentor Support (6 items),
Administrative Support (9 items), District/School Professional Development (9 items),
and Building Resources (4 items).Three items on 1st Year Mentor Assignment were
calculated individually rather than creating a summary variable (1st Year Mentor
Assignment: School District/School Provided a Mentor in Deaf Education During the
First Year of Teaching; and School/District/School Provided a Shared Plan Time with
Mentor During First Year of Teaching). The data indicates that 82% (51) of the 62
respondents received a mentor during their first year of teaching. However, of the 51
respondents who did receive a first year mentor, only 88% (45) of the mentors were in
the field of Deaf Education. In addition, of those who received a mentor during their first
year (51), only 45% (23) shared a plan time with their mentors. Overall, this means that
39 of 62 (63%) beginning teachers were not either assigned mentors or received shared
planning time with the mentors even if they were assigned mentors.
For all the other areas, beginning teachers were asked to rate their levels of
perceived supports by the district/school using the following answer categories: Strongly
Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Slightly Disagree (3), Slightly Agree (4), Agree (5), and
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Strongly Agree (6). When comparing the mean values of the four summary variables
(Table 3), 1st Year Mentor Support had the highest mean score of 4.76, while Building
Resources had the lowest mean score of 4.33. Administrative Support was the second
highest with a mean score of 4.54 and the second lowest mean score was District
Professional Development (4.39). This means beginning teachers agreed that their
mentors and building administrators did provide support during their first year of
teaching. However, they only slightly agreed that their district/school provided them with
adequate resources or adequate professional development during their beginning years of
teaching. All of the Cronbach alpha values of reliability were above .70.
Among the1st Year Mentor Support variables, teachers rated the highest for the
statement, ―My mentor provided emotional support‖ with a mean score of 5.08. The
second highest rating was given to the statement, ―My mentor helped me become a better
teacher‖ (4.94). The lowest mean score in this area was mentors helping plan innovative
lesson with a mean score of 4.14. This means that beginning teachers felt they were less
likely (slightly agreed) to receive help by their mentor in planning innovative lessons.
The second lowest mean score was for mentor’s help with completing administrative
duties. However, all the ratings within the Administrative Support variables, the teachers
gave the highest rating to the statement, ―My administrator understands and supports deaf
education‖ with a mean score of 5.11. Also noteworthy was that despite they perceived
administrative support as lower than mentor support, beginning teachers still indicated
that they respected their administrator as an instructional leader (Mean=5.08). The lowest
mean score (3.11) in this area was scheduled observations of other classrooms. Beginning
teachers felt they had less opportunity to observe other teachers teach in a classroom
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Table 3
Beginning Teachers’ Perceptions of Their District and School Supports
District/School Characteristics

N

Mean

SD

Min.

Max.

Mentor given in 1st year

62

0.82

0.39

0

1

Deaf Education Mentor During 1st Year

51

0.88

0.33

0

1

Shared Plan Time with Mentor

51

0.45

0.50

0

1

1st Year Mentor Support (Cronbach alpha = .96)

51

4.76

1.34

1

6

Helps Understand School Environment

51

4.96

1.34

1

6

Helps Understand My Students

51

4.8

1.43

1

6

Helps Complete Administrative Duties

51

4.65

1.57

1

6

Helps Plan Innovative Lessons

51

4.14

1.65

1

6

Helps Become a Better Teacher

51

4.94

1.49

1

6

Provides Emotional Support

51

5.08

1.34

1

6

Administrative Support (Cronbach alpha = .92)

62

4.54

1.09

1.89

6

Facilitates Collaborations and Communication

62

4.89

1.04

2

6

Understands/Supports Deaf Education

62

5.11

1.24

1

6

Understands/Supports Professional Goals and
Learning

62

4.92

1.09

2

6

Provides Constructive Feedback

62

4.5

1.45

1

6

Can Share Feelings, Worries, Frustrations with
Administrator

62

4.66

1.41

1

6

Respect Administrator as Instructional Leader

62

5.08

1.09

1

6

Provided Team-Teaching Opportunities

62

4.1

1.61

1

6

Scheduled Observations of Other Classrooms

62

3.11

1.81

1

6

Provided On-Going Support During 1st Year

62

4.5

1.52

1

6

My mentor:

Administrator:
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District Professional Development (Cronbach
alpha = .91)

62

4.39

0.97

2

6

Professional Development on Developing
Beginning Teachers’ Knowledge/Skills

62

4.65

1.24

1

6

Adequate Ongoing Workshops/Seminars During 1st
Year

62

4.65

1.13

2

6

Adequate New Employee Orientation w/in 1st
Month

62

4.61

1.38

1

6

Adequate Support During 1stYr Through
Professional Development

62

4.71

1.01

2

6

Adequate Professional Development on
Policies/Procedures Focus

62

4.55

1.11

2

6

Adequate Professional Development w/In-Service
Presentation Focus

62

3.95

1.32

1

6

Adequate Professional Development on Classroom
Management

62

4.23

1.38

1

6

Adequate Professional Development on Behavior
Management

62

4.18

1.40

1

6

Adequate Professional Development on General
Classroom Operation

62

4.02

1.39

1

6

Building Resources (Cronbach alpha = .77)

62

4.33

1.01

1.25

6

Adequate Instructional Materials

62

4.31

1.40

1

6

Adequate Classroom/Instructional Space

62

4.56

1.25

1

6

Adequate Time to Move Between Buildings

62

4.6

1.02

1

6

Adequate Time to Prepare at Beginning of School
Year

62

3.85

1.55

1

6

The School district provided:

To what degree do you feel that your school building
provided the following:
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setting regardless of the type of setting (deaf education/regular education). Beginning
teachers also reported they had less opportunity to be in a team teaching situation (4.1).
In the area of District Professional Development, professional development with
an in-service presentation focus had the lowest mean score (3.95). This means beginning
teachers indicated they slightly agreed that their district/school provided professional
development that taught them how to provide in-service presentations to regular
educators. Since many beginning deaf education teachers are required to give in-service
presentations to regular educators, this means that they are less likely to have the
necessarily skills to provide effective in-service presentations, possibly hindering the
success of deaf and hard of hearing students within the mainstream regular education
setting. Additionally, beginning teachers also reported that they slightly agreed that their
district/school provided professional development on general classroom operations
(Mean=4.02, second lowest mean score), behavior management (Mean=4.18) and
classroom management (Mean=4.23). As these are three very crucial elements to
beginning teachers’ success and retention, it was unfortunate that the mean scores were
relatively low. Support during their first year through professional development had the
highest mean score of 4.71. This indicated that beginning teachers did agree that their
district provided this type of support for them. However, this seemed to contradict the
previous three mean scores mentioned above as this tends to be the three areas that
beginning teachers need more support with. Ongoing workshops/seminars during the first
year and beginning teacher knowledge/skills both had the second highest mean score of
4.65. This indicated that beginning teachers reported that their district/school did provide
professional development in these two areas. Keep in mind though that this does not
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necessarily indicate the quality of professional development, only that the school district
provided the professional development perceived to be ―adequate‖ by beginning teachers
within these two areas.
The final area, building resources, looked at adequate time, materials, and space
provided to beginning teachers. Beginning teachers reported that they only slightly
agreed that their school/district provided them with enough time at the beginning of the
school year to adequately prepare for the new school year. This variable had the lowest
mean score of 3.85. On a positive note, beginning teachers agreed that their
school/district did provide adequate time to move between buildings if servicing students
at multiple levels (Mean=4.6). Having adequate instructional materials in which to supply
their classroom (4.31) and adequate classroom/instructional space (4.56) also received
relatively high ratings. In summary, beginning teachers of deaf/HH students reported the
positive supports from the first-year mentors and administrators. Their rating was slightly
lower for the district and school professional development and building resources.
Only 3 items ranked below a mean score of 3.95, excluding the first 3 Yes/No
items: scheduled observations of other classrooms (3.11); adequate time at beginning of
the school year (3.85), and PD with in-service presentation focus (3.95). This is
noteworthy as beginning teachers do need additional time in which to prepare, do need
extra support in providing in-service presentations, and could benefit from observing
other teachers in which to gain new insights on how to manage and instruct students. Not
sufficiently providing these three areas of support as indicated by beginning teachers
could adversely affect the success of future beginning teachers thus adding to the increase
in national attrition rates of beginning teachers overall.
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Research question #4. How are deaf education teachers’ experiences in
teacher education programs and perceived support from their district and school
associated with their preparedness to teach deaf or hard of hearing students?
Before presenting the findings from multiple regression analyses that addressed this
fourth research question, this researcher examined the bivariate relationships among all
the dependent variables and independent variables. Table 4 presents the correlation
analysis result. The four dependent variables were Beginning Teachers’ Preparedness to
Teach Deaf/HH Students with four constructs: 1) Basic Skills, 2) Working with Others,
3) Communication Modes, and 4) Types of Programs. Among the dependent variables,
Table 4 showed a statistically significant relationship between Basic Skills and Working
with Others (r=.73, p<.01) and Basic Skills and Types of Programs (r=.49, p<.01). This
indicated that teachers who felt prepared in basic skills were more likely to feel prepared
to work with others as well as to work in different types of programs. There was also a
statistically significant relationship between Working with Others and Types of Programs
(r=.47, p<.01). This means beginning teachers who reported that they felt prepared to
work with others were more likely to feel prepared to work in different types of programs
(p<.01). There was no statistically significant correlation between Communication Modes
and the three other dependent variables.
Table 4 also shows the relationship between the four dependent variables and the
independent variables of the teacher preparation program characteristics. There was a
statistically significant relationship between teachers’ preparedness in basic skills and all
of the program characteristics variables except for Program Supports, which was a
composite measure of 8 items: support prior to taking the SCPI exam, support prior to
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.10

-.13
.06
.10

10. 1stYr Mentor
Support
11. Adm. Support

12. District PD
.15

-.18

.31*

9. Deaf Ed Settings

.19

.17

.19

.39**
.47**

.40**
.43**

.08
.28*

.47**

.49**
.22
.29*

.04

.05

.73**

.06

-.00

-.07

.06

.16

0
.25

-.09
.83**

.06

-.07

.22

.27*

-.03

.29*

.29*
.32*

.10
.33**

Preparedness to Teach
Deaf/HH Students
1
2
3
4

7. Deaf/HH
8. SPED Foundation

1. Basic Skills
2. Working
w/Others
3. Communication
Modes
4. Types of
Programs
5. Program Supports
6. Lang/Comm

13. Building
Resources
N=62 for all the variables.
*p< .05, **p < .0

District and
School
Supports

Teacher
Preparation
Program
Characteristics

Preparedness
to Teach
Deaf/HH
Students

Table 4
Correlation Matrix among All Variables

.21

.22

.37**

.04

.25*

.10

.12

.05

.10

.29*

.43** .26*
.53** .42**

.07

.08

.30*

.18

-.12

.19

.28*

.30*

.18

.47** .38**

.35**

.16

.44** .71**

.59*

Teacher Preparation Program
Characteristics
5
6
7
8
9

.25

.24

.09

.49** .38**

.67**

District and School
Supports
10
11
12

taking the Praxis exam, coursework in behavior/classroom management, discussions
during student teaching, providing mentor support during student teaching,
communication with mentor during student teaching, information on support systems for
student teachers, and new teacher orientation before student teaching. This indicated that
beginning teachers who were taught Language (ASL grammar) and communication
modes, Deaf or hard or hearing courses content (knowledge of Deaf
culture/history/audiology, teaching reading/language to Deaf, teaching speech), special
education foundation (knowledge of regular curriculum, behavior management, methods
of teaching, etc), and deaf education settings were more likely to feel that they have basic
skills to teach Deaf/HH students.
There was a statistically significant relationship between teachers’ preparedness
in Working with Others and all of the program characteristics variables except for
Program Supports and Course Content in Deaf Education Settings. This indicated that
beginning teachers who taught course content in Language and Communication Modes,
Deaf/hard of hearing content, and special education foundation content were more likely
to feel prepared to work with others.
The dependent variable, Communication Modes, showed only one statistically
significant correlation with Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics. Course Content
in Language and Communication Modes showed a statistically significant relationship
with preparedness with communication modes. This means that beginning teachers who
were taught course content in Language and Communication Modes (ASL grammar, SEE
or other manual communication, Cued Speech, a variety of Communication Modes [ASL,
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Cued Speech, Manual Communication]) were more likely to feel prepared to use a
variety of communication modes.
The dependent variable, Types of Programs, showed a statistical significant
relationship with all the program variables except for program supports. Deaf or hard of
hearing course content, special education foundation content, and content in deaf
education preparation were all significant at the p<.05 level. This indicated that
beginning teachers who were taught these course contents were more likely to feel
prepared to work in different types of programs. Furthermore, Course Content in
Language (ASL grammar) and Communication Modes was significant at the p<.01 level.
This means that beginning teachers who were taught ASL grammar and a variety of
communication modes were also more likely to feel prepared to work in a variety of
different settings.
There was no statistically significant relationship between any of the four
dependent variables and District and School Support variables with the exception of
Types of Programs. The relationship between Types of Programs and Administrator
Support (collaboration, communication, constructive feedback, and team teaching
opportunities, etc) was statistically significant at the p<.05 level. This means that
beginning teachers who indicated they feel they have administrator support are more
likely to feel better prepared to work or teach in different types of programs. There was
six negative relationships between the four dependent variables and district/school
supports, although none of these negative relationships were statistically significant.
Lastly, Table 4 shows the relationships among the five Teacher Preparation
Program Characteristics as well as among and with the four District and School Supports.
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There was only one variable that was not statistically significant (relationship between
Program Supports and Language and Communication Modes Course Content).
Moreover, among the District and School Supports there were only three statistically
significant relationships. Surprisingly, there were no statistically significant relationships
between 1st Year Mentor Support and any other support variables. Finally, there were
four statistically significant relationships between Teacher Preparation Program variables
and District and School Support variables. None of these relationships were above r=.80
and there is no problem of multicollinearity for examining these independent variables
simultaneously.
The results of multiple regression analyses that addressed research question four
are presented in Tables 5 through 9. Table 5 presents the relationship between the
program characteristics variables and the four dependent variables controlling for four
control variables: Deaf or hard of hearing, GPA in deaf education program, working in a
state sponsored residential school, and working in a private school. Tables 6 through 9
present the relationships between district/school variables and the four dependent
variables. There are 4 different tables (6 through 9) so that each of the 3 independent
variables (Mentor Given During 1st Year, Mentor in Deaf Education Given During 1st
Year, Shared Plan Time with Mentor During the 1st Year) and district and school support
variables could be analyzed in relationship to the four dependent variables (Basic Skills,
Working with Others, Communication Modes, and Types of Programs).
Table 5 shows the relationship between program experience and beginning
teachers’ preparedness to teach. It indicates the dependent variable, Basic Skills
(developing and implementing an IEP, providing instruction in regular curriculum, being
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Intercept
Program Characteristics
Program Support
-0.02
Lang/Communication
0.16
Modes
D/HH Content
0.12
SPED Foundation Content 0.30
Deaf Ed Preparation
-0.09
Control Variables
Deaf or hard of hearing
-0.41
GPA in Deaf Education
0.04
Program
State school
0.22
Private School
0.21
N
62
2
R
.33
*p < .05, ** p< .01, ***p < .001
-0.26
0.02
0.16
0.14

0.19
0.19

0.140
0.33
-0.1

0.14
0.21
0.15
0.21
0.22

-0.05
0.15

Beta

0.07
0.14

Basic Skills
B
SE
1.86
1.00

-0.14
0.16
62
.33

-0.01
0.16

0.25
0.66**
-0.36*

-0.18*
0.07

0.21
0.22

0.24
0.26

0.16
0.24
0.17

0.08
0.16

-0.09
0.10

-0.00
0.07

0.25
0.63
-0.36

-0.32
0.06

Working with Others
B
SE
Beta
1.67
1.15

Relationship between Program Experience and Preparedness to Teach

Table 5

0.43***
-0.30*
62
.84

0.20
-0.18

-0.08
-0.03
0.05

-0.02
1.21***

0.12
0.12

0.14
0.15

0.09
0.14
0.10

0.05
0.09

0.24
-0.15

0.10
-0.08

-0.01
-0.02
0.04

-0.03
0.90

Communication Modes
B
SE
Beta
0.28
0.65

0.07
0.22
62
.23

0.05
0.47

0.23
-0.06
0.09

-0.03
0.36*

0.22
0.22

0.24
0.26

0.17
0.24
0.18

0.09
0.17

0.05
0.14

0.03
0.24

0.25
-0.06
0.10

-0.05
0.32

Types of Programs
B
SE
Beta
-0.15
1.17

able to teach students with multiple disabilities, and completing paperwork), had no
statistically significant relationships with any of the program experiences (independent
variables), controlling for four background characteristics. This means that beginning
teachers’ level of preparedness in basic skills did not change by their learning
experiences in the deaf education programs. Table 5 does show that beginning teachers
whose programs provided support (support for the SCPI exam, prior support for the
Praxis exam, coursework in behavior/classroom management, discussions during student
teaching, providing mentor support during student teaching, communication with mentor
during student teaching, information on support systems for student teachers, and new
teacher orientation before student teaching) and course content in Deaf Education
Preparation (settings such as mainstream, self-contained classroom, resource room) felt
less prepared to work with others such as interpreters, staff, administration and students.
A possible explanation for beginning teachers feeling less prepared in Working with
Others in relation to Program Supports could be due to that fact that while the college
programs did provide the necessary supports as indicated in Table 2 (Program Support;
Mean 4.64) such as adequate discussion time during student teaching with their college
advisor to discuss relationships with others; adequate mentor support, including
communication during student teaching; providing information on the different support
systems (training focused on collaboration with regular educators, in-service
development, and schedule development) available for student teachers; and providing
new teacher orientation before student teaching to discuss collaboration efforts in
working with regular educators and in-service/schedule development; the supports, in the
long run really did not matter or did not have the impact on the beginning teacher as was
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anticipated. Meaning, while program supports and deaf education preparation
experiences were in place in the teacher preparation program, those supports don't apply
to the current setting that the beginning teacher is in, especially in regards to working
with others. Finally, in relation to Working with Others, Table 5 shows that beginning
teachers whose programs provided special education foundation content felt more
prepared to work with others as well. This could be due to coursework that their
preparation program provided that was centered on knowledge of scheduling others,
building relationships, in-service development, and collaborative teaching methods with
regular educators. However, as noted in Table 2, special education foundation content
only had the second highest mean score (2.70) in comparison to the other summary
variables. It is possible that while beginning teachers felt that their program only
provided them knowledge/coursework in special education foundation content to a small
extent, they felt that it was still beneficial to have that knowledge base from which to
draw from when working with others.
Additionally, having learned language (ASL grammar) and communication
modes in the deaf education program was significantly related with teachers’
preparedness in communication modes and working in various types of programs.
Beginning teachers whose programs taught them ASL grammar, Signed English or other
manual communication, the Oral Method, and Cued Speech felt more prepared to use a
variety of communication modes and work in various types of deaf education programs
(elementary, middle school, high school, itinerant, resource room, self-contained
classroom, class-within-class, state sponsored residential school, and private school). The
significant relationship between Language/Communication Modes and Communication
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Modes could be due to the fact that deaf education programs are providing more
coursework and/or at least a more thorough knowledge base in ASL, SEE, Cued Speech,
etc thus beginning teachers felt more prepared to use a variety of communication modes.
Furthermore, since there was a significant relationship between
Language/Communication Modes and the dependent variable, Communication Modes, it
also made sense to have a significant relationship between Language/Communication
Modes and Types of Programs. With deaf education programs providing more
coursework and/or at least a more thorough knowledge base in ASL, SEE, Cued Speech,
etc thus leading to being more prepared in using a variety of communication modes,
beginning teachers should feel they have the necessary communication skills to work in a
variety of programs/settings. Moreover, beginning teachers who worked in a state school
felt more prepared to use a variety of communication modes as well. On the other hand,
teachers who worked in a private school felt less prepared to use a variety of
communication modes. This could be due to the fact that beginning teachers who worked
in a private school did not have the opportunities to use any other communication mode
other than the Oral Method. In most private schools, the philosophy is centered on deaf
and hard of hearing students using only speech as a means of communication thus using
of a variety of communication modes is not endorsed.
Furthermore, for Table 5 the regression model explained 33% (adjusted R
squared) of the total variance (67% unexplained variance) in Basic Skills, 33% (67%
unexplained variance) in Working with Others, and 23% (77% unexplained variance) in
Types of Programs. In contrast, as high as 84% of the total variance (16% unexplained
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variance) in Communication Modes was explained by the program characteristics and
control variables.
In Table 6 through 9, each of the four mentor-related variables (mentor given,
mentor in deaf education, having shared planning time, and mentor support) was entered
one by one along with all the other support variables (administrator support, district PD,
and building resources) because these four variables cannot be analyzed simultaneously.
Across Tables 6 through 9, there were only three statistically significant
relationships between the four mentor variables (mentor given, mentor in deaf education,
having shared planning time, and mentor support) and the four dependent variables (basic
skills, working with others, communication modes, and types of programs). Table 6
shows beginning teachers who reported that their district/school provided a mentor
during their first year of teaching were less likely to feel they had the Basic Skills to
teach Deaf/HH students. This significant relationship could be due to the mentor not
having experience themselves in implementing an IEP, providing instruction in regular
curricular, and teaching student who are multi-disabled, thus not able to pass on skills and
support to the beginning teacher in that particular skill set; therefore, the beginning
teacher was more apt to indicate their lack of comfort in their basic skills in their current
setting. Table 6 also shows that beginning teachers who were given a mentor by their
district/school during their first year of teaching were less likely to feel prepared to teach
in a variety of settings. A possible explanation for this relationship may be that the
mentor does not have the experience of other settings thus they are not able to pass on
knowledge of adapting and teaching at a variety of levels (elementary, middle school,
high school) or programs (resource room, itinerant teaching, self-contained). If the
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0.06
-0.01
-0.02

Administrator Support

District/School PD

Building Resources

0.09
0.26
0.03
62
.25

State school

Private School

GPA in Deaf Education
Program

N

R2

*p < .05, ** p< .01, ***p < .001

-0.60**

Deaf or hard of hearing

Control Variables

-0.38*

3.35***
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District/School Supports

Intercept

0.23
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0.19

0.21

0.08

0.09

0.08

0.17
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0.02

0.17

0.07

-0.39

-0.05

-0.01

0.12

-0.30

.13
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0.22

0.12

-0.25

-0.20

0.08

0.05
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2.18

0.28
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0.26
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0.11
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0.09
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B
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B
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Basic Skills

Relationship between District/School Supports and Preparedness to Teach (1)

Table 6
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0.27
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mentor does not have those experiences, then the beginning teacher would not necessarily
feel comfortable in reporting they can work in a variety of settings, especially since the
beginning teacher specifically chose the current setting they are comfortable teaching in
to begin with. Additionally, a plausible explanation for the mentor teacher not having the
above experiences could be that they are employed in a larger school district that has
other personnel such as a special education administrator and process coordinators who
are responsible for some of the above responsibilities. It could also be that the mentors
just do not have the said skills or even if they did have the skills, it did not make an
impact on the beginning teacher.
Furthermore, in Table 9, beginning teachers whose first year mentor provided
supports (helping to understand the school environment and students, help complete
administrative responsibilities, help plan innovative lesson plans, help become a better
teacher, and provided emotional support) reported that they were less prepared to work
with others. This could be due to the first year mentor not providing adequate supports
and resources that focused on developing schedules, collaboration with regular educators
and administrators, supervising others (interpreters, etc), and developing positive
relationships with parents. This researcher speculated that the mentor teachers did not
provide these types of supports because they, themselves, may not have those skills due
to not being in a position of needing them in their daily interactions with others.
Meaning, if the mentor was a regular educator then they had no reason to need those
skills because they do not have the same responsibilities as a deaf educator thus leading
to beginning teachers being less prepared to work with others. However, if the mentor
was a deaf educator, the same explanation could apply if they were in a large enough
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school district that a special education administrator was the person responsible for
developing schedules, setting up collaborative efforts with regular educators and
administrators, and supervising others (interpreters) thus again, they had no reason to
need those skills as someone else was responsible. One other possible explanation could
be that the deaf education mentor did not share a planning time with the beginning
teacher (less than 50% had coinciding plan times) consequently had less opportunity to
provide those supports consistently therefore, leading to the beginning teacher feeling
less prepared to work with others. Additionally, two other possible explanations could be
that the mentor just did not provide guidance in this area for whatever reason and/or if the
mentor did provide supports to the beginning teacher that does not mean that the supports
made an impact on them.
In Tables 6 through 9, the Administrator Support was significantly and positive
associated with types of programs. This means that beginning teachers who received
administrative support were more prepared to work in a variety of deaf education
settings. This positive relationship could be indicative of the administrator being a very
active participant in the development of the beginning teacher such as having frequent
communication that includes discussions on feelings, worries, and frustrations, as well as,
constructive feedback on instruction. This enabled the beginning teacher to feel prepared
to work in a variety of settings because they were being provided the necessary skills and
supports to actually perform in the different settings. There is also the possibility of
beginning teachers feeling they are able to take risks such as working in a variety of
settings without the fear of failure and retribution because they have that open and
supportive relationship with their administrator. However, polarized to this,
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Administrator Support did not have any statistically significant relationships with any
other dependent variable. This researcher was surprised by this finding because one
would think that if a beginning teacher was provided with all the supports as mentioned
above then they would more likely feel prepared in basic skills, prepared to work with
others, and prepared to use a variety of communication modes as was the case with types
of programs. This lack of significant relationships could possibly be due to administrators
not having a special education or deaf education background thus the administrators don't
have the skills themselves to provide guidance with Basic Skills, Working with Others,
and Communication Modes. Additionally, administrators may not realize that they don't
have these skills to impart to beginning teachers as they are ignorant to the ways of deaf
education in general. In other words, they don't know that they don't know.
District professional development showed no statistically significant relationship
with any of the four dependent variables. This means that beginning teachers who
received adequate professional development on policies/procedures, in-service
presentation, classroom and behavior management, and general classroom operation did
not feel that they were more or less prepared in terms of basic skills, working with others,
using various communication modes, and working in a variety of deaf education program
settings than those teachers who did not receive adequate professional development. This
could be due to lack of quality professional development that the beginning teacher
received from their school districts despite the quantity of professional development
(whether targeted/not targeted to basic skills, working with others, using various
communication modes, and working in a variety of deaf education program settings) that
they received. If beginning teachers did not receive quality professional development
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then it would be comparable to receiving no professional development at all thus leading
to no significant relationships.
For Tables 7, 8, and 9 beginning teachers who reported their district and/or school
provided building resources such as adequate time, space, and materials felt less prepared
to work in a variety of program settings (self-contained classroom, mainstream, classwithin-class, etc) than those who did not receive adequate building resources. This could
be due to the fact that even though beginning teachers were provided these resources by
the school district as indicated in Table 3 (Mean=4.33) it does not mean that it made a
difference in the beginning teachers perception of their ability to teach in a variety of
programs because the said resources could be specifically for the current setting that the
beginning teacher is in (non-transferable to other school districts) thus the negative
relationship between building resources and working in a variety of program settings.
Additionally, it is possible that providing building resources is not what is needed for
beginning teachers when it comes to the different program settings. In short, it is very
plausible that these resources do not necessarily make a positive difference in teacher
feeling comfortable in teaching in a variety of settings. Having adequate time and space
is only part of being able to teach in a variety of settings. There are many other skills that
are necessary in addition to building resources that make a beginning teacher successful
in all areas and settings.
Additionally, building resources showed no statistically significant relationship
with any other dependent variables in Tables 6 through 9. This means that beginning
teachers who received adequate building resources such as adequate time, space, and
materials did not feel that they were more or less prepared in terms of basic skills,
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working with others, and communication modes than those teachers who did not receive
adequate building resources. This could be due to the quality of the building resources
(applicable instructional materials, applicable use of time at the beginning of the school
year to prepare, etc) provided despite the quantity received from their school district. If
beginning teachers did not receive quality building resources then it would be comparable
to receiving no building resources at all thus leading to no significant relationships in all
three areas.
In Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9, the control variable, Deaf or hard of hearing, showed a
negative relationship with Basic Skills. This means that beginning teachers who were
Deaf or hard of hearing reported they felt less prepared to have the basic skills
(development and implementation of an IEP, providing instruction in regular curricular,
teaching students with multiple disabilities) that a teacher needs during their beginning
years of teaching. It may be because Deaf and hard of hearing teachers had a higher
expectation on basic skills required and they were more critical about their own basic
skills. It could also mean that Deaf and hard of hearing teachers had a different learning
need for acquiring basic skills that was not well addressed by the school districts. If this
was the case, school districts may need to add additional supports above what their
hearing peers may need.
Additionally, the control variable, Private School, showed a statistically
significant relationship (p<.05) in Tables 8 and 9 with the dependent variable, Working
with Others. This means that teachers who work in a private school felt more prepared to
work with others. This could be due to private schools typically being small in nature
thus staff and administration must work together to make sure the needs of the students
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are met. If this was the case, then more than likely, staff and administration had "other
duties as assigned" consequently leading to cross training where communication,
coordination, and collaboration wa essential. Working in a state school and GPA in the
Deaf Education Program were not significantly associated with any of the four dependent
variables on preparedness.
From Table 6 through 9, district and school support variables and control
variables together explained 23 to 27% of the total variation in teachers’ preparedness in
basic skills. The percentages were 13 to 29% for preparedness to work with others, 1016% for preparedness to use various communication modes, and 26 to 34% for
preparedness to work in a variety of deaf education program settings.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present the results of beginning year deaf
education teachers’ experiences in their deaf education teacher preparation program, their
perception of district and school supports, and their perceptions of preparedness to teach
deaf students in eleven Midwestern states (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin). In addition, this
chapter examined how beginning deaf education teachers’ experience in the teacher
preparation program and their district and school supports are associated with their
perceived preparedness to teach deaf and hard of hearing students. The next chapter will
present the discussions and implications of the results of this study.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

This chapter discusses the results presented in Chapter 4 in relation to the
literature, and presents implications for collegiate deaf education programs and
district/school programs, study limitations, and suggestions for future research. The
chapter will end with the summary and conclusion of the study.
As there have been very few publications regarding beginning deaf education
teachers and their preparation programs and/or their districts/schools, the purpose of this
study was to examine the relationship between beginning teachers preparedness to teach
and their learning experiences in their preparation programs as well as the supports that
their district/school provided during their beginning years. Results of this study provided
answers to the research questions posed at the beginning.
Research Question #1. How Prepared Do Beginning Deaf Education Teachers Feel
To Teach Deaf Or Hard Of Hearing Students In Their Beginning Years?
Findings from this study indicated that, in general, beginning teachers perceived
themselves as being prepared in three areas: Basic Skills, Working with Others, and
Types of Programs. However, beginning teachers reported that they perceived themselves
as not being prepared in the fourth area, Communication Mode. The results of this study
were different from what Luckner and Miller (1994), Rittenhouse and Rittenhouse
(1997), and Guteng (2005) found in their studies. In their studies, beginning deaf
education teachers were found to not have the basic skills necessary to perform common
tasks such as development and implementation of IEPs and providing instruction in
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regular curriculum. One possible explanation to the contradictory results in this study and
the findings of previous studies could be that deaf education teacher preparation
programs have examined their own programs and determined that they needed to address
these weaknesses in their curriculum thus putting out better skilled beginning teachers.
Another explanation could be that in all of the studies except for Guteng (2005), it was
not beginning teachers who were asked about their preparedness; rather, it was
administrators and mentors who responded on the preparedness of beginning teachers.
However, similar to the findings of Luckner and Carter (2001) and Teller and Harney
(2005/2006) beginning teachers in this study reported that they perceived themselves as
not feeling prepared to teach students with multiple disabilities. As this continues to be
the trend in beginning deaf education teachers it would be prudent for deaf education
preparation programs to strengthen their curriculum in this area all the while providing
practicums and student teaching opportunities in classrooms that service Deaf/HH
students with other diagnosis, in particular students with behavioral or emotional
disorders.
In the area, Working with Others, again overall, beginning teachers perceived
themselves as being prepared. Guteng (2005), Luckner and Howell (2002), Rittenhouse
and Kenyon-Rittenhouse (1997) and Teller and Harney (2005/2006) all indicated in their
studies that beginning teachers lack skills when working with others. However, in this
study, beginning teachers perceived themselves as having the necessary skills to work
with others with the exception of being able to supervise others such as interpreters and
aides. Beginning teachers ranked this as the lowest skill. Typically, as deaf educators are
the one responsible for scheduling interpreters, aides, and other staff associated with the
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deaf education program, this is a skill that is necessary to develop. Since previous studies
and the beginning teachers in this study agree that this is an area of weakness, deaf
education teacher preparation programs and school systems should emphasize this in
their curriculum and professional development opportunities.
Developing relationships with parents was ranked as the highest skill that
beginning teachers felt they were prepared for. Most studies that looked at this area
agreed that this was one crucial area that beginning teachers lacked. Luckner and Howell
(2002) specifically stated that beginning teachers lacked knowledge in working with
families. As communication between school and home is vital, it is good to know that
beginning teaches feel prepared in this area, especially for itinerant teachers as they have
a unique situation when dealing with families.
Beginning teachers felt less prepared to teach in a school for the deaf than in any
other setting. In most of the studies that were examined by this researcher, Jones and
Ewing (2002), Lartz and Litchfield (2005/2006), Luckner and Howell (2002), and Miller
(2000), deaf education programs were found to prepare pre-service teachers for working
in the state residential schools for the deaf rather than where the majority of pre-service
teachers actually found employment (most found employment in the itinerant setting).
However, beginning teachers in this study indicated the opposite. The state school setting
was ranked the lowest of all the different settings. Beginning teachers indicated they felt
less prepared to teach in a state residential school and felt more prepared to teach in a
self-contained classroom. Teaching in an itinerant setting was ranked as the third highest,
excluding elementary/middle school/high school setting, which still does not correspond
to what previous studies suggest. Previous studies indicate that there is an increase in the
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itinerant setting and a decrease in other settings, specifically the self-contained classroom
yet, beginning teachers only ranked the itinerant area as the third highest. In this study’s’
results, 22 beginning teachers responded that they worked in an itinerant setting (ranked
1st) while 12 teachers responded they worked in a state residential school (ranked 2nd) and
11 teachers responded they worked in a self-contained classroom. Additionally,
beginning teachers perceived themselves as being better prepared to teach in the
elementary school and the least prepared to teach at the high school level. This could be
due to two reasons: 1) the college deaf education program did not provide adequate
coursework and/or training for pre-service teachers at the high school level, in particular,
coursework and/or training in high school curriculum content and ASL development or
other communication modes such as SEE at a more advanced level that would be
appropriate for the high school level, and 2) the college deaf education program did not
provide enough practicum settings at the high school level.
Also noted is the lack of perceived preparedness to teach a variety of
communication modes by beginning teachers. While beginning teachers perceived
themselves as being more prepared to use American Sign Language (ASL) than other
language/communication mode they still indicated overall they did not feel they were
prepared. This is very similar to what Guteng, Tracy and Chappel (2000), Miller (2000),
and Rittenhouse and Kenyon-Rittenhouse, (1996) found. They found that deaf education
programs focused more on ASL than any other form of manual communication. This
seems to be supported by the beginning teachers in this study. The authors of the studies
also found that deaf education programs focused even less on the oral method. As the
survey question results in this survey were removed because there were not enough
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responses for the variable to be a viable source of information this is not a surprise. Cued
speech was the least form of communication that beginning teachers perceived
themselves as being prepared for.
Research Question #2. How Do Deaf Education Teachers Perceive Their Learning
Experiences In The Teacher Education Programs?
Research question #2 looks at five different areas within a teacher education
program: Program Support, Language and Communication Modes course content,
Deaf/HH Class content, Special Education Foundation content, and Deaf Education
Settings. In general, beginning teachers indicated their teacher education program
provided program support such as support for the Praxis exam and the SCPI interview as
well as provided on-going mentor/advisor support during student teaching than in any
other area. Beginning teachers also reported they felt their teacher preparation program
taught them Deaf/HH content (knowledge of deaf culture/history, teaching
reading/language, teaching speech, knowledge of audiology).
However, beginning teachers reported they did not feel that their program
provided adequate course content in language/communication modes, course content in
special education foundation coursework, and content in the area of Deaf Education
Setting.
Overall, Program Support had two areas that had a mean score of 5.0 or better on
a scale ranging from 1 to 6. The two strongest areas that were indicated for program
supports were mentor/advisor support and support prior to taking the SCPI exam. This is
actually very good news as many state schools for the deaf are now requiring student
teachers to have an Intermediate or above before they can be placed in their school. Most
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state schools require beginning teachers have an Advanced level within three years of
hire. Providing supports prior to taking the exam in the preparation programs indicate that
universities/colleges recognize that this is an important skill for beginning teachers to
have before they enter the workforce. This is a shift from previous studies that reported
that these supports have been almost nonexistent in the past (Goodman, 2006; Humphries
& Allen, 2008; Johnson, 2004; Lartz & Litchfield, 2005/2006).
Deaf/HH Classes was another area where beginning teachers felt their
university/college provided adequate preparation or experiences in. As in the previous
paragraph, this researcher feels that this is an area that deaf education programs should
not be lax in. Providing pre-service teachers with knowledge in this area is a prerequisite
to being a successful teacher. Beginning teachers who teach Deaf/HH students must have
knowledge in Deaf culture/Deaf history, audiology, teaching speech, and teaching
reading and language to Deaf/HH students in order to know the unique needs that
Deaf/HH students have. In addition, having this knowledge will help them relate better to
their students as this is a very integral part of their lives.
Beginning teachers did not believe that their universities provided adequate
preparation or experiences in the next three areas: language/communication modes course
content, special education foundation coursework, and course content in the area of Deaf
Education Settings. All three of these areas had a mean score of less than 2.70 on a scale
ranging from 1 to 4. This was a startling finding for this researcher. Of all the areas for a
university to be weak in, these are not the ones that should be listed. These three areas are
a significant part of the beginning teachers required knowledge in order to be successful.
Without this course content, beginning teachers lack the necessary background
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information to provide a quality education to our Deaf/HH students. Deaf education
programs will need to address this flaw if they expect their graduates to be employable in
the years to come. A restructuring/realignment of their curriculum will be required in
order for this change to occur. A helpful suggestion to universities would be for them to
begin to collaborate with employing school districts/state schools to determine where the
specific weaknesses lie and then once those are identified, work with those schools to
begin to redesign their program in order to get the desired outcomes.
Research Question #3. How do deaf education teachers perceive district and school
supports?
The overall findings from this study indicated that beginning teachers perceived
their districts and schools provide adequate supports during their beginning years of
teaching. The first area that this study looked at under district and school supports was
that of first year mentor assignment. In this area, out of the 62 respondents, 51 (82%)
actually had a mentor assigned to them. It was unfortunate that not all beginning deaf
education teachers received a mentor as research shows that beginning teachers do better
overall when they were assigned someone to guide and assist them during the first year
(Easterbrooks, Stephenson, & Gale, 2008/2009; Johnson, 2004). What was fortunate,
however, was that there was a relatively high percentage (88%, 45 of 51 respondents) of
beginning teachers who were privileged to have a mentor in the same field (deaf
education) as they were. Having someone that beginning teachers can relate with, share
and discuss knowledge about deaf education, and can go for specific guidance to is an
added benefit that many beginning teachers do not have regardless of their field of
expertise. However, less than half of beginning teachers shared a plan time with their
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mentor (45%, 23 of 51 respondents). This result was expected by this researcher because
of three reasons. First, since itinerant teachers are on the road for a majority of the day, it
is difficult to ensure that their plan time coincides with their mentor. Often times, their
plan time does not even occur in the same building as their mentor. Second, scheduling
conflicts occur for the mentor and new teacher because both have a full load of teaching
responsibilities thus it is not always feasible for the school district to provide coinciding
plan times. And, third, mentor teachers are often the more experienced and skilled
teacher, which means, in turn, they are more sought after. This means that these mentors
are being utilized in other ways such as being committee member chairs and substitute
administrators. With all of these added responsibilities, coinciding plan times are
difficult. However, beginning teachers did feel that their mentor provided the necessary
support needed during the first year. Specifically, beginning teachers felt that their
mentor provided emotional support as well as helped them understand the school
environment.
Administrative support was ranked the second highest area within district and
school supports. Beginning teachers reported that their administrators understood and
supported deaf education within their schools. This researcher assumed that this would be
an area of weakness for school district support; however, this finding indicates the
opposite. In fact, this finding conflicts with Guteng (2005) and Luckner and Howell’s
(2002) where they found that a lack of direct supervision by an administrator was an
issue for first year teachers. In addition, beginning teachers also indicated they respected
their administrator as in instructional leader. This too was somewhat surprising, albeit,
good news for beginning teachers and for school districts.
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In the area of professional development, beginning teachers reported that while,
overall, they perceived their school district provided them adequate professional
development their first year, they indicated that their schools were weak in the area of
helping them prepare to give in-service presentations to other educators. In many school
districts, the lone deaf educator is the expert in deafness regardless if they have one year
of experience or ten years of experience. This puts the beginning teacher in a very
difficult situation. While they do have more knowledge and background information in
deafness, they are still just beginning teachers who lack the experience of having their
own classroom and lack having long term working knowledge. Yet, even with these
limitations they are still expected to provide supports to others when they are in need of
support themselves. Having administrators recognize this as an area that needs to be
addressed could help the beginning teacher feel more supported and less alone
(Mangrubang, 2005; Weiss, 1999).
In terms of building resources, while they reported that they were given adequate
instructional materials, classroom space, and time to go between buildings if they were
servicing students at multiple levels, they reported that they were not given enough time
to prepare at the beginning of the school year. This is especially important if the
beginning teacher is an itinerant teacher (Guteng, 2005; Luckner and Howell, 2002).
Itinerant teachers frequently do not have a classroom they can call their own thus their
―classroom‖ is their personal car. If they do not have time to organize their resources
such as getting maps, getting student schedules, and making schedules for others, then
they struggle with being on time, at the right place, with the right student, with the right
materials at hand. Many times, beginning teachers do not always know what they need
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for this kind of setting so it is vital that administrators or mentors help them through this
process. Many administrators bring beginning teachers in a week before the veteran
teachers so that they have time set aside just for them and their unique needs.
Research Question #4. How Are Deaf Education Teachers’ Experiences In Teacher
Education Programs And Perceived Support From Their District And School
Associated With Their Preparedness To Teach Deaf Or Hard Of Hearing Students?
This research question was examined by multiple regression analyses. Taken as a
whole, teachers who reported their deaf education programs provided support and taught
them course content in language and communication modes, Deaf/HH course content,
special education foundation content, and instruction in teaching in a variety of settings
as well as their districts provided them with adequate supports did not feel more or less
better prepared to teach Deaf/HH students than those teachers who did not receive those
same services.
In looking at the relationship between program experience and preparedness to
teach there were only three statistically significant positive relationships between the
independent variables and the dependent variables thus indicating that in general, their
program experiences did not more or less prepare them to teach Deaf/HH students. The
three positive relationships were: 1) special education content in relation to preparedness
in working with others, 2) language/communication modes content in relation to
preparedness in using various communication modes, and 3) language/communication
modes in relation to preparedness to work in various types of programs. While beginning
teachers whose program taught them about special education content felt more prepared
to work with others and whose programs taught them about language and communication
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modes felt more prepared to use a variety of communication modes and work in a variety
of programs, the lack of statistically significant relationships between most of the
preparation variables and preparedness show that deaf education programs indicates that
the preparation they received may not be influencing their perceived preparedness to
teach Deaf and hard-of-hearing students. There are three possible reasons regarding the
lack of significant relationship. The first reason is that the deaf education program's
current curriculum may be out of date thus not providing pre-service teachers with the
knowledge they need to be prepared to teach Deaf/HH students. A second explanation
could be that the universities are not employing highly skilled instructors to teach the preservice teachers. The research documented in the CED manual indicated that college
level instructors do not necessarily have the skills to prepare future deaf education
teachers thus when they do graduate they go to their first teaching assignment without the
skills needed to do a successful job (Council on the Education of the Deaf: Manual 1,
n.d.).
In terms of the relationship between district/school support variable (mentor
support, administrative support, professional development, and building resources) and
the four dependent variables (Basic Skills, Working with Others, Communication Modes,
and Types of Programs), out of a total of 64 relationships examined, there were only six
statistically significant negative relationships and four statistically significant positive
relationships. This indicated that in general, beginning teachers who received more
district/school support did not feel they are more prepared in basic skills, to work with
other, to use a variety of communication modes, and to work in a variety of settings than
beginning teachers who received less support.
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When looking at mentor support (mentor given first year, mentor in deaf
education, shared plan time first year, and first year mentor support) in relation to
beginning teachers’ preparedness, there were no statistically significant positive
relationships reported and three statistically significant negative relationships. There are
two possible reasons regarding the general lack of significant relationship between
mentor supports and preparedness to teach. The first reason may be that the mentors may
not have the skill set necessary to support beginning teachers in the area of basic skills.
The second reason could be that despite given a mentor and having mentor support, the
beginning teacher does not feel they are prepared to use a variety of communication
modes or teach in other settings because of the mismatch between the beginning teachers’
learning needs and the knowledge or skills the mentors possess.
In regards to the relationship between administrative supports and preparedness to
teach, only the preparedness to work in various types of programs was significantly and
positively associated with the administrative supports. Those who received more
administrative supports reported that they are more prepared to work in various types of
programs. With administrators providing the necessary supports to the beginning teacher,
they then could feel more confident that they had the necessary skills to work in a variety
of settings or at least knew that they could receive appropriate supports to become skilled
in other settings if needed.
However, they were not more or less prepared in basic skills, to work with others,
and to use a variety of communication modes than those who received less administrative
supports. There are two possible reasons regarding the lack of significant relationship. A
possible reason could be that despite having administrative supports provided those
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supports may not have influenced their perceived preparedness in basic skills, to work
with others, and to use a variety of communication modes. This could be due, in large, to
the administrator using or having outdated techniques and skills (old fashioned) thus, not
applicable for the beginning teacher and/or the administrator may not know how to
support the beginning teacher in basic skills, to work with others, and to use a variety of
communication modes.
Professional development also did not make a difference in the level of beginning
teachers’ preparedness to teach Deaf and hard-of-hearing students. A possible
explanation for this lack of relationship could be that the professional development
provided to beginning teachers lacked the specifics needed in the deaf education field. If
the professional development was geared towards regular educators or even special
educators then it is more likely that deaf educators received little benefit in regards to
their preparedness to teach Deaf and hard-of-hearing students. It is also possible that
professional development opportunities could have been provided as a one time
opportunity with very little ongoing support thereafter thus again, providing little benefit
in their level of perceived preparedness.
Building resources were also not significantly associated with three of the four
indicators of preparedness to teach. The beginning teachers who received more building
resources did not report that they are more or less prepared in basic skills, to work with
others, and to use a variety of communication modes. However, they were less prepared
to teach in various types of programs than those who received fewer resources.
The lack of statistically significant relationships or negative relationships between
building resources and preparedness to teach indicates that the resources they received
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may not be influencing their perceived preparedness to teach Deaf and hard-of-hearing
students. Possible reasons could be that despite having been given building resources
those resources may have been outdated (i.e. Smart Board is old thus has limited
capabilities) or the resources, although provided, may not be easily accessible at the times
the beginning teacher needs to use them.
For all schools to properly support their beginning teachers they will have to
focus in on revamping mentor support, administrator support, district professional
development, and building resources if they want to have good retention of beginning
teachers (Guteng, 2005). It is suggested that school districts re-examine mentor
guidelines and training, as well as revisit training for administrators, reorganize
professional development so that it has a component that focuses on beginning teachers,
and ensure that building resources are not only adequate but are also appropriate for the
beginning teachers. School districts will need to look at restructuring these areas so that
there could be an increase in positive relationships between the independent variables
with the four dependent variables. Supporting beginning teachers in these areas will help
ensure that Deaf/HH students are receiving a quality education.

Study Limitations

While this study examined unexplored areas in deaf education literature by
focusing on beginning teachers’ preparedness to teach, deaf education programs, and
district and school supports, it is important to discuss the study limitations. Compared to
other survey studies in education, this study had a very small number of participants.
While this study did encompass 11 states, the number of participants was only sixty-two.
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Originally, the study had 103 respondents but after eliminating the data that was
ineligible to use, the number was decreased to slightly more than half (62). A study that
collects data from more participants and is nationwide could provide more detailed
information that is needed to get a more accurate representation of beginning teachers
across the spectrum.
Second, cross-sectional data were used in this study. As such, this study is not
able to reveal causal relationships. This study reported only relationships without specific
direction as to causal relationships. Also, there may be other variables that directly relate
to perceived preparedness of beginning teachers that were not studied here. A
longitudinal study design is highly needed in collecting national data to examine deaf
education teacher preparation programs and school district supports in regards to how
beginning deaf education teachers develop their knowledge, skills, and dispositions
necessary to successfully teach deaf and hard-of-hearing teachers.
Finally, this study does not have a good representation of beginning teachers who
are Deaf or hearing impaired and who are male. Out of 62 teachers, there are only seven
Deaf or hearing impaired teachers (11.3%) and two male teachers (3.2%). As a school
leader, this would be valuable information in which to base support systems on. Knowing
that there is a difference in the kinds of supports that are needed for each subgroup could
potentially be the key factor for reducing attrition rates among teachers who are in the
minority. Along those same lines, another limitation is that this study only looked at
beginning teachers as a whole rather than disaggregating teachers into years of
experience (First year vs. Second year), level of instruction (K-12, elementary/middle
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school/high school/, self-contained/state school, etc), type of degree earned
(undergraduate/graduate), or ethnic group (African-American or other minority group).

Implications for Deaf Education Programs
Based on beginning deaf education teachers’ perceptions, this study revealed
several areas that should be looked at more closely by deaf education programs. First, this
study showed that beginning teachers feel they are least prepared in the area of language
and communication modes, in particular, Cued Speech. Beginning teachers also reported
that they did not adequately learn language and communication modes, specifically Cued
Speech. Furthermore, this study showed that those who reported that their preparation
programs taught them language and communication modes reported not only prepared in
using various communication modes, but also prepared to work in various types of
programs.
It would be important for deaf education programs to expand their instruction of
this content area within their curriculum. If beginning teachers are not provided with the
skills necessary to use a variety of communication modes, whether it is ASL or Cued
Speech then they will not be able to adequately teach their students and less students will
be prepared to become independent, productive citizens of society. This could be
addressed by the university providing more opportunities to interact with Deaf or hard of
hearing adults that use a variety of communication modes. Utilizing adults in the
community that are native ASL users, SEE users, speech only users, and Cued Speech
users will provide the exposure that pre-service teachers may need to be able to acquire
this skill more adeptly. The use of technology could also play an important role in this.
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Technology could link pre-service teachers to these native users if there are limited
resources near the university or college in which the pre-service teachers attend.
Additional opportunities could be provided through the use of specialized
activities such as Silent Weekends (using ASL only--no voice) and establishing Deaf/HH
Clubs. Moreover, universities could establish monitored speech therapy sessions for
young Deaf/HH students that focus on Cued Speech techniques. However, as Cued
Speech is relatively unknown and/or not widely used, this may have to be accomplished
through the use of technology such as video phones, Skype, or other visual presentations.
Second, while this study showed the importance of teaching language and
communication modes in preparation programs, other program characteristics (i.e.
program supports, Deaf and hard-of-hearing content, special education foundation
content, and deaf education preparation) were not significantly associated with beginning
teachers’ preparedness to teach.
In order for universities to make a positive difference with beginning teachers,
they may need to review and revise their curriculum to be more aligned with the CED
guidelines for deaf education preparation programs. This revision could include
additional coursework that focuses on how to use and schedule interpreters and
paraprofessionals as well as how to incorporate technology within the classroom. As
working with interpreters can be difficult due to the strict ethical guidelines that they
must follow, providing coursework that specifically focuses on these issues will enable
the beginning teacher to be aware of how these processes work. Additionally, providing
guidance on the use of paraprofessionals could help the beginning teacher be able to use
them to the maximum benefit of the student. Moreover, providing coursework that
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focuses on technology and the Deaf/HH student can provide a more flexible view of how
learning could occur within the classroom (Deaf/HH speakers via Skype, videophone,
etc).
Additionally, universities/colleges may need to review their hiring procedures to
include more stringent requirements for staff they bring on board to their faculty.
However, this may prove to be detrimental to the livelihood of the program as it is
already difficult to find faculty members in the field of deaf education to begin with.
Increasing or stiffening the requirements may only cause more problems to an already
problematic issue. Furthermore, deaf education programs could survey their pre-service
teachers, as well as, their recent graduates to determine the supports that are beneficial to
preparedness versus what supports are not. This would be a fairly easy strategy for larger
research universities; however, for the smaller universities that do not have a large
research component, this could be very costly and time consuming thus being another
obstacle they would have to overcome. Finally, deaf education teacher preparation
programs could collaborate with the current administration leadership programs that their
universities offer so that future leaders know how to supply support to beginning deaf
educators. This could mean a revamping of these administration programs to include a
component that covers not only special education issues but deaf education issues as well.
While many deaf education programs are currently revamping their curriculum to
improve their overall experiences for pre-service teachers, most universities have a long
way to go to before deaf educators will have the skills necessary to truly be ready for that
first year of teaching. This reform is necessary and long overdue.
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Additionally, as the CED manual (Council on the Education of the Deaf: Manual
1, n.d.) indicates universities are not employing highly skilled instructors to teach their
pre-service teachers, it would behoove universities to look at requiring more stringent
policies when hiring deaf education faculty members. As is, the research documented in
the manual indicates college level instructors do not necessarily have the skills to prepare
future deaf education teachers thus when they do graduate they go to their first teaching
assignment without the skills needed to do a successful job. A revamping of the hiring
policies would coincide with the CED manual requirements.

Implications for Districts and Schools
Based on beginning deaf education teachers’ perceptions, this study revealed
several areas that should be looked at more closely by districts and schools. First, this
study showed that, in general, beginning teachers feel they are supported by their
districts/schools in the areas of building resources, professional development, and
administrative supports. However, even though they felt supported, there were few
significant associations, whether positive or negative, with higher level of preparedness
to teach Deaf/HH students. Consequently, with this being said, districts/schools need to
look at the quality of supports that they do provide their beginning teachers if they want
to make a positive impact on their preparedness to teach. Second was the fact that the
control variable, Deaf or hard-of-hearing beginning teachers, indicated that their districts
did provide supports but still felt less prepared in basic skills. This, in itself, needs a
closer look so that administrators know how to support these beginning teachers
specifically. Lastly, this study revealed that not all beginning deaf education teachers
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received a mentor (82%, 51 of 62). What is fortunate is that among those who received a
mentor, there was a relatively high percentage (88%, 45 of 51 respondents) of beginning
teachers who were privileged to have a mentor in the same field (deaf education).
However, of those that did receive a mentor only 45% had a shared planning time with
their mentor.
In general, beginning teachers reported that their district did, in fact, provide the
necessary building resources to do an adequate job. However, this research indicated that
adequate instructional materials was rated the lowest compared to the other resources that
were provided. One way that districts can support the beginning deaf education teacher in
this area is to provide instructional resources that specifically focus on materials that are
geared towards techniques for Deaf or hard-of-hearing, specifically language
development. Textbooks that are low reading level/high interest level is a great need for
many deaf educators as their students are generally several grade levels behind in
reading. Having these types of books will help ensure that their students have what they
need to succeed. Additionally, materials that help support a beginning teacher such as
"self-help" books, regardless of whether that teacher is a deaf educator or regular
educator, would be beneficial as well. Lastly, technological materials such as
Smartboards, IPads, videophones, etc would be a great asset. As Deaf and hard-ofhearing students are visual learners, having these devices would greatly increase the
probability of success.
Professional development is the second area that could benefit from a closer look.
Despite the fact that beginning teachers reported that they received support in the area of
professional development, those who received more professional development still did
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not feel any more or less prepared than those teachers who received less professional
development. To have a more positive impact on beginning deaf education teachers,
professional development could be specifically designed for them. Pairing up with a state
school for the deaf or a university that gears their professional development for that
profession could be the key (especially if there is a technological component to that
professional development). Providing the beginning teacher with the means to collaborate
with others in their field may be more beneficial than providing professional development
that was general in nature. This may require the district to place extra monies in their
budget and it will require extra foresight and planning but in the long run, it should be
worthwhile.
Since there was only one positive relationship between administrator supports and
the four dependent variables (types of programs), there needs to be more scrutiny in this
area. Districts need to be more creative in providing a more positive influence with their
beginning deaf education teachers. One way this could occur is to provide the
administrator with background knowledge and information that is specific to deaf
education. Typically, most public school settings, including itinerant settings, do not
have an abundance of deaf educators thus administrators are inexperienced with knowing
how to support beginning deaf educators and their mentors. If school districts could
provide their administrators with the means to travel to state schools for the deaf or to
universities that house deaf education preparation programs so they can take coursework
or workshops that show them how to support their beginning teachers then they would
have the skills necessary to make a positive impact. Another possibility could be for
several districts to begin a co-op and then bring in professionals who could provide the

125

administrators with the same information. Establishing a cooperative relationship to
provide training to administrators on how to work with new teachers and their mentors
would help retain those beginning teachers as well as help support them through the first
few years. Training could focus on the four dependent variables: basic skills, working
with others, communication modes, and types of programs and some independent
variables as well: professional development, building resources, mentor support. For
administrators to do a better job they need to be able to understand what deaf educators
do and the challenges they face. Providing them with this knowledge could be the
defining key in the success of the beginning teachers.
Another area that requires a closer look is support for Deaf or hard-of-hearing
beginning teachers. This study reveals that these teachers feel less prepared in basic skills
despite the supports that are in place. Again, this could be due to several reasons: 1) they
may have a higher expectation on basic skills required, 2) they may be more critical about
their own basic skills, and/or 3) they may have a different learning need for acquiring
basic skills that is not well addressed by the school districts. If this is the case, school
districts may need to add additional supports above what their hearing peers may need.
Potential supports could be in the form of mentor teams, i.e. mentors that are skill
specific. Mentor teams contain one mentor that is responsible for providing intensive IEP
development and implementation training, one mentor provides training in working with
students who have multiple disabilities, and one mentor provides support in the area of
deaf education. Not only could this provide the support in basic skills but it could also
provide a more positive impact in all the other areas as well.
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Lastly, in regards to mentors, ongoing support throughout their first few years is
essential in the development and the retention of these teachers, especially beginning
teachers that are in the itinerant setting (Guteng; Luckner and Howell, 2002). Providing
an environment which is conducive and supportive to the beginning teacher is needed in
order to retain quality deaf educators. To do this, districts need to choose new mentors
very carefully. These mentors not only need to be able to help that beginning teacher by
providing emotional support, help with planning innovative lessons, help with paperwork
completion, and help completing administrative duties, they need to provide support in
the basic skills such as teaching students with multiple disabilities and providing
instruction in regular curriculum. Typically, these mentors must have at least 5 years
experience but few other criteria that they must meet. This researcher proposes that
mentors have at least 7 years experience as well as have "highly successful" on their last
three evaluations. In addition, mentors should be required to go through a mentoring
program before placement occurs. This program could also focus on how to provide the
mentor teacher with skills related to supporting the beginning teacher such as basic skills,
working with others, communication modes, and teaching in a variety of settings, though
this last two areas are very site specific and may not apply to the current setting for
mentors/mentees. These requirements could prevent the first year teacher from leaving
the profession and/or feeling that their school district did not provide adequate supports.
It is also advantageous for mentors to have coinciding plan times as this gives the
mentor/mentee opportunities to have discussions/feedback based on classroom
observations. As is, this study indicated less than half of first year teachers (23 of 51
respondents, 45%) were provided a plan time that coincided with their mentor. One
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possible way for this to take place is to consciously make an effort to schedule it that way
or to just set that as a requirement (in policy if need be) for all beginning
teachers/mentors. Another way could be the possibility of setting the schedule every year
knowing that at least one or two mentors will be needed each year. Furthermore, not only
is it beneficial for school districts to provide mentors the first year, it would be beneficial
for school districts to provide a mentor that is in the same field as the beginning teacher.
While 88% of the mentors that were provided were in the same field as the beginning
teacher, it would be more advantageous to have that number closer to 100%.
There are many reasons why school districts do not necessarily go beyond what
they are required to do as far as providing extra resources, the main reason being lack of
funds. However, it is imperative that school districts seek to find creative ways to provide
positive differences for the beginning teacher. While this researcher understands that each
school is different and has different resources available there are always solutions and/or
compromises that can be found. Although many school districts are recognizing the needs
of the beginning teacher and are doing a good job of it, school districts still need to go the
extra mile to ensure they are able to retain beginning deaf education teachers by
providing more positive supports for them. Schools need to emphasize and include a
broader responsibility in addressing the needs of beginning deaf education teachers in
particular. For school districts to provide a quality education for their Deaf/HH students,
they must address the needed supports that beginning teachers indicate they require in
order to feel prepared. If districts/schools do not provide beginning teachers additional
supports then Deaf/HH students, in the long run, are the ones who will be most affected.
Deaf/HH students will lack the skills necessary to be productive citizens in today’s
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society. Providing these extra resources increases the probability that beginning teachers
will be more effective when teaching Deaf or hard of hearing students. This in turn,
provides the beginning teacher with the confidence to feel they are doing a good job,
thus, increasing their retention rates.

Summary and Conclusions

Providing supports for beginning deaf education teachers begins long before they
enter their very first classroom. Ensuring deaf education programs at the collegiate level
provide the necessary knowledge and skills are vital to the successful retention and
recruitment of new teachers for school systems. As such, universities may want to
emphasize the importance of a strong curriculum that develops a variety of skills such as
working with others and a variety of communication modes as well as focuses on course
content in language and communication modes and course content in special education
foundation, etc. Universities/college administrators who want to increase beginning
teachers' preparedness may also need to foster collaboration among schools systems to
develop a more sustainable program. However, the support should not stop there.
Considering the significant role districts and schools can play in supporting beginning
teachers, school systems must increase the support they provide the beginning teacher by
doing a variety of things such as providing adequate administrator and mentor support,
providing adequate building resources, and providing adequate ongoing professional
development.
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Appendix A

Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers
Dear Participant,
I am a doctoral student at the University of Missouri. I am conducting dissertation research on beginning
year deaf education teachers in a twenty-two state area (AR, CO, IA, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MI, MN, MS,
MO, NB, ND, NM, OH, OK, SD, TN, TX, WI, and WY). It is hoped that this study will benefit the field of
deaf education as a whole. The purpose of the survey is to understand beginning year deaf education
teachers’ experiences in their degree granting college/university and their perceptions of their preparedness
to teach. The survey is for certified K-12 deaf education teachers with no more than 5 years of teaching
experience in private, public, and state sponsored residential schools.
This survey will take no more than 15 minutes to complete. The participation to this survey is voluntary and
you may choose not to participate in this research study or to withdraw your consent at any time. You will
NOT be penalized in any way should you choose not to participate or to withdraw. If you decided to
participate, your responses will be kept in a secure location and will be kept strictly confidential. In
addition, should you decide to participate there should be no foreseeable risks to you as a participant in this
study. I will ask for your email address for sending an online gift certificate, but your email address will not
be shared with anyone else.
Please fill out the survey at (https://umissourieducation.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_a3jK3Fj2X8HxNvm).
You may skip any questions that you do not feel comfortable answering. If you are eligible for this study
and the survey is completed by May 30, 2011, you will receive a $5.00 online gift certificate to
Amazon.com.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study or if any problems arise, please contact me by
email at dpax97@mail.missouri.edu. For questions about the rights of research participants, please contact
the Campus Institutional Review Board (573-882-9585 or Dr. Motoko Akiba who supervises my
dissertation can be reached at akibam@missouri.edu.
By completing the survey, you consent to participate in this study.
Thank you for your time,
Dee Peneston
Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri, Columbia
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Teacher Background
Q1. Are you currently employed as a deaf education teacher?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q2. Do you have Deaf Education (Deaf/Hard of Hearing/Hearing Impaired) Certification in your current state
of employment?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q3. What is your teaching experience?
Less than one year………………….
1-2 years………………………..…..
2-3 years………..…………………..
3-4 years……………..……………..
More than five years……………….

1
2
3
4
5

Q4. What state are you currently employed in? AR, CO, KS, KY, IL, IN, IA, LA, MI, MS, MO, MN, NB,
ND, NM, OH, OK, SD, TN, TX, WI, WY
AR…………………….…………….
CO………………..……………..…..
KS………..…….…..………………..
KY…………………....……………..
IL………………………………...….
IN………………………………..…..
IA…………………………...……….
LA……………...………………..…..
MI……….…….....…………………..
MS………………………..………….
MO………………..……………..…..
MN…………………………………..
NB…………………………..……….
ND……………...………………..…..
NM…………...…..…………………..
OH…………...…..…………………..
OK…………………………………...
SD…………….………..…………….
TN………….……………….………..
TX………………………………..…..
WI………..…………………………..
WY…………………..…………..…..

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Q5. What is your gender?
Yes…………………………………… 1
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No……………………………………
Q6. What is your age?
25 or younger ………..….…………
26-30………………….……………
31-35…...…………….….................
36-40….………................................
41-45…………….............................
46 or older….………........................

2
1
2
3
4
5
6

Q7. What is your hearing status?
Deaf………………………………… 1
Hard of Hearing……………………. 2
Hearing ……………………………. 3
Q8. Are you a Child of a Deaf Adult (CODA)?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q9. Are you a sibling of a deaf or hard of hearing person?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q10. What type of school you are currently employed at?
Mainstream—Public School……………...…... 1
Itinerant—Public School…………………...…. 2
Resource Room—Public School....................... 3
Self-Contained—Public School......................... 4
Class-within-a-class—Public School…………. 5
State Residential School……………………… 6
Private School………………………………… 7
Q11. My primary teaching level is?
Early Childhood ………………….….
Elementary……………...……………
Middle School………………..………
High School…………….....................
K-12………………………..………...

1
2
3
4
5

Q12. Do you have Council on Deaf Education (CED) certification?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q13a. GPA in Deaf Education Program (
Q13b. Overall GPA (
)

)

Q14. Were you required to take the Signed Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI) before you graduated
from your program?
Yes…………………………………
1
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No………………………….………

2

(skip to 15)

Q15. If yes, what rating did you receive on the SCPI?

Survival……………….……………..
Survival Plus…………………………
Novice.................................................
Novice Plus..........................................
Intermediate………………………….
Intermediate Plus……………………..
Advanced…………………………….
Advanced Plus………………………..
Superior………………………………
Superior Plus…………………..……..

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Q16. If the SCPI was not taken, are you currently certified/licensed in your current state of employment as an
interpreter?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q17. If yes, what level?

(

)

Your Preparedness to Teach
The following questions will ask you about your preparedness to teach.
Q18: To what extent do you feel that you are prepared to do the following things?

a) Develop an IEP that meets Federal and your state’s requirements.
b) Implement an IEP of a deaf or hard of hearing student.
c) Provide an in-service on varying topics to regular educators.
d) Provide instruction in regular curricula (core subjects—Math,
Science, etc).
e) Teach students with multiple disabilities.

Not at Small Medium Large
all
extent extent extent
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1

2

3

4

f) Teach students using Cued Speech.
g) Teach students using the oral method.
h) Teach students using American Sign Language.
i) Teach students using Signed English or other form of manual
communication.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

j) Teach in elementary deaf education programs.

1

2

3

4

139

k) Teach in middle school deaf education programs.
l) Teach in high school deaf education program.

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

m) Teach students as an itinerant teacher in a public school.
n) Teach students in a resource room (public/private school).
o) Teach students in a self-contained classroom (public/private
school).
p) Teach students in a class-within-a-class setting (public/private
school).
q) Teach students in a state sponsored residential school.
r) Teach students in a private school.

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

s) Develop schedules for self, students, interpreters, and other
personnel.
t) Work collaboratively with regular educators.
u) Work collaboratively with administration.
v) Supervise interpreters and other personnel.
w) Develop positive relationship with parents.
x) Complete paperwork associated with teaching, including letter
writing

1

2

3

4

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Program
Q19. At what level was your deaf education preparation program?
Undergraduate………………….......... 1
Graduate………................................... 2
Q20. Does the college/university you attended have CED certification?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
I don't know………………………….. 3
Q21. Were you required to take the Deaf Education Praxis Exam (through ETS) or other equivalent exam that
tested essential common core knowledge and skills of beginning deaf education teachers before you
graduated from your program?
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
(skip to 23)
Q22. If yes, what score did you receive? (

)

Q23. Were you required to take additional exams in conjunction to the Deaf Education Praxis exam or
equivalent exam? Ex: A core subject exam, Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT)?
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Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2

Q24. My college/university required multiple practicum settings before my student teaching experience.
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q25. My college/university required at least 2 student teaching settings to enrich my student teaching
experience.
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
Q26. My college/university required at least 15 weeks to fulfill my student teaching experience.
Yes…………………………………… 1
No…………………………………… 2
The following questions will ask you about your experiences in your teacher education program.
Q27-34: To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

Q27) My college/university provided
support prior to taking the Signed
Communication Proficiency Interview
(SCPI).
Q28) My college/university provided
support prior to taking the Praxis or
equivalent Exam.
Q29) My college/university provided
workshops/coursework on behavior or
classroom management during my student
teaching.
Q30) My college/university provided
opportunities to discuss teaching experience
during my student teaching.
Q31) My college/university provided a
mentor or advisor to me during student
teaching.
Q32) I had frequent communications with
my mentor or advisor during my student
teaching.
Q33) My college/university provided
information on support systems for student
teachers.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Strongly NA
Agree

Q34) My college/university in conjunction
1
2
3
4
5
6
with my student teaching placement school
provided a new teacher orientation before I
began my student teaching.
The following questions will ask you about the level of preparation you received in your teacher
education program.
Q35: To what extent do you feel your teacher education courses taught you about the
following things?

a) American Sign Language (grammatical features and structures)
b) Signed English or other form of manual communication
c) Oral Method
d) Cued Speech

Not at Small Medium Large
all
extent extent extent
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4

e) Deaf culture/deaf history
f) Teaching reading/language to Deaf/HH students
g) Teaching speech to Deaf/HH students
h) Audiology

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

i) Regular curricula
j) Classroom or behavior management
k) Methods of teaching (either in reg. education, special education, or
deaf education)
l) IEP development and implementation
m) Scheduling of self and other staff members such as interpreters,
paraprofessionals, and occupational or physical therapists
n) Paperwork completion
o) Building relationships with parents
p) Supervising other staff members such as interpreters,
paraprofessionals, and occupational or physical therapists
q) Collaborative teaching methods with regular educators
r) Development of in-service sessions for regular educators
s) Teaching in a mainstreamed setting (public school)
t). Teaching in a self-contained classroom (public school)
u) Teaching in a class-within-a-class setting (public school)
v) Teaching in a resource room (public school)
w) Teaching as an itinerant teacher (public school)
x) Teaching in a state sponsored school for the deaf
y) Teaching in a private school (oral based)

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
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7

z) Teaching in a private school (manual communication based)

1

2

3

4

Employing District and School Information
The following questions will ask you about your mentor/coach during your beginning years of teaching.
Q36. Did your school district or school building provide a mentor to you in your first year of teaching?
Yes……………………………….…… 1
No………………………………..…… 2
(Skip to 40)
Q37. Is (was) your first-year mentor working in the field of deaf education?
Yes………………………................... 1
No………............................................. 2
Q38. Did you have a shared planning time with your first-year mentor?
Yes…………………………………
1
No……………………………….… 2
Q39: Please indicate the level of agreement or disagreement about the following statements about
your first-year mentor.
My mentor:
a) Helped me understand my school
environment.
b) Helped me understand my students.
c) Helped me complete my administrative
responsibilities.
d) Helped my plan innovative lessons.
e) Helped me become a better teacher.
f) Supported me emotionally.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

Q40. Did your school district or school building provide a mentor to you in your second
year of teaching?
Yes……………………………………
1
No……………………………………
2
Non-Applicable (I am still in my first year.)..3
Q41. Is (was) your second-year mentor working in the field of deaf education?
Yes……………………………………
1
No……………………………………
2
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Strongly NA
Agree

Q42. Did you have a shared planning time with your second-year mentor?
Yes……………………………………
1
No……………………………………
2
Q43: Please indicate the level of agreement or disagreement about the following statements about
your second-year mentor.
My mentor:
a) Helped me understand my school
environment.
b) Helped me understand my students.
c) Helped me complete my administrative
responsibilities.
d) Helped my plan innovative lessons.
e) Helped me become a better teacher.
f) Supported me emotionally.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Strongly NA
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

The following questions will ask you about your experiences with your administrator or supervisor.
Q44: To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

a) My administrator facilitates collaboration
and communication among teachers.
b) My administrator understands and
supports deaf education.
c) My administrator understands and
supports my professional goals and learning
needs.
d) My administrator provides constructive
feedback on my instruction.
e) I can share my feelings, worries, and
frustrations with my administrator.
f) I respect my administrator as an
instructional leader.
g) My administrator provided team teaching
opportunities.
h) My administrator scheduled observation
of other classroom teachers for me.
i) My administrator provided on-going
support during my first year of teaching.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Strongly NA
Agree

The following questions will ask you about your experiences with school district/school building
professional development.
Q45: To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
The school district provided:
a) Professional Development or other
workshops that developed beginning
teacher knowledge and skills.
b) Adequate ongoing workshops/seminars
throughout my first year of teaching.
c) An adequate new employee orientation
within the first month of employment.
d) Adequate support during my first year of
teaching through professional development.
e) Adequate professional development that
focused on policies and procedures.
f) Adequate professional development that
focused on in-service presentations.
g) Adequate professional development that
focused on classroom management.
h) Adequate professional development that
focused on behavior management.
i) Adequate professional development that
focused on data collection.
j) Adequate professional development that
focused on general classroom operations.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Strongly NA
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

The following questions will ask you about your experiences with your school district/school building
resources.
46: To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Slightly
Agree
To what degree do you feel that your school Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Disagree
building provided the following:
a) Adequate instructional materials that
stocked my classroom.
b) Adequate classroom or instructional
space to educate students.
c) Adequate time to go between buildings if
servicing students at multiple levels.
d) Adequate time at the beginning of the
school year to prepare.

Slightly
Agree

Strongly NA
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Please provide your email address where I can send you a $5.00 online Amazon.com certificate. The email
address must be associated with your employing school district (public, private, or state sponsored).
Email Address (
)
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Appendix B

Email Letter to Individual Educators

Final Notice

Survey – Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers
Dear Educator,
This is the fourth and final notice for an invitation for beginning deaf education teachers to
participate in a survey for a research study entitled, Deaf Education Teacher Preparation
Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers. I am completing this study in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for a Doctoral degree in Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis through
the University of Missouri, Columbia. The purpose of this survey is to understand beginning year
deaf education teachers’ experiences in their degree granting college/university and their
perceptions of their preparedness to teach. The survey is for certified K-12 deaf education
teachers with no more than 5 years of teaching experience in private, public, and state sponsored
residential schools.

As a small token of appreciation for participating in this study, you will receive a $5.00 online
gift certificate from Amazon.com. If would like to participate in this study, please continue to the
Participant Letter. This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.

For questions about the rights of research participants, please contact the Campus Institutional
Review Board (573-882-9585 or umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu). The IRB number for this
project is 1185417.

If you know of other beginning deaf educators who would be willing to participate, please
forward this email to them.

Yours truly,
Dee Peneston
Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri, Columbia
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Appendix C

Email Letter to School Administration

Final Notice

Survey – Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers
Dear Administrator,
I would like to thank you for previously distributing a survey for my research study entitled,
Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers. As I am still in
need of participants to complete my study, I would like to request that you distribute this email
with the introduction below and attached Letter of Participation again to any deaf educator in
your school so that they may participate.

As stated in my previous email about a week ago, I am completing this study in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for a Doctoral degree in Educational Leadership and Policy
Analysis through the University of Missouri, Columbia. The purpose of this survey is to
understand beginning year deaf education teachers’ experiences in their degree granting
college/university and their perceptions of their preparedness to teach. The survey is for certified
K-12 deaf education teachers with no more than 5 years of teaching experience in private, public,
and state sponsored residential schools.

Yours truly,
Dee Peneston
Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri, Columbia
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Appendix D

Email Letter to State Dept. of Education

Final Notice

Survey – Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers
Dear State Department of Education,
I would like to thank you for previously distributing a survey for my research study entitled,
Deaf Education Teacher Preparation Programs: A Survey of Beginning Teachers. As I am still in
need of participants to complete my study, I would like to request that you distribute this email
with the introduction below and attached Letter of Participation again to any deaf educator in
your school so that they may participate.

As stated in my previous email about a week ago, I am completing this study in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for a Doctoral degree in Educational Leadership and Policy
Analysis through the University of Missouri, Columbia. The purpose of this survey is to
understand beginning year deaf education teachers’ experiences in their degree granting
college/university and their perceptions of their preparedness to teach. The survey is for certified
K-12 deaf education teachers with no more than 5 years of teaching experience in private, public,
and state sponsored residential schools.
Yours truly,
Dee Peneston
Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri, Columbia
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Teacher
Backgroun
d
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Mandatory
Responses
by
Participant

4. State of employment

State

Years
experience

1.Employed as a deaf
education teacher
2. Deaf Ed.
Certification in state of
employment
3. Number of years
teaching experience

Employme
nt
Certificatio
n
1= Less than 1 year
2=1-2 years
3=2-3 years
4=3-4 years
5=4-5 years

1= Less than 1 year
2=1-2 years
3=2-3 years
4=3-4 years
5=4-5 years
6=More than 5 years
7=Skip
1=Arkansas
2=Colorado
3=Iowa
4=Illinois
5=Indiana
6=Kansas
7=Kentucky
8=Lousiana
9=Michigan
10=Minnesota
11=Mississippi
12=Missouri
13=Nebraska
14=North Dakota
15=New Mexico
16=Ohio
17=Oklahoma
18=South Dakota

1=Arkansas
2=Colorado
3=Iowa
4=Illinois
5=Indiana
6=Kansas
7=Kentucky
8=Lousiana
9=Michigan
10=Minnesota
11=Mississippi
12=Missouri
13=Nebraska
14=North Dakota
15=New Mexico
16=Ohio
17=Oklahoma
18=South Dakota

1=Yes
0=No
1=Yes
0=No

1=Yes
2=No
1=Yes
2=No

Appendix E
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Deaf/HHEducational
Related
background
Deaf Ed
Certificate

10. Type of school
currently employed at.

13. GPA in Deaf
Education Program

School

GPA

3.9
3.7
3.58
3.4
3.9
3.97
3.5
Undergrad 4.0; Grad 4.0
3.79
4.0
3.9
4.0
3.9
4.0
4.0
3.75
3.7
3.0
4.0
3.5
I don’t remember 
3.1

19=Tennesse
20=Texas
21=Wisconsin
22=Wyoming
23=Other
6=State Residential School
7=Private School

3.9
3.7
3.58
3.4
3.9
3.97
3.5
4.0
3.79
4.0
3.9
4.0
3.9
4.0
4.0
3.75
3.7
3.0
4.0
3.5
sysmis
3.1

6=State Residential School
7=Private School

19=Tennesse
20=Texas
21=Wisconsin
22=Wyoming
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3.75
3.6
3.2
3.78
3.8
3.8
3.76
3.8
N/A
3.93
3.85
3.7
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.88
4.0
3.54
3.75
3.23
3.5
Don’t Know
3.6
3.9 Undergrad; 4.0 Deaf Ed
graduate
3.7
3.8
3.0
3.8
3.9
3.1

3.75
3.6
3.2
3.78
3.8
3.8
3.76
3.8
sysmis
3.93
3.85
3.7
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.88
4.0
3.54
3.75
3.23
3.5
sysmis
3.6
3.95
3.7
3.8
3.0
3.8
3.9
3.1
3.85

Your
Preparedne
ss to Teach

"Beginning
Teacher's
Perceptions
of Their
Preparedne
ss to Teach
Deaf/HH
Students"
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Required
Basic Skills

19a. Develop IEP

19. The following
questions will ask you
about your
preparedness to teach.
To what degree do you
agree or disagree with
each of the following
statement

Regcurr

19d. Provide instruction
in reg. curricula.

ImplementI 19b. Implement IEP
EP

DevelopIE
P

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

3.85
4.0
3.9
3.8 (Masters)
3.8
3.8
3.0
3.8
3.9
3.4
Don’t recall
3.5
3.98
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

4.0
3.9
3.8
.8
3.8
3.0
3.8
3.9
3.4
sysmis
3.5
3.98
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Working
with Others

DevRelPar
ents

SuperviseO
thers

CollabAdm

CollabReged

Developsch
edules

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
23a. Develop schedules
1=not at all
for self, students,
2=small extent
interpreters, and other
3=medium extent
personnel.
4=large extent
23b. Work
1=not at all
collaboratively with reg.
2=small extent
educators.
3=medium extent
4=large extent
23c. Work collaboratively 1=not at all
with administration.
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
23d. Supervise
1=not at all
interpreters and other
2=small extent
personnel.
3=medium extent
4=large extent
23e. Develop positive
1=not at all
relationships with
2=small extent

19c. Provide in-service
on varying topics to reg.
educators.

23f. Complete paperwork
associated with teaching,
including letter writing.

CompleteP
Work

BasicSkills
In-service

19e.Teach students with
multiple disabilities.

MultDA

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
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Types of
Programs

Communica
tion Modes

3=medium extent
4=large extent

21b. Teaching in middle
school deaf ed programs.

21c. Teach in high school
deaf ed programs.

22a. Teach students as

HS

Itinerant

21a. Teaching in
elementary deaf ed
programs.

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
20c. Teach students using 1=not at all
ASL.
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
20d. Teach students using 1=not at all
SEE or other form of
2=small extent
manual communication.
3=medium extent
4=large extent

20a. Teach students using
Cued Speech.

MS

CommMod
e
Elem

SEEother

ASL

WorkingOt
hers
Cued

parents.

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

3=medium extent
4=large extent

Deaf
Education
Teacher
Preparation
Program

156

Program
Background

22c. Teach students in
self-contained classroom
(public/private school).
22d. Teach students in a
c-w-c setting
(public/private school).
22e. Teach students in
state sponsored
residential school.
22f. Teach students in
private school.

Selfcon

CWC

Deafschool

Private

student teaching.

TypesProgr
am
Under/Gra 24. Level of deaf
education preparation
d
program
Manypracti 29. Required multiple
practicum settings before
cums

22b. Teach students in
resource room
(public/private school).

Resource

itinerant teacher in public
school.

1=Graduate
0=Undergraduate
1=Yes
0=No

1=Yes
2=No

2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=Undergraduate
2=Graduate

2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

"Beginning
Teacher's
Experience
s in the
Teacher
Preparation
Programs"
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Program
Support

WS4Beh

SuppPraxis

SuppSCPI

2StudTeac
h
15weeks

32c. College/university
provided
workshops/coursework
on behavior or classroom
management during
student teaching.

32a. College/university
provided support prior to
taking SCPI.
32b. College/university
provided support prior to
taking Praxis.

32. The following
questions will ask you
about your experiences
in your teacher
education program. To
what degree do you
agree or disagree with
the following
statement?

31. Required 15 weeks to
fulfill student teaching
experience.

30 Required 2 student
teaching experiences.

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable

1=Yes
2=No
1=Yes
2=No

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis

1=Yes
0=No
1=Yes
0=No
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Orientation

InfoSuppor
tSystem

FreqComm

Supportme
ntor

Disccusion
Teaching

7=Not applicable
32d. College/university
1=strongly disagree
provided opportunities to 2=disagree
discuss teaching
3=slightly disagree
experiences during
4=slightly agree
student teaching.
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
32e. College/university
1=strongly disagree
provided mentor or
2=disagree
advisor during student
3=slightly disagree
teaching.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
32f. Frequent
1=strongly disagree
communication with
2=disagree
mentor or advisor during 3=slightly disagree
student teaching.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
32g. College/university
1=strongly disagree
provided information on
2=disagree
support systems for
3=slightly disagree
student teachers.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
32h. College/university in 1=strongly disagree
conjunction with student
2=disagree

7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
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Course
Content:
Language/C
omm. Mode

33c. Oral Method

33d. Cued Speech

SEEclass

Oralclass

Cuedclass

CourseCnt
LangCom

33a. ASL features and
structures
33b. Signed English or
other manual
communication.

about the level of
preparation you received
in your teacher education
program. To what extent
do you feel your teacher
education courses taught
you about the following
things?

ASLgramm 33. The following
questions will ask you
ar

teaching placement
school provided new
teacher orientation before
began student teaching.

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=Not applicable
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
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Course
Content:
SPED
Foundation
Content

Course
Content:
Deaf/HH
Content

34d. Audiology

Audiology

35b. Classroom or
behavior management.

35c. Methods of teaching
(either in reg. ed., special
ed., or deaf ed.)

BehMangm
t

Methods

35a. Regular Curricular.

34c. Teaching speech to
d/hh students.

Speechclass

CourseCnt
D/HH
RegCurrCl
ass

34b. Teaching
reading/language to d/hh
students.

34a. Deaf culture/deaf
history

ReadLang

m
Deafclass

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
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Course
Content:
Deaf Ed
Prep
Teachselfco

CourseCnt
SPED
Teachmain
strm

37b. Teaching in self-

37a. Teaching in
mainstreamed setting
(public school).

36d. Collaborative
teaching methods with
reg. educators.

36b. Building
relationships with
parents.

BuildingRe
lParclass

Collabteac
hmeth

36a. Paperwork
completion.

PWorkcom
pclass

36c. Development of inservice sessions for reg.
educators.

35e. Scheduling of self
and other staff members
such as interpreters,
paras, and OT/PT.

Scheduling
othersclass

DevInServc
lass

35d. IEP development
and implementation.

IEPdevImp
l

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all

1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

District and 1st yr
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CourseCnt
DeafEdPre
p
Mentorgive

Teachpriva
te

Teachpriva
te

TeachDeaf
School

TeachInt

TeachResR
m

CWCclass

n

38. School district

1=Yes

2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37c. Teaching in c-w-c
1=not at all
setting (public school).
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37d. Teaching in resource 1=not at all
room (public school).
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37e. Teaching as itinerant 1=not at all
teacher (public school).
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37f. Teaching in state
1=not at all
sponsored school for
2=small extent
deaf.
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37g. Teaching in private
1=not at all
school (oral based).
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
37h. Teaching in private
1=not at all
school (manual
2=small extent
communication)
3=medium extent
4=large extent

contained classroom
(public school).

1=Yes

2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent
1=not at all
2=small extent
3=medium extent
4=large extent

Mentor
Assignment

"Beginning
Teachers'
Perceptions st
1 year
of Their
District and Mentor
Support
School
Supports"

School
Supports

163
Helpedadm
duties1

Understand
Students1

Sharedplan
time1
Understand
Environ1

Mentordeaf
ed1

n1st

41c. Helped complete
administrative
responsibilities.

41a. Helped understand
school environment.
41b. Helped understand
students.

provided mentor in first
year.
39. First year mentor
work in field of deaf
education
40. Shared planning time
with first year mentor
41. The following
questions will ask you
about your mentor/coach
during your beginning
years of teaching. Please
indicate the level of
agreement or
disagreement about the
following statements
about your first year
mentor.

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=Yes
0=No
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5= agree
6=strongly agree

1=Yes
0=No

1=Yes
2=No
1=Yes
2=No
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7

0=No

2=No

164

Adm.
Support

41f. Supported
emotionally.

EmotionalS
upport1

46a. Administrator
facilitates collaboration
and communication

46. The following
questions will ask you
about your experiences
with your administrator
or supervisor. To what
degree do you agree or
disagree with the
following statements?

41e. Helped become
better teacher.

Betterteach
er1

MentorSup
p1styr
Adm_colla
b_comm

41d. Helped plan
innovative lessons.

Innovativel
essons1

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
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46e. I can share feelings,
worries, and frustrations
with administrator.

46f. I respect
administrator as
instructional leader.

Respectad
m

46d. Administrator
provides constructive
feedback on instruction.

Admfeedba
ck

AdmSharef
eelings

46c. Administrator
understands and supports
professional goals and
learning needs.

Admsuppo
rtgoals

Admsuppo
rtDeafEd

among teachers.
46b. Administrator
understands and supports
deaf education.

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
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District/Sch
ool PD

46h. Administrator
scheduled observation of
other classroom teachers.

Admobserv
ation

The School district

with school
district/school building
professional
development. To what
degree do you agree or
disagree with the
following statements?

AdmSuppo
rt
SD_WS4be 47. The following
gTeachSkill questions will ask you
about your experiences
s

of teaching.

46i. Administrator
AdmongoingSuppo provided on-going
support during first year
rt

46g. Administrator
provided team teaching
opportunities.

Admteamte
ach

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
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47d. Adequate support
during first year of
teaching through
professional
development.
47e. Adequate
professional development
that focused on policies
and procedures.

47f. Adequate

SD_Adequ
atePolicy

SD_Adequ

47c. An adequate new
employee orientation
within first month of
employment.

SD_Adequ
atePD1

SD_Adequ
ateorientati
on1

SD_Adequ
ateworksho
ps1styr

47a. Professional
Development or other
workshops that developed
beginning teacher
knowledge and skills.
47b. Adequate ongoing
workshops/seminars
throughout first year of
teaching.

provided:

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
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Building
Resources

DistrictSch
oolPD
BLD_Adeq
uatemateri
als

SD_Adequ
ateclassrm
Opera

SD_Adequ
ateBehClas
sMan

SD_Adequ
ateClassrm
Man

ateInservice

48. The following
questions will ask you
about your experiences
with your school
district/school building
resources. To what
degree do you agree or

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
47g. Adequate
1=strongly disagree
professional development 2=disagree
that focused on classroom 3=slightly disagree
management.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
47h. Adequate
1=strongly disagree
professional development 2=disagree
that focused on behavior
3=slightly disagree
management.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
47i. Adequate
1=strongly disagree
professional development 2=disagree
that focused on general
3=slightly disagree
classroom operations.
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

professional development
that focused on in-service
presentations.

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree

2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
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48d. Adequate time at
beginning of school year
to prepare.

BLD_Adeq
uatetimepr
epare

BuildingRe

48c. Adequate time to go
between buildings if
servicing students at
multiple levels.

BLD_Adeq
autetimebu
ilding

BLD_Adeq
uatespace

To what degree do you
feel that your school
building provided the
following:
48a. Adequate
instructional materials
stocked classroom.
48b. Adequate classroom
or instructional space to
educate students.

disagree with the
following statements?

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=not applicable
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=not applicable
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=not applicable
1=strongly disagree

7=not applicable

1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis
1=strongly disagree

7=sysmis
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sources

2=disagree
3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=not applicable

2=disagree3=slightly disagree
4=slightly agree
5=agree
6=strongly agree
7=sysmis

VITA

Dee Peneston grew up in Oklahoma where she received her undergraduate degree in 1989
at the University of Science and Arts of Oklahoma with a BS in Deaf Education. She began her
career working with Deaf and hard-of-hearing students at the Missouri School for the Deaf
(MSD) in 1990 as a middle school math teacher. Since starting at MSD, she has been in various
positions, the most current one as the Dean of Instruction. During her time at MSD, she has gone
on to earn her Masters of Education at Lincoln University and her Educational Specialist degree
at William Woods University.
Dee has been married for 19 ½ years to her husband, Bob and has three children; the oldest
of whom is currently attending the University of Missouri. When she is not working, she enjoys
attending her children's sporting activities and concerts. She is an avid reader and enjoys a good
book at the beach.
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