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ABSTRACT

With increasing state and federal mandates to improve student performance, teachers everywhere are struggling with maintaining positive morale—particularly in residential schools for the deaf. Teacher morale serves as a critical component in promoting positive teaching and learning environments for students. Also, the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and staff in Deaf Education severely limits the provision of positive language models for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children.

The study sought to answer two research questions: 

(1) What is the overall teacher morale at five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States? (Quantitative)

(2) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts? (Quantitative and Qualitative)

Using Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture as the theoretical framework, this study utilized a sequential, mixed method, case study approach to examine teacher morale in five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO), a 100-item four-point Likert survey, was administered to a sample of 118 teachers in five residential schools for the deaf. The results of the survey were analyzed using descriptive statistics and the Mann Whitney U test. Quantitative analysis, following the factors in the PTO, revealed high scores in Satisfaction with Teaching and Rapport among Teachers and low scores in Curriculum Issues, Teacher Load, and Teacher Salary. Interviews and observations were performed at two of the schools. Data from the interviews and observations were analyzed according to Merriam’s (1998) constant comparative method. Qualitative data served to verify and expand upon quantitative findings.

Collegiality is a forte among teachers in the five residential schools for the deaf and is a big contributor to the high level of morale. However, higher standards and additional expectations at the state and federal levels put a damper on teacher morale.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Chapter Introduction

Teacher morale plays a powerful role in the education of our students. While there are volumes of studies on teacher morale in general, studies on morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing
 teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf are very limited.    Studies by Ellenberger (1972), Miller (1981), Lumsden (1998), and Houchard (2005) show that there is a relationship between student achievement and teacher morale. People who feel empowered tend to have higher morale. People are more personally invested in their work with an organization when (1) they have a voice in what happens to them, and (2) their work has meaning and significance in contributing to a higher purpose or goal (Maehr, Midgley, & Urdan, 1993).  Bolman and Deal (2002) stated that it is important that teachers feel safe, have a sense of belonging, feel appreciated, and feel that they make a difference. Morale can be described as feelings about the school or the environment present at the school (Evans, 1997; Hunter-Boykin & Evans, 1995).
 
Unfortunately, schools in our nation are facing a critical period with low teacher morale, job-related stress, teachers leaving the profession, and recruitment problems continuing to grow over the last few decades (Andian, 1990; Blackbourne, 1990; Garner, 1985; Gold, 1990; Hofkins, 1990; Luckner & Hanks, 2003; Lumsden, 1998; Raferty & Dore, 1993).  Prior to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, teachers were already being asked and expected to accomplish more than ever before. Teachers are now charged with additional mandates, responsibilities, and expectations being handed down by federal, state, and local governments with little to no additional resources.

Stedt and Palermo (1983), Graves (2001), and Luckner and Hanks (2003) document that teachers leave the profession because of job dissatisfaction, poor working conditions, and/or lack of administrative support. In addition, a report by the National Center for Education Statistics (1997) showed that among several factors, American teachers considered administrative support and leadership as important elements contributing to higher teacher morale.

This study focuses on comparing teacher morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf. This comparison will be based upon on the results of a mixed method study which will utilize a survey that measures teacher morale, the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO), and interviews. The first chapter of this study details the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the research questions. It also defines specific terms, addresses delimitations and limitations of the study, and overviews the significance and organization of the study.
Statement of the Problem

Due to poor working conditions, increased work load and expectations, low pay, and other job-related stress, teachers have suffered from low morale and left the profession of teaching which has experienced recruitment problems over the last few decades. These issues have been identified as symptoms of demoralization in the education profession (Andian, 1990; Blackbourne, 1990; Garner, 1985; Gold, 1990; Hofkins, 1990; Luckner & Hanks, 2003; Raferty & Dore, 1993). Unfortunately, more than any time in the history of the United States, we face a crisis in providing quality education.

While there is a lot of research on teacher morale in schools and/or programs, there is not much research on morale of teachers in Deaf Education. Moores (1991b) studied 28 programs serving Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children in various educational settings across the United States. He found that “low morale of teachers of the Deaf is especially troubling” (p. 243) because in his study, he recognized that the morale of teachers of the Deaf appeared to be well below published norms for general education teachers. Kim and Loadman (1994) stated that although there is a very large number of studies on teacher job satisfaction in general that have appeared since 1940, teacher morale within Deaf Education is an “important area of study that remains incomplete” (p. 2).  


Studies by Luckner and Hanks (2003), Moores (1991a, 1991b) and Stedt and Palermo (1983) are among the very few studies on the morale of Deaf Education teachers. Teacher morale in Deaf Education needs to be researched further. In addition, because there is no known study comparing morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf, this study will contribute to the Deaf Education profession—particularly in regards to teacher morale and Deaf Culture. This study will contribute to a better understanding of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf.

This study included teachers of the deaf who are both Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing, since cultural affiliations and perspectives may differ and may serve to be an important variable in terms of teacher morale. According to Padden and Humphries (2005), Marschark (1997), Christian and Barnartt (1995), Paul and Jackson (1992) and Lane (1984, 1992), Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people do not view themselves as deficient, but different. They see themselves as members of a culture, which “contains social institutions, class structure, attitudes, values, and literature. One of the most significant aspects of Deaf Culture is the use of American Sign Language” (Paul & Jackson, p. 217). Furthermore, there is a strong sentiment among culturally Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people that hearing educators seek to make deaf children “hearing.” For example, Gannon (1981), a renowned Deaf author and historian wrote,
This attempt to make a “hearing” person out of a deaf child; to demand that the child talk, talk, talk and to forbid him or her the use of that natural means of communication, to refuse to permit him or her to relate to other members of the deaf community are seen by many deaf people as cruel, unrealistic and unfair. People who do this would never think of giving a blind child a pair of glasses and demanding that the child see, see, see. Nor would they be so hard hearted as to take away the crutches from a crippled child. Yet in their determination to make a deaf child “normal”, these same people unconsciously deny the deaf child the right to be himself. They are, in effect, saying that it is wrong to be deaf. (p. 360)
Also, Neisser (1983) wrote that Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people in general view hearing people as being biased toward deaf people who can speak:
The hearing world is deeply biased toward its own oral language, and always prefers to deal with deaf people who can speak. But speech is always difficult for the deaf, never natural, never automatic, never without stress. It violates their integrity: they have a deep biological bias for the language of signs. (p. 281)

Throughout the study, there are two major issues. First, there are significant cultural differences between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing people. Second, there is very little study on morale within Deaf Education, in particular, between the two groups of teachers in residential schools for the deaf. Because of these two issues, we must be educated about issues related to teacher morale and Deaf Culture.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this sequential, mixed methods case study is to (a) quantitatively examine the overall teacher morale in five residential schools for the deaf, and (b) quantitatively and qualitatively examine the similarities and differences in morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers. For the quantitative component of this study, teacher morale was measured using the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) by Bentley and Rempel (1968). The results were compared between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. Two of the five schools were used for the qualitative portion of the study. Following the administration of the PTO, the researcher interviewed a total of 14 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at both schools. 
Research Questions
The central focus of this study deals with teacher morale in residential schools for the deaf and the differences in morale levels between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. As a sequential, mixed methods case study, the first research question addresses the quantitative component of the study. The second question addresses both the quantitative and qualitative component of the study.
(3) What is the overall teacher morale at five residential schools for the deaf in    the southeastern United States? (Quantitative)
(4) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts? (Quantitative and Qualitative)
Definition of Terms
In this section, words and concepts are defined that are pertinent to understanding 

this study.  While some words and concepts have multiple definitions, I have chosen the 

following definitions for this study. 
(1) Audism: Lane (1992) defined audism as “the corporate institution for dealing with deaf people, dealing with them by making statements about them, authorizing views of them, describing them, teaching about them, governing where they go to school and, in some cases, where they live; in short, audism is the hearing way of dominating, restructuring, and exercising authority over the deaf community. It includes such professional people as administrators of schools for the deaf children and of training programs for deaf adults, interpreters, and some audiologists, speech therapists, otologists, psychologists, psychiatrists, librarians, researchers, social workers, and hearing aid specialists” (p. 43).
(2) Deaf Culture: Padden and Humphries (1988) and Marschark (1997) defined Deaf Culture as a set or system of shared beliefs and values that are common to people who use American Sign Language as a primary means of communication and who are members of local deaf communities. Their values include, but are not limited to, language (American Sign Language), literature, folklore, history, and standards for social interaction.
(3) Little “d” deaf person: Marschark (1997) described a little “d” deaf person as being one who is “partially or wholly unable to hear. The term “deaf” is generally preferred to “hearing-impaired” in the deaf community.
(4) Capital-d Deaf: According to Marschark (1997), a “capital-d Deaf person” is a deaf person who considers deafness to be a positive characteristic rather than a disability, respects and may use American Sign Language, values Deaf Culture and claims membership in the deaf community. 
(5) Deaf Person:  Moores (2001), a well-known researcher in deaf education, defined a deaf person as “one whose hearing is disabled to an extent (usually 70 dB ISO or greater) that precludes the understanding of speech through the ear alone, without or without the use of a hearing aid” (p. 9).

(6) Hard-of-Hearing Person:  Moores (2001) defined a hard-of-hearing person as one whose hearing is “disabled to an extent (usually 35-69 dB ISO) that makes difficult, but does not preclude, the understanding of speech through the ear alone, without or with a hearing aid” (p. 9).

(7) Teacher Morale: Although the term “morale” is frequently used in many organizations including schools, it is not easily defined or measured. However, the researcher chose Bentley and Rempel’s (1980) definition of teacher morale: “the professional interest and enthusiasm that a person displays towards the achievement of individual and group goals in a given job situation” (p. 2).  
Delimitations

The following delimitations created the boundaries for this study. First, because there are so many different types of schooling for deaf and hard-of-hearing children, the researcher limited this study to five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern part of the United States. Second, the researcher selected only schools that utilize a similar communication philosophy (i.e., sign language as opposed to oral). This is relevant to this study because teachers at schools that utilize the oral methods/philosophies view deafness as something that needs to be “fixed” or “made normal.” Also, schools that utilize sign language tend to have more Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers than any other schools or programs for the deaf.  Third, this study will confine itself to surveying teachers in five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. Additionally, teachers at two of these five schools were interviewed.
Limitations

 Because delimitations are intentional decisions that researchers make to narrow their studies, limitations are undesired realities. Creswell (2005) explained that limitations are potential weaknesses or problems with the study identified by the researcher. The small size of the study and its focus on residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern portion of the United States will limit the ability of the findings to be generalized to other setting (e.g., day schools for the deaf, oral schools for the deaf, mainstreaming programs for the deaf) (Herriott & Firestone, 1983). However, using multiple cases, the capacity for generalization is increased (Merriam, 1998).
Significance of the Study

      
Although there has been a lot of research on teacher morale, there is little or no study on morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf. 
In the opening article, or letter, of the American Annals of the Deaf, Moores (1991a) stated that the morale of teachers who work with deaf children is “especially troubling” (p. 243). In his study (Moores, 1991b), it was revealed that the morale of teachers who work with deaf children is lower than those who teach hearing students. Also, he wrote that additional in-depth research is needed in this area. 
It is necessary that we study morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf. The reason for this is because Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers are a critical component in Deaf Education. According to Andrews and Franklin (1996), these teachers are pivotal in promoting and enhancing identity formation, language acquisition, and social and emotional development. The benefits of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing professionals within schools are enormous. They (a) serve as living examples of how deafness does not prevent success in school or in reaching career goals, (b) serve as role models to develop healthy and realistic images of themselves as adults, (c) use their developmental experiences to help students work through feelings of alienation and separation, and (d) teach students about the significance of Deaf Culture as well as coping mechanism in dealing with largely, non-signing, hearing society. 

Academically, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers can help with students’ language skills—both in American Sign Language (ASL) and English. Andrews and Franklin (1996) wrote, “The acquisition of sign language is accelerated when Deaf adults are in the classroom” (p. 12).  Andrews and Franklin argued that while hearing children rely on fluent adult speakers for language development, most deaf children have hearing teachers who learn sign language as their second language; therefore, they are rarely fluent signers. The lack of Deaf adult signing models limits deaf children’s acquisition of sign language.

In addition to Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers being in the classroom and providing sign language model, they also have incredible ability to read and understand the signing of deaf children especially those who have limited signing skills. These teachers can help deaf students translate signs into simple English words and sentences.  Citing Vernon (1970), Andrews and Franklin wrote, “This ability to communicate simple English is ignored and the teacher’s fluency in English is considered more important. But, it’s the teacher’s ability to understand the language of the child which is the critical factor” (p. 13).

Keeping in mind the importance of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers in schools/programs for the deaf, we are facing a critical point in the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. In 1817, when Laurent Clerc, along with Thomas Gallaudet, established the first school for the deaf, the American School for the Deaf, in Hartford, Connecticut. He taught and trained teachers of the deaf. During his era, 40% – 50% of the teaching faculty was Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing individuals (Lane, 1984). Between 1817 and 1980, 26 schools were started by Deaf people in the U.S.  (Gannon, 1981).  Lamar University faculty conducted a national survey of 349 deaf education programs including 6,073 professionals. They found that only 805 teachers and 114 administrators were deaf (Andrews & Franklin, 1996). Unfortunately, Andrew and Jordan wrote, “Despite strong professional and political support, deaf adults constitute only about 15.6% of the teachers and 11.6% of the administrators in schools and programs for deaf children” (p. 14).

The dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers can have serious implications on the education of our deaf children. Because teacher morale is an important aspect of student achievement, it is imperative that we explore the morale level between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. There are a few potential causes for the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers: (a) Public Law 94-142 (formerly Education of All Handicapped Children Act, now known as Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 or IDEIA 2004), (b) the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and (c) technological advances. When Public Law 94-142 was passed and implemented, it created a large change within Deaf Education. Many parents of deaf children chose to place their children in mainstreaming settings. These students missed out on opportunities of interacting with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adult role models. The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, while a positive step for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people in terms of having better and different career opportunities outside Deaf Education, may have contributed to the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. Technological advances changed and continue to change the lives of Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing people particularly in the area of communication. Phones with texting capabilities, video-relay Interpreting Services, emails, captioned TVs, and so forth have greatly enhanced equal access for Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing people. 

Although we have seen tremendous educational and technological changes over the past 30 - 40 years, the presence of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adults continues to be very important in classrooms populated with deaf students. Because morale is low in education in general and even lower in Deaf Education, it is critical that we compare morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers within residential schools for the deaf.  Because Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers are so crucial in the education of our deaf children, it is vital to look at the positive and negative effects on morale of these teachers in the educational system as a separate subgroup. The findings of this study will contribute greatly to the Deaf Education profession.

Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 introduces the research study. The statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the research questions to be answered are included in this chapter. The chapter concludes with the delimitations, the limitations, and the significance of the study.

Chapter 2 presents the review of the literature on teacher morale and Deaf Culture. In addition, the chapter is divided into pertinent sections addressing the significance of teacher morale, research using Bentley and Rempel’s (1968) Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, and the theoretical framework utilized in this study.

Chapter 3 describes the research methods, the role of the researcher, the participants, data collection procedures, and the data analysis procedures. In addition, within this chapter, the research sites are described.

Chapter 4 presents the quantitative and qualitative findings of the research. Both research questions are answered.
Finally, Chapter 5 offers discussions of findings for the research questions. In addition, implications, suggestions for future research, and conclusion are addressed.
CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Chapter Introduction


The chapter consists of a review of related literature in the areas of teacher morale and Deaf Culture. The chapter is divided into three sections: (1) teacher morale, (2) cultural differences between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people and hearing people, and (3) theoretical framework used to frame this study.
Teacher Morale

Definitions of Teacher Morale

Morale is something that is easily described, but difficult to define. There are many definitions of teacher morale. Bentley and Rempel (1980) described teacher morale as “the professional interest and enthusiasm that a person displays toward the achievement of individual and group goals in a given job situation” (p. 2). Lumsden (1998) defined teacher morale as the feeling that one has about his/her job that is based on how the teacher perceives him/herself in the organization and the extent to which the organization is viewed as meeting the teacher’s needs and expectations. Mendel (1987) characterized morale as a feeling, a state of mind, a mental attitude, and an emotional attitude. Washington and Watson (1976) portray morale as the feeling a worker has about his or her job in relationship to the importance of that job to the organization as a whole working unit. Evans (1997) defined morale as a state of mind that is derived by individuals’ anticipation of satisfaction for those needs that they perceive as important factors affecting their work environment. According to the Random House Dictionary Online, morale is defined as the “mental and condition (as of enthusiasm, confidence, or loyalty) of an individual or group with regard to the function or tasks at hand; a sense of common purpose with respect to a group” (p. 1).

According to Rempel and Bentley (1980), Lumsden (1998), Mendel (1987), and others, morale is viewed as being the interface between individual needs and the organization’s goals. Consequently, high morale would result when achieving the organization’s goals also meets the individual’s needs. Morale is an internal feeling a person possesses free from the perceived reality of others. Morale is not an observable trait; rather it is an internal feeling or thought. Wentworth (1990) wrote, “Low staff morale results from professional lives that have little meaning; from frustration and the inability to change what is happening” (p. 1).
Significance of Teacher Morale


Teacher morale is a critical factor in influencing student achievement. Studies by Lumsden (1998) and Ellenberg (1972) indicated that morale plays a positive role in improving academic achievement among students. More specifically, Miller (1981) wrote that teacher morale “can have a positive effect on pupil attitudes and learning. Improving the climate and morale also makes teaching more pleasant” (p. 483). Miller also elaborated saying, “Raising morale level is not only making teaching more pleasant, but also learning more pleasant for students. This creates an environment that is more conducive to learning” (p. 484). Moreover, Ellenberg explained that morale and achievement are related stating, “where morale was high, schools showed an increase in student achievement” (p. 76). Ellenberg studied 12 secondary public schools in Dearborn, Michigan and found that student achievement increased under teachers with high morale and decreased under teachers with low morale. In addition to his studies, he reviewed the factors affecting morale and summarized the following major conclusions:

(1) Student achievement increased under teachers with high morale and decreased under teachers with low morale.

(2) Teacher morale assists in establishing “school character” or climate.
(3) The more democratic the school administration, the higher the morale.
(4) Salary affects level of morale for some teachers and not others.

(5) Personal factors are most important in determining an individual’s level of morale.

(6) A teacher’s relationship with the principal is a key non-personal factor.
(7) Teacher participation in administrative decision is related to morale.

Ellenberg concluded that administrators’ attitudes, policies, procedures, understanding of teachers, and philosophical approach to problems are major factors in teacher morale.


In addition to the current responsibilities and expectations of teachers, they are being asked to do more related to (a) new mandates handed down by federal, state, and local governments, (b) high stakes testing, (c) higher accountability standards, and (d) other requirements expected of them. Teachers are being asked to do more than ever before and are stretched to the limit (Lumsden, 1998). With all the additional expectations and responsibilities, they are not provided with additional resources. Parks (1983) asked:

How does one compensate professionals for inadequate books and supplies, large classes, disruptive students, public criticism, limited assistance, increased duties, and the lowest salaries to highly educated personnel in the nation? How does one lead a group in which morale is so low that over 40 percent of survey respondents would not again select teaching as a profession and 57 percent are definitely planning to leave, will leave if something better comes along, or are undecided about staying? (p. 11)

Pepper and Thomas (2002) stated that positive teacher morale plays a significant role in promoting a positive learning environment and organizational health. In addition, Black (2001), Anderman, Belzer, and Smith (1991), Graves (2001), Lumsden (1998), Miller (1981), and Mendel (1987) indicated that there are strong correlations between teacher morale and student achievement and positive school culture/climates.  Other studies by Gurr (1997), Hallinger and Heck (1998), Vernadine (1997), and Keeler and Andrews (1963) indicate that teachers who feel good about themselves or possess high morale tend to teach better, resulting in higher academic achievement among their students.


Anderman et al. (1991) wrote, “If teachers are dissatisfied with their work lives, not only will they suffer, but their students will suffer as well” (p. 3).  Brown, Lemus, and Dollbaum (n.d.) wrote that teacher morale contributes to a positive and healthy school culture/climate as well as student achievement. According to Graves (2001), results from surveys given by the United States Department of Education indicated that teacher job dissatisfaction led to 49% of the teachers leaving the teaching profession to pursue other careers.  

Ellenberg (1972), Miller (1981), Mendel (1987), and Lumsden (1998) discussed the importance of teacher morale. Lumsden explained that teacher morale can have a positive effect on pupil attitudes and learning. “Raising teacher morale level is not only making teaching more pleasant for teachers, but also learning more pleasant for the students. This creates an environment that is more conducive to learning” (p. 2).  Lumsden and Ellenberg maintained that morale is important because schools show an increase in student achievement when teacher morale is high. Houchard (2005) conducted a study of seven schools in North Carolina. Results from his study showed that schools that had high teacher morale had higher student achievement than did schools that had low teacher morale. In addition, Lumsden stated, “The morale of teachers can have far-reaching implications for student learning, the health of the organization, and the health of the teacher” (p. 2). Houchard wrote that “all factors of teacher morale as measured by the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire had a positive correlation with the End-of-Course test scores” (p. 3). 

In Heath’s (1981) studies on faculty morale, it is noted that although salaries may be increasing, morale is deteriorating because the intrinsic rewards for teaching are lower now than they used to be. High morale comes from a most favorable relationship between job adjustment and personal fulfillment. He explained that teachers in the past had higher vocational adaptation, despite low job salaries, because they got intrinsic rewards from (a) helping children develop, (b) receiving community and parent respect, and (c) achieving personal fulfillment. Heath explained that the following intrinsic values in teaching are lower today:  (a) children are harder to teach, (b) parents and community give less respect, and (c) teachers feel they are realizing less of their potential. He found that teacher morale remains low even as salaries go up. He suggested that morale problems among American teachers are more closely related to “internal” factors such as the potential for personal growth than they are to “external” ones such as low salaries. Although he stressed that salaries are important, real satisfaction in any profession comes with the chance to develop your potential. He emphasized that morale cannot be bought.
Another interesting point brought up by Heath (1981) was that the key to higher morale is to find ways to promote personal growth among the teachers themselves. In the past 25 years or so, many reports, including A Nation at Risk, focus on the structure of schools (Maeroff, 1988). In an effort to improve student achievement, many suggestions were offered such as having longer school days, longer school year, more subject specific class offerings, and tighter controls of curriculum. While these changes are good and can be important, teacher morale plays a critical role in the educational process. Houchard (2005) expressed concerns that “there is little to no mention of teacher morale in any of the reports since the release of A Nation at Risk” (p. 13). In addition, Whitaker, Whitaker, and Lumpa (2000) found it surprising that literature on teacher morale is almost nonexistent given that high staff morale is very important in every classroom. Houchard wrote, “Simply put, morale has not been thought of as a recommendation for improving education” (p. 13). Because morale is relatively “overlooked” as a significant aspect of student achievement, we must take a closer look at teacher morale in our schools.

Rempel and Bentley (1980) and Black (2001) agreed that morale serves as a powerful force and a vital aspect in the success of any human enterprise. According to Black (2001), research supports that when teachers feel good about their work, student achievement rises. When teacher morale is high, student achievement is high; when teacher morale is low, student achievement is low. She emphasized
 that it is critical that school leaders give teachers a “voice in their day-to-day responsibilities, a strong support system and a sense that their work is significant” (p. 1).  Also, she explained that when teacher morale is low, it leads to (a) indifference toward others, (b) cynical attitudes toward students, (c) little initiative when it comes to preparing lessons and other classroom activities, (d) preoccupation with leaving teaching for a better job, (e) increased use of sick leave, and (f) bouts of depression. Black proceeded to say that, “Discouraged teachers are a drain on a school system.”

 Morale continues to be a problem and has been for many years. Keeler and Andrews (1963) explained more than 45 years ago that teachers’ morale has a direct impact on student achievement. This was also noted in a more recent study by Whitaker et al. (2000) as well. Cook (1979) noted more than 25 years ago, “Undeniably, teacher morale is recognized by school administrators as one of the key ingredients in the development of a successful educational organization” (p. 356). About 11 years after Cook’s writing, Bartell (1990) wrote that a positive school climate where the teachers and students feel good about teaching and learning leads to an effective educational environment. Whitaker et al. (2000) wrote that (1) for students to be successful, teachers should be able to approach teaching each day with a positive state of mind; and (2) when teacher’s morale is high and productive, positive things often happen in the classroom. Additionally, Thomas (1997) explained that there is a statistical relationship between higher teacher morale and higher student’s achievement.
Summary


The review of literature related to teacher morale showed that (a) morale is low among teachers, (b) morale has an effect on students’ attitudes and learning, and 
(c) environment and administrative support are important contributors to the morale level among teachers. A large majority of teachers who leave the teaching profession leave because of dissatisfaction or a desire to change careers.

Although the evidence is profound about the benefits of teacher morale in schools, teacher morale continues to lag. Through recent years, teacher morale began to become overlooked as an important aspect of the educational process. Years of study and research by Keeler and Andrews (1963), Ellenberg (1972), Cook (1979), Heath (1981), Miller (1981), Maeroff (1988), Thomas (1997), Lumsden (1998), and others support the concept that teacher morale is a critical component of student achievement. In fact, student learning and achievement are positively impacted by the level of teacher morale. 




Morale in Deaf Education
While there has been an abundance of studies related to teacher morale, only a few studies conducted focus on teacher morale within Deaf Education. Studies by Meadows (1981), Stedt and Palermo (1983), Moores (1991a, 1991b), McNeil and Jordan (1993), and Luckner and Hanks (2003) are the only ones found that are related to teacher morale within Deaf Education. Needless to say, there is not much data regarding the level of teacher morale in educational programs for the deaf throughout the United States (Moores, 1991a).  

A study conducted by Luckner and Hanks (2003) showed that 63% of survey respondents indicated they planned to leave the Deaf Education profession within 10 years or less. However, a number of respondents indicated they planned to leave due to retirement, and researchers could not determine the percentage of respondents who were leaving to change fields. In addition, they examined the perceptions of a large sample of Deaf Education teachers from across the nation. From a sample of 610 teachers, teachers indicated strong satisfaction in 51 out of 59 possible areas. In the area “job as a whole,” almost 91% of the respondents indicated they were pleased with their job. However, Luckner and Hanks pointed out a few limitations to this study:
(1) The sample was voluntary (potential self-selection bias: individuals not satisfied with their job may not fill and return the questionnaire)

(2) Program supervisors were asked to give the questionnaire to a teacher with whom they worked. (The supervisor may have consciously or unconsciously selected a teacher with a positive attitude toward his or her job)

(3) The survey was sent out in November. (Different results may have been obtained if the study had been conducted later in the school year).

In Luckner and Hanks’ study, they found several areas of concerns/factors that had a negative effect on teachers’ job:
(1) Paperwork
In studies by Johnson (1983) and Luckner and Hanks (2003), teachers continued to identify paperwork as a primary problem. Luckner and Hank pointed out that one of the goals during reauthorization of IDEA ’97 was to decrease paperwork. It does not seem that this has occurred. Luckner and Hanks recommended that educational administrators “consider hiring paralegals to take care of large volumes of state- and federally-mandated paperwork so that teachers have the time to teach students and collaborate with professionals and families” (p. 11).
(2) State Assessment Tests
Citing several researchers, Luckner and Hanks grouped concerns by teachers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students into five themes. First, according to Johnson (2001), Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students traditionally do not perform well on standardized tests that use a multiple-choice format. Second, according to Resnick (1987), teachers and families are concerned that multiple-choice questions fail to assess students’ capacity to think. Third, according to Ayers (1993), standardized tests are unable to measure key personal and professional qualities such as initiative, creativity, imagination, conceptual thinking, curiosity, effort, judgment, commitment, and ethical reflection as well as a host of other valuable dispositions and attributes. Fourth, according to Madaus, West, Harmon, Lomax, and Viator (1992) and Alvermann and  Phelps (2002), much time has to be spent preparing students for the tests while simultaneously being forced to “narrow and fragment” the curriculum. Time spent on practicing for the tests could be better used involving students in experiences with reading and writing, mathematical problem solving, laboratory activities, and research.  Fifth, according to Garcia and Pearson (1994), standardized tests are often culturally biased, and may not be adequate for evaluating the knowledge, achievement, and ability of students from certain cultures.
(3) Family Involvement
The teachers in Luckner and Hank’s study reported being dissatisfied with the amount of involvement families have in their children’s education. Citing Pugach and Johnson (2002), Turnbull and Turnbull (2001), and Thomas, Correa and Morsink (2001), Luckner and Hanks theorized that there are two divergent perspectives (families vs. professionals) on why families are not as involved as professionals would like. 
First, what professionals perceive as apathy or indifference may have to do with certain elements within families: (a) exhaustion from multiple demands of providing for the family; (b) inability to coordinate logistics of work schedules, transportation, and child care; (c) lack of comfort in interacting with educational professional; (d) experiencing feelings of disempowerment due to previous experiences not being able to have input in quantity and quality of services provided for their child; or (e) cultural beliefs that teachers are to be respected above all and that teachers know what is best. 
Second, professionals have obligations that make it difficult for them to be as available and inviting as they would like for their students’ families. Examples of limitations in teachers’ ability to be available to these families are: (a) having limited time to meet with family members during the school day; (b) experiencing pressures to ensure that students pass state standard examinations; (c) living up to administrators’ expectations to advocate on behalf of the school district; and (d) not having trainings in how to support and work with families.
(4) Time for Nonteaching Responsibilities and Planning
Luckner and Hanks (2003) explained that teachers surveyed for their study noted lack of time for non-teaching and for planning as a critical concerns. Luckner and Hanks had a difficult time distinguishing between lack of time and the poor use of time. However, they also suggested that teachers help administrators understand that teaching, planning, and collaborating are all time-consuming activities. 
(5) Adult Role Models
Unfortunately, because there is a shortage of teachers who are themselves Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing, many Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children come in contact with only a few Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adult role models throughout their lives. Rosen (1992), Stewart and Kluwin (2001), and Luckner and Hanks (2003) advocated the idea of encouraging Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adults to become involved in the lives of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children. Because of the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf, this can play a critical factor in the education deaf students. Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers’ fluency in American Sign Language is very significant in promoting language development for deaf children.
(6) Availability of Appropriate Tests
Luckner and Hanks (2003) wrote, “Language delays and the lack of mediated experiences that occur for many students who are Deaf or Hard-of-Hearing affect the assessment process” (p. 14). There are very few instruments that are developed and normed specifically for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children because of their language development and cultural experiences.
(7) Professional Development
Luckner and Hanks (2003) wrote that the results of their study suggested that professional development opportunities are not being provided. Because of the push for higher standards, professional development is a necessary component within the teaching profession to “keep pace with new, emerging knowledge and skills required by their new roles” (p. 15). Unfortunately, Kozleski, Mainzer, and Deshler (2000) supported this assertion by saying, “most professional development is uncoordinated, fragmented, and unrelated to the classroom realities faced by teachers” (p. 11)
Luckner and Hanks (2003) offered recommendations/suggestions for addressing each area of the teachers’ concerns/factors. These recommendations included: 

(1) Having educational administrators hire paralegals to assist in taking care of the state- and federally-mandated paperwork so that teachers can have additional time to teach students, collaborate with professionals and families. 
(2) Having teacher preparation provide training and ideas for how to technologically streamline teachers’ nonteaching and nonconsulting duties, communicating with parents and colleagues, and the like. 

(3) Working to improve communication between the teacher and the parents i.e., home visits, conferences, occasional notes, videotaping of classroom activities, telephone calls, and emails. Additionally, Luckner and Hanks included Hallau’s (2002) suggestions to include information from the parents as part of the assessment and goal development processes, develop lending libraries composed of sign books and videotapes that parents can use at home, hire home sign-language tutors, and the like.

(4) Promoting Deaf awareness and inviting Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adults to come to school to share information about their careers, read or tell stories, experiences after high school.
(5) Seeking ways to appropriately prepare deaf students for standardized tests, such as making adaptations, and researching appropriate tests for deaf students.

(6) Structuring professional development programs to be implemented with Deaf Education personnel so that they have the opportunity to learn while simultaneously realizing that they are making a difference in the lives of the students, parents, and professionals they work with.

Stedt and Palermo (1983) utilized the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (Bentley & Rempel, 1968) to study the morale of teachers at the California School for the Deaf in Riverside. They compared teacher morale between two groups at the school: teachers of students who are deaf vs. teachers of students with additional disabilities. They showed that the teachers who taught students with additional disabilities had higher morale than the norms for teachers of the deaf without additional disabilities. 

Moores (1991a) wrote that one thing remained consistently negative within the Deaf Education arena: “the morale of teachers of the deaf appeared to be well below published norms for general education teachers” (p. 243).  Moores (1991b) studied 231 teachers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students who were working in residential schools and large center-based programs throughout the United States. He found that teachers were experiencing low morale because of heavy workload and pressure caused by community expectations. The workload and community pressures these teachers deal with are different than those in “regular public schools.” They have the additional paperwork and responsibilities related to Special Education—particularly Individual Education Programs, required team meetings with teachers, parents, administrators, and others. When it comes to pressure caused by the community, these teachers have to deal with the (a) lack of understanding by many people outside the Deaf Education arena related to the needs, differences, and challenges within the profession and the (b) demands by the Deaf Community to preserve the Deaf culture and heritage.

McNeil and Jordan (1993) conducted a study comparing teachers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students who used the Total Communication approach vs. the oral approach. Using two surveys, they found that results between the two groups did not differ significantly in their overall responses. Luckner and Hanks (2003), however, found that the results of their study suggested that teachers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students are generally satisfied with their jobs. However, Moores (1991b) found that satisfaction with teaching among teachers of the deaf was lower than satisfaction among general education teachers.

Meadow (1981) conducted a study surveying Deaf Education teachers and other professionals working with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children in Pennsylvania and Washington DC. She found that these teachers had a higher rate of “emotional exhaustion” than teachers of hearing students. She attributed that to the slowness of growth in educational achievement in deaf children. However, she reported that 80% of her sample (240) indicated they were to some extent satisfied with their job. Johnson (1983) explored job stress of 377 Deaf Education teachers from preschool to elementary to high school. These teachers also worked in residential, day, and special schools in urban, suburban, and rural areas. She reported that 72% of the teachers perceived their jobs ranging from “very stressful” to “moderately stressful.” She identified 10 areas of stress among these teachers: (a) paperwork, (b) developing individualized education programs (IEPs), (c) planning and preparing materials for a wide range of abilities, (d) inappropriate and/or disruptive behavior of students, (e) inadequate time for planning, (f) inadequate salary, (g) attitude and behavior of some teachers, (h) uncooperative parents, (i) inadequate financial support for school programs, and (j) inadequate communication among school personnel.

While high teacher morale is important in all schools, it is particularly critical in Deaf Education. Kozleski et al. (2000) said it well when they wrote, “Whether in special education or general education, there is growing evidence that the single most important influence in a student’s education is a well-prepared, caring, and qualified teacher” (p. 1). In addition, the significance of high teacher morale particularly in Deaf Education can be detected in Stewart and Kluwin’s (2001) writing, 
Deaf students arguably present the most complex challenge for teachers of any group of students in both the general and special education populations.  Every corner of their educational experience is multidimensional and each dimension has the potential to significantly impact their academic achievement. (p. 14)

Summary

          Research on morale within the Deaf Education arena is limited. Several studies by Meadows (1981), Stedt and Palermo (1983), Moores (1991a, 1991b), McNeil and Jordan (1993), and Luckner and Hanks (2003) show that morale among Deaf Education teachers varies greatly compared to that of “regular” public school teachers. However, no study could be found comparing morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States.
Deaf Culture
            The Deaf Culture is a very unique one in that it does not rely on being a group of people that has distinctive religion, clothing, diet, or a particular geographical space. The Deaf Culture as defined by Padden and Humphries (1988) is a “set of shared beliefs, values, and behaviors of Deaf or Hard-of-Hearing people who use sign language as a primary means of communication and who are members of local deaf communities” (p. 24). Marschark (1997) explained that in the Deaf Community, the word “deaf” has different meanings. Deaf with a lowercase-d is generally understood to mean a physical loss of hearing. This use of the word “deaf” refers to the millions of people who suffer some degree of hearing loss due various things such as age, illness, accidents, and so forth. Despite this loss of hearing—whether it is a mild reduction or a complete loss—those individuals who culturally identify themselves with the hearing world are not considered members of the Deaf Community or part of the Deaf Culture. They may utilize some deaf services such as closed captioning television or assistive listening devices, they largely do not communicate through American Sign Language nor engage in Deaf Community events. Marschark declared, “Being deaf and being Deaf are not the same thing” (p. 42).
            Marschark (1997) went further and explained an important aspect of the Deaf culture: “Capital-d Deaf.” He explained that this term “is applied to people who are part of the historical and cultural community of deaf people and who use American Sign Language as their primary means of communication” (p. 42). Johnson (1994) gave further details explaining that
individuals who lose their hearing at a young age do not grow up in the hearing world, but grow up as members of the Deaf Community. 
Linguistically, the Deaf are a separate community from the hearing world. The Deaf Community's primary language is American Sign Language. Although this distinction may seem minor, it underlies the foundation of Deaf Culture. The unique communication modes of deaf people and the general difficulty they find in communicating with hearing people lead to the construction of communities of interaction based on language use. (p. 104)
   
 Marschark (1997) wrote that the word “Deaf” also speaks to the social and cultural aspects of the Deaf Community. The Deaf Community has its own social structures, art, clubs and organizations, values, and cultural history. What few hearing people realize is that the Deaf Community and its rich culture have existed for hundreds of years. 
Perspectives of Deaf People
The history of the American Deaf Culture took its early beginnings in residential schools for the deaf with the first school being established in Hartford, Connecticut in 1817. Over the years, nearly every state had at least one residential school for the deaf. For over 140 years, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students were educated in separate residential schools for the deaf. During the 1960s, things changed when Public Law 94-142 (now known as Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act) became law. Although 85% of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children were educated at residential schools for the deaf in the 1950s, there has been a sharp decline to about 40% in 2002 (Padden & Humphries, 2005). Much of the Deaf Culture was and still is acquired in residential schools for the deaf.

The book, Mask of Benevolence, by Harlan Lane (1992) is among the most well known books within the Deaf Community. It presents powerful sentiments regarding “audism” and about many Deaf people’s perspectives on various topics—ranging from hearing people’s perspectives of Deaf people, “psychology of deafness” to “audism” to oppression of American Sign Language to the revolution at Gallaudet University in 1998. Much of deaf people’s perspectives stem from experiences growing up, being educated, and working in a “hearing world.” Frustrations from language and communication difficulties, as well as ignorance on the part of hearing people about the abilities of deaf people, result in perceptions of inequality, discrimination and/or oppression by hearing people on Deaf people which is known as “audism.” For over a century, schools and programs for the deaf have been run by hearing people without input from Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people.  
For more than 150 years, Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing people were responsible for the progress toward self-determination. They worked on developing and shaping the Deaf Community in the United States, ensuring the preservation of American Sign Language and Deaf Culture, educating the general public about deafness, and gaining respect. Several historical milestones occurred within the deaf community over the years. In 1817, the first school for the deaf was established in 1817 (with many more being established over the next 50 years). In 1864, President Abraham Lincoln signed a charter that allowed the establishment of Columbia Institution for the Deaf and Dumb (now known as Gallaudet University). In 1864, Edward Miner Gallaudet served as the institution’s first president. For 124 years (from 1864 through 1988), Gallaudet University had six hearing presidents. In March of 1988, Elisabeth Zinser, a hearing candidate, was chosen from among three Deaf and two hearing finalists. That event set off protests, now known as “Deaf President Now!” (DPN) on Gallaudet campus that gained international attention. The protests led to Elisabeth Zinser’s withdrawal as president-select and I. King Jordan’s selection as the institution’s first Deaf president (Christiansen & Barnartt, 1995).
According to Christiansen and Barnartt (1995), the “Deaf President Now!” (DPN) protest at Gallaudet University, after having garnered a large amount of favorable media attention, changed the view of deafness not only at the institutional level, but also at the national level. This movement resulted in long-term impacts in several areas:

(1) Symbolic visibility: The Congress of the United States recognized the DPN in a positive light, referencing the protest when overriding President Reagan’s veto of the Civil Rights Restoration Act two weeks later. In addition, during the third, fourth, and fifth anniversaries of DPN, the Senate recognized the efforts of Deaf people. In addition, to this day the DPN retains a high degree of visibility within the deaf community through publications for the deaf. The protest resulted in a quote coined by I King Jordan, “Deaf people can do anything…except hear.”  
(2) Diffusion of success: Efforts at residential schools and other institutions for deaf and hard-of-hearing demanded increased number of deaf staff persons, better sign language skills for faculty and support staff, better technological access, funding for residential schools, increased recognition of American Sign Language based curriculum, and increased deaf awareness among the hearing population.
(3) New Social Movement: As a result of DPN, continued activism on the part of the Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing people can be seen. This “has given Deaf people renewed hope that they can indeed control their own destiny” (p. 213).
(4) Social Policy: Several federal legislations have been passed that directly impact deaf people. Among them, the Telecommunication Accessibility Enhancement Act in 1988, the Television Decoder Circuitry Act in 1990, and Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990 were signed into law. 
(5) Disability rights movement: The DPN protest was hailed by disability rights activists as a victory for all persons with disabilities.

Summary

            The Deaf Culture is a major aspect in the Deaf Community. The impact of the DPN appears to have an effect on perspectives among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people in terms of empowerment and accomplishments. Many barriers deaf people have had to deal with over the centuries appear to have been overcome. Today, we see “more deaf people with earned doctorates, in occupations and professions that, in the past were largely closed to them. There is also a growing sense of cultural pride among many people in the deaf community” (Christiansen & Barnartt, p. 227).

Through the years, several things became apparent and important within the deaf community:
(1) Deaf Culture: The Deaf Community was no longer recognized as a “disability group,” but a cultural group that is rich in language, history, common experiences, and shared beliefs.
(2) American Sign Language: ASL became recognized as a distinct language of the Deaf.
(3) Deaf History/Heritage: Several books have been written on important historical events, individuals, and stories. Historians have found numerous Deaf-related events, individuals, and stories that have made an impact on the overall history of Deafness. 
(4) Residential Schools for the Deaf: These schools are considered the “hub” of development and cultivation of the Deaf Culture and its language, American Sign Language.
(5) Political movement/Empowerment: The Deaf President Now in 1988 became the turning point in the movement and empowerment of the Deaf community, Deaf Culture, and recognition of American Sign Language as a distinct language that they call their own. Since this movement, it created several important pieces of legislation to become law.
Through the events during the 1980s, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing individuals have come a long way in becoming recognized not as a group of “disabled” people, but as a cultural group. Through their own language, experiences, values, behaviors, and history, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people have come to embrace the Deaf Culture and feel empowered. 





Theoretical Framework
            The final topic included in this literature review is an overview of the theoretical framework that was used to frame this study.  The theoretical framework for this study centers on Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture. These two aspects of the framework will assist us in understanding morale among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers who teach deaf students in residential schools for the deaf.

Teacher Morale


According to Lumsden (1998), Mendel (1987), and Ellenberg (1972), teacher morale is a critical component in student achievement. Several factors that contribute to  morale problems include job-related stress, poor working conditions, and low pay which lead to teachers leaving the profession and recruitment issues.


 The teacher morale aspect of the theoretical framework comes from the work of Ralph Rempel and Averno Bentley (1968, 1980). To measure teacher morale, Rempel and Bentley developed the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (1980) identifying 10 factors that impact morale: (a) teacher rapport with principal, (b) satisfaction with teaching, (c) rapport among teachers, (d) teacher salary, (e) teacher load, (f) curriculum issues, (g) teacher status, (h) community support of education, (i) school facilities and services, and (j) community pressures. These factors, which have been defined more fully in this literature review, functioned as initial codes in the data analysis of the qualitative data as themes were identified and refined. These same factors were measured quantitatively through the use of Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, so therefore functioned as the categories of the major findings for the quantitative portion of this mixed methods study. 

Deaf Culture


The Deaf Culture aspect of the theoretical framework comes from the works of several individuals:  Harlan Lane (1992), John Christiansen and Sharon Barnartt (1995), Marc Marschark (1997), Harlan Lane, Robert Hoffmeister, and Ben Bahan (1996), and Carol Padden and Tom Humphries (2005). Among the major issues within the Deaf Culture are the perception that (a) Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people are a cultural group—not a disability group; (b) American Sign Language is the distinct language of the Deaf; (c) residential schools for the deaf are to be valued as the birthplace and “hub” of development and cultivation of the Deaf Culture as well as its language, the American Sign Language; and (d) political movement and empowerment are an essential component of the Deaf Culture. Again, these four issues served as initial codes as the qualitative data were analyzed and themes were developed.

Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture

Within residential schools for the deaf, several of the factors within the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (Rempel & Bentley, 1980) had cultural implications among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. Therefore, important relationships surfaced among codes related to teacher morale and Deaf Culture. The first factor, “Teacher Rapport with Principal” had some implications among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers depending on the principal’s ability/willingness to communicate with the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing. The second factor, “Satisfaction with Teaching,” was an important feature within residential schools in light of dwindling numbers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and increasing state and federal mandates and expectations. The third factor, “Rapport among Teachers,” (or collegiality) was critical because of cultural differences that exist between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. Fluency in American Sign Language (and respect given to the language), for instance, played a role in the rapport between the two groups of teachers.  The fifth factor, “Teacher Load,” played into morale differences between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers ranked this category as the lowest in Schools 3 and 4 as well as all schools combined. The sixth factor, “Curriculum Issues,”  impacted morale when it comes the state and federal mandates within education—particularly with language issues within Deaf Education. The seventh and eighth factors, “Teacher Status” and “Community Support,” dealt with social status within the community. These are very important elements among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. These teachers have a strong desire to feel they are respected by, supported by, and a part of the Deaf Community. The ninth factor, “School Facilities and Services,” is a central component in residential schools for the deaf—particularly when it comes to meeting technological, visual, and audiological needs for deaf/hard-of-hearing teachers and students. Finally, the tenth factor, “Community Pressures,” focuses on the perception of teachers held by the community. The Deaf Community serves as a powerful source of pressure for residential schools for the deaf. Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at residential schools for the deaf often feel pressure from the Deaf Community when it comes to teacher expectations in and outside of the classroom.

The concepts drawn from Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture functioned as the theoretical framework for this study. Data coding was initially guided by the morale and Deaf Culture factors discussed. Further, interconnections between these bodies of work  provided a framework for explaining similarities and differences of teacher morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers.       
Conclusion

Although the DPN and Deaf Culture brought a different sense of pride among Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing people, we need to remind ourselves that “many deaf children are still not reading or writing as well as they should be” (Christiansen & Barnartt, p. 227). In addition, we continue to see problems with “unemployment, underemployment, and poverty among millions of deaf people throughout the world” (p. 227). With all the mandates and expectations placed on teachers, teacher morale is overlooked as a significant aspect in the overall educational process. Tragically, studies by Stedt and Palermo (1983) and Moores (1991a, 1991b) indicated that teachers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students appear to have lower morale than teachers in the “regular” public schools or programs. However, no study could be found comparing the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf.

To help fill the gap in the research, this study utilized the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO), developed by Bentley and Rempel (1968) to measure teacher morale. Interviews with Deaf/Hard-of Hearing and hearing teachers were conducted to gain insights into teacher morale in residential schools for the deaf. Semi-structured interviews garnered new perspectives dealing with the level of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf. A full explanation of the methodology employed in this study is discussed in chapter three.
CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Chapter Introduction

The methods of this study are fully explained in this chapter. The chapter focuses on the research design used, rationale for and assumptions behind the research paradigm, and my role as a researcher. The biases that could influence this investigation, the data collection, data analysis, and verification (validity/reliability) procedures are detailed in this chapter. The chapter is divided into the following pertinent sections: (a) research design; (b) assumption and rationale for a sequential, mixed method case study; (c) data collection procedures; (d) data analysis/statistical procedures; and (e) an explanation of the instrument to be used.

This study will focus on the overall teacher morale in residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States, and teacher morale between two groups: Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in these schools. This study seeks to answer the following questions.
(1) What is the overall teacher morale in five residential schools for the deaf in the 
southeastern United States? (Quantitative)
(2) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with their hearing counterparts? (Quantitative and Qualitative)
Type of Design: Sequential, Mixed Methods, Case Study Design

Moores (1991a) stated that low teacher morale in programs for the deaf is “especially troubling” and is an area that needs to be studied in-depth. According to Creswell (2003), it is appropriate to use a case study design if the researcher desires to explore “in depth a program, an event…or one or more individuals…” (p. 15). In addition, Creswell wrote that the sequential, mixed method design is best if the researcher seeks “to elaborate or expand the findings of one method with another method... with a quantitative method in which theories or concepts are tested, to be followed by a qualitative method involving detailed exploration with a few cases or individuals” (p. 16). Because of the researcher’s desire to quantitatively explore in depth the morale of teachers in five residential schools for the deaf through a survey and to qualitatively expand the findings from the survey with interviews at two of the schools, a mixed methods case study design is appropriate for this study.

Among the reasons for using the mixed methods, case study design are (a) the researcher desires to explore the overall teacher morale in residential schools for the deaf (quantitative and qualitative), (b) the convenience of obtaining numeric data from respondents (quantitative), (c) the much faster response time it would take for teachers to complete survey  (quantitative), and (d) expansion of the quantitative results that occur through the interviews (qualitative). To measure teacher morale in residential schools for the deaf, an instrument was used in this study: the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO).  The PTO instrument was developed by Rempel and Bentley (1968) to measure morale among teachers. 

Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) emphasized that one of the possible mixed method designs is a “dominant/less dominant” design (QUAN ( qual) in which one part of the design is in “no way more important” as the other part (p. 46). The quantitative element in the present design is important in triangulating findings with the qualitative data and in giving the researcher greater confidence in the results. Creswell (2005) suggested that investigators could “improve their inquires by collecting and converging different kinds of data bearing on the same phenomenon” (p. 511).  

For the quantitative element of the study, the researcher sought to get numeric description by measuring the overall morale of teachers at five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern part of the United States and comparing morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers. The qualitative element allowed the researcher to garner supporting information from interviews and observations.

Because qualitative researchers “are interested in understanding the meaning people have constructed” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6), for the qualitative element of the study, I interviewed 14 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at two of the five schools utilizing semi-structured questions (see Appendix E). The numbers of interviews continued until the researcher has reached saturation. This study illustrated the views of these teachers pertaining to morale. Information was presented with rich, thick description to the reader from the perspective of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. This case study approach is intended to divulge attitudes, feelings, ideas, actions and suggestions from these teachers.  
Assumptions and Rationale for a Sequential, Mixed Method Case Study Design
The bitter debate in the final decades of the 20th century regarding the superiority of one or the other of the two major social science paradigms, the positivists’ “quantitative” paradigm and the constructivists’ “qualitative” paradigm, was viewed as “increasingly unproductive” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 3). The end result of this debate was the emergence of the mixed method paradigm. 

The research questions (see chapter I) demonstrate that asking the “how” question led to the inclusion of the qualitative paradigm. If the nature of the research involves “how” questions, the qualitative paradigm is more appropriate (Yin, 2003, p. 7; see also Merriam, 1998) (see Figure 1).  
            The purpose of a QUAN (qual (sequential or 2-phase) strategy is to analyze the findings of quantitative data, using qualitative data to explain the findings of the quantitative data. According to Creswell (2003), the purpose of this sequence is to “use qualitative results to assist in explaining and interpreting the findings of a primarily quantitative study” (p. 215).   The first phase (quantitative) of the Sequential, (QUAN/qual) Mixed Method Case Study Design is used to “answer questions about relationships among measured variables with the purpose of explaining, predicting, and controlling phenomena” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001, p. 101). The second phase (qualitative) component of this study is “used to answer questions about the complex nature of phenomena, often with the purpose of describing and understanding the phenomena from the participants’ point of view” (p. 101). Quantitative researchers normally “start with a specific hypothesis to be tested” (p. 101), “isolate variables they want to study” (p. 101), and “use a standard procedure to collect some form of numerical data and use statistical procedures to analyze and draw conclusions from the data” (p. 101). Quantitative researchers normally start with a specific hypothesis to be tested through the use of qualitative data collection. According to Creswell (2003), the purpose of this sequence is to “use qualitative results to assist in explaining and interpreting the findings of a primarily quantitative study” (p. 215). Because of the above, the sequential approach is the most appropriate for this study.  

Sample and Sites

Participants of the Study

The participants in this study included Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers at five residential schools for the deaf. The participants were at residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. To protect the privacy of these schools, they were assigned numbers: 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. There were 17 to 32 participants at each of the five schools for a total of 118 participants. At school 1, in a faculty meeting, each teacher present participated in the quantitative portion of the study by completing the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. At school 2, due to time constraints, instead of a faculty meeting, the school’s director asked that the teachers be given a copy of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire to complete at the beginning of the day. At the beginning of the following day, the researcher picked them up at the school secretary’s office. After collecting quantitative data from all five schools, I began collecting qualitative data from two of the schools. At schools 3, 4, and 5, copies of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire were mailed/given to each school’s director or designee to distribute to all teachers who met the established criteria. I gave each of them a date to return the surveys to me in  self-addressed, self-stamped envelopes.
The minimum criteria established for teachers at each school to participate in this study were:

(1)  a minimum of two years teaching experience, and

(2)  teaching one or more of the following subjects: Reading, Writing, Language/English (literature/grammar), Math, Science (Physical Science, Earth 

 
[image: image1]
Figure 1.  Research design map.
Science, Chemistry, Biology, etc.), Social Studies/History, Government/Economics, Physical Education/Health, Speech, Deaf Studies/Deaf History, Resource, and any vocational courses.



I contacted each of the five schools’ director or designee, provided the above criteria for this study, and requested that they provide me with the number of teachers (both Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers) who met the minimum established criteria. Table 1 shows the schools, number of teachers, number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers, and hearing teachers as given by each school.
Table 1  
Number of Teachers Who Met Criteria at Each School
	School #          # of teachers       # of D/HH teachers        # of hearing teachers

	     1                            39                         12                                  27

     2                            25                           8                                  17                               

	     3                            38                           8                                  30

     4                            28                           9                                  19

     5                            30                         10                                  20
	

	



All of the teachers at the five schools meeting the above criteria were invited to participate in the quantitative component of the study by completing the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire.  At schools 1 and 2, after the teachers completed the questionnaire, I recruited and conducted semi-structured interviews for the qualitative component of this study.  I interviewed seven Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and seven hearing teachers individually at both schools for the total of 14 teachers. At School 1, I recruited teachers at a faculty meeting to participate in interviews. At School 2, I recruited teachers through the school’s secretary and via email. I continued conducting interviews until saturation was reached, which was the process of continuing interviews until no new information was being discovered. To ensure confidentiality, I assigned pseudonyms for each interviewee (see Table 19 in Chapter 4, p. 78).
Data Collection Procedures

The following section describes the quantitative and qualitative data collection procedures. At Schools 1 and 2, data sources included surveys, semi-structured interviews, and observations. The primary source for the quantitative component of this study was the instrument, Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, by Ralph Bentley and Averno Rempel (1968) which was distributed to all teachers at five residential schools for the deaf (see Appendix A). 
Surveys

I gained permission from the five schools’ superintendents (see sample letter, Appendix C) to distribute the 100-item Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) by Ralph Bentley and Averno Rempel (1968). It was made clear that participation was strictly voluntary and they would not be asked not to identify themselves on the instrument. In Part II of the instrument, the participants were asked to provide information regarding their hearing status, gender, age group, ethnicity, highest degree obtained, years of teaching experience, and subject(s) taught.  
Explanation of Instrument Used
            For the quantitative portion, this study utilized the instrument, The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO), by Bentley and Rempel (1968).  Responses on the PTO  were scored to produce an overall score and categorical scores. The PTO contains 10 categories: (a) teacher rapport with principal, (b) satisfaction with teaching, (c) rapport among teachers, (d) teacher salary, (e) teacher load, (f) curriculum issues, (g) teacher status, (h) community support of education, (i) school facilities and services, and (j) community pressures. Because of the significant differences in number between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, a non-parametric version of the independent sample t-test analysis (i.e., Mann-Whitney U Test) was performed to determine differences (i.e., statistically significant differences) between the scores for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers.
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire


The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire is an instrument that divides teacher morale into 10 categories for more meaningful discoveries and is designed to estimate individual, school, and system-wide morale. The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire  teacher morale factors can be seen in Table 2. Each of the 100 items of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (Appendix A) uses a four-point Likert-type scale that measures the degree of agreement with the statement: (1) disagree, (2) probably disagree, (3) probably agree, and (4) agree.  A copy of the letter requesting permission to use the instrument can be found in Appendix D.
     
The reliability statistics of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire are based on 3,023 teachers. Rempel and Bentley (1980) reported that test-retest data were obtained for these teachers. The test-retest correlations were .87 with the correlations for the 10 factor scores ranging from .62 to .88. Only one factor, Community Pressures, had a correlation lower than .75 (.62). The remaining nine factors had correlations greater than .75.  Table 2 shows the breakdown of the 100 item instrument into groups for each of the 10 items. A copy of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2   
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Breakdown of 10 Teacher Morale Factors

	Category
Description                                               Items   

      #


1

Teacher Rapport with Principal
 2, 3, 5, 7, 12, 33, 38, 41, 43, 44, 61, 








 62, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 92, 93, 95

2

Satisfaction with Teaching

19, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 46, 47, 50, 51, 

56, 58, 60, 76, 78, 82, 83, 86, 89, 100 

3

Rapport Among Teachers

18, 22, 23, 28, 48, 52, 53, 54, 55, 77, 

80, 84, 87, 90

4

Teacher Salary


4, 9, 32, 36, 39, 65, 75

5

Teacher Load



1, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 31, 34, 40, 42, 45

6

Curriculum Issues


17, 20, 25, 79, 88

7

Teacher Status



13, 15, 35, 37, 63, 64, 68, 71

8

Community Support of Education
66, 67, 94, 96, 97

9

School Facilities and Services
16, 21, 49, 57, 59

	10                    Community Pressures                          81, 85, 91, 98, 99

	


Interviews

After completion of the survey component, volunteers at Schools 1 and 2 were recruited to participate in individual semi-structured interviews. Altogether, 14 teachers agreed to participate in the interviews. At School 1, four Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and two hearing teachers volunteered to participate in the interviews. At School 2,  four Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and four hearing teachers participated in the interviews. The interviews continued until saturation was reached (see Appendix E, Interview Protocol). Schools 1 and 2 were chosen for interviews because they were (1) within reasonable driving distance, (2) the researcher is not overly familiar with their schools as to avoid bias, and (3) their school directors agreed to allow me to conduct interviews with their teachers. 
A brief overview of my study was provided to establish rapport and clarify any questions the participants may have about the study. The interview contained open-ended questions that permitted the participants to answer in the direction they desired. The interviewees were asked to make any additional comments that added to the gathered information. Patton (1990) described three types of interviewing techniques: (1) informal, conversational interviews; (2) semi-structured interviews; and (3) standardized, open-ended interviews. With a semi-structured interview, the interviewer is given the autonomy to probe within the predetermined areas of inquiry and stay focused (Lofland & Lofland, 1984). Interviews were videotaped, transcribed for purposes of analysis, and checked by the respondents for accuracy. 
Observations


Observational data were used for descriptive purposes. A description of the settings, the activities, the people, and the meaning of what is seen is provided to the reader. Observation is the process of gathering open-ended, first-hand information by observing people and places. These observations were used to either substantiate or refute the information provided during the interviews and/or collected through the surveys. A more complete description of phenomenon is obtained during observations than will be provided from just interviews and surveys (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1995). According to Glense and Peshkin (1992), I should “write down feelings, work out problems, jot down ideas and impressions, clarify earlier interpretations, speculate about what is going on, and make flexible short – and long-term plans for the days to come” (p. 49). This accumulation of data reflected Patton’s (1990) notions of qualitative research by “finding out what people do, know, think, and feel by observing, interviewing, and analyzing documents” (p. 94).

The observations were useful for several reasons. They served as a method of multiple source triangulation (Adler & Clark, 2003). In this study, observations at Schools 1 and 2 were of teachers’ interactions at a faculty meeting, at lunch, and in hallways. The researcher spent two half-days at School 1 and one full day at School 2. Approximately seven hours were spent observing and interviewing teachers at each school.
Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics (comparing mean scores and standard deviations) and the non-parametric version of the independent sample t-test (Mann-Whitney U Test) were utilized to measure teacher morale and compare morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at residential schools for the deaf. The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire by Bentley and Rempel (1968) was chosen to measure the morale of teachers. This instrument utilizes a Likert-type scale to collect and measure each variable of the research. Data were analyzed by each category for each of the five schools and then aggregated.

The qualitative data were analyzed using Merriam’s (1998) constant comparative method. Throughout the reviews of the interviews, codes and themes were developed through an iterative process. The qualitative data from all sources were coded for initial coding. Codes were based on the literature review, the theoretical framework discussed in Chapter 2, observations, and interviews. Coding, according to Adler and Clark (2003), refers to the process of “associating words or labels with passages in one’s field notes or transcripts” (p. 503). 


After initial coding of the data was completed, the second iterative process of combining codes into categories was undertaken. In this process, the codes were combined into groups with similarities and whittled down into a smaller number. Finally, the third iterative process (see Figure 2) was where the themes developed for this study were eventually used for the advancement of theory.


Figure 2, developed by Anfara, Brown, and Mangione (2002), is included in order to present the reader with a clear picture of how the qualitative data categories were formed and consolidated. The first iteration makes public the initial codes used for data analysis. The second iteration demonstrates how those codes were grouped to form categories or themes. The final iteration shows how those themes were used to develop theory or contribute to theory advancement.

Methods of Verification

Creswell (2005) wrote, “Triangulation is the process of corroborating evidence from different individuals, types of data, or methods of data collections in descriptions of 

themes in qualitative research” (p. 252). “Especially in terms of using multiple methods of data collection and analysis, triangulation strengthens reliability as well as internal validity” (Merriam, 1998, p. 207). Merriam, Fielding and Fielding (1986), and Anfara et al. (2002) emphasized that triangulation is a strategy employed to improve the credibility, dependability, and “confirmability” of the research.

For the purpose of triangulation and answering the research questions, various data collection techniques were utilized. First, surveys were distributed to teachers at five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. Second, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at two of the five schools were interviewed. Observations were made of teachers’ interactions during a faculty meeting, at lunch, and in hallways. I used information gathered from the surveys, observations and interviews with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in order to confirm or corroborate received information from varied perspectives (see Figure 3). 

Code Mapping: Three Iterations of Analysis (Anfara, Brown, & Mangione, 2002, p. 32)

	(Third Iteration: Application to Data Set)


Code Mapping for Teacher Morale: Perceptions of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and Hearing Teachers in Residential Schools for the Deaf
(1) What is the overall teacher morale at residential schools for the deaf? 
Themes: 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d (Teacher Morale)

(2) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts? 
Themes: 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 2a, 2b (Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture)
	(Second Iteration: Pattern Variables – Components)


     1a. Expectations (state and federal)                              
   2a. Respect of Deaf Culture 

     1b. Attitude toward Administration (school                 
   2b. Communication  

           level)                                                                              

     1c. Separation between Departments 

     1d. Collegiality among  Teachers
	(First Iteration: Initial Codes/Surface Content Analysis)


     1a. Increased expectations by                                         
  2a. Some D/HH teachers feel    

            state and federal officials (NCLB,                                
        “oppressed” by hearing teachers,                                                                                     

            other regulations/mandates)                                              
                                                                                                      2a.  Hearing teachers feel Deaf  

      1a.   More tests are required                                                          Culture is very much respected.

      1b.   Changes in administration                             

              (particularly school directors and/or                        
 2b. Hearing teachers acknowledge that                                                                                                                      

               Principals)                                                                            signing in the presence of D/HH                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                             teachers is a problem.
       1b. Both schools had administrators with no 

                        background in Deaf Education or deafness

       1c. Elementary, Middle, and High Schools   
            
 2b.  Several D/HH teachers state                          
             are separated by buildings throughout   
            
        that hearing teachers don’t 
             campus                                                                                    communicate with them or include 
                                                                                                              them enough when talking to other                                                                                                   

       1c. Teachers do not know teachers in                                           hearing teachers.

            

             other departments
             

       1d. Teachers “stick” together and support  

              each other regardless.
       1d. Hearing teachers tend to sit/chat with hearing 

             Teachers while D/HH teachers do the same with

             D/HH teachers
	Data: Interviews                     Data: Observations                            Data: Surveys


Figure 2. Code Mapping (Anfara, Brown, & Mangione, 2002)
According to Merriam (1998), member checking is a process in which the researcher is “taking data and tentative interpretation back to the people from whom they were derived and asking them if the results are plausible” (p. 204). Member checking, asking participants to verify the analysis, guarantees that there is a linkage between the analysis and the reality that is perceived by the study’s participants. To satisfy member-.  
checking, I typed up my analysis of the interviews, sent them to the participants via email, and requested that they provide feedback.  

Furthermore, a temporal designation is included to make transparent the stages of category development (see Table 2). 
 Constas (1992) developed a two-dimensional model designed to organize the documentation of procedures used in the development of themes or categories. The first dimension represents the components or actions affiliated with the development of categories.  The second domain documents the temporal aspects of category development, i.e., a priori—before the data collection, a posteriori—after the data have been collected, and iterative—during the data collection activities. A two-dimensional table (see Table 3) were used to document the origin of the analytical actions carried out in this study (Constas). 
Role of the Researcher

In conducting this research, I needed to be aware of potential biases that could influence this study. According to Merriam (1998), a researcher’s bias involves clarifying the researcher’s assumptions, worldview, and theoretical orientation at the beginning of the study. As a child who was born deaf, I attended a residential school for the deaf in
Maryland for seven years. I worked as a teacher in a self-contained classroom for the deaf in Chattanooga for four and half years prior to accepting an administrative position at a residential school for the deaf, the Tennessee School for the Deaf, where I have been working since 1998.







Figure 3. Triangulation using various data collection techniques
Table 3  
Components of Categorization/Temporal Designation

	Component of Categorization
	Temporal

Designation
	Temporal

Designation
	Temporal

Designation

	Origination

Where does the authority for creating categories reside?
	A priori
	A posteriori
	Iterative

	-participants
	
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
	

	-programs
	
	2, 3, 4
	1, 5, 6

	-investigative
	
	2
	1, 5, 6

	-literature
	1, 5, 6
	
	

	-interpretative
	
	2
	4, 5, 6

	Verification

On what grounds can one justify a given category?
	
	
	

	-rational
	
	
	

	-referential
	
	2, 3,4
	1, 5, 6

	-external
	
	
	1, 5, 6

	-empirical
	
	1
	2, 5, 6

	-technical
	
	
	

	-participative
	
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
	

	Nomination

What is the source of the name used to describe a category?
	
	
	

	-programs
	
	
	

	-investigative
	
	
	5, 6 

	-literature
	
	
	1, 5, 6

	-interpretative
	
	
	5, 6


Category Label Key: 

1. Expectations (state and federal)
                            5. Respect of Deaf Culture

2. Attitude toward Administration (school
               6. Communication

    level)

3. Separation between Departments

	4. Collegiality among Teachers


(Constas, 1992)

Limiting Researcher Bias


As a Deaf person, teacher of the deaf, and administrator, I have been intimately involved in the Deaf Education arena. I have a commitment and empathy for Deaf children. Throughout this study, I have to be aware of my allegiance to the Deaf Community and ensure that these biases do not impose themselves on my study.


I purposefully took the following measures to minimize my bias: triangulation of data sources through the use of surveys, interviews, and observations; production of videotaped and written records of all data gathered; and the creation of code maps and temporal records explaining how data analysis was undertaken. In addition, member checks, the process of asking participants to verify the analysis, were employed in this study.  
Procedures to Protect Human Subjects

Human subjects were protected in accordance with The University of Tennessee rules as outlined in the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Form B (see Appendix B). Every effort was made to ensure confidentiality. Surveys were distributed with no names asked. Survey-takers, were, however, asked to identify themselves as being Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing or hearing. Because the participants who voluntarily participated in interviews were videotaped, all recordings will be kept confidential and kept in a secure and locked area in my office.
Conclusion

Because the researcher sought to measure and compare the teacher morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and hearing teachers, the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire by Bentley and Rempel (1968) was found to be fitting for this study. This study focused on descriptive statistics and the Mann-Whitney U Test to compare morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers with hearing teachers. Semi-structured interviews contributed to the results of the Opinionaire. Because the QUAN (qual, mixed methods, case study design sought to measure and compare morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, using the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, semi-structured interviews, and observations for this study were appropriate strategies. 
CHAPTER 4
 FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
Introduction

This chapter is organized to answer the first and second research questions: (1) What is the overall teacher morale at five residential schools for the deaf in southeastern United States? (Quantitative), and (2) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts (Quantitative and Qualitative)? The chapter will begin with a brief introduction to the findings from this study, describe the context in which the study took place, present to the reader the major themes discovered during the case study as a result of collecting and analyzing a tremendous amount of raw data, and end with a concluding discussion. In the presentation of findings, the reader is provided with results of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire from five residential schools for the deaf and direct quotations from Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers from two schools. Results from the analysis of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (descriptive statistics and Mann-Whitney U tests), interviews and observations are provided in this chapter in order to triangulate or establish validity of the case study results. 
Quantitative Findings  


To answer the first research question, the overall morale among all teachers in five residential schools for the deaf was statistically analyzed using descriptive statistics and Mann-Whitney U tests. In answering part of the second question, a statistical comparison of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers was required. This involved using descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and non-parametric version of the t-test (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test). Each of the five schools is looked at in the following ways: (1) collectively (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing participants and hearing participants combined), and (2) individually (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing participants vs. hearing participants). For each school, explanations are given of the results for the 10 factors or categories of teacher morale as outlined in the 100-item Likert-type Purdue Teacher Opinionaire by Bentley and Rempel (1968): Principal Rapport, Satisfaction with Teaching, Teacher Rapport among Teachers, Teacher Salary, Teacher Load, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, Community Support of Education, School Facilities and Services, and Community Pressures (see Table 2, p. 48) for an explanation of the 10 teacher morale factors). For each item, the participants choose, “1” for Disagree; “2” for Probably Disagree; “3” for Probably Agree; and “4” for Agree.

The statistical component of this study has two parts: Descriptive statistics and the non-parametric version of independent samples test (i.e., Mann-Whitney U Test). All five schools had a total of 160 teachers (45 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and 115 hearing teachers) that met the criteria required to be included in the study. The researcher received a total of 122 responses which constitute a 76.3% return rate. However, four of the surveys had to be eliminated. Three surveys did not indicate the teachers’ years of experience. (A minimum of two years of teaching experience was the criteria established for this study). One did not indicate hearing status. Therefore, with the 118 remaining surveys, the return rate of useable data is 73.8%.  
Table 4 shows the total number of teachers in each school; the total response rate for each school; percentage of the total Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teaching population in each school; the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers’ response rate; the mean years of

teaching experience by all participants; the mean years of teaching experience by Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing participants; and the mean years of teaching experience by hearing participants. To protect the confidentiality of the schools, each school was assigned a number of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 respectively.

Table 4 
Overall Background Information of Each School

	
	School #1
	School

#2
	School #3
	School

#4
	School #5

	Total number of teachers who met minimum criteria
	39
	25
	38
	28
	30

	Total response rate of teachers completing the PTO 
	84.6%
	68%
	76.3%
	79%
	60%

	D/HH teaching population
	30.8%
	32%
	15.8%
	32.1%
	33.3%

	D/HH response rate
	100%
	75%
	83%
	67%
	60%

	Mean Teaching experience (Combined)
	17.3 yrs
	10 yrs
	15 yrs
	13.8 yrs
	15.4 yrs

	Mean Teaching experience  (D/HH participants)
	15.1 yrs
	10.5 yrs
	23.6 yrs
	17.3 yrs
	9 yrs

	Mean Teaching experience (hearing participants)
	17.6 yrs
	9.8 yrs
	13.2 yrs
	12.4 yrs
	18.5 yrs



Data were collected from all five schools to answer the first research question: What is the overall teacher morale at five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States? Appendices G, H, and I present mean and standard deviation data collected from all surveys for all five schools combined. Tables 5 and 6 provide mean and standard deviation data and Mann-Whitney U test statistics/summary for all schools combined. 

All Schools — Combined Teacher Morale
Table 5 shows the analyzed data for all five schools combined (all teachers combined, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers). Mean and standard deviation data are listed under each category with the number of teachers who responded to the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. The first column shows each of the factors (or categories) within the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. The second column represents the mean scores and standard deviation data for the combined groups of teachers. The third and fourth columns represent the mean scores and standard deviation data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in each category. A sample of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire is shown in Appendix A. The breakdown of the instrument’s 10 factors or categories is shown in Table 2. Additionally, Table 6 shows the Mann-Whitney U test results for all five schools combined. 

The data in Table 5 show that 118 teachers (total) responded to the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (34 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 84 hearing teachers). The Satisfaction with Teaching category ranked the highest among all teachers in each group. The Curriculum Issues category ranked the lowest among the combined group and hearing teachers while Teacher Load ranked the lowest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers.
Table 5  
Mean and SD Data for All Groups 
	Category
	Combined

M / SD

N=118
	D/HH

M / SD

N=34
	Hearing

M / SD

N=84

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	2.76 / .70
	2.89 / .61
	2.70 / .74

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.41 / .35
	3.41 / .39
	3.42 / .34

	Rapport Among Teachers
	3.02 / .49
	3.06 / .45
	3.00 / .51

	Teacher Salary
	2.60 / .65
	2.82 / .66
	2.50 / .63

	Teacher Load
	2.75 / .54
	2.63 / .60
	2.80 / .52

	Curriculum Issues
	2.57 / .51
	2.75 / .56
	2.49 / .48

	Teacher Status
	2.98 / .54
	3.17 / .58
	2.90 / .52

	Community Support of Education
	3.19/ .47
	3.24 / .54
	3.17 / .44

	School Facilities and Services
	2.71/ .55
	2.92 / .58
	2.62 / .52

	Community Pressures
	3.16/ .49
	3.00 /  .45
	3.23 / .50


Because of the large difference in numbers of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers versus hearing teachers, a non-parametric version of the t-test was conducted (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test). This test showed that with all teachers at all five schools, there were statistically significant differences between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers (Table 6) in the following five areas: Teacher Salary, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, School Facilities and Services, and Community Pressures. In four of the five categories, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers’ morale was higher than their hearing counterparts. The Community Pressures category was the lone area with higher level of morale among hearing teachers (the significance level was .05). 
Table 6  
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for All Schools Combined
	Test Statisticsa

	
	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport among Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	1227.000
	1405.000
	1333.500
	1043.500
	1191.000

	Wilcoxon W
	4713.000
	4891.000
	4819.500
	4529.500
	1786.000

	Z
	-1.105
	-.036
	-.466
	-2.211
	-1.323

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.269
	.971
	.641
	.027
	.186


	Test Statisticsa

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	CommunityPressures
	Community Support of Education

	Mann-Whitney U
	1016.000
	997.000
	1002.500
	1021.000
	1301.000

	Wilcoxon W
	4502.000
	4483.000
	4488.500
	1616.000
	4787.000

	Z
	-2.392
	-2.496
	-2.468
	-2.358
	-.668

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.017
	.013
	.014
	.018
	.504


a. Grouping variable: Hearing Status,  (p value = 0.05)
	


Collective Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Each School


Table 7 shows that the Satisfaction with Teaching category received the highest ranking among the combined groups at each school. Schools 1 and 5 ranked Curriculum Issues the lowest among their combined groups. School 2 ranked the Teacher Rapport with Principal category the lowest among its combined group. The Teacher Salary category received the lowest ranking among the combined group at Schools 3 and 4. 
Table 7  
Overall Mean and SD Score For Each of the Five Schools

	Category
	School 1 

M / SD

N=33
	School 2

M / SD

N=16
	School 3

M / SD

N=29
	School 4

M / SD

N=22
	School 5

M / SD

N=18

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	2.77 /.68
	2.40 /.62
	3.16 /.57
	2.38 /.75
	2.87 / .62

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.47 / .34
	3.22 /.34
	3.50 /.29
	3.28 /.38
	3.50 / .34

	Rapport Among Teachers
	3.11 /.53
	2.92 /.45
	2.99 /.51
	2.96 /.45
	3.07 / .45

	Teacher Salary
	2.96 /.56
	2.95 /.61
	2.40 /.53
	2.06 /.57
	2.58 / .56

	Teacher Load
	2.81 /.46
	2.41 /.49
	2.91 /.58
	2.59 /.45
	2.87 / .63

	Curriculum Issues
	2.54 /.43
	2.43 /.57
	2.83 /.44
	2.43 /.55
	2.47 / .55

	Teacher Status
	3.09 /.50
	3.05 /.47
	3.95 /.50
	2.89 /.61
	2.88 / .65

	Community Support of Education
	3.18 /.39
	3.20 /.54
	3.21 /.50
	3.08 /.45
	3.26 / .50

	School Facilities and Services
	2.67 /.52
	2.85 /.60
	2.58 /.56
	2.75/.60
	2.80 / .52

	Community Pressures
	3.20 /.45
	2.95 /.42
	3.19 /.59
	3.15 /.42
	3.19 / .50


All Schools – Summary

Upon analysis of the morale level for teachers at all schools combined, all groups (combined group, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers) ranked “Satisfaction with Teaching” the highest out of all categories. The Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing ranked the Teacher Load category the lowest while the combined group and hearing teachers ranked the Curriculum Issues category the lowest. The greatest difference between the two groups among the 10 factors could be detected in “Teacher Salary” (2.82 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.50 for hearing teachers). Overall, out of 1 – 4 with “4” being the highest and “1” being the lowest, the morale for all five schools combined is relatively high: 2.95 for both Deaf/Hearing teachers and hearing teachers (combined) at all five schools, 2.99 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers at all five schools and 2.88 for hearing teachers at all schools.
School 1 —Teacher Morale
Data were divided between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing 

teachers at each school to answer the quantitative component of the second question: 

How does the  morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their 
hearing counterparts? 
At school 1, (see Table 8) there were 33 total teachers (out of 39) who participated in the survey—12 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 21 hearing teachers. The Mann-Whitney U Test statistics can be found in Table 9. Appendices J, K, and L present Mean and Standard Deviation data collected from all surveys for School 1. 
School 1 — Summary


At School 1, according to Table 8, both groups exhibited very similar levels in all areas. The greatest mean difference could be detected in “Teacher Rapport with Principal” (3.01 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.63 for hearing teachers). The overall mean score for the combined group at this school is 2.98 while the mean scores for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers is 3.06 and hearing teachers is 2.94.
Table 8 
Mean and SD Data for School 1
	Category
	D/HH

M / SD

N=12
	Hearing

M / SD

N=21

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	3.01 / .47
	2.63 / .76

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.53 / .33
	3.46 / .36

	Rapport Among Teachers
	3.15 / .44
	3.09 / .60

	Teacher Salary
	3.08 / .64
	2.89 / .50

	Teacher Load
	2.88 / .51
	2.77 / .41

	Curriculum Issues
	2.60 / .43
	2.50 / .43

	Teacher Status
	3.18 / .65
	3.05 / .42

	Community Support of Education
	3.18 / .53
	3.19 / .31

	School Facilities and Services
	2.87 / .52
	2.56 / .51

	Community Pressures
	3.13 /  .50
	3.25 / .43


However, because of the large difference in numbers of Deaf/Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, a non-parametric version of the independent samples t-test was conducted (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test). Table 9 shows the Mann-Whitney U test results: Fail to reject the null hypothesis all categories (there was no statistically significant difference in between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in all categories at School 1).
School 2 — Teacher Morale
At school 2, (see Table 10), there were 16 (out of 25) teachers who participated in the survey—five Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 11 hearing teachers. The Mann-Whitney U Test results can be found in Table 11.  Appendix M, N, and O present mean and standard deviation data collected from all surveys for School 2. 
Table 9 
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for School 1
	Test Statisticsb

	
	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport among Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	94.500
	105.500
	125.000
	95.000
	112.500

	Wilcoxon W
	325.500
	336.500
	356.000
	326.000
	343.500

	Z
	-1.18
	-.769
	-.037
	-1.164
	-.507

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.238
	.442
	.970
	.245
	.612

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.242a
	.449a
	.985a
	.258a
	.618a


	Test Statisticsb

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	Community Pressures
	Community Support of Education

	Mann-Whitney U
	105.500
	98.500
	87.000
	114.000
	116.000

	Wilcoxon W
	336.500
	329.500
	318.000
	192.000
	194.000

	Z
	-.776
	-1.034
	-1.473
	-.453
	-.381

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.438
	.301
	.141
	.650
	.704

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.449a
	.308a
	.152a
	.671a
	.726a


a. Not corrected for ties, b. Grouping Variable: Hearing Status
School 2 — Summary

At School 2, both groups exhibited very similar levels in all areas. However, according to the mean scores in Table 11, the greatest difference could be detected in the area of “Curriculum Issues” (2.88 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.22 for
hearing teachers).  The overall mean for School 2 shows that the morale is relatively high for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers averaging 2.91 and hearing teachers averaging 2.81.  Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers ranked the Teacher Rapport with Principal the lowest among all categories and the Teacher Salary category the highest. The Curriculum Issues
Table 10  
Mean and SD Data for School 2
	Category
	D/HH

M / SD

N=5
	Hearing

M / SD

N=11

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	2.45 / .85
	2.38 / .53

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.20 / .57
	3.22 / .21

	Rapport Among Teachers
	3.00 / .42
	2.89 / .47

	Teacher Salary
	3.17 / .64
	2.84 / .59

	Teacher Load
	2.18 / .60
	2.51 / .42

	Curriculum Issues
	2.88 / .72
	2.22 / .37

	Teacher Status
	3.24 / .77
	2.97 / .26

	Community Support of Education
	3.16 / .86
	3.22 / .36

	School Facilities and Services
	3.00 / .89
	2.78 / .44

	Community Pressures
	2.80 /  .28
	3.02 / .46


category had the lowest ranking among hearing teachers and Community Support of Education and Satisfaction with Teaching the highest (tie).

Because of the large difference in numbers of Deaf/Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, a non-parametric version of the independent samples t-test (i.e., Mann-Whitney U test) was conducted. Table 11 shows the Mann-Whitney U test results failed to reject  the null hypothesis in all categories.  
Table 11 
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for School 2
	Test Statisticsb

	
	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport among Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	23.000
	23.500
	25.500
	17.000
	21.500

	Wilcoxon W
	89.000
	89.500
	91.500
	83.000
	36.500

	Z
	-.512
	-.454
	-.228
	-1.197
	-.685

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.609
	.650
	.820
	.231
	.493

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.661a
	.661a
	.827a
	.267a
	.510a


	Test Statisticsb

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	Community Pressures
	community support

	Mann-Whitney U
	12.000
	13.500
	22.500
	21.500
	24.000

	Wilcoxon W
	78.000
	79.500
	88.500
	36.500
	90.000

	Z
	-1.770
	-1.601
	-.573
	-.692
	-.409

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.077
	.109
	.566
	.489
	.683

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.090a
	.115a
	.583a
	.510a
	.743a

	a. Not corrected for ties, b. Grouping Variable: Hearing Status



School 3 — Teacher Morale
At school 3, (see Table 12), there were 29 teachers (out of 38) who participated in the survey—five Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 24 hearing teachers. The Mann-Whitney U Test results can be found in Table 13. According to Table 12, the Teacher Load category ranked the lowest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and the Teacher Salary category ranked the lowest for hearing teachers. The Community Support of Education ranked the highest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and Satisfaction with Teaching ranked the highest for hearing teachers at this school.   
Table 12 
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 3
	Category
	D/HH

M / SD

N=5
	Hearing

M / SD

N=24

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	3.01 / .75
	3.19 / .54

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.30 / .26
	3.54 / .28

	Rapport Among Teachers
	3.19 / .39
	2.95 / .53

	Teacher Salary
	2.60 / .37
	2.36 / .55

	Teacher Load
	2.58 / .38
	2.98 / .60

	Curriculum Issues
	3.00 / .73
	2.80 / .37

	Teacher Status
	3.23 / .21
	2.90 / .53

	Community Support of Education
	3.44 / .30
	3.16 / .52

	School Facilities and Services
	2.80 / .40
	2.53 / .58

	Community Pressures
	2.80 /  .32
	3.27 / .60


School 3 — Summary
At School 3, according to Mann-Whitney U test summary (Table 13), it failed to reject the null hypothesis all areas except for one (Community Pressures)  with hearing 
teachers scoring higher than Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers (p value = .044)  Appendix P, Q, and R present mean and Standard Deviation data collected from all surveys for School 3. 

School 4 — Teacher Morale
At school 4, (see Table 14), there were 22 (out of 28) teachers who participated in the survey--six Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 16 hearing teachers. Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test can be found in Table 15.  Appendix S, T, and U present mean and standard deviation data collected from all surveys for School 4. 
Table 13 
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for School 3
	Test Statisticsb

	
	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport among Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	53.500
	30.500
	46.000
	45.500
	28.500

	Wilcoxon W
	68.500
	45.500
	346.000
	345.500
	43.500

	Z
	-.376
	-1.707
	-.810
	-.841
	-1.824

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.707
	.088
	.418
	.400
	.068

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.716a
	.089a
	.448a
	.414a
	.068a


	Test Statisticsb

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	Community pressures
	community support

	Mann-Whitney U
	36.000
	32.000
	43.000
	25.000
	40.500

	Wilcoxon W
	336.000
	332.000
	343.000
	40.000
	340.500

	Z
	-1.413
	-1.633
	-.990
	-2.030
	-1.135

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.158
	.102
	.322
	.042
	.256

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.181a
	.114a
	.352a
	.044a
	.270a

	a. Not corrected for ties, b. Grouping Variable: Hearing Status



School 4 — Summary

At School 4, according to Mann-Whitney U test summary (Table 15), it failed to reject the null hypothesis in all areas. The mean and standard deviation scores (Table 14) show that there are issues with Teacher Rapport with their Principal, Teacher Salary, and Curriculum Issues. Both groups (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers)
gave these categories low rankings—particularly in Teacher Salary (2.31 and 1.96) while
Table 14 
Mean and SD Data for School 4
	Description
	D/HH

M / SD

N=6
	Hearing

M / SD

N=16

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	2.79 / .58
	2.22 / .77

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.33 / .39
	3.27 / .39

	Rapport Among Teachers
	2.89 / .48
	2.98 / .45

	Teacher Salary
	2.31 / .57
	1.96 / .56

	Teacher Load
	2.45 / .56
	2.64 / .40

	Curriculum Issues
	2.70 / .49
	2.33 / .56

	Teacher Status
	3.15 / .54
	2.80 / .62

	Community Support of Education
	3.20 / .55
	3.04 / .42

	School Facilities and Services
	3.07 / .52
	2.63 / .60

	Community Pressures
	2.90 /  .58
	3.25 / .32


the Satisfaction with Teaching received the highest ranking. 
The overall mean at School 4 for the combined group is 2.76 while the overall mean for School 4’s Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers is 2.88 and hearing teachers’ mean is 2.71. 
Table 15 
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for School 4
	Test Statisticsb

	
	Teacher Rapport with Principal 
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport among Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	28.000
	46.000
	44.500
	28.500
	28.000

	Wilcoxon W
	164.000
	182.000
	65.500
	164.500
	49.000

	Z
	-1.475
	-.148
	-.259
	-1.447
	-1.488

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.140
	.882
	.795
	.148
	.137

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.154a
	.914a
	.802a
	.154a
	.154a


	Test Statisticsb

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	Community pressures
	Community Support of Education

	Mann-Whitney U
	26.500
	33.000
	25.000
	25.000
	42.500

	Wilcoxon W
	162.500
	169.000
	161.000
	46.000
	178.500

	Z
	-1.596
	-1.111
	-1.710
	-1.727
	-.414

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.110
	.266
	.087
	.084
	.679

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.115a
	.294a
	.098a
	.098a
	.693a

	a. Not corrected for ties, b. Grouping Variable: Hearing Status



School 5 — Teacher Morale

At school 5, (see Table 16), there were 18 teachers (out of 30) who participated in the survey--six Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 12 hearing teachers. Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test can be found in Table 17. Appendices V, W, and X present mean and standard deviation data collected from all surveys for School 5. 

Table 16 
Mean and SD Data for School 5
	Description
	D/HH

M / SD

N=6
	Hearing

M / SD

N=12

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	3.02 / .59
	2.80 / .65

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	3.50 / .45
	3.50 / .29

	Rapport Among Teachers
	2.99 / .59
	3.11 / .38

	Teacher Salary
	2.67 / .67
	2.53 / .52

	Teacher Load
	2.76 / .79
	2.93 / .56

	Curriculum Issues
	2.80 / .63
	2.29 / .42

	Teacher Status
	3.08 / .71
	2.76 / .62

	Community Support of Education
	3.27 / .55
	3.25 / .50

	School Facilities and Services
	2.93 / .73
	2.73 / 38

	Community Pressures
	3.17 / .37
	3.20 / .58


Summary — School 5
At School 5, according to Mann-Whitney U test summary (Table 17), it failed to reject the null hypothesis in all areas. The overall mean and standard deviation scores (Table 16) for School 5 show that the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scored 3.02 and hearing teachers scored 2.91. The Satisfaction with Teaching category received the highest ranking among both groups (both at 3.50) and Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers ranked the Teacher Salary category the lowest (2.67). The Curriculum Issues category received the lowest ranking among hearing teachers at this school (2.29).
Table 17 
Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics and Summary for School 5
	Test Statisticsb

	
	Teacher
Rapport
with Principal
	Satisfaction with Teaching
	Rapport Among
Teachers
	Teacher Salary
	Teacher Load

	Mann-Whitney U
	28.000
	31.500
	31.500
	31.000
	29.000

	Wilcoxon W
	94.00
	97.50
	52.50
	97.00
	50.00

	Z
	-.503
	-.152
	-.151
	-.202
	-.403

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.615
	.879
	.880
	.840
	.687

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.660a
	.884a
	.884a
	.884a
	.733a


	Test Statisticsb

	
	Curriculum Issues
	Teacher Status
	School Facilities and Services
	Community Pressures
	Community Support

	Mann-Whitney U
	16.500
	23.500
	26.000
	32.000
	32.500

	Wilcoxon W
	82.50
	89.50
	92.00
	53.00
	98.50

	Z
	-1.673
	-.961
	-.711
	-.102
	-.051

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.094
	.337
	.477
	.919
	.959

	Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
	.098a
	.350a
	.525a
	.961a
	.961a

	a. Not corrected for ties, b. Grouping Variable: Hearing Status



Summary of Quantitative Findings


Data results using Mann-Whitney U Tests from the surveys showed various results for each school and collectively. School 1 shows no significant difference in morale between the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. School 2 shows significant differences with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scoring better in two areas: Curriculum Issues and Teacher Status. School 3 shows difference between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scoring better in one category: Community Pressures. Schools 4 and 5 show no significant differences between the two groups.


However, collectively, (see Table 6), results show statistically significant differences in five areas: Teacher Salary (p = .027), Curriculum Issues (p = .017), Teacher Status (p = .013), School Facilities and Services (p = .014) and Community Pressures (p = .018). In four of these areas, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scored higher. Hearing teachers scored higher in the area of Community Pressures.

For this study, at each school, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers had higher morale than their hearing counterparts, overall, according to mean/standard deviation and Mann- Whitney U Test results. However, although not part of this study, Pearson Correlation results showed that the longer Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers teach, the less satisfied they become and hearing teachers become more satisfied (-.382 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and .289 for hearing teachers). Other areas of significance can be detected in “Rapport Among Teachers,” “Teacher Load,” “Community Support of Education,” “School Facilities and Services,” and “Community Pressures.” This phenomenon presents an excellent area for future study (see Table 18).

Qualitative Findings

To expand upon the quantitative findings from the five schools studied, a more in-depth examination of the selected schools was performed. Two schools were examined
qualitatively. The researcher conducted interviews and observations at Schools 1 and 2.

These two schools were selected because I was able to get permission from each school’s Director to conduct interviews with their teachers. To avoid any appearance of potential
Table 18 
Satisfaction of Teachers Based on Years of Experience
	Category
	Deaf/Hard of Hearing Teachers
	Hearing Teachers

	Teacher Rapport with Principal
	-.062
	.181

	Satisfaction with Teaching
	-.382*
	.289**
	

	Rapport Among Teachers
	-.035
	.272*
	

	Teacher Salary
	-.236
	.139
	

	Teacher Load
	-.399*
	.290**
	

	Curriculum Issues
	-.208
	.138
	

	Teacher Status
	-.165
	.133
	

	Community Support of Education
	-.253
	.306**
	

	School Facilities and Services
	-.259
	.245*
	

	Community Pressures
	-.337
	.375**


*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
bias, one of the other three schools is the researcher’s current place of employment. Another school did not grant me permission to interview their teachers due to time constraints. Finally, the remaining school was twice the driving distance as the two schools at which I conducted my interviews and observations.  

The pseudonyms that were assigned represents the interviewees’ identity: the first number being the school’s number, the two letters represent the interviewee’s hearing status (“D” for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and “H” for hearing) and gender (“F” for female and “M” for male). The last number represents the order in which the interview was conducted at each school. Table 19 presents information about each of the interview participants.
The interview participants were videotaped. Because of structural differences in American Sign Language (ASL) and English, it was required that ASL be translated to English.  As I transcribed the interviews, I translated ASL into English to the best of my abilities. After I typed my translations, I sent the results to the interviewees via email to ensure accuracy of my interpretations.

The following sections detail data gathered from observations and interviews at these two sites. The context for each school is explained, followed by the qualitative findings. The findings (themes) are organized according to the research questions and theoretical framework related to Teacher Morale and Deaf Culture (see Chapter 2 for explanation of the theoretical framework). 
Context—School 1

At School 1, prior to the faculty meeting, the teachers were holding an assembly with the high school students. I observed teachers standing or sitting along the walls surrounding the students. Deaf teachers were the primary speakers explaining various employment opportunities. I looked around and noted most teachers talking with their colleagues — mostly Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers talking with other Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers with hearing teachers. At times, a couple of teachers talked briefly with teachers with the “opposite hearing status.” A couple of 

hearing teachers talked with each other without signing (field notes, April 30, 2010). This is significant because this was also brought up in interviews. Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing

teachers expressed concerns that the Deaf Culture was not respected because hearing

teachers do not sign in the presence of their Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing colleagues.

The School Director came up to me and introduced me to two sign language interpreters for my meeting. I was informed that there were a few teachers who had not yet mastered sign language enough to comprehend what I would be signing in the meeting. The interpreters pointed out the teachers who needed help with communication. These teachers sat together in a group – mostly talking and not signing (April 30, 2010). This is also significant because one of the biggest concerns within Deaf Education is that there are not enough Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers who are fluent signers (Andrews & Franklin, 1996). Having hearing teachers in a residential school for the deaf who have not
mastered sign language enough to communicate effectively with deaf/hard-of-hearing students can be problematic. (This issue was also brought up by one of the interviewees, Teacher 1DF2, when she explained that several high school teachers are new hearing teachers who are shocked and frustrated with deaf/hard-of-hearing students’ language
teachers who are shocked and frustrated with deaf/hard-of-hearing students’ language 

deficiencies. On the top of their frustrations, they struggle with sign language which
makes the teaching and learning environment more difficult for both the students and teachers).

        As the students left, teachers from the elementary and middle schools entered the room, greeted me, and chatted with me. While waiting for the students to completely exit
the building and the teachers to come in and get settled, the School Director met me in the hallway and had a long chat with me. We went and sat in the lobby. He talked to me
Table 19
 Demographic Information on Interview Participants at Both Schools
	          Teacher                 Hearing Status      Grades/Subject taught                       Assigned                              

  (School & Gender)                                                                                                  Code                                                                                                      

	School #1 – Female           Deaf

School #1 – Female           Deaf                   

School #1 – Female           Hearing              

School #1 – Female           Deaf                               

School #1 – Female           Hearing              

School #1 – Female           Deaf                   

School #2 – Male              Deaf

School #2 – Female           Hearing


	First Grade – all subjects                   1DF1

2nd, 4th, and 5th grade students            1DF2

(Special needs)

	
	9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th grades            1HF3

(Science—self-integrated &

life science)

High School English & ASL             1DF4

High School/Middle School              1HF5

English/US History

High & Middle Schools                     1DF6

3rd and 4th grades: All Subjects          2DM1

Special needs: 1st, 3rd,                        2HF2

and 5th grades.

 

	School #2 – Female           Hearing                   1st & 2nd grades currently:                 2HF3

                                                                           Previously taught K & 1st; 

                                                                           High School Biology & Middle 

                                                                           School Science



	School #2 – Male              Deaf                        High School Math                              2DM4

	School #2 – Female           Hearing                   High School Special Needs               2HF5

                                                                          9th – 12th all subjects

	School #2 – Female           Hearing                   Middle School English                      2HF6

School #2 – Female           Hearing                   High School & Middle School          2HF7

                                                                          Special Needs Vocational classes

School #2 – Male              Deaf                        High School Social Studies               2DM8




about his experiences as an official in the Department of Education. He explained that he had heard a lot of negative things about this school. He felt that the students were not learning enough. He came to the school and investigated test scores. He was upset with the school.  The state placed him at the school as its Director to “fix” the problems. After the first year, he realized and understood the struggles of teaching deaf/hard-of-hearing students and the exceptional team of teachers at the school who were truly dedicated to the students.  He stated, “I was wrong! I did not listen to the teachers. I was ignorant! Now I understand how the teachers feel about the people in the Department of Education!”  He proceeded to explain that he finds himself trying to explain to state officials about the validity of the teachers’ frustrations and concerns related to their expectations. “They just won’t listen – it’s because they don’t understand. They have to come here and work here to understand – just like I did!” (field notes, April 2010). 

Shortly after this conversation, a Deaf teacher stopped by to chat. The School Director introduced me to the teacher. The School Director and the teacher began to exchange jokes with each other—particularly about the teacher’s upcoming retirement and the Director’s signing abilities (when he came to the school, he had absolutely no signing skills and was still learning sign language). The Deaf teacher looked at me and said, “I really enjoy working for him. I worked for many different administrators in my 38 years. He (pointing to the Director) is a good man!” (field notes, April 2010). This is significant because the Director was not very fluent at sign language; yet, he had the respect and support of a veteran Deaf teacher.

After the teachers were ready, the School Director led me back to the meeting room. The two interpreters were utilized during the Director’s announcements and introduction of me. As I stood up to speak, I noticed many teachers sat in “groups” – particularly by hearing status. After I distributed the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, when one of the teachers was finished filling out the survey, she asked me if she could use an interpreter because she did not feel comfortable with her level of signing skills. As teachers began to exit the room, six teachers approached me and agreed to participate in interviews with me – 4 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2 hearing teachers.
Context – School 2

At School 2, because of time constraints, the School Director’s asked that I have his secretary distribute the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire to all the teachers that met the criteria for this study on a Thursday morning to be returned to her at the end of the school day in a box to ensure confidentiality (that produced a 68% response return). With assistance from the Director’s secretary via email, I recruited teachers to participate in interviews. Eight teachers – three Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and five hearing teachers—agreed to participate in interviews with me. When I came the following morning to retrieve the surveys, I was led to the school’s conference room where I conducted my interviews. 
Between interviews, I was invited to eat lunch in the school’s cafeteria. There, they had an “awards ceremony.” As I looked around, I noticed elementary school teachers sitting and eating with their students while middle and high school teachers ate together in groups. The “groups” were glaringly obvious: Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers sat together at three tables while hearing teachers sat together at other tables. A few hearing teachers signed while talking. Others talked without signing. A Deaf teacher stood up and asked me to sit with him and his peers (field notes, May 2010). 
After we introduced each other, they immediately got into a political-educational discussion and how frustrated they felt about the state and federal expectations and how “they” (state and federal officials) do not understand the needs of deaf children, their struggles, and obstacles they have to overcome. A veteran Deaf teacher who taught at the school for 32 years spoke up and talked about how the work load increased and teachers now have less time to teach while expectations continue to increase (field notes, May 2010).  (I later found out that officials from the State Department of Education had come to their school the week before to talk to the teachers about their students’ test scores – and how the state wanted better results). Throughout the ceremony, the high school teachers sat at their tables and continued to talk with each other—occasionally looking up to cheer students.
Teacher Morale


At Schools 1 and 2, combined mean scores of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers (Tables 8 & 10) show the largest differences in two areas: Teacher Rapport with Principal (2.77 for School 1 and 2.40 for School 2) and Teacher Load (2.81 for School 1 and 2.41 for School 2). However, the mean scores for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at School 1 indicate the largest difference was in the area of Teacher Rapport with Principal (3.01 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.63 for hearing teachers). School 2 show the largest differences were in the areas of Teacher Salary (3.17 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.84 for hearing teachers), Teacher Load (2.18 for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2.51 for hearing teachers), and Curriculum Issues (2.88 for Deaf/Hard of Hearing teachers and 2.22 for hearing teachers). Although the mean data show that the largest difference at School 1 is in the Teacher Rapport with Principal category, both groups scored relatively high in this area. That was supported by responses garnered in interviews with teachers. They (the teachers) were highly complimentary of their school administrator. Also, teachers and the School Director were observed interacting in a very positive manner. They exchanged jokes with each other.

At School 1, “Satisfaction with Teaching” category received the highest score from all three groups (combined groups, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers) with 3.47, 3.53, and 3.46 respectively. The category, “Curriculum Issues” received the lowest score with all three groups receiving 2.54, 2.60, and 2.50 respectively. During interviews, teachers spoke of enjoying their jobs although they are very frustrated with Curriculum Issues. They pointed to the state and federal mandates within curriculum that is causing frustration among teachers. They pointed to support from the school administration and collegiality among teachers that is causing satisfaction with teaching and “keeping them going”.

At School 2, “Satisfaction with Teaching” category received the highest score from the combined group and hearing teachers (both 3.22) respectively. The “Teacher Status” category ranked the highest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers (3.24). The category, “Teacher Rapport with Principal” ranked the lowest among the combined group at 2.40. The “Teacher Load” category ranked the lowest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers at 2.18 while the “Curriculum Issues” category ranked the lowest among hearing teachers at 2.22. The mean data are supported by interview responses by teachers at School 2. Like teachers at School 1, they stated that although they do not feel “supported” by their School Director, they get support from their colleagues and work well together. “Teacher Load” and “Curriculum Issues” categories were discussed in depth in interviews. Again, like teachers at School 1, teachers at School 2 pointed to state and federal mandates as the reason for their frustrations. The low mean scores within the Teacher Load and Curriculum Issues categories were also evidenced during my observation with a group of teachers during lunch (see page 83 for discussion about lunch with teachers).
The non-parametric version of the t-test (i.e., Mann-Whitney U Test) results failed to reject the null hypothesis in all categories at both Schools 1 and 2 which means there is no significant difference in morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in both schools.  
Themes

The following sections explain the themes that developed throughout the interviews and observations. Observations were conducted over two days at School 1 in late April and early May (approximately 3 ½ hours each day) and 1 full day at School 2 in mid-May (approximately 7 hours). Themes were developed through an iterative process known as code mapping (see Figure 2, p. 55).  Much of what was discussed in interviews and observed fit in five of the categories within the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire: 
(1) Teacher Rapport with Principal (the comfort level of going to the principal played a major role in whether the teachers feel supported or not); 
(2) Satisfaction with Teaching and Rapport among Teachers (the feeling of “collegiality” and “support” among teachers and respect of Deaf Culture);
(3) Teacher Load  and Curriculum Issues (stress level due to additional expectations and higher standards)
At School 1, six teachers were interviewed (4 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 2 hearing teachers). Four out of six teachers felt that morale was strong at this school. When it comes to reasons for strong morale, they cited support among teachers and support from the school’s administration.  Support among teachers and support from the administration contribute greatly to the level of morale. 

School 1—Rapport with Principal
Before I went to the faculty meeting to distribute the PTO, as we waited for the students to leave and for teachers to arrive from the elementary and middle schools, the School Director introduced me to a Deaf teacher who stopped by to chat. They exchanged jokes with each other—particularly about the teacher’s upcoming retirement and the Director’s signing abilities (when he came to the school, he had absolutely no signing skills and was still learning sign language). The Deaf teacher looked at me and said, “I really enjoy working for him. I worked for many different administrators in my 38 years. He (pointing to the Director) is a good man!” (field notes, April 2010). This is significant because the Director was not very fluent at sign language; yet, he had the respect and support of a veteran Deaf teacher.
Teacher 1DH3 explained that at biggest contributor to morale at School 1 is the School Director. She expounded:
He would not ask why we do something or say, ‘That is not a good idea’ or ‘Don’t do that again’. He would talk/discuss with us to see if we can do something better. He is very supportive of the ‘out of the box’ thinking…He wants to make sure the students’ needs are met. 

Teacher IDF1 explained that previous administrators were not as accessible as the current School Director and several of them did not take the time to learn sign language. She said:

I noticed in recent years, administrators have arrived to this school and cannot sign, cannot communicate. Before (the current School Director) came, we had a School Director who couldn’t communicate. We had to get an interpreter. We had to make appointments. Right now, he (School Director) is eager about learning signs and is learning signs. That really helps a lot. We can chat with him… When we get administrators who don’t think signing is important and don’t sign, we don’t respect them…It makes a difference when they (administrators) are willing to learn signs and interact with Deaf people.
At School 1, rapport with the School’s Director is significant in promoting high level of morale. Teachers at this school spoke well of their School Director and his willingness to listen and work with them. Several of the teachers (as well as the School Director, himself) spoke of his slowness at sign language and lack of experience in Deaf Education prior to his arrival at this school to assume the Directorship. The teachers appreciated his continuous efforts to learn and his respect of American Sign Language and the issues within the Deaf Culture as well as issues within Deaf Education.

The School Director was seen interacting well with his teachers – both Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in the faculty meeting, in the hallways, and lounge (field notes, April & May 2010). He was highly visible during my visit at the school. 

School 1—Satisfaction with Teaching and Rapport among Teachers (collegiality) 
When it comes to satisfaction with teaching, much of it came from support from the administration and focus on instruction by both administrators and teachers. Several teachers stated that although state and federal mandates are imposed upon them, they stay focused on the students.
Teacher 1DF1 said:

My (immediate) supervisor* is Deaf and very motivated – she keeps us on track. (*Note: Teacher 1DF1 was referring to the administrator within her department/building – not the School Director).  All of us seem to agree about things like how to teach children, know what their needs are. We deal with the same things. We work together well.
Teacher 1FD2 was highly complimentary of the school’s administration saying:

They (the administration) make sure we (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers) work together.  Deaf teachers are more focused and more prepared when they go into the classrooms. They know what to expect.
During the interview with Teacher 1HF3, she pointed to the school being small as a contributor to Satisfaction to Teaching:

Many of the teachers here have been here for many years. They see children when they are young. They have many years to build the morale and build the community within teaching. For teachers, I think it’s good that they have small classes. The teachers know the students well….I think the community on campus—both teachers and students benefit from being a small school. 

She (Teacher 1FH3) also said that the School Director’s support is the among the biggest contributor to the teachers’ satisfaction with teaching. She was quoted as saying:

I think it’s an amazing place here. Morale is really high here. Teachers really support each other…Because of his easygoing attitude and support, if any teacher wants to do something out of the box…he is very supportive of that. 

Teacher 1DF4 said added credence to the sentiment that the school administration plays an important role in satisfaction with teaching aspect of teachers’ morale:

Morale is up when teachers are enthusiastic, when teachers are able to give time to teaching children, and the administration supports us.

Teacher 1DF6 stated that satisfaction  with teaching has to do with skills and focus on students—although a lot of frustrations come from the inability to move forward with their program and ideas, she proceeded to state,
The positive part is tied with, I feel, is the teachers’ skills and focus on the students—most of the teachers are skilled and focused on what our kids, like kids, and want to help kids—particularly deaf kids… We support each other—we know we are confident with ourselves…We have always had a feeling of family togetherness for common goals—for the kids.

When it comes to Rapport among Teachers, it was emphasized as the “highlight” of the teachers’ work and morale. The teachers explained that although the “higher ups”— officials from the state department — impose additional expectations and higher standards for all students, they (the teachers) cope by working together—boosting morale. Examples of interviews statements/quotes included:

Teachers 1DF1 and 1DF2— “Morale is pretty high. We support each other” and it’s “really good here.”

Teacher 1DF6 gave credence to the atmosphere of collegiality. She explained that it depended on who or what you are dealing with:

Sometimes our teachers are frustrated with the inability to move forward with our programs and ideas because of the people higher up – state department – not listening to us; however, when it comes to working with other teachers, it’s wonderful. We like it – we are like a family.
Teachers 1DF1, 1DF2, 1HF3, 1DF6, and 1HF5 explained that the level of morale is attributed to the “culture of the department you teach in” and the importance of getting together with other teachers to discuss what they are doing, get ideas, and discuss modifications, “Many of the teachers have been here for many years…they build the community within teaching.”  Teacher 1DF6 explained that when teachers work together, morale is good. 
School 1—Teacher Load and Curriculum Issues

Teacher Load and Curriculum Issues are among the “lowest” points within teacher morale at School 1.  Four out of six teachers interviewed stated that state and federal mandates and expectations contribute to the stressful and frustrating components of their jobs.  The teachers explained that since the “higher ups” (officials from the state department)  imposed additional expectations and higher standards for all students, they (state officials) fail to understand the needs of deaf students. 
Teacher 1HF5 declared:

Most of it comes from struggles with the state government. This has been going on for a long time.  The past few years, we have gone through a few administrators – a lot of changes.  We are facing a lot of challenges with the state government! The State Board of Education is really looking and breathing down our backs because we are not showing improvements that they expect.  They feel we should do things this way or that way.  They don’t really understand teaching deaf kids, the methods we use or whatever.  Most of it really comes from the state and their hammering things on our heads. 
Teacher 1DF6 stated that the “negative part is tied with the state department.”
School 1—Deaf Culture

During the interviews, all of the participants were asked semi-structured questions about whether Deaf Culture is respected in their schools. Reponses were mixed ranging from “No” to “there is some effort” to “very much respected.” When asked whether they believe the Deaf Culture is respected at their school, responses included: 

 “Yes, very much!” from Teacher 1DF1.  She elaborated saying that the school

previously had administrators who did not understand the Deaf Culture and the importance of American Sign Language and did not use signs. The Deaf teachers did not respect them. “It makes a difference when they are willing to learn signs and interact with Deaf people,” she said. 
Teacher 1DF2 who also has an additional disability declared, “Oh yes, I think it’s pretty respected. They (the administration) make sure we (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers) work together.” She elaborated that with her additional disability, the school was ready to work with her. They addressed the issue and explored appropriate accommodations to ensure she could do her job effectively. She added that “they also make sure that our environment is as Deaf-friendly as possible.” 
     Teacher 1HF3 said:
I think it’s respected here. Obviously, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and students respect the culture. As a hearing teacher myself, I came here having to learn many things about the Deaf Culture. That takes somebody who is willing to adapt and understand and not be biased about the way things should be done or not done. Hearing teachers may say or do things they don’t realize may not be respectful. They don’t understand the sensitivity for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing people. As a hearing person, this was a new experience for me.

However, three of the participants expressed different views:

 Teacher 1DF4 said that Deaf Culture was absolutely not respected. When asked to explain, she said that signing in front of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers (which is considered a sign of respect within the Deaf Culture) is a problem. She said that teachers “are still using their voices and forgetting to sign.” She explained that a policy was established declaring that signing be used everyday, but teachers and staff do not follow the policy and the administration does not enforce the policy. At the beginning of the school year, it was decided that Wednesday be designated as “No Voice” day which means only signing was permitted. Over time, that fell through the cracks and teachers are not following it. Deaf teachers have had to remind hearing teachers to sign.  
 As a hearing teacher, Teacher 1HF5  admitted:

 It’s a constant battle to respect the Deaf Culture.  It’s hard to remember to sign. I am guilty of not signing when we should be. I really know in my heart that it’s a respect thing.  I think most, but not all, MOST (emphasis intended) hearing teachers know what the right thing to do is. But for whatever reason, perhaps laziness, or forgetting, signing in front of Deaf people shows respect.  This past fall, we set up Wednesdays as “signing only” day—no voices—except in situations when it’s appropriate—for example when students need voices, we use it—it started off going well. However, as time went by, the Wednesday thing declined. Who’s responsible? Well, the administration needs to stay on the top of that. So… Oh, also, there are some new teachers here who don’t really understand the Deaf Culture yet, but there are some old teachers who know what’s right. But sometimes there are lapses in our respect, I guess. Teacher 1DF6 said, “I think there’s some effort, but I have a bad habit of talking (no signing)” and then concluded that, “We try, but we could do more.”
School 1 – Comparison of Morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers and Hearing teachers

When asked to compare the level of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers, they all agreed that morale is about the same between both groups. The only exception was that Teacher 1DF2 said that it seemed that the high school morale is a bit higher for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers because many of them are experienced teachers and fluent signers while many of the hearing teachers are new. The hearing teachers struggle with learning sign language, understanding the Deaf Culture, learning and understanding about the delay in English of Deaf Students, and so forth. The hearing teachers seem to be more frustrated compared to Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers who are already familiar with these issues. They (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers) are more prepared when going into classrooms – they know what to expect.
The mean and standard deviation data for School 1 show that within eight out of the ten factors of the PTO, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers demonstrated slightly higher level of morale. However, the Mann-Whitney U test results show that there are no statistically significant differences in morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers (see Tables 8 & 9). 
When it comes to respect of Deaf Culture, three teachers indicated that more work needs to be done in the area of signing in the presence of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing individuals. My observations support this also. During the faculty meeting, I observed several hearing teachers standing and talking (not signing) with each other in the presence of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing adults and students (field notes, April 2010). In the lobby of the school building, I saw several hearing teachers standing and talking (not signing) with each other while Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers were in the area (field notes, May 2010).

Summary of School 1

Rapport with the principal and collegiality among teachers (Satisfaction with Teaching and Rapport among Teachers) are strong aspects of morale. Teachers at this school feel the support of the School Director and the school administration although state and federal officials continue to impose additional expectations, higher standards, and mandates. The teachers struggle with increased teacher loads and curriculum issues related to Deaf Education; however, because of the school administration’s support, the teachers feel compelled and empowered to work together better. 

When it comes to Deaf Culture at School 1, the results are mixed. It appears that if hearing teachers would remember to sign in the presence of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and staff, the issue of respect for Deaf Culture would be largely resolved between both groups. It was also felt that the School Director is very supportive of the Deaf Culture and respects it. He was one of the few School Directors who was willing or took the time to learn sign language. This won support from Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers.

Overall, the findings from the interviews support the quantitative findings for this particular school. The mean overall combined teacher score was 2.98; overall mean score for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers was 3.06; and overall mean score for hearing teachers was 2.94. 
Most of the frustration among teachers at this school are related to their state’s expectations and requirement when they fail to understand the needs of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students in their school. The highest was 3.5 (Teacher Satisfaction). They get support from fellow teachers and building level administration.  The Mann-Whitney U test results show that there are no statistically significant differences between the two groups at this school.

School 2

At School 2, eight teachers were interviewed (3 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and 5 hearing teachers). Perspectives of morale at this school were mixed. Three of the teachers termed morale as “good” while one of them said it is “fair.” Two of the teachers said it is low. One of them said “Out of 10, it’s a ‘4’.” Another said that among teachers, “it is good”, but when it comes to school administration, “it’s the opposite.” Finally, one of the teachers termed morale as “declining.”
School 2 – Teacher Rapport with Principal

Unlike School 1, several of the participants felt that morale at their school is low because of the leadership at their school. Teachers feel frustrated with the School Director and do not feel supported or encouraged by the school administration. For example, Teacher 2DM8 explained,
I believe that the School Director first should encourage morale – and principal too. Right now, we have no principal. That makes it hard on morale… We have no principal. If we had a principal who is motivated and encouraging, reminding teachers that they are making progress, that would help. We need a cheerleader.

Teacher 2HF5 explained that teachers are very supportive of each other and morale is very positive; however, when it comes to administration, it is the opposite. She elaborated,

We have a superintendent who is watching everybody’s back – micromanaging the school and wanting to know everything. We don’t really have any privacy. It’s like the eyes of God watching you everyday, you know. But among teachers, it’s wonderful – really supportive of each other.

She was asked to clarify when referring to “administration,” did she mean: (1) the Superintendent and Principal or (2) only the Superintendent? She responded, “Oh the Superintendent! We don’t have a principal – he fired him (the principal)! Now the Superintendent controls everything!” 

Teacher 2HF2 offered another perspective: “medium” or “fair (so-so).”  She explained how she came to that conclusion saying,

This school is different because many principals and many superintendents have changed—causing a lot of chaos at this school. I think that things have improved some recently. I have taught here for 10 years. My experience at the start—morale was very low—almost nonexistent. But now, though, but it’s improving. 

School 2—Satisfaction with Teaching and Rapport among Teachers
Like School 1, satisfaction with teaching and rapport among teachers played a big part in teacher morale at this school. Collegiality is a strong facet of morale at School 2: When teachers work together, morale is better. Two teachers (2HF6 and 2HF7) believe that morale is “good.” Teacher 2HF6 said, 

Teachers seem to interact well. Working together is important here because it is important that they know what needs to be done…That helps me plan for levels of reading, and the like. My personal experience is that morale seems to be good. All teachers know how important it is to work together because we know all Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students are behind. Most of our students at this school are behind because of mainstreamed program… we know that if we work together, we succeed.

Teacher 2HF7 said that it is easy to communicate with each other. She expounded,

I think we have good working relationships. I feel like I can trust many teachers here. We can have conversations and not be afraid that it needs to be kept confidential/secret because others would gossip. I have a good relationship with them.

School 2—Teacher Load and Curriculum Issues 

Teacher Load (stress level) and Curriculum Issues (state and federal mandates) were problematic at this school. Like School 1, teachers say that the stress level and frustrations stem from state and federal officials’ mandates.

Four of the participants stated that stress is taking a toll on many of the teachers. Teacher 2DM1 was quoted as saying, 
We are under a lot of stress/pressure because the state keeps adding, adding, and adding expectations to show and to prove that we are improving (which we are), but not enough to meet/satisfy the hearing perspective…We need more encouragement and positiveness.
Teacher 2HF3 stated that teachers are really stressed and feel overwhelmed. Elaborating, she said,


Teachers are focused on teaching, teaching, teaching, and curriculum, you know. 


We just found out that that we will have extended days, and additional hours of teaching. We have already added a day this year – and they want more. That really isn’t the school’s fault – it’s the state and federal requirements. Teachers feel really stressed and overwhelmed with teaching requirements. So, from 1 to 10, I would say morale is about 4.
When I asked for clarification about the state forcing requirements on the school contributed to the level of morale in her school, she said,

Yes, and there is one problem. Five or six years ago, this – THIS school – teaching was really behind. It was not taken seriously. No high expectations for students. Six years ago, (the current school director) arrived. Expectations increased and more focus is placed on teaching – instead of letting things slide by. So it’s good, but that’s part of the stress.
Teacher 2DM4 echoed Teacher 2HF3’s sentiments saying that morale is low at this school. He explained that,
This school’s morale is declining because students have to focus on school, school, school – nothing but school – play has decreased. I feel that morale is a problem here – it has gone downhill…The administration is not supporting teachers – it is causing morale’s decline. That’s my perspective… Attitude today is different than before.

Additionally, Teacher 2DM8 felt that morale at this school was “not wonderful” and felt that it is “declining.” When asked why morale seemed to be declining, he said

More paperwork, it’s piling up, more data analysis, not enough focus on teaching and making learning enjoyable. The students are over-tested. They are being tested, tested, tested. The state still wants more and more. It’s becoming overbearing. Enough!

School 2—Deaf Culture

At School 2, all of the participants were asked semi-structured questions about Deaf Culture in their schools.  A large majority of the participants indicated that Deaf Culture is respected at this school (5 teachers answered “yes,” 1 teacher said, “no,” and 1 teacher said it was “not respected enough”). All Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing participants gave the “most negative” perspective of respect for Deaf Culture.

The participants who stated that the Deaf Culture is respected at their school basically said, “Yes it is respected at this school.” A few teachers expanded upon their answers. Teacher 2HF3 said, 

For sure, it has improved. We have more Deaf teachers – with residential school experience. We have some Deaf teachers with no residential school experience. I think it’s important that deaf teachers have background and experiences they can identify/relate with students. If you grew up in a mainstreaming program, it’s hard to relate to students in a residential school. The point is not hearing vs. Deaf – the point is same experiences, same communication abilities.

Teacher 2HF6 said,

Yes, yes, very much. When I arrived here, I did not know any signs – that was two years ago. I immersed myself in the Deaf Culture. The Deaf people seemed pleased at my willingness to learn signs. Now, everything is fine. 

Teacher 2DM8 added,


Before, no, but now yes. I think it’s improving because our School Director 
emphasizes signing at all times. I have walked in the hallways and see hearing 
teachers talk to each other (with no signs). I think, “Wait a minute, this is a school 
for the deaf. They should be signing, that’s respect.” I have noticed that older 
teachers sign a lot more. Younger teachers – younger than me – do not sign. They 
either do not respect the Deaf Culture or they do not understand. Now, things are 
getting better. We are encouraged to say, “Please sign.” That really helps a lot.

Teacher 2DM1 said that the Deaf Culture is respected at the school. He only wants more exposure of the Deaf Culture to the outside world. He also stated that sometimes hearing teachers forget to sign in front of Deaf people. 


Teacher 2DM4, who taught at this school for more than 30 years, gave a strong response and spelled “N-O” when asked if the Deaf Culture was respected at his school. When asked why he thought that, he said he noticed that when the school had Deaf administrators, they had to go through other hearing administrators for decisions. “Deaf people feel oppressed here!” he declared. He explained that he was in a meeting with all teachers a few years ago. He spoke up and said that, “Communication stinks” at this school. That startled the teachers in the room – he gave a few examples – one of which was “not signing in front of Deaf people.” However, after four years since that meeting, the problem still exists. He also cited a couple examples of problems that indicate lack of respect for the Deaf Culture: Security guards at the gate at the front of the campus do not know signs and hearing teachers talking (not signing).


Teacher 2HF7 stated that as a hearing person looking from outside looking in she does not believe that the Deaf Culture is respected enough. She cited an example of the issue from faculty meetings when there are open discussions. The opinions and perspective of some Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing are not accepted well by their hearing peers

Summary of Deaf Culture in School 2


Overall, the Deaf Culture is respected at School 2; however, more Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers believe that more work emphasis need to be placed on signed communication. Signing in front of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing individuals is a big part of “respect” within the Deaf Culture. 

Summary of Teacher Morale at School 2

Overall, the findings from the interviews support the quantitative findings for this particular school. There was strong resentment toward the School Director/administration at the school by both groups. This comes from frustration among teachers related to the school’s administration: perception of  micromanaging, increased expectations, and frequent changes in administrators. The Teacher Rapport with Principal category received the lowest score for the combined group: 2.4. Frustration with workload, more paperwork, more and more tests were the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers’ chief complaint. The Teacher Load category received the lowest score for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers: 2.18. Stress and frustration with state and federal officials’ mandates were the hearing teachers’ major area of dissatisfaction The Curriculum Issues category received the lowest score for hearing teachers: 2.22. The highest was 3.2 (Teacher Satisfaction). They get support from fellow teachers.  

During the interviews, the teachers spent a large part of their time focusing on the school’s administration, teacher load, and curriculum issues. However, the Mann- Whitney U test results show that the null hypothesis was retained between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in all of the categories at School 2.

School 2—Comparison of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing 
      teachers

When the teachers were asked to compare the level of teacher morale between 

Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, five out of eight teachers said that the level of morale are about the same. One Deaf teacher (2DM1) said that he is the only Deaf teacher within his department. At times he feels a little bit lower/inferior to his hearing peers. When I asked to elaborate, he said,
Of course, sometimes they forget to sign, but I don’t get mad over that, you know. They do like my feedback. I like their feedback. For example, when we have a departmental meeting, sometimes we have a representative come in to speak – about the new curriculum or whatever. I have to use an interpreter…When I am not sure what the interpreter or speaker is saying or if I understand, I raise my hand to ask questions. The other teachers in the room look at me (with sighs and rolled eyes)…and cut me off and say ‘he means this…’.”  He stated that he felt looked down upon by his hearing peers.

Teacher 2HF2 believed that Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers’ morale was higher than hearing teachers when the school had a Deaf principal. She elaborated saying,
Now we have only the Superintendent who is hearing. I think the Deaf feel more negative. I understand that. I agree with that because residential schools for the deaf should have a Deaf administrator in some areas. We want our students to look up to the superintendent or principal as a Deaf role model. That’s their culture, they need that. I think that when we had a Deaf administrator, morale was higher.

When asked to clarify if morale was higher for all teachers or for just one of the groups when the school had a Deaf administrator, she responded that morale seemed to be higher for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers only when they had a Deaf administrator. Now, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers feel more negative. Hearing teachers’ morale seems to be “okay.”

Teacher 2HF3 strongly felt that that morale is the same for both groups. The previous teacher said, “We are in the same boat together – there is no difference!” Then she interjected and went to state,
But—with federal and state requirements, what they expect from us are almost impossible. Students come here—most students came here less than two years. So, if they came here in the 9th grade – in four years – they are expected to pass tests for High School graduation. At THIS school, teachers are not responsible for what happened before 9th grade. 

She was asked if teachers are still held accountable anyway. “Yes, right – exactly right!” she responded. Then she went on to explain,

That’s one of the problems. If public schools out there feel they have students who can do the work, succeed, and pass tests, they keep these students. But if they have students who they feel cannot pass, cannot succeed, or are hard to teach, or have barriers. If these schools have students who are struggling or cannot meet their needs—they send them to schools for the deaf. They keep the other ones. So, we have students who are hard to teach and hard to “pull up” to higher standards. So we are accountable for them passing tests, passing tests, passing tests, passing tests. They (state and federal) don’t care about other issues, other impacts/exposures, other types of improvements, just passing tests, passing tests. That’s where the morale problem is.
When asked, “So, it’s teaching to the test?” She responded, 

Yes, and it’s very depressing. Public school teachers (I taught in public schools) have students with a wide range of abilities. Yes, they have special needs students, but they have students who can succeed—they have no barriers. Here, at this school, we have students who have some kind of barriers. That’s where morale hits.

Teachers 2DM4, 2HF6, and 2DM8 all agree that morale level between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers is the same. 2DM4 said that morale is same for both groups: “low” while 2HF6 said that morale is “good” and same for both groups – “work wise,” but different “personality wise” because they have staff who have worked at the school for five or six years who sign nothing at all. “If you show willingness to learn signs, they are fine,” she said. 
Teacher 2DM8 offered a very different perspective, 
I think Deaf teachers feel stuck in their jobs—cannot leave their jobs. Not many Deaf teachers can go out and get a job. Hearing teachers can get jobs elsewhere as interpreters, at SorensonVRS, or public school or whatever. But for morale, I think it’s the same between the two groups.

Summary of School 2

Overall, the findings from the interviews support the quantitative findings for this particular school. There was strong resentment toward the School Director/administration at the school by both groups. This comes from frustration among teachers related to the school’s administration: perception of micromanaging, increased expectations, and frequent changes. The Teacher Rapport with Principal category received the lowest score for the combined group: 2.4. Frustration with workload, more paperwork, more and more tests were the Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers’ chief complaint. The Teacher Load category received the lowest score for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers: 2.18. Stress and frustration with state and federal officials’ mandates were the hearing teachers’ major area of dissatisfaction The Curriculum Issues category received the lowest score for hearing teachers: 2.22. The highest was 3.2 (Teacher Satisfaction). They get support from fellow teachers.  
During the interviews, the teachers spent a large part of their time focusing on the school’s administration, teacher load, and curriculum issues. However, the Mann- Whitney U test results failed to reject the null hypothesis between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in all of the categories at School 2.
Chapter Summary

All Schools Combined

Aggregated, with all schools scores combined, according to Mann-Whitney U tests, there are significant differences in the areas of Teacher Salary, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, School Facilities and Services, and Community Pressures. The mean scores show that the Curriculum Issues category is the biggest area of concern among all teachers at all five schools (2.57). For all Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers at all five schools combined, the Teacher Load category was their lowest scoring area (2.63). The Curriculum Issues category was the lowest scoring area for hearing teachers at all five schools (2.49). However, in each group (combined groups, Deaf/Hearing teachers, and hearing teachers), Satisfaction with Teaching received the highest scores (3.41, 3.41, and 3.42 respectively). 
The mean scores support the interview and observation data that I gathered in Schools 1 and 2 related to the Satisfaction with Teaching category. Several of the teachers spoke of their focus on the students and passion to enhance learning for deaf/hard-of-hearing students. Working with other teachers (collegiality) is an important aspect of teacher satisfaction within these five residential schools for the deaf. On the other end, the mean scores for the five schools also support the interview data I gathered related to Teacher Load and Curriculum Issues. The teachers expressed difficulty in focusing on their students’ daily struggles while having to deal with state and federal mandates and expectations.
School 1

The mean scores for School 1 show similar results as the combined schools’. The Curriculum Issues category ranked the lowest for each group (combined groups, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers, and hearing teachers). The Satisfaction with Teaching category ranked the highest among all groups. The Mann-Whitney U test results failed to reject the null hypothesis in all categories at this school.

The interview and observational data support the statistical findings. Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers spoke of working together well. The focus is on the students. It was also evident that rapport among teachers and rapport with their School Director played important roles in the teachers’ morale. The teachers and the School Director were observed talking and joking with each other. The teachers appeared to feel comfortable approaching the School Director. Several teachers from both groups spoke highly of the School Director during interviews. The issue related to Deaf Culture, while significant, does not seem to get “in the way” in the overall morale among teachers at this school.
The Curriculum Issues category is the biggest frustration among the teachers as well as the School Director. This was evident through statistics, interviews, and observations. The teachers point to federal and state mandates and expectations as the sources of their frustrations. They state that state and federal officials are never satisfied and do not understand the needs and methods of teaching deaf children. The School Director struggles to help his “former colleagues” within the State Department of Education understand the teachers’ concerns and frustrations.  
School 2

School 2 showed that Satisfaction with Teaching category ranked the highest for the combined group and hearing teachers while the Teacher Status category  received the highest score for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. The Teacher Rapport with Principal category ranked the lowest for the combined group. The Teacher Load category was ranked the lowest among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. The Curriculum Issues category ranked the lowest among hearing teachers. The Mann-Whitney U test results failed to reject the null hypothesis in all categories.
During my interviews with the teachers, they agreed that the morale level between both groups of teachers is the same. They explained that they are experiencing the same things together. Like teachers at School 1, the teachers at this school pointed to state and federal mandates as the leading cause of their frustrations and damper on their morale. This was evident through interviews and observations. During lunch, the teachers spoke of their frustrations with the state’s expectations and mandates. Additionally, during interviews several teachers pointed to the School Director as another cause of their frustrations.
However, through interviews, they pointed to the collegiality among teachers as a highlight of their morale. They spoke of how well they work together – even though state officials came by the previous week – and offered discouraging news about their students’ test results. A teacher explained that although the students showed progress, the state officials were not satisfied. In spite of that, the teachers encouraged each other and made plans for the following year.

The issues related to the Deaf Culture were very similar to the ones at School 1. In interviews, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers addressed the “signing-in-the-presence-of-Deaf-people” issue. Two of the hearing teachers stated that the signing issue was something that needs to be worked on. Other than this particular issue, overall, it was agreed that the Deaf Culture is respected at this school.
School 3

School 3’s mean results show that Teacher Status ranked the highest among the combined groups while Community Support of Education category received the highest score among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. For hearing teachers, the Satisfaction with Teaching category received the highest ranking. The Teacher Salary category ranked lowest among the combined group and hearing teachers. The Teacher Load category received the lowest ranking among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers. The Mann-Whitney U test results show that the null hypothesis is rejected in the Community Pressures category. Although interviews and observations were not conducted at School 3, the mean data from this school give strength to the qualitative data in the areas of Teacher Load and Satisfaction with Teaching.
School 4

At School 4, the mean results show that the Teacher Salary category ranked the lowest among all groups. The Satisfaction with Teaching category ranked the highest among all the groups. The Mann-Whitney U Test results failed to reject the null hypothesis in all categories at this school. The interviews and observations were conducted only at Schools 1 and 2. School 4’s mean data in the Satisfaction with Teaching category provides support to the qualitative data that were collected from Schools 1 and 2.  
School 5


The mean results at School 5 show that the Satisfaction with Teaching category ranked the highest among all groups while the Curriculum Issues category received the lowest ranking among the combined groups and hearing teachers. The Teacher Salary category received the lowest ranking among Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. The Mann- Whitney U test results failed to reject the null hypothesis all categories at this school. School 5’s mean data showing the highest level of morale within the Satisfaction with Teaching category show that the qualitative data from Schools 1 and 2 are reliable. Like Schools 1 and 2, the quantitative and qualitative data show that the Curriculum Issues category is a problem at School 5. 
Chapter Conclusion


  The qualitative data expanded upon the quantitative data in Teacher Morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at two residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. The findings in these schools largely supported the quantitative component of the study.  The Satisfaction with Teaching category was the most upbeat aspect of teacher morale with higher than 3.0 in each category in each school and aggregated. This category was ranked the highest 12 times out of 15 groups (three groups per school). In interviews, the teachers indicated that they work well together even though federal and state expectations have increased. 
The Curriculum Issues category was ranked the lowest six out of 15 times as well as Teacher Salary. The Teacher Load ranked the lowest three times out of 15. In Schools 1 and 2, the Teacher Load category was an issue, while the Teacher Salary category was an issue in Schools 3, 4, and 5. Therefore, the qualitative data for Schools 1 and 2 supported the quantitative data. In interviews, teachers expressed frustrations with increased expectations at the federal and state levels. Students in Deaf Education face language issues and challenges – much different than their hearing peers in general education. With all that in mind, teachers feel stressed and frustration trying to teach students to meet the standards expected by state and federal officials.
Overall, the teacher morale at all five schools is high (satisfaction with teaching). The most frustrating aspect of their job is the curriculum issues – particularly when dealing with issues related to federal and state mandates.


Additionally, through this study, it was discovered that Pearson Correlation results show that the longer Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers teach, the less satisfied they become and hearing teachers become more satisfied (see Table 18).   

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS, SUGGESTIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction


This study examined the perceptions of teacher morale among Deaf/Hard-of Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in five residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States. Federal and state mandates to raise educational standards create increased stress and tension for Deaf Education teachers. Because of frustration and struggles related to teaching deaf/hard-of-hearing children and increased expectations from federal and state mandates morale is impacted. 

A large majority of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students begin formal education as late as age 5, 6, or 7 without language. Deaf Education teachers spend a bulk of their instruction time focusing on language – English and American Sign Language. 

According to Siegel (2000), grim statistics about deafness point to the reasons for the higher level of stress among Deaf Education teachers related to the increased expectations: 
(1) Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children graduate from high school with an average of 2.8 to 4.5 grade level in reading skills while hearing children graduate with an average of 10th grade reading skills. 

(2) Between the ages of 8 to 18, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children gain only 1.5 years in reading skills.

(3) 30% of all Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children leave school functionally illiterate.

(4) Only 8% of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students graduate from college.

(5) Approximately one-third of all deaf adults rely on some form of government assistance.

(6) The average income of deaf adults is 40% to 60% of their hearing counterparts.

(7) Approximately 50% of deaf adults are unemployed.

(8) Approximately 90% of deaf adults are underemployed. 
With the above statistics in mind, in conjunction with the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf (in this study, 28% of the teachers in all five schools are Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing), federal and state mandates, and teacher morale, the academic achievement of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students is impacted. With these existing challenges, Deaf Education teachers face greater challenges with the expectations and mandates being handed down by state and federal officials.
This chapter’s next sections discuss the research questions: (1) What is the overall teacher morale at five residential schools for the deaf in southeastern United States? (Quantitative), and (2) How does the morale of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts (Quantitative and Qualitative)? Also addressed in this final chapter are the findings, suggestions for future research, implications for practitioners and conclusions regarding teacher morale within Deaf Education.
Research Question 1

 The first research question was quantitative in nature, investigating the overall morale of teachers in residential schools for the deaf. Data derived from the administration of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire at five residential schools for the deaf served to answer this question.
Discussion of the Findings for Research Question 1

In examining the overall teacher morale in five residential schools for the deaf—aggregated then separated by school—some interesting and consistent results were found. Table 20 shows the collective mean score of the highest and lowest ranking categories for all schools combined and each school’s combined groups (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers). 
Findings from this study showed consistency compared to findings of prior quantitative research concerning Teacher Morale within Deaf Education by Meadow (1981) and Luckner and Hanks (2003).  In their studies, a large majority of teachers indicated they were, at least to some extent, satisfied with their job.  The low rankings in the areas of Teacher Load, Curriculum Issues, and Teacher Salary in this study support previous studies by Meadow, Moores (1991a), Johnson (2001), and Luckner and Hanks.    The quantitative findings of this study are in line with previous studies.

Research Question 2


There is a very limited number of qualitative studies examining teacher morale within Deaf Education (Luckner & Hanks, 2003). The purpose of using qualitative data in this study was to answer the second research question, which asked, how does morale
Table 20 
Category Rankings of Combined Groups
	School                                 Category with the                      Category with the

(combined groups)             highest ranking                          lowest ranking

All schools                    Satisfaction with Teaching                Curriculum Issues

                                                       (3.41)                                             (2.57)

School 1                        Satisfaction with Teaching                  Curriculum Issues

                                                       (3.47)                                             (2.54)

School 2                        Satisfaction with Teaching      Teacher Rapport with Principal                

                                                       (3.22)                                             (2.40)

School 3                                 Teacher Status                              Teacher Salary

                                                        (3.95)                                             (2.40)

School 4                         Satisfaction with Teaching                     Teacher Salary

                                                         (3.28)                                             (2.06)

School 5                         Satisfaction with Teaching                 Curriculum Issues

                                                          (3.50)                                             (2.47)


of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers compare with the morale of their hearing counterparts? 
Discussion of Findings for Question 2

In answering this question, qualitative data, gathered through interviews and observations, both confirmed and elaborated on the quantitative data. Data from interviews were consistent with the quantitative findings in the areas of Teacher Satisfaction, Teacher Rapport with Principal, Teacher Load, and Curriculum Issues. All teachers generally stated that they are satisfied with their jobs because teachers work together and support each other. However, they are very frustrated with state and federal mandates, higher expectations, and more testing. Because most Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students struggle with language development, it takes longer for teachers to teach subject matter to them and then test them. Teachers expressed frustration that federal and state officials do not take into consideration learning and language difficulties most Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students face. They feel “penalized” for their work teaching Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing students, only to have them score lower than the hearing population. Although they work hard and feel they are making progress, they seem to think that state officials are not satisfied with their efforts. Additionally, at one of the two schools, teachers indicated frustration with their school’s Director. Tables 21 and 22 describe the highest and lowest rankings of categories for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers at each school. The tables support the qualitative data gathered that teachers’ morale is high in the area of Satisfaction with Teaching (above 3.0 out of 4.0) while Curriculum Issues and Teacher Load are low (below 3.0).  
Mann-Whitney U Test results showed significant differences in few categories between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers. Collectively, there were significant differences in Teacher Salary, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, School Facilities and Services, and Community Pressures. In four of these areas, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scored higher than their hearing peers. Hearing teachers scored higher in the area of Community Pressures. Only one school showed statistically significant
difference between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers: School 3 where Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scored higher in the area of Community Pressures.

Qualitatively, several Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing participants expressed frustrations/differences in perspective of respect for Deaf Culture. The largest issue is
Table 21 
Mean Rankings of Categories for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers
School                          Category with the                      Category with the

                                      highest ranking                          lowest ranking

All schools                    Satisfaction with Teaching                Teacher Load
                                                       (3.41)                                        (2.63)

School 1                        Satisfaction with Teaching                  Curriculum Issues

                                                       (3.53)                                         (2.60)

School 2                               Teacher Status                              Teacher Load                

                                                       (3.24)                                         (2.18)

School 3                         Community Support of Education      Teacher Load
                                                        (3.44)                                         (2.58)

School 4                         Satisfaction with Teaching                     Teacher Salary

                                                       (3.33)                                          (2.31)

School 5                         Satisfaction with Teaching                    Teacher Salary
                                           (3.50)                                             (2.67)

related to hearing individuals not signing in front of Deaf people. This is something that needs attention. 
While much of my research aligned with previous studies, there were two areas (Family Involvement and Professional Development) that did not surface in this study that were prevalent findings in Luckner and Hanks’ (2003) study.  This study’s design and approach may have unintentionally excluded discussion in these areas. The semi-structured interview questions elicited responses that focused on relationships with school leaders, relationships with other teachers (collegiality), federal and state mandates (accountability), and respect of Deaf Culture. 
Suggestions for Future Research

Quantitative results show that Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers have very similar scores in overall Teacher Satisfaction for all schools combined (see Table 5). In Schools 1 and 4, Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers scored slightly higher than their hearing colleagues in Satisfaction with Teaching (see Tables 8 & 14). Schools 2 and 3 showed that hearing teachers scored slightly higher than their Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing peers in this category (see Tables 10 & 12). School 5 showed that Deaf/Hard-of-

Table 22 
Mean Rankings of Categories for Hearing Teachers
School                          Category with the                      Category with the

                                      highest ranking                              lowest ranking

All schools                    Satisfaction with Teaching                Curriculum Issues

                                                       (3.42)                                        (2.49)

School 1                        Satisfaction with teaching                  Curriculum Issues

                                                       (3.46)                                         (2.50)

School 2                         Satisfaction with Teaching &             Curriculum Issues

                                     Community Support of Education              (2.22)

                                                       (3.22)                                         

School 3                         Satisfaction with Teaching                Teacher Salary
                                                        (3.54)                                         (2.36)

School 4                         Satisfaction with teaching                  Teacher Salary

                                                       (3.37)                                          (1.96)

School 5                         Satisfaction with Teaching                 Curriculum Issues
                                           (3.50)                                             (2.29)

Hearing teachers and hearing teachers were tied in the Satisfaction with Teaching category. However,  it is with great puzzlement that Pearson Correlation results show that the longer Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers stay on the job, the less satisfied they become while their hearing co-workers become more satisfied the longer they stay on the job (see Table 18). Additional research into this area could be beneficial to the Deaf Education field—particularly with the dwindling number of Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. There is a desperate need for additional Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers in the classrooms.
Both quantitative and qualitative results show that Curriculum Issues and Teacher Load are major problems among Deaf Education teachers particularly because of existing federal and state expectations and mandates. The problems stem from lack of early language development among deaf/hard-of-hearing students. While there is a large emphasis and research in early intervention, deaf/hard-of-hearing children continue to lack early language intervention/development. It may be beneficial to research how we can improve in this area. This could help ease struggles/frustrations among Deaf Education teachers related to Curriculum Issues if deaf/hard-of-hearing children overcome language challenges.
Implications for Practitioners

Building level administrators can benefit from the findings of this study. First, they should become aware of the importance of teacher morale working with Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing children. Several factors that affect teacher morale fall outside the control of the school (e.g., teacher salary, language deficiency of students, and so forth). However, teacher morale is an important aspect that is within the control of the school. In this study and previous studies, it is shown that teacher satisfaction particularly has a strong influence on teacher morale. 

Second, in this study, the overall mean and standard deviation scores for each of the five schools (Table 7), Teacher Rapport with Principal, scored below “3” in four of the five schools. In interviews with teachers at Schools 1 and 2, they pointed to administrators of their schools as one of the major determining factors in the level of morale at their schools. School leaders should take steps to determine the level of teacher morale within their schools and work to boost or maintain teacher morale at a high level.
Third, school administrators at residential schools for the deaf should take into account and guide their schools on issues related to sensitivity/respect of the Deaf Culture, curriculum issues, and teacher load. Findings from this study suggest that schools that promote mutual respect among teachers—particularly between Deaf/Hearing teachers and hearing teachers— have better success in collegiality, which would lead to great working relationships in tackling the challenges of meeting state and federal mandates.
Conclusion
Teacher satisfaction appears to be very high between both groups of teachers (Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers). They have excellent working relationships among their peers. The feeling of collegiality translates into greater focus and dedication to tackling the current issues related to curriculum issues and the expectations imposed by federal and state officials. Additionally, it is imperative that focus is placed on the attrition and retention of Deaf Education teachers and work on hiring in more Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers. Luckner and Hanks (2003) said it well when they wrote,

Everyone in teacher preparation and school administration needs to do everything in their power to assist professionals in the field of deaf education to find ways of maximizing their achievements, to feel pride in past successes, and to know that other colleagues share their feelings of frustration and discouragement. In addition, Deaf Education professionals need to find positive ways of dealing effectively with the changing demands of the job, as well as to identify ways to protect and take care of themselves so that they can meet future challenges effectively and productively (p. 15).
When teachers feel supported, empowered, and valued/respected by their school leaders, morale among teachers tend to be higher. In Deaf Education, it is imperative that school leaders stand behind their teachers – particularly when it comes to issues related to federal and state expectations, curriculum issues, and teacher load. When school leaders provide teachers with the needed resources to keep the morale level high, students and teachers benefit.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Prepared by Ralph R. Bentley and Averno M. Rempel (1980)
I. This instrument is designed to provide the opportunity to express your opinions about your work as a teacher and various school problems in your particular school situation. There are no right or wrong responses, so do not hesitate to mark the statements frankly.  
Please do not record your name on this document.

Read each statement carefully. Then indicate whether you (1) disagree, (2) probably disagree, (3) probably agree, (4) agree with each statement. Circle your answers using the following scale:

1= Disagree
2=Probably Disagree

3=Probably Agree
4=Agree
	1
	Details, “red tape,” and required reports absorb too much of my time.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2
	The work of individual faculty members is appreciated and commended by our principal.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3
	Teachers feel free to criticize administrative policy at faculty meetings called by our principal
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4
	The faculty feels that their suggestions pertaining to salaries are adequately transmitted by the administration to the appropriate personnel within your state (i.e., school board, department of education, etc.)
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5
	Our principal shows favoritism in his/her relations with teachers in our school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6
	Teachers in this school are expected to do an unreasonable amount of record keeping and clerical work.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7
	My principal makes a real effort to maintain close contact with the faculty.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8
	Community demands upon the teacher’s time are unreasonable.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	9
	I am satisfied with the policies under which pay raises are granted.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	10
	My teaching load is greater than that of most of the other teachers in our school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	11
	The extra-curricular load of the teachers in our school is unreasonable.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	12
	Our principal’s leadership in faculty meetings challenges and stimulates our professional growth.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	13
	My teaching position gives me the social status in the community that I desire
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14
	The number of hours a teacher must work is unreasonable.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15
	Teaching enables me to enjoy many of the material and cultural things I like.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16
	My school provides me with adequate classroom supplies and equipment.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17
	Our school has a well-balanced curriculum.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18
	There is a great deal of griping, arguing, taking sides, and feuding among our teachers
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19
	Teaching gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	20
	The curriculum of our school makes reasonable provision for student individual differences.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	21
	The procedures for obtaining materials and services are well defined and efficient.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	22
	Generally, teachers in our school do not take advantage of one another.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	23
	The teachers in our school cooperate with each other to achieve common, personal, and professional objectives.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	24
	Teaching enables me to make my greatest contribution to society.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	25
	The curriculum of our school is in need of major revisions.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	26
	I love to teach.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	27
	If I could plan my career again, I would choose teaching.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	28
	Experienced faculty members accept new and younger members as colleagues.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	29
	I would recommend teaching as an occupation to students of high scholastic ability.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	30
	If I could earn as much money in another occupation, I would stop teaching.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	31
	The school schedule places my classes at a disadvantage.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	32
	Within the limits of financial resources, the school tries to follow a generous policy regarding fringe benefits, professional travel, professional study, etc.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	33
	My principal makes my work easier and more pleasant.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	34
	Keeping up professionally is too much of a burden.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	35
	Our community makes its teachers feel as though they are a real part of the community.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	36
	Salary policies are administered with fairness and justice.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	37
	Teaching affords me the security I want in an occupation.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	38
	My school principal understands and recognizes good teaching procedures.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	39
	Teachers clearly understand the policies governing salary increases.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	40
	My classes are used as “dumping grounds” for problem students.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	41
	The lines and methods of communication between teachers and the principal in our school are well developed and maintained
	1
	2
	3
	4

	42
	My teaching load in this school is unreasonable.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	43
	My principal shows a real interest in my department.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	44
	Our principal promotes a sense of belonging among the teachers in our school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	45
	My teaching load unduly restricts my nonprofessional activities.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	46
	I find my contacts with students, for the most part, highly satisfying and rewarding
	1
	2
	3
	4

	47
	I feel that I am an important part of this school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	48
	The competency of the teachers in our school compares favorably with that of teachers in other schools with which I am familiar.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	49
	My school provides the teachers with adequate audio-visual aids and projection equipment.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	50
	I feel successful and competent in my present position.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	51
	I enjoy working with student organizations, clubs, and societies.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	52
	Our teaching staff is congenial to work with.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	53
	My teaching associates are well prepared for their jobs.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	54
	Our school faculty has a tendency to form into cliques.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	55
	The teachers in our school work well together.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	56
	I am at a disadvantage professionally because other teachers are better prepared to teach than I am.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	57
	Our school provides adequate clerical services for the teachers.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	58
	As far as I know, the other teachers think I am a good teacher.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	59
	Library facilities and resources are adequate for the grade or subject area which I teach.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	60
	The “stress and strain” resulting from teaching makes teaching undesirable for me.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	61
	My principal is concerned with the problems of the faculty and handles these problems sympathetically.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	62
	I do not hesitate to discuss any school problem with my principal.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	63
	Teaching gives me the prestige I desire.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	64
	My teaching job enables me to provide a satisfactory standard of living for my family.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	65
	The salary schedule in our school adequately recognizes teacher competency.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	66
	Most of the people in this community understand and appreciate good education.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	67
	In my judgment, this community is a good place to raise a family.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	68
	This community respects its teachers and treats them like professional persons.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	69
	My principal acts interested in me and my problems.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	70
	My school principal supervises rather than “snoopervises” the teachers in our school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	71
	It is difficult for teachers to gain acceptance by the people in this community.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	72
	Teachers’ meetings as now conducted by our principal waste the time and energy of the staff.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	73
	My principal has a reasonable understanding of the problems connected with my teaching assignment. 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	74
	I feel that my work is judged fairly by my principal.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	75
	Salaries paid in this school compare favorably with salaries in other schools with which I am familiar.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	76
	Most of the actions of students irritate me.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	77
	The cooperativeness of teachers in our school helps make our work more enjoyable.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	78
	My students regard me with respect and seem to have confidence in my professional ability.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	79
	The purposes and objectives cannot be achieved by the present curriculum.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	80
	The teachers in our school have a desirable influence on the values and attitudes of their students.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	81
	This community expects its teachers to meet unreasonable personal standards.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	82
	My students appreciate the help I give them with their schoolwork.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	83
	To me, there is no more challenging work than teaching.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	84
	Other teachers in our school are appreciative of my work.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	85
	As a teacher in this community, my nonprofessional activities outside of school are unduly restricted.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	86
	As a teacher, I think I am as competent as most other teachers.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	87
	The teachers with whom I work have high professional ethics.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	88
	Our school curriculum does a good job of preparing students to become enlightened and competent citizens.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	89
	I really enjoy working with my students.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	90
	The teachers in our school show a great deal of initiative and creativity in their teaching assignments.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	91
	Teachers in our community feel free to discuss controversial issues in their classes.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	92
	My principal tries to make me feel comfortable when visiting my classes.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	93
	My principal makes effective use of the individual teacher’s capacity and talent.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	94
	The people in this community, generally, have a sincere and wholehearted interest in the school.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	95
	Teachers feel free to go to the principal about problems of personal and group welfare.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	96
	This community supports ethical procedures regarding the appointment and reappointment of members of the teaching staff.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	97
	This community is willing to support a good program of education.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	98
	This community expects the teachers to participate in too many social activities.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	99
	Community pressures prevent me from doing my best as a teacher.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	100
	I am well satisfied with my present teaching profession.
	1
	2
	3
	4


II. Background Information
The following information will contribute to my efforts to gain greater insight of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers.

 __Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing   __Hearing         Gender:  __Male __Female
      

Ethnicity:  (circle one)  African American; Caucasian/White; Hispanic; Asian; Other                                            


Age group: (circle one) <25; 26 - 30; 31 - 35; 36 - 40; 41- 45; 46 - 50; 51-55; 56 and over
Years of teaching experience: _________ Highest degree obtained: __________

Subject(s) teaching and taught:_______________________________________________
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Appendix C
Sample letter requesting permission to survey and interview teachers

(Date)

Director of State Residential School for the Deaf

Street Address

City, State, Zip:

Dear Director:

I am a doctoral student at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville. I am currently working on my dissertation on the comparison of morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers.
With your permission, I would to visit your school to conduct a faculty meeting within the next few weeks and distribute an instrument that measures teacher morale, the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. It should take approximately 20 to 30 minutes for teachers to complete this instrument. Upon completion, I would appreciate a minimum of 2 Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing and 2 hearing volunteers to participate in a semi-structured interview with me.
I will request that teachers do NOT write their names anywhere on the instrument; however, if they would indicate their hearing status (Deaf/ Hard-of-Hearing, or hearing), gender, years of teaching experience, age group, subject(s) taught/teaching, and highest degree obtained, it would be greatly appreciated. 

Upon completion of this study, if you wish, I will be happy to furnish you with a copy of my findings.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any concerns or questions. My contact information can be found below.

Sincerely,

Steve Farmer

2743 Island Home Avenue
Knoxville, TN 37920
Email: sfarmer3@utk.edu
Home: 865-622-2262 (VP) /Work: 865-978-6022  (VP)

Appendix D

Email conversation re: Permission to use Purdue Teacher Opinionaire
The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire is no longer protected by copyright, so you are free to use it. Please let me know if there is anything else I can do for you. 

 Have a good day. 

 Naomi Dunn 

Receptionist 

Dean's Office 

College of Education 

Purdue University 

Beering Hall, Room 6114 

100 N. University Street 

West Lafayette, IN 47907 

PHONE: 765-494-2341 

FAX: 765-494-5832 

 From: sfarmer@tsd.k12.tn.us [mailto:sfarmer@tsd.k12.tn.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 09, 2009 9:44 PM
To: education-info@purdue.edu
Subject: 

 To whom it may concern: 

 I am not sure to whom I should address this email to, so please forward this email to the appropriate department or person(s). 

  

I am a doctoral student at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. As I work on my dissertation, it is my desire to utilize the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire by Ralph Bentley and Averno Rempel. 

  

Please let me know what I need to do to secure permission to use this questionnaire. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Steve Farmer 

Appendix E

Interview Protocol

What grade(s) and subject(s) do you teach?
What do you believe the overall morale is at your school?

What do you attribute the level of morale to at your school? Anything else?
How do you see yourself in comparison to others in the building? 

If morale is different between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers, why do you think that is?

Do you feel that Deaf culture is respected at your school? Why or why not?

What would you say is the biggest contributor to the level of morale here?

Appendix F
Informed Consent Letter

Dear Participant:

You are invited to participate in a study that compares morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern United States.

The purpose of this study is to compare the morale between Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing teachers and hearing teachers in residential schools for the deaf in the southeastern portion of the United States. Your participation in this study will involve a 20 to 30 minutes, one-to-one interview during which you will be asked questions regarding Deaf culture and level of teacher morale. The interview will occur using either ASL or English-based sign according to your preference.

Because the interview will take place using sign language, the interviewer will not have the opportunity to take copious notes and will instead videotape the questions and response for later review and analysis. If you do not wish to be videotaped, please do not agree to participate in this study. All information relayed during the interview will be confidential and not shared with anybody else. The tapes will be transcribed but will be coded for anonymity. The tape itself will be labeled with a code number rather than any personal identifying information. In addition, any published paper or presentation will utilize pseudonyms and the researcher will not disclose any specific information (e.g., name, location of school, city) that would threaten confidentiality.
Upon completion of this study, all videotapes will be kept in the researcher’s locked office for one year after the final defense. At the end of the 12 months, they will be destroyed.

Risks for participating in this study are minimal such as the discomfort felt when being videotaped or when asked to answer questions related to morale and/or Deaf culture within your school. Although there may be no direct benefit to you for participating in the research, there may be potential benefit to the field of Deaf Education. 

You may, at anytime, request to withdraw your consent or discontinue participation. You may also refuse to answer particular questions. Your requests will be honored promptly and unconditionally without penalty and any data collected from you will be immediately destroyed.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Steve Farmer, Principal Investigator, phone: 865-978-6022 or 865-622-2262, email: sfarmer3@utk.edu. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study participant, or if you are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact Brenda Lawson, Compliance Officer and IRB Administrator, UT Knoxville Office of Research, 1534 White Avenue; Knoxville, TN 37996-1529. You may contact her via phone at (865) 974-7697 or email at blawson@utk.edu.  

 Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study.
Name (please print):____________________________   Date:_________________

Signature:________________________________________

Appendix G
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for All Five Schools (Combined)

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	113
	3.30
	0.82
	34
	118
	2.98
	0.90
	67
	116
	3.47
	0.58

	2
	118
	2.77
	0.94
	35
	115
	2.76
	0.82
	68
	117
	3.17
	0.69

	3
	117
	2.45
	0.89
	36
	117
	2.66
	1.01
	69
	118
	2.86
	1.00

	4
	113
	2.17
	1.00
	37
	118
	3.03
	0.92
	70
	117
	2.88
	1.04

	5
	118
	2.47
	1.11
	38
	118
	2.98
	0.94
	71
	116
	3.30
	0.80

	6
	118
	2.64
	0.95
	39
	117
	2.92
	0.92
	72
	118
	2.68
	1.04

	7
	118
	2.77
	1.00
	40
	117
	2.77
	1.05
	73
	118
	2.67
	0.95

	8
	117
	1.88
	0.81
	41
	117
	2.56
	0.96
	74
	118
	3.06
	0.95

	9
	118
	2.44
	1.09
	42
	117
	3.04
	0.94
	75
	118
	2.98
	0.95

	10
	115
	2.18
	1.04
	43
	117
	2.77
	1.09
	76
	118
	3.36
	0.74

	11
	118
	2.12
	0.88
	44
	118
	2.65
	0.99
	77
	117
	3.18
	0.78

	12
	118
	2.35
	0.94
	45
	117
	2.90
	0.93
	78
	118
	3.46
	0.53

	13
	117
	2.62
	0.97
	46
	117
	3.65
	0.51
	79
	118
	2.39
	0.92

	14
	118
	2.20
	1.06
	47
	118
	3.27
	0.79
	80
	118
	3.16
	0.67

	15
	117
	2.97
	0.81
	48
	117
	3.14
	0.88
	81
	117
	3.02
	0.86

	16
	117
	2.59
	1.03
	49
	117
	3.37
	0.87
	82
	118
	3.33
	0.68

	17
	117
	2.73
	0.92
	50
	118
	3.53
	0.58
	83
	118
	3.25
	0.89

	18
	118
	2.33
	1.07
	51
	117
	3.06
	0.80
	84
	116
	3.19
	0.67

	19
	117
	3.65
	0.56
	52
	118
	3.18
	0.77
	85
	116
	3.17
	0.85

	20
	118
	2.69
	0.96
	53
	118
	3.15
	0.76
	86
	117
	3.60
	0.54

	21
	118
	2.38
	0.99
	54
	117
	1.99
	0.90
	87
	118
	3.16
	0.79

	22
	116
	2.83
	0.89
	55
	118
	2.97
	0.78
	88
	118
	2.61
	0.84

	23
	117
	3.06
	0.86
	56
	118
	3.58
	0.72
	89
	118
	3.84
	0.39

	24
	117
	3.38
	0.68
	57
	118
	2.37
	0.97
	90
	118
	3.32
	0.67

	25
	117
	2.57
	1.01
	58
	117
	3.33
	0.65
	91
	117
	2.91
	0.80

	26
	118
	3.79
	0.49
	59
	117
	2.81
	0.85
	92
	118
	3.27
	0.96

	27
	116
	3.35
	0.89
	60
	118
	3.11
	0.87
	93
	118
	2.97
	0.93

	28
	118
	3.36
	0.71
	61
	118
	2.53
	0.95
	94
	116
	3.23
	0.67

	29
	118
	3.18
	0.86
	62
	118
	2.73
	1.06
	95
	118
	2.92
	0.92

	30
	117
	1.81
	0.99
	63
	116
	2.93
	0.86
	96
	114
	2.88
	0.80

	31
	114
	2.18
	0.99
	64
	117
	3.05
	0.86
	97
	115
	3.27
	0.63

	32
	118
	2.58
	1.00
	65
	117
	2.33
	1.00
	98
	114
	3.15
	0.76

	33
	118
	2.58
	0.93
	66
	118
	3.11
	0.75
	99
	117
	3.57
	0.59

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	117
	3.46
	0.66


Appendix H
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at All Five Schools
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	32
	3.31
	0.74
	34
	34
	2.18
	1.00
	67
	34
	3.56
	0.66

	2
	34
	3.06
	0.81
	35
	33
	2.97
	0.92
	68
	34
	3.29
	0.87

	3
	33
	2.45
	1.00
	36
	34
	2.88
	1.07
	69
	34
	3.15
	0.86

	4
	32
	2.44
	0.98
	37
	34
	3.26
	0.79
	70
	34
	3.12
	0.88

	5
	34
	2.41
	1.08
	38
	34
	3.24
	0.85
	71
	34
	1.85
	0.99

	6
	34
	2.85
	0.89
	39
	34
	3.09
	0.93
	72
	34
	2.32
	0.94

	7
	34
	2.88
	0.77
	40
	34
	2.29
	1.06
	73
	34
	2.79
	0.95

	8
	33
	2.06
	0.86
	41
	33
	2.70
	0.92
	74
	34
	3.18
	0.90

	9
	34
	2.62
	1.02
	42
	33
	2.09
	0.98
	75
	34
	2.94
	0.98

	10
	33
	2.52
	1.00
	43
	33
	2.85
	1.03
	76
	34
	2.00
	0.89

	11
	34
	2.26
	0.93
	44
	34
	2.71
	0.94
	77
	34
	3.24
	0.74

	12
	34
	2.53
	0.90
	45
	33
	2.33
	0.89
	78
	34
	3.47
	0.56

	13
	34
	2.88
	0.98
	46
	33
	3.61
	0.56
	79
	34
	2.62
	0.89

	14
	34
	1.91
	1.03
	47
	34
	3.38
	0.82
	80
	34
	3.24
	0.78

	15
	34
	3.18
	0.72
	48
	33
	3.18
	0.88
	81
	34
	2.26
	0.86

	16
	34
	2.85
	1.08
	49
	33
	3.42
	0.79
	82
	34
	3.41
	0.78

	17
	34
	3.00
	0.82
	50
	34
	3.56
	0.56
	83
	34
	3.24
	1.07

	18
	34
	1.94
	1.07
	51
	34
	3.21
	0.91
	84
	34
	3.29
	0.63

	19
	33
	3.61
	0.66
	52
	34
	3.21
	0.84
	85
	34
	2.15
	0.82

	20
	34
	2.88
	0.91
	53
	34
	3.29
	0.76
	86
	34
	3.65
	0.49

	21
	34
	2.76
	1.07
	54
	34
	3.18
	0.87
	87
	34
	3.18
	0.87

	22
	34
	2.50
	0.90
	55
	34
	2.88
	0.88
	88
	34
	2.94
	0.98

	23
	33
	3.27
	0.84
	56
	34
	1.53
	0.86
	89
	34
	3.85
	0.36

	24
	34
	3.59
	0.56
	57
	34
	2.65
	0.88
	90
	34
	3.32
	0.68

	25
	34
	2.68
	1.07
	58
	33
	3.45
	0.51
	91
	34
	2.94
	0.89

	26
	34
	3.76
	0.61
	59
	33
	2.88
	0.70
	92
	34
	3.41
	0.89

	27
	34
	3.41
	0.86
	60
	34
	2.12
	0.91
	93
	34
	3.21
	0.84

	28
	34
	3.38
	0.70
	61
	34
	2.53
	0.96
	94
	34
	3.18
	0.76

	29
	34
	3.26
	0.93
	62
	34
	2.88
	1.01
	95
	34
	3.06
	0.92

	30
	34
	2.29
	1.24
	63
	34
	3.26
	0.75
	96
	34
	2.88
	0.91

	31
	33
	2.21
	0.99
	64
	34
	3.35
	0.77
	97
	33
	3.27
	0.67

	32
	34
	2.94
	0.85
	65
	34
	2.76
	0.99
	98
	33
	2.03
	0.81

	33
	34
	2.76
	0.85
	66
	34
	3.29
	0.91
	99
	34
	1.50
	0.66

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	34
	3.62
	0.60


Appendix I
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at All Five Schools

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	81
	3.27
	0.87
	34
	84
	1.95
	0.86
	67
	82
	3.43
	0.55

	2
	84
	2.67
	0.97
	35
	82
	2.71
	0.79
	68
	83
	3.12
	0.59

	3
	84
	2.45
	0.84
	36
	83
	2.59
	0.96
	69
	84
	2.76
	1.03

	4
	81
	2.05
	0.99
	37
	84
	2.98
	0.93
	70
	83
	2.82
	1.08

	5
	84
	2.52
	1.14
	38
	84
	2.92
	0.96
	71
	82
	1.63
	0.71

	6
	84
	2.54
	0.97
	39
	83
	2.83
	0.92
	72
	84
	2.33
	1.08

	7
	84
	2.74
	1.08
	40
	83
	2.18
	1.06
	73
	84
	2.63
	0.95

	8
	84
	1.80
	0.79
	41
	84
	2.56
	0.99
	74
	84
	3.05
	0.96

	9
	84
	2.36
	1.12
	42
	84
	1.89
	0.93
	75
	84
	3.01
	0.94

	10
	82
	2.07
	1.05
	43
	84
	2.77
	1.11
	76
	84
	1.50
	0.63

	11
	84
	2.05
	0.86
	44
	84
	2.67
	1.02
	77
	83
	3.16
	0.80

	12
	84
	2.29
	0.96
	45
	84
	2.00
	0.96
	78
	84
	3.45
	0.52

	13
	83
	2.54
	0.97
	46
	84
	3.67
	0.50
	79
	84
	2.31
	0.92

	14
	84
	2.31
	1.06
	47
	84
	3.25
	0.77
	80
	84
	3.12
	0.63

	15
	83
	2.90
	0.85
	48
	84
	3.13
	0.89
	81
	83
	1.86
	0.84

	16
	83
	2.46
	1.00
	49
	84
	3.33
	0.91
	82
	84
	3.29
	0.63

	17
	83
	2.60
	0.95
	50
	84
	3.52
	0.59
	83
	84
	3.27
	0.81

	18
	84
	2.49
	1.04
	51
	83
	3.00
	0.75
	84
	83
	3.14
	0.68

	19
	84
	3.67
	0.52
	52
	84
	3.18
	0.75
	85
	82
	1.70
	0.84

	20
	84
	2.60
	0.97
	53
	84
	3.12
	0.77
	86
	83
	3.58
	0.57

	21
	84
	2.23
	0.91
	54
	83
	2.95
	0.88
	87
	84
	3.12
	0.77

	22
	82
	2.96
	0.85
	55
	84
	3.01
	0.74
	88
	84
	2.45
	0.73

	23
	84
	2.98
	0.86
	56
	84
	1.38
	0.66
	89
	84
	3.83
	0.41

	24
	83
	3.31
	0.71
	57
	84
	2.25
	1.00
	90
	84
	3.29
	0.67

	25
	83
	2.55
	1.00
	58
	84
	3.30
	0.71
	91
	83
	2.89
	0.78

	26
	84
	3.80
	0.43
	59
	84
	2.76
	0.90
	92
	84
	3.24
	0.96

	27
	82
	3.33
	0.90
	60
	84
	1.80
	0.85
	93
	84
	2.89
	0.94

	28
	84
	3.35
	0.72
	61
	84
	2.54
	0.95
	94
	82
	3.27
	0.63

	29
	84
	3.15
	0.84
	62
	84
	2.65
	1.08
	95
	84
	2.88
	0.91

	30
	83
	1.60
	0.80
	63
	82
	2.78
	0.88
	96
	80
	2.88
	0.79

	31
	81
	2.15
	1.00
	64
	83
	2.95
	0.87
	97
	82
	3.28
	0.63

	32
	84
	2.45
	1.02
	65
	83
	2.18
	0.95
	98
	81
	1.77
	0.76

	33
	84
	2.54
	0.96
	66
	84
	3.04
	0.68
	99
	83
	1.42
	0.57

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	83
	3.40
	0.68


Appendix J
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 1 (Combined)
	Item #
	N
	   M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	33
	3.67
	0.69
	34
	33
	1.79
	0.74
	67
	32
	3.50
	0.72

	2
	33
	2.94
	0.97
	35
	33
	2.88
	0.82
	68
	33
	3.18
	0.73

	3
	33
	2.73
	0.80
	36
	33
	3.15
	1.00
	69
	33
	2.85
	1.09

	4
	33
	2.73
	0.94
	37
	33
	3.27
	0.84
	70
	32
	2.97
	1.00

	5
	33
	2.06
	0.93
	38
	33
	3.03
	0.92
	71
	33
	1.67
	0.78

	6
	33
	2.81
	1.01
	39
	33
	3.09
	0.91
	72
	33
	2.58
	0.97

	7
	33
	2.33
	1.08
	40
	33
	1.82
	0.81
	73
	33
	2.61
	0.93

	8
	32
	1.69
	0.69
	41
	33
	2.36
	0.99
	74
	33
	3.24
	0.83

	9
	33
	3.03
	1.05
	42
	33
	1.85
	0.76
	75
	33
	3.52
	0.80

	10
	33
	2.18
	0.92
	43
	33
	2.55
	1.18
	76
	33
	1.64
	0.70

	11
	33
	1.82
	0.68
	44
	33
	2.61
	1.00
	77
	33
	3.24
	0.87

	12
	33
	2.24
	0.90
	45
	33
	2.03
	0.88
	78
	33
	3.52
	0.51

	13
	33
	2.61
	1.03
	46
	33
	3.79
	0.49
	79
	33
	2.61
	0.79

	14
	33
	2.33
	1.22
	47
	33
	3.45
	0.71
	80
	33
	3.15
	0.67

	15
	33
	3.15
	0.83
	48
	33
	3.33
	0.78
	81
	33
	1.94
	0.86

	16
	33
	2.21
	1.11
	49
	32
	3.72
	0.63
	82
	33
	3.39
	0.56

	17
	33
	2.67
	0.78
	50
	33
	3.58
	0.56
	83
	33
	3.24
	0.97

	18
	33
	2.00
	0.94
	51
	33
	3.09
	0.84
	84
	33
	3.12
	0.70

	19
	32
	3.69
	0.47
	52
	33
	3.24
	0.79
	85
	33
	1.70
	0.73

	20
	33
	2.58
	1.00
	53
	33
	3.18
	0.73
	86
	32
	3.63
	0.49

	21
	33
	2.18
	1.01
	54
	33
	2.82
	1.04
	87
	33
	3.27
	0.76

	22
	33
	2.82
	1.04
	55
	33
	3.12
	0.78
	88
	33
	2.55
	0.83

	23
	32
	3.19
	0.86
	56
	33
	1.42
	0.75
	89
	33
	3.85
	0.44

	24
	33
	3.48
	0.67
	57
	33
	2.36
	1.03
	90
	33
	3.27
	0.72

	25
	33
	2.73
	0.98
	58
	33
	3.42
	0.66
	91
	33
	3.00
	0.71

	26
	33
	3.85
	0.36
	59
	32
	2.84
	0.77
	92
	33
	3.45
	0.83

	27
	32
	3.31
	0.90
	60
	33
	1.73
	0.67
	93
	33
	3.09
	0.88

	28
	33
	3.42
	0.83
	61
	33
	2.58
	1.00
	94
	33
	3.15
	0.67

	29
	33
	3.36
	0.86
	62
	33
	2.79
	0.93
	95
	33
	2.91
	0.84

	30
	33
	1.76
	1.12
	63
	33
	3.06
	0.79
	96
	33
	2.88
	0.65

	31
	33
	2.06
	0.97
	64
	32
	3.28
	0.63
	97
	32
	3.28
	0.52

	32
	33
	2.55
	0.97
	65
	33
	2.67
	0.99
	98
	33
	1.91
	0.72

	33
	33
	2.70
	0.92
	66
	33
	3.15
	0.71
	99
	33
	1.42
	0.56

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	33
	3.52
	0.67


Appendix K
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at School 1

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	12
	3.67
	0.49
	34
	12
	1.67
	0.89
	67
	12
	3.50
	0.90

	2
	12
	3.33
	0.78
	35
	12
	2.83
	1.03
	68
	12
	3.25
	0.97

	3
	12
	2.92
	0.90
	36
	12
	3.50
	0.90
	69
	12
	3.42
	0.79

	4
	12
	2.83
	0.94
	37
	12
	3.25
	0.97
	70
	12
	3.33
	0.65

	5
	12
	2.17
	1.03
	38
	12
	3.50
	0.80
	71
	12
	1.58
	0.79

	6
	12
	2.92
	0.90
	39
	12
	3.25
	0.97
	72
	12
	2.50
	0.80

	7
	12
	2.67
	0.78
	40
	12
	1.83
	0.94
	73
	12
	2.92
	0.90

	8
	11
	1.75
	0.75
	41
	12
	2.58
	0.79
	74
	12
	3.42
	0.67

	9
	12
	3.00
	1.13
	42
	12
	1.64
	0.67
	75
	12
	3.08
	1.08

	10
	12
	2.09
	0.94
	43
	12
	2.67
	1.15
	76
	12
	1.83
	0.72

	11
	12
	1.75
	0.87
	44
	12
	2.75
	0.97
	77
	12
	3.25
	0.75

	12
	12
	2.42
	0.79
	45
	12
	2.08
	1.00
	78
	12
	3.67
	0.49

	13
	12
	2.75
	1.14
	46
	12
	3.75
	0.62
	79
	12
	2.75
	0.75

	14
	12
	1.92
	1.31
	47
	12
	3.42
	0.90
	80
	12
	3.42
	0.51

	15
	12
	3.17
	0.83
	48
	12
	3.50
	0.52
	81
	12
	2.25
	1.06

	16
	12
	2.50
	1.24
	49
	11
	3.82
	0.40
	82
	12
	3.50
	0.67

	17
	12
	2.83
	0.58
	50
	12
	3.67
	0.49
	83
	12
	3.17
	1.19

	18
	12
	1.75
	0.87
	51
	12
	3.33
	0.98
	84
	12
	3.25
	0.75

	19
	11
	3.64
	0.50
	52
	12
	3.08
	0.79
	85
	12
	1.83
	0.83

	20
	12
	2.67
	1.07
	53
	12
	3.42
	0.51
	86
	12
	3.75
	0.45

	21
	12
	2.42
	1.24
	54
	12
	3.25
	0.87
	87
	12
	3.42
	0.67

	22
	12
	2.58
	1.08
	55
	12
	3.00
	0.74
	88
	12
	2.75
	0.97

	23
	11
	3.45
	0.69
	56
	12
	1.42
	0.90
	89
	12
	3.92
	0.29

	24
	12
	3.67
	0.49
	57
	12
	2.67
	0.89
	90
	12
	3.25
	0.62

	25
	12
	3.00
	0.85
	58
	12
	3.67
	0.49
	91
	12
	3.00
	0.60

	26
	12
	4.00
	0.00
	59
	11
	2.82
	0.60
	92
	12
	3.75
	0.45

	27
	12
	3.50
	0.80
	60
	12
	1.92
	0.67
	93
	12
	3.58
	0.51

	28
	12
	3.58
	0.67
	61
	12
	2.67
	1.07
	94
	12
	3.00
	0.85

	29
	12
	3.33
	1.07
	62
	12
	2.92
	0.79
	95
	12
	3.17
	0.72

	30
	12
	2.08
	1.38
	63
	12
	3.33
	0.65
	96
	12
	2.83
	1.03

	31
	12
	1.92
	1.08
	64
	12
	3.42
	0.67
	97
	11
	3.36
	0.67

	32
	12
	2.75
	0.97
	65
	12
	3.17
	0.94
	98
	12
	1.83
	0.83

	33
	12
	2.83
	0.94
	66
	12
	3.25
	0.87
	99
	12
	1.42
	0.51

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	12
	3.83
	0.39


Appendix L
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at School 1

	Item #
	   N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	  
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	21
	3.67
	0.80
	34
	21
	1.86
	0.65
	67
	20
	3.50
	0.61

	2
	21
	2.71
	1.01
	35
	21
	2.90
	0.72
	68
	21
	3.14
	0.57

	3
	21
	2.62
	0.74
	36
	21
	2.95
	1.02
	69
	21
	2.52
	1.12

	4
	21
	2.67
	0.97
	37
	21
	3.29
	0.78
	70
	20
	2.75
	1.12

	5
	21
	2.00
	0.89
	38
	21
	2.76
	0.89
	71
	21
	1.71
	0.78

	6
	21
	2.76
	1.09
	39
	21
	3.00
	0.92
	72
	21
	2.62
	1.07

	7
	21
	2.14
	1.20
	40
	21
	1.81
	0.75
	73
	21
	2.43
	0.93

	8
	21
	1.67
	0.66
	41
	21
	2.24
	1.09
	74
	21
	3.14
	0.91

	9
	21
	3.05
	1.02
	42
	21
	1.95
	0.80
	75
	21
	3.76
	0.44

	10
	21
	2.24
	0.94
	43
	21
	2.48
	1.21
	76
	21
	1.52
	0.68

	11
	21
	1.86
	0.57
	44
	21
	2.52
	1.03
	77
	21
	3.24
	0.94

	12
	21
	2.14
	0.96
	45
	21
	2.00
	0.84
	78
	21
	3.43
	0.51

	13
	21
	2.52
	0.98
	46
	21
	3.81
	0.40
	79
	21
	2.52
	0.81

	14
	21
	2.57
	1.12
	47
	21
	3.48
	0.60
	80
	21
	3.00
	0.71

	15
	21
	3.14
	0.85
	48
	21
	3.24
	0.89
	81
	21
	1.76
	0.70

	16
	21
	2.05
	1.02
	49
	21
	3.67
	0.73
	82
	21
	3.33
	0.48

	17
	21
	2.57
	0.87
	50
	21
	3.52
	0.60
	83
	21
	3.29
	0.85

	18
	21
	2.14
	0.96
	51
	21
	2.95
	0.74
	84
	21
	3.05
	0.67

	19
	21
	3.71
	0.46
	52
	21
	3.33
	0.80
	85
	21
	1.62
	0.67

	20
	21
	2.52
	0.98
	53
	21
	3.05
	0.80
	86
	20
	3.55
	0.51

	21
	21
	2.05
	0.86
	54
	21
	2.57
	1.08
	87
	21
	3.19
	0.81

	22
	21
	2.95
	1.05
	55
	21
	3.19
	0.81
	88
	21
	2.43
	0.75

	23
	21
	3.05
	0.92
	56
	21
	1.43
	0.68
	89
	21
	3.81
	0.51

	24
	21
	3.38
	0.74
	57
	21
	2.19
	1.08
	90
	21
	3.29
	0.78

	25
	21
	2.57
	1.03
	58
	21
	3.29
	0.72
	91
	21
	3.00
	0.77

	26
	21
	3.76
	0.44
	59
	21
	2.86
	0.85
	92
	21
	3.29
	0.96

	27
	20
	3.20
	0.95
	60
	21
	1.62
	0.67
	93
	21
	2.81
	0.93

	28
	21
	3.33
	0.91
	61
	21
	2.52
	0.98
	94
	21
	3.24
	0.54

	29
	21
	3.38
	0.74
	62
	21
	2.71
	1.01
	95
	21
	2.76
	0.89

	30
	21
	1.57
	0.93
	63
	21
	2.90
	0.83
	96
	21
	2.90
	0.30

	31
	21
	2.16
	0.96
	64
	20
	3.20
	0.62
	97
	21
	3.24
	0.44

	32
	21
	2.43
	0.98
	65
	21
	2.38
	0.92
	98
	21
	1.95
	0.67

	33
	21
	2.62
	0.92
	66
	21
	3.10
	0.62
	99
	21
	1.43
	0.60

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	21
	3.33
	0.73


Appendix M
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 2 (Combined)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	16
	3.19
	0.83
	34
	16
	2.44
	1.03
	67
	16
	3.50
	0.52

	2
	16
	2.19
	0.83
	35
	16
	2.80
	0.86
	68
	16
	3.25
	0.78

	3
	16
	2.19
	0.83
	36
	15
	2.69
	0.87
	69
	16
	2.38
	0.89

	4
	16
	2.88
	0.89
	37
	16
	3.00
	0.89
	70
	16
	2.63
	1.20

	5
	16
	2.75
	1.13
	38
	16
	2.81
	0.91
	71
	16
	1.63
	0.62

	6
	16
	3.06
	0.77
	39
	16
	3.19
	0.75
	72
	16
	2.69
	1.01

	7
	16
	2.88
	0.62
	40
	16
	2.75
	1.13
	73
	16
	2.31
	0.95

	8
	16
	2.25
	0.86
	41
	16
	2.44
	0.81
	74
	16
	2.63
	1.03

	9
	16
	2.81
	0.75
	42
	16
	2.56
	1.09
	75
	16
	3.38
	0.72

	10
	16
	2.13
	0.96
	43
	16
	2.00
	0.76
	76
	16
	1.63
	0.62

	11
	16
	2.31
	0.70
	44
	15
	2.19
	0.83
	77
	15
	3.07
	0.88

	12
	16
	2.38
	0.72
	45
	16
	2.44
	0.73
	78
	16
	3.38
	0.50

	13
	16
	2.88
	0.72
	46
	16
	3.38
	0.50
	79
	16
	2.75
	1.00

	14
	16
	2.56
	0.73
	47
	16
	2.81
	0.75
	80
	16
	3.25
	0.58

	15
	16
	2.94
	0.57
	48
	16
	2.63
	0.89
	81
	16
	2.25
	0.68

	16
	16
	3.19
	0.66
	49
	16
	3.63
	0.81
	82
	16
	3.38
	0.50

	17
	16
	2.19
	0.91
	50
	16
	3.31
	0.60
	83
	16
	3.13
	0.96

	18
	16
	2.00
	0.89
	51
	16
	2.94
	0.85
	84
	16
	2.94
	0.68

	19
	16
	3.25
	0.86
	52
	16
	3.06
	0.68
	85
	16
	2.06
	0.77

	20
	16
	2.44
	0.89
	53
	16
	2.94
	0.93
	86
	16
	3.44
	0.63

	21
	16
	2.63
	1.15
	54
	16
	3.06
	0.85
	87
	16
	3.00
	0.63

	22
	16
	2.56
	0.81
	55
	16
	3.06
	0.68
	88
	16
	2.50
	0.82

	23
	16
	3.13
	0.62
	56
	16
	2.0
	0.89
	89
	16
	3.94
	0.25

	24
	15
	3.33
	0.72
	57
	16
	2.25
	0.78
	90
	16
	3.19
	0.75

	25
	16
	2.75
	0.86
	58
	16
	3.00
	0.82
	91
	16
	2.88
	0.96

	26
	16
	3.69
	0.48
	59
	16
	2.56
	1.09
	92
	16
	2.44
	1.21

	27
	16
	3.31
	0.87
	60
	16
	2.38
	0.81
	93
	16
	2.75
	0.93

	28
	16
	3.19
	0.75
	61
	16
	2.19
	0.66
	94
	16
	3.13
	0.81

	29
	16
	3.06
	0.77
	62
	16
	2.38
	1.14
	95
	16
	2.75
	1.00

	30
	16
	2.00
	0.89
	63
	16
	2.88
	0.62
	96
	16
	2.88
	0.96

	31
	16
	2.86
	0.81
	64
	16
	3.25
	0.77
	97
	16
	3.25
	0.58

	32
	16
	2.63
	1.15
	65
	16
	3.00
	0.73
	98
	16
	2.00
	0.52

	33
	16
	1.94
	0.77
	66
	16
	3.25
	0.78
	99
	16
	1.81
	0.54

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	16
	3.00
	0.73


Appendix N
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at School 2

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	34
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	67
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	2
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	35
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	68
	5
	3.20
	1.30

	3
	5
	2.00
	1.00
	36
	5
	2.00
	1.00
	69
	5
	2.80
	1.30

	4
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	37
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	70
	5
	2.60
	1.52

	5
	5
	2.80
	1.30
	38
	5
	2.80
	1.30
	71
	5
	1.60
	0.89

	6
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	39
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	72
	5
	3.00
	1.00

	7
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	40
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	73
	5
	2.60
	1.14

	8
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	41
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	74
	5
	3.00
	1.22

	9
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	42
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	75
	5
	3.60
	0.89

	10
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	43
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	76
	5
	2.00
	0.71

	11
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	44
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	77
	5
	3.40
	0.55

	12
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	45
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	78
	5
	3.40
	0.55

	13
	5
	3.20
	1.10
	46
	5
	3.20
	1.10
	79
	5
	3.00
	1.00

	14
	5
	2.40
	1.14
	47
	5
	2.40
	1.14
	80
	5
	3.40
	0.55

	15
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	48
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	81
	5
	2.20
	0.45

	16
	5
	3.20
	1.10
	49
	5
	3.20
	1.10
	82
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	17
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	50
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	83
	5
	3.20
	1.10

	18
	5
	1.60
	0.89
	51
	5
	1.60
	0.89
	84
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	19
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	52
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	85
	5
	2.20
	0.84

	20
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	53
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	86
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	21
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	54
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	87
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	22
	5
	2.00
	1.00
	55
	5
	2.00
	1.00
	88
	5
	3.20
	0.45

	23
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	56
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	89
	5
	3.80
	0.45

	24
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	57
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	90
	5
	3.00
	0.71

	25
	5
	2.60
	1.14
	58
	5
	2.60
	1.14
	91
	5
	2.20
	1.10

	26
	5
	3.60
	0.55
	59
	5
	3.60
	0.55
	92
	5
	2.80
	1.30

	27
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	60
	5
	3.20
	1.30
	93
	5
	2.80
	1.10

	28
	5
	3.00
	1.00
	61
	5
	3.00
	1.00
	94
	5
	3.00
	0.71

	29
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	62
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	95
	5
	2.60
	1.14

	30
	5
	2.20
	1.30
	63
	5
	2.20
	1.30
	96
	5
	2.80
	1.30

	31
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	64
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	97
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	32
	5
	3.00
	1.22
	65
	5
	3.00
	1.22
	98
	5
	2.00
	0.00

	33
	5
	2.00
	0.71
	66
	5
	2.00
	0.71
	99
	5
	1.80
	0.84

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	5
	3.20
	0.84


Appendix O
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at School 2

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	11
	3.09
	0.83
	34
	11
	1.91
	0.83
	67
	11
	3.45
	0.52

	2
	11
	2.09
	0.83
	35
	11
	2.18
	0.87
	68
	11
	3.27
	0.47

	3
	11
	2.27
	0.79
	36
	11
	2.82
	0.87
	69
	11
	2.18
	0.60

	4
	11
	2.82
	0.98
	37
	11
	2.64
	0.67
	70
	11
	2.64
	1.12

	5
	11
	2.73
	1.10
	38
	11
	2.73
	0.90
	71
	11
	1.64
	0.50

	6
	11
	3.00
	0.89
	39
	11
	2.82
	0.75
	72
	11
	2.55
	1.04

	7
	11
	2.82
	0.60
	40
	11
	2.91
	0.70
	73
	11
	2.18
	0.87

	8
	11
	2.09
	0.83
	41
	11
	2.82
	1.08
	74
	11
	2.45
	0.93

	9
	11
	2.73
	0.79
	42
	11
	2.36
	0.67
	75
	11
	3.27
	0.65

	10
	11
	1.82
	0.75
	43
	11
	2.27
	0.90
	76
	11
	1.45
	0.52

	11
	11
	2.18
	0.60
	44
	11
	1.91
	0.70
	77
	11
	2.90
	0.99

	12
	11
	2.36
	0.67
	45
	11
	2.27
	0.90
	78
	11
	3.36
	0.50

	13
	11
	2.73
	0.47
	46
	11
	2.36
	0.81
	79
	11
	2.64
	1.03

	14
	11
	2.64
	0.50
	47
	11
	3.36
	0.50
	80
	11
	3.18
	0.60

	15
	11
	2.82
	0.60
	48
	11
	2.73
	0.47
	81
	11
	2.27
	0.79

	16
	11
	3.18
	0.40
	49
	11
	2.73
	0.79
	82
	11
	3.27
	0.47

	17
	11
	1.91
	0.70
	50
	11
	3.82
	0.40
	83
	11
	3.09
	0.94

	18
	11
	2.18
	0.87
	51
	11
	3.18
	0.60
	84
	11
	2.64
	0.50

	19
	11
	3.27
	0.65
	52
	11
	3.00
	0.63
	85
	11
	2.00
	0.77

	20
	11
	2.18
	0.87
	53
	11
	3.09
	0.70
	86
	11
	3.36
	0.67

	21
	11
	2.36
	1.03
	54
	11
	3.00
	0.89
	87
	11
	2.91
	0.54

	22
	11
	2.82
	0.60
	55
	11
	3.18
	0.60
	88
	11
	2.18
	0.75

	23
	11
	3.00
	0.63
	56
	11
	3.00
	0.63
	89
	11
	4.00
	0.00

	24
	10
	3.30
	0.67
	57
	11
	1.82
	0.75
	90
	11
	3.27
	0.79

	25
	11
	2.82
	0.75
	58
	11
	2.18
	0.60
	91
	11
	3.18
	0.75

	26
	11
	3.73
	0.47
	59
	11
	2.82
	0.87
	92
	11
	2.27
	1.19

	27
	11
	3.36
	0.67
	60
	11
	2.36
	1.21
	93
	11
	2.73
	0.90

	28
	11
	3.27
	0.65
	61
	11
	2.27
	0.65
	94
	11
	3.18
	0.87

	29
	11
	3.18
	0.60
	62
	11
	2.27
	0.65
	95
	11
	2.82
	0.98

	30
	11
	1.91
	0.70
	63
	11
	2.45
	1.13
	96
	11
	2.91
	0.83

	31
	11
	3.00
	0.77
	64
	11
	2.73
	0.47
	97
	11
	3.27
	0.47

	32
	11
	2.45
	1.13
	65
	11
	3.27
	0.47
	98
	11
	2.00
	0.63

	33
	11
	1.91
	0.83
	66
	11
	3.00
	0.63
	99
	11
	1.82
	0.40

	
	
	
	
	
	
	3.27
	0.47
	100
	11
	2.91
	0.70


Appendix P
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 3 (Combined)
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	29
	3.17
	0.81
	34
	29
	1.93
	0.84
	67
	29
	3.45
	0.57

	2
	29
	3.03
	0.82
	35
	29
	2.55
	0.69
	68
	29
	3.07
	0.59

	3
	29
	2.45
	0.91
	36
	29
	2.66
	0.94
	69
	29
	3.31
	0.76

	4
	29
	1.90
	0.86
	37
	29
	3.14
	0.79
	70
	29
	3.21
	0.98

	5
	29
	2.48
	1.12
	38
	29
	3.55
	0.63
	71
	29
	1.69
	0.81

	6
	29
	2.17
	0.85
	39
	29
	2.79
	0.98
	72
	29
	1.79
	0.86

	7
	29
	3.55
	0.63
	40
	29
	2.28
	1.03
	73
	29
	3.03
	0.91

	8
	29
	1.90
	0.72
	41
	28
	3.00
	0.77
	74
	29
	3.28
	0.92

	9
	29
	2.31
	1.07
	42
	29
	1.79
	0.90
	75
	29
	2.41
	0.73

	10
	29
	2.07
	1.07
	43
	29
	3.69
	0.54
	76
	29
	1.62
	0.82

	11
	29
	2.10
	0.86
	44
	29
	3.28
	0.84
	77
	29
	3.10
	0.77

	12
	29
	2.90
	0.77
	45
	28
	1.93
	1.05
	78
	29
	3.48
	0.57

	13
	29
	2.45
	0.95
	46
	28
	3.71
	0.46
	79
	29
	2.03
	1.05

	14
	29
	1.90
	0.98
	47
	29
	3.14
	0.79
	80
	29
	3.28
	0.65

	15
	29
	3.10
	0.62
	48
	28
	3.21
	0.83
	81
	29
	1.97
	1.02

	16
	29
	2.69
	1.11
	49
	29
	3.03
	0.94
	82
	29
	3.34
	0.72

	17
	29
	3.21
	0.90
	50
	29
	3.59
	0.57
	83
	29
	3.28
	0.88

	18
	29
	2.72
	1.13
	51
	29
	3.14
	0.79
	84
	29
	3.14
	0.74

	19
	29
	3.79
	0.41
	52
	29
	3.10
	0.86
	85
	29
	1.76
	0.91

	20
	29
	3.07
	0.70
	53
	29
	3.24
	0.64
	86
	29
	3.69
	0.47

	21
	29
	2.28
	0.84
	54
	28
	3.07
	0.94
	87
	29
	3.17
	0.89

	22
	29
	2.90
	0.86
	55
	29
	2.86
	0.74
	88
	29
	2.83
	0.85

	23
	29
	2.83
	0.93
	56
	29
	1.31
	0.71
	89
	29
	3.93
	0.26

	24
	29
	3.24
	0.74
	57
	29
	2.31
	1.04
	90
	29
	3.41
	0.63

	25
	29
	1.97
	0.98
	58
	29
	3.28
	0.65
	91
	29
	2.97
	0.63

	26
	29
	3.86
	0.35
	59
	29
	2.59
	0.78
	92
	29
	3.59
	0.68

	27
	29
	3.48
	0.79
	60
	29
	1.59
	0.78
	93
	29
	3.28
	0.80

	28
	29
	3.34
	0.61
	61
	29
	2.90
	0.98
	94
	29
	3.31
	0.60

	29
	29
	3.38
	0.68
	62
	29
	3.07
	0.92
	95
	29
	3.21
	0.77

	30
	29
	1.55
	0.74
	63
	29
	2.97
	0.87
	96
	29
	2.93
	0.84

	31
	29
	1.69
	0.85
	64
	29
	3.03
	1.05
	97
	29
	3.34
	0.67

	32
	29
	2.52
	0.87
	65
	29
	2.17
	0.89
	98
	29
	1.79
	0.90

	33
	29
	3.07
	0.75
	66
	29
	3.03
	0.78
	99
	29
	1.41
	0.63

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	29
	3.76
	0.44


Appendix Q
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at School 3

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	34
	5
	2.20
	0.84
	67
	5
	3.80
	0.45

	2
	5
	3.20
	0.84
	35
	5
	3.00
	0.00
	68
	5
	3.40
	0.89

	3
	5
	2.20
	0.84
	36
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	69
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	4
	5
	2.20
	0.84
	37
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	70
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	5
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	38
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	71
	5
	1.80
	0.84

	6
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	39
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	72
	5
	2.20
	1.10

	7
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	40
	5
	2.60
	0.89
	73
	5
	2.60
	1.52

	8
	5
	2.40
	0.55
	41
	4
	3.00
	0.82
	74
	5
	2.60
	1.34

	9
	5
	2.20
	0.84
	42
	5
	2.20
	0.45
	75
	5
	2.40
	0.55

	10
	5
	2.40
	0.55
	43
	5
	3.60
	0.89
	76
	5
	3.00
	0.71

	11
	5
	2.60
	0.55
	44
	5
	3.20
	0.84
	77
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	12
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	45
	4
	2.75
	0.50
	78
	5
	3.00
	0.71

	13
	5
	2.80
	0.45
	46
	4
	3.75
	0.50
	79
	5
	2.60
	1.14

	14
	5
	1.80
	0.45
	47
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	80
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	15
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	48
	4
	3.25
	0.96
	81
	5
	2.80
	0.84

	16
	5
	3.20
	0.84
	49
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	82
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	17
	5
	3.20
	0.84
	50
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	83
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	18
	5
	1.80
	1.10
	51
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	84
	5
	3.00
	0.71

	19
	5
	3.80
	0.45
	52
	5
	3.40
	0.89
	85
	5
	2.40
	0.55

	20
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	53
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	86
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	21
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	54
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	87
	5
	3.40
	0.55

	22
	5
	3.00
	0.00
	55
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	88
	5
	3.20
	1.30

	23
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	56
	5
	1.80
	0.84
	89
	5
	4.00
	0.00

	24
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	57
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	90
	5
	3.60
	0.55

	25
	5
	2.00
	1.22
	58
	5
	3.20
	0.45
	91
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	26
	5
	3.80
	0.45
	59
	5
	2.40
	0.89
	92
	5
	3.60
	0.89

	27
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	60
	5
	2.40
	1.14
	93
	5
	3.40
	0.89

	28
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	61
	5
	3.00
	0.71
	94
	5
	3.20
	0.84

	29
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	62
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	95
	5
	3.20
	1.10

	30
	5
	1.80
	0.84
	63
	5
	3.40
	0.55
	96
	5
	3.00
	0.00

	31
	5
	2.00
	0.71
	64
	5
	3.80
	0.45
	97
	5
	3.40
	0.89

	32
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	65
	5
	2.80
	0.84
	98
	5
	2.20
	0.84

	33
	5
	2.80
	1.10
	66
	5
	3.80
	0.45
	99
	5
	1.80
	0.84

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	5
	3.80
	0.45


Appendix R
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	24
	3.17
	0.87
	34
	24
	1.88
	0.85
	67
	24
	3.38
	0.58

	2
	24
	3.00
	0.83
	35
	24
	2.46
	0.72
	68
	24
	3.00
	0.51

	3
	24
	2.50
	0.93
	36
	24
	2.63
	0.97
	69
	24
	3.33
	0.76

	4
	24
	1.83
	0.87
	37
	24
	3.17
	0.82
	70
	24
	3.21
	1.02

	5
	24
	2.42
	1.18
	38
	24
	3.58
	0.58
	71
	24
	1.67
	0.82

	6
	24
	2.13
	0.85
	39
	24
	2.75
	1.03
	72
	24
	1.71
	0.81

	7
	24
	3.58
	0.58
	40
	24
	2.21
	1.06
	73
	24
	3.13
	0.74

	8
	24
	1.79
	0.72
	41
	24
	3.00
	0.78
	74
	24
	3.42
	0.78

	9
	24
	2.33
	1.13
	42
	24
	1.71
	0.95
	75
	24
	2.42
	0.78

	10
	24
	2.00
	1.14
	43
	24
	3.71
	0.46
	76
	24
	1.33
	0.48

	11
	24
	2.00
	0.88
	44
	24
	3.29
	0.86
	77
	24
	3.08
	0.78

	12
	24
	2.92
	0.78
	45
	24
	1.79
	1.06
	78
	24
	3.58
	0.50

	13
	24
	2.38
	1.01
	46
	24
	3.71
	0.46
	79
	24
	1.92
	1.02

	14
	24
	1.92
	1.06
	47
	24
	3.13
	0.85
	80
	24
	3.29
	0.62

	15
	24
	3.08
	0.65
	48
	24
	3.21
	0.83
	81
	24
	1.79
	0.98

	16
	24
	2.58
	1.14
	49
	24
	3.00
	1.02
	82
	24
	3.38
	0.71

	17
	24
	3.21
	0.93
	50
	24
	3.63
	0.58
	83
	24
	3.29
	0.91

	18
	24
	2.92
	1.06
	51
	24
	3.17
	0.82
	84
	24
	3.17
	0.76

	19
	24
	3.79
	0.41
	52
	24
	3.04
	0.86
	85
	24
	1.63
	0.92

	20
	24
	3.08
	0.72
	53
	24
	3.21
	0.66
	86
	24
	3.71
	0.46

	21
	24
	2.17
	0.82
	54
	24
	3.13
	0.90
	87
	24
	3.13
	0.95

	22
	24
	2.88
	0.95
	55
	24
	2.83
	0.76
	88
	24
	2.75
	0.74

	23
	24
	2.71
	0.95
	56
	24
	1.21
	0.66
	89
	24
	3.92
	0.28

	24
	24
	3.21
	0.78
	57
	24
	2.29
	1.08
	90
	24
	3.38
	0.65

	25
	24
	1.96
	0.95
	58
	24
	3.29
	0.69
	91
	24
	2.92
	0.58

	26
	24
	3.88
	0.34
	59
	24
	2.63
	0.77
	92
	24
	3.58
	0.65

	27
	24
	3.50
	0.83
	60
	24
	1.42
	0.58
	93
	24
	3.25
	0.79

	28
	24
	3.33
	0.64
	61
	24
	2.88
	1.03
	94
	24
	3.33
	0.56

	29
	24
	3.38
	0.71
	62
	24
	3.13
	0.90
	95
	24
	3.21
	0.72

	30
	24
	1.46
	0.72
	63
	23
	2.87
	0.92
	96
	24
	2.92
	0.93

	31
	23
	1.61
	0.89
	64
	24
	2.88
	1.08
	97
	24
	3.33
	0.64

	32
	24
	2.46
	0.88
	65
	24
	2.04
	0.86
	98
	24
	1.71
	0.91

	33
	24
	3.13
	0.68
	66
	24
	2.88
	0.74
	99
	24
	1.33
	0.56

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	24
	3.75
	0.44


Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at School 3

Appendix S
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 4 (Combined)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	22
	3.14
	0.89
	34
	22
	2.18
	1.05
	67
	22
	3.45
	0.51

	2
	22
	2.36
	0.90
	35
	22
	2.86
	0.77
	68
	22
	3.18
	0.73

	3
	22
	2.59
	0.80
	36
	22
	2.00
	0.76
	69
	22
	2.41
	1.1

	4
	22
	1.59
	0.59
	37
	22
	3.00
	0.98
	70
	22
	2.5
	1.1

	5
	22
	2.73
	1.32
	38
	22
	2.27
	1.03
	71
	22
	1.91
	1.02

	6
	22
	2.59
	0.96
	39
	22
	2.27
	0.88
	72
	22
	2.82
	1.05

	7
	22
	2.55
	0.96
	40
	22
	2.55
	1.10
	73
	22
	2.32
	1.04

	8
	22
	3.05
	1.00
	41
	22
	2.45
	0.96
	74
	22
	2.68
	1.04

	9
	22
	1.68
	0.89
	42
	22
	2.09
	1.07
	75
	22
	2.41
	0.96

	10
	22
	2.27
	1.08
	43
	22
	2.36
	1.05
	76
	22
	1.91
	0.87

	11
	22
	2.64
	1.05
	44
	22
	2.14
	0.94
	77
	22
	3.14
	0.64

	12
	22
	1.95
	0.90
	45
	22
	2.45
	0.91
	78
	22
	3.27
	0.55

	13
	22
	2.77
	1.07
	46
	22
	3.41
	0.59
	79
	22
	2.32
	0.84

	14
	22
	2.41
	1.10
	47
	22
	3.32
	0.78
	80
	22
	2.77
	0.75

	15
	22
	2.82
	0.96
	48
	22
	3.05
	1.00
	81
	22
	2.00
	0.87

	16
	22
	2.36
	0.95
	49
	22
	3.59
	0.67
	82
	22
	2.95
	0.84

	17
	22
	2.59
	1.01
	50
	22
	3.45
	0.60
	83
	22
	3.27
	0.83

	18
	22
	2.50
	1.01
	51
	22
	2.86
	0.77
	84
	22
	3.32
	0.57

	19
	22
	3.55
	0.60
	52
	22
	3.23
	0.69
	85
	22
	2.09
	0.92

	20
	22
	2.59
	1.05
	53
	22
	3.14
	0.83
	86
	22
	3.45
	0.67

	21
	22
	2.32
	1.04
	54
	22
	3.14
	0.64
	87
	22
	3.14
	0.77

	22
	22
	3.00
	0.76
	55
	22
	2.77
	0.92
	88
	22
	2.41
	0.8

	23
	22
	2.95
	0.90
	56
	22
	1.32
	0.57
	89
	22
	3.55
	0.51

	24
	22
	3.36
	0.66
	57
	22
	2.32
	0.89
	90
	22
	3.27
	0.7

	25
	22
	2.77
	0.92
	58
	22
	3.41
	0.50
	91
	22
	3.00
	0.82

	26
	22
	3.64
	0.58
	59
	22
	3.14
	0.77
	92
	22
	3.05
	1.09

	27
	22
	3.32
	1.00
	60
	22
	2.14
	0.99
	93
	22
	2.41
	1.01

	28
	22
	3.27
	0.70
	61
	22
	2.14
	0.89
	94
	22
	3.09
	0.68

	29
	22
	3.05
	0.95
	62
	22
	2.41
	1.18
	95
	22
	2.32
	0.95

	30
	22
	2.91
	1.11
	63
	22
	2.77
	0.97
	96
	22
	2.68
	0.72

	31
	22
	2.09
	0.88
	64
	22
	2.64
	0.90
	97
	22
	3.14
	0.47

	32
	22
	2.27
	1.15
	65
	22
	1.68
	0.89
	98
	22
	1.73
	0.77

	33
	22
	2.18
	0.80
	66
	22
	3.05
	0.79
	99
	22
	1.41
	0.67

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	22
	3.27
	0.55


Appendix T
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at School 4
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	34
	6
	2.50
	0.84
	67
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	2
	6
	2.83
	0.75
	35
	6
	3.00
	1.26
	68
	6
	3.33
	0.82

	3
	6
	2.33
	1.03
	36
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	69
	6
	2.67
	0.82

	4
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	37
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	70
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	5
	6
	2.17
	1.47
	38
	6
	3.00
	0.63
	71
	6
	3.00
	1.26

	6
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	39
	6
	2.50
	1.22
	72
	6
	2.17
	0.98

	7
	6
	3.00
	0.63
	40
	6
	3.17
	0.98
	73
	6
	2.83
	0.75

	8
	6
	2.17
	1.17
	41
	6
	3.00
	0.63
	74
	6
	3.17
	0.75

	9
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	42
	6
	2.17
	1.17
	75
	6
	2.50
	1.05

	10
	6
	2.83
	1.17
	43
	6
	2.67
	1.03
	76
	6
	2.00
	1.10

	11
	6
	2.83
	0.75
	44
	6
	2.50
	1.05
	77
	6
	3.17
	0.41

	12
	6
	2.67
	0.82
	45
	6
	2.50
	1.05
	78
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	13
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	46
	6
	3.17
	0.41
	79
	6
	2.67
	1.03

	14
	6
	1.67
	0.52
	47
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	80
	6
	2.67
	1.21

	15
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	48
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	81
	6
	2.33
	1.03

	16
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	49
	6
	3.33
	1.03
	82
	6
	3.00
	1.26

	17
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	50
	6
	3.50
	0.55
	83
	6
	3.50
	1.22

	18
	6
	2.50
	1.22
	51
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	84
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	19
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	52
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	85
	6
	2.83
	0.75

	20
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	53
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	86
	6
	3.50
	0.55

	21
	6
	3.17
	0.98
	54
	6
	3.50
	0.55
	87
	6
	3.00
	1.10

	22
	6
	2.33
	0.82
	55
	6
	2.33
	1.21
	88
	6
	2.50
	1.22

	23
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	56
	6
	1.00
	0.00
	89
	6
	3.50
	0.55

	24
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	57
	6
	2.67
	0.52
	90
	6
	3.50
	0.84

	25
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	58
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	91
	6
	3.17
	1.17

	26
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	59
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	92
	6
	2.83
	1.17

	27
	6
	3.33
	1.03
	60
	6
	2.17
	0.98
	93
	6
	2.67
	1.03

	28
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	61
	6
	2.00
	0.89
	94
	6
	3.17
	0.75

	29
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	62
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	95
	6
	2.67
	1.21

	30
	6
	3.17
	1.17
	63
	6
	3.50
	0.55
	96
	6
	2.83
	0.75

	31
	6
	2.17
	0.75
	64
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	97
	6
	3.00
	0.63

	32
	6
	3.50
	0.55
	65
	6
	2.17
	0.75
	98
	6
	2.17
	0.98

	33
	6
	2.67
	0.52
	66
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	99
	6
	1.33
	0.82

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	6
	3.50
	0.55


Appendix U
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at School 4

	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	16
	3.25
	0.86
	34
	16
	2.06
	1.12
	67
	16
	3.38
	0.50

	2
	16
	2.19
	0.91
	35
	16
	2.81
	0.54
	68
	16
	3.13
	0.72

	3
	16
	2.69
	0.70
	36
	16
	2.06
	0.77
	69
	16
	2.31
	1.20

	4
	16
	1.50
	0.52
	37
	16
	2.88
	1.09
	70
	16
	2.19
	1.11

	5
	16
	2.94
	1.24
	38
	16
	2.00
	1.03
	71
	16
	1.50
	0.52

	6
	16
	2.38
	0.96
	39
	16
	2.19
	0.75
	72
	16
	3.06
	1.00

	7
	16
	2.38
	1.02
	40
	16
	2.31
	1.08
	73
	16
	2.13
	1.09

	8
	16
	1.88
	0.96
	41
	16
	2.25
	1.00
	74
	16
	2.50
	1.10

	9
	16
	1.63
	0.96
	42
	16
	2.06
	1.06
	75
	16
	2.38
	0.96

	10
	16
	2.06
	1.00
	43
	16
	2.25
	1.06
	76
	16
	1.88
	0.81

	11
	16
	2.56
	1.15
	44
	16
	2.00
	0.89
	77
	16
	3.13
	0.72

	12
	16
	1.69
	0.79
	45
	16
	2.44
	0.89
	78
	16
	3.25
	0.58

	13
	16
	2.56
	1.09
	46
	16
	3.50
	0.63
	79
	16
	2.19
	0.75

	14
	16
	2.69
	1.14
	47
	16
	3.25
	0.77
	80
	16
	2.81
	0.54

	15
	16
	2.63
	0.96
	48
	16
	3.06
	1.00
	81
	16
	1.88
	0.81

	16
	16
	2.19
	0.91
	49
	16
	3.69
	0.48
	82
	16
	2.94
	0.68

	17
	16
	2.44
	0.96
	50
	16
	3.44
	0.63
	83
	16
	3.19
	0.66

	18
	16
	2.50
	0.97
	51
	16
	2.75
	0.77
	84
	16
	3.31
	0.60

	19
	16
	3.50
	0.63
	52
	16
	3.13
	0.62
	85
	16
	1.81
	0.83

	20
	16
	4.25
	7.74
	53
	16
	3.00
	0.82
	86
	16
	3.44
	0.73

	21
	16
	2.00
	0.89
	54
	16
	3.00
	0.63
	87
	16
	3.19
	0.66

	22
	16
	3.25
	0.58
	55
	16
	2.94
	0.77
	88
	16
	2.38
	0.62

	23
	16
	2.94
	0.85
	56
	16
	1.44
	0.63
	89
	16
	3.56
	0.51

	24
	16
	3.25
	0.68
	57
	16
	2.19
	0.98
	90
	16
	3.19
	0.66

	25
	16
	2.75
	0.93
	58
	16
	3.44
	0.51
	91
	16
	2.94
	0.68

	26
	16
	3.63
	0.62
	59
	16
	3.06
	0.85
	92
	16
	3.13
	1.09

	27
	16
	3.31
	1.01
	60
	16
	2.13
	1.02
	93
	16
	2.31
	1.01

	28
	16
	3.31
	0.70
	61
	16
	2.19
	0.91
	94
	16
	3.06
	0.68

	29
	16
	2.88
	0.96
	62
	16
	2.06
	1.12
	95
	16
	2.19
	0.83

	30
	16
	1.69
	0.79
	63
	16
	2.50
	0.97
	96
	16
	2.63
	0.72

	31
	16
	2.31
	0.95
	64
	16
	2.38
	0.89
	97
	16
	3.19
	0.40

	32
	16
	2.50
	1.21
	65
	16
	1.50
	0.89
	98
	16
	1.56
	0.63

	33
	16
	2.00
	0.82
	66
	16
	2.94
	0.77
	99
	16
	1.44
	0.63

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	16
	3.19
	0.54


Appendix V
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for School 5 (Combined)
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	18
	3.06
	0.73
	34
	18
	2.06
	0.85
	67
	18
	3.44
	0.51

	2
	18
	3.06
	0.87
	35
	18
	2.78
	1.05
	68
	18
	3.11
	0.69

	3
	18
	1.94
	0.94
	36
	17
	2.59
	1.1
	69
	17
	3.17
	0.63

	4
	18
	1.78
	0.94
	37
	18
	2.50
	1.02
	70
	18
	3.00
	0.75

	5
	18
	2.72
	0.96
	38
	18
	3.11
	0.66
	71
	18
	1.67
	0.68

	6
	18
	2.72
	0.9
	39
	18
	3.28
	0.67
	72
	18
	1.83
	0.92

	7
	18
	2.56
	0.98
	40
	17
	2.00
	1.09
	73
	17
	3.00
	0.67

	8
	18
	1.78
	0.81
	41
	18
	2.61
	1.12
	74
	18
	3.33
	0.67

	9
	18
	2.06
	1.06
	42
	18
	1.67
	0.82
	75
	18
	3.39
	0.93

	10
	18
	2.44
	1.29
	43
	18
	2.94
	0.85
	76
	18
	1.44
	0.61

	11
	18
	1.83
	0.92
	44
	18
	2.83
	0.83
	77
	18
	3.28
	0.73

	12
	18
	2.11
	1.13
	45
	18
	1.78
	0.92
	78
	18
	3.56
	0.51

	13
	18
	2.56
	0.98
	46
	18
	3.78
	0.42
	79
	18
	2.39
	0.77

	14
	18
	1.89
	0.96
	47
	18
	3.50
	0.84
	80
	18
	3.28
	0.58

	15
	18
	2.72
	1.02
	48
	17
	3.22
	0.88
	81
	17
	1.78
	0.77

	16
	18
	2.89
	0.76
	49
	18
	2.72
	0.98
	82
	18
	3.50
	0.61

	17
	18
	2.72
	0.83
	50
	18
	3.61
	0.6
	83
	18
	3.33
	0.87

	18
	18
	2.44
	1.2
	51
	18
	3.11
	0.77
	84
	18
	3.44
	0.51

	19
	18
	3.83
	0.38
	52
	18
	3.22
	0.83
	85
	18
	1.71
	0.9

	20
	18
	2.67
	1.14
	53
	18
	3.22
	0.83
	86
	18
	3.67
	0.48

	21
	18
	2.89
	0.9
	54
	18
	3.00
	0.91
	87
	18
	3.06
	0.88

	22
	18
	2.78
	0.81
	55
	18
	3.06
	0.75
	88
	18
	2.61
	0.95

	23
	18
	3.17
	0.86
	56
	18
	1.22
	0.42
	89
	18
	3.94
	0.23

	24
	18
	3.50
	0.62
	57
	18
	2.67
	1.07
	90
	18
	3.33
	0.6

	25
	18
	2.89
	1.02
	58
	18
	3.44
	0.61
	91
	18
	2.50
	1.02

	26
	18
	3.83
	0.71
	59
	18
	2.83
	0.83
	92
	18
	3.50
	0.51

	27
	17
	3.29
	0.99
	60
	18
	2.00
	1.00
	93
	18
	3.17
	0.79

	28
	18
	3.44
	0.62
	61
	18
	2.61
	0.89
	94
	18
	3.44
	0.61

	29
	18
	2.72
	1.02
	62
	18
	2.78
	1.12
	95
	18
	3.39
	0.69

	30
	18
	1.83
	0.96
	63
	18
	2.72
	1.03
	96
	18
	3.00
	0.97

	31
	18
	2.33
	1.09
	64
	18
	3.00
	0.78
	97
	18
	3.28
	0.93

	32
	18
	2.56
	0.98
	65
	18
	2.18
	1.02
	98
	18
	1.83
	0.83

	33
	18
	2.72
	1.02
	66
	18
	3.06
	0.78
	99
	18
	1.22
	0.42

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	18
	3.44
	0.77


Appendix W
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	6
	3.00
	0.63
	34
	6
	2.17
	0.98
	67
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	2
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	35
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	68
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	3
	6
	2.17
	1.17
	36
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	69
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	4
	6
	2.17
	1.17
	37
	6
	3.17
	0.98
	70
	6
	2.83
	0.98

	5
	6
	2.50
	0.84
	38
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	71
	6
	1.50
	0.55

	6
	6
	2.50
	1.22
	39
	6
	2.83
	0.75
	72
	6
	1.67
	0.82

	7
	6
	2.67
	0.82
	40
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	73
	6
	2.83
	0.75

	8
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	41
	6
	2.50
	1.38
	74
	6
	3.33
	0.82

	9
	6
	2.67
	1.03
	42
	6
	1.83
	0.75
	75
	6
	3.00
	0.89

	10
	6
	2.83
	1.17
	43
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	76
	6
	1.50
	0.84

	11
	6
	2.17
	1.17
	44
	6
	3.00
	0.89
	77
	6
	3.17
	1.17

	12
	6
	2.50
	1.38
	45
	6
	2.17
	0.98
	78
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	13
	6
	2.50
	1.05
	46
	6
	3.83
	0.41
	79
	6
	2.00
	0.63

	14
	6
	1.83
	1.17
	47
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	80
	6
	3.33
	0.82

	15
	6
	3.00
	0.89
	48
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	81
	6
	1.83
	0.41

	16
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	49
	6
	3.17
	0.75
	82
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	17
	6
	3.33
	0.82
	50
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	83
	6
	3.17
	1.17

	18
	6
	2.17
	1.47
	51
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	84
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	19
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	52
	6
	3.17
	1.17
	85
	6
	1.83
	0.75

	20
	6
	2.83
	1.17
	53
	6
	3.17
	0.98
	86
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	21
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	54
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	87
	6
	2.67
	1.21

	22
	6
	2.50
	0.84
	55
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	88
	6
	3.33
	0.82

	23
	6
	2.83
	1.17
	56
	6
	1.33
	0.52
	89
	6
	4.00
	0.00

	24
	6
	3.67
	0.52
	57
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	90
	6
	3.33
	0.82

	25
	6
	2.50
	1.38
	58
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	91
	6
	3.00
	0.89

	26
	6
	3.50
	1.22
	59
	6
	2.83
	0.75
	92
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	27
	6
	3.50
	0.84
	60
	6
	1.83
	0.98
	93
	6
	3.17
	0.75

	28
	6
	3.50
	0.55
	61
	6
	2.83
	0.98
	94
	6
	3.67
	0.52

	29
	6
	3.17
	0.98
	62
	6
	3.00
	1.26
	95
	6
	3.50
	0.55

	30
	6
	2.33
	1.21
	63
	6
	2.83
	1.17
	96
	6
	3.00
	1.10

	31
	6
	2.67
	1.21
	64
	6
	3.00
	0.89
	97
	6
	3.33
	0.52

	32
	6
	2.83
	0.41
	65
	6
	2.33
	1.21
	98
	6
	2.17
	0.98

	33
	6
	3.33
	0.52
	66
	6
	3.00
	1.10
	99
	6
	1.33
	0.52

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	6
	3.50
	0.84


Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Deaf/Hard-of-Hearing Teachers at School 5
Appendix X
Raw Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Hearing Teachers at School 5
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD
	Item #
	N
	M
	SD

	1
	12
	3.08
	0.79
	34
	12
	2.00
	0.85
	67
	12
	3.50
	0.52

	2
	12
	3.00
	0.95
	35
	12
	2.50
	1.09
	68
	12
	3.00
	0.74

	3
	12
	1.83
	0.83
	36
	11
	2.45
	1.13
	69
	12
	3.08
	0.67

	4
	12
	1.58
	0.79
	37
	12
	2.17
	0.94
	70
	12
	3.08
	0.67

	5
	12
	2.83
	1.03
	38
	12
	3.08
	0.67
	71
	12
	1.75
	0.75

	6
	12
	2.83
	0.72
	39
	12
	3.50
	0.52
	72
	12
	1.92
	1.00

	7
	12
	2.50
	1.09
	40
	11
	2.09
	1.30
	73
	12
	3.08
	0.67

	8
	12
	1.75
	0.87
	41
	12
	2.67
	1.07
	74
	12
	3.33
	0.65

	9
	12
	1.75
	0.97
	42
	12
	1.58
	0.90
	75
	12
	3.58
	0.67

	10
	12
	2.17
	1.34
	43
	12
	2.83
	0.94
	76
	12
	1.42
	0.51

	11
	12
	1.67
	0.78
	44
	12
	2.75
	0.87
	77
	12
	3.33
	0.49

	12
	12
	1.92
	1.00
	45
	12
	1.58
	0.90
	78
	12
	3.50
	0.52

	13
	12
	2.58
	1.00
	46
	12
	3.75
	0.45
	79
	12
	2.58
	0.79

	14
	12
	1.92
	0.90
	47
	12
	3.42
	1.00
	80
	12
	3.25
	0.45

	15
	12
	2.58
	1.08
	48
	12
	3.17
	0.94
	81
	12
	1.75
	0.87

	16
	12
	2.83
	0.58
	49
	12
	2.50
	1.00
	82
	12
	3.42
	0.67

	17
	12
	2.42
	0.67
	50
	12
	3.67
	0.49
	83
	12
	3.42
	0.67

	18
	12
	2.58
	1.08
	51
	12
	2.92
	0.67
	84
	10
	3.50
	0.53

	19
	12
	3.92
	0.29
	52
	12
	3.25
	0.62
	85
	11
	1.64
	1.03

	20
	12
	2.58
	1.16
	53
	12
	3.25
	0.75
	86
	12
	3.67
	0.49

	21
	12
	2.92
	0.90
	54
	12
	2.83
	1.03
	87
	12
	3.25
	0.62

	22
	12
	2.92
	0.79
	55
	12
	3.17
	0.58
	88
	12
	2.25
	0.75

	23
	12
	3.33
	0.65
	56
	12
	1.17
	0.39
	89
	12
	3.92
	0.29

	24
	12
	3.42
	0.67
	57
	12
	2.50
	1.09
	90
	12
	3.33
	0.49

	25
	12
	3.08
	0.79
	58
	12
	3.50
	0.67
	91
	12
	2.25
	0.97

	26
	12
	4.00
	0.00
	59
	12
	2.83
	0.94
	92
	12
	3.42
	0.51

	27
	11
	3.18
	1.08
	60
	12
	2.08
	1.08
	93
	12
	3.17
	0.83

	28
	12
	3.42
	0.67
	61
	12
	2.50
	0.80
	94
	12
	3.33
	0.65

	29
	12
	2.50
	1.00
	62
	12
	2.67
	1.07
	95
	12
	3.33
	0.78

	30
	12
	1.58
	0.79
	63
	12
	2.67
	0.98
	96
	12
	3.00
	0.95

	31
	12
	2.17
	1.03
	64
	12
	3.00
	0.74
	97
	12
	3.25
	1.14

	32
	12
	2.42
	1.16
	65
	11
	2.09
	0.94
	98
	12
	1.67
	0.78

	33
	12
	2.42
	1.08
	66
	12
	3.08
	0.67
	99
	12
	1.17
	0.39

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	12
	3.42
	0.79
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� Capital-d Deaf: According to Marschark (1997), a “capital-d Deaf person” is a deaf person who considers deafness to be a positive characteristic rather than a disability, respects and may use American Sign Language, values Deaf Culture and claims membership in the deaf community.
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