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Abstract

The pressure that educators are experiencing to educate more students, with more challenges, to higher levels of learning
than any time in the past is significantly changing their working conditions. The purpose of this study was to examine the
perceptions of a national sample of teachers of students who are deaf or hard of hearing to ascertain their overall job
satisfaction as well as to identify the specific factors that positively and negatively affect their ability to do their jobs well. In
addition, responses of different subsets of teachers (e.g., itinerant, elementary, and secondary) were compared. Responses
from 495 deaf educators are reported. Collectively, 89% of participants stated that they were satisfied to very satisfied with
their overall job. Specific aspects of the job that respondents indicated that they were most satisfied or most dissatisfied with
are presented and suggestions for addressing some of the identified challenges as well as recommendations for future
research are provided.

Job satisfaction refers to the sense of fulfillment and gratification
individuals feel about their job in general or about specific aspects
of their job (Locke, 1969). Typically, it refers to the evaluation that
individuals make about whether or not their job-related needs
are being met (Evans, 1997). Research on job satisfaction began in
the early 1930s and was influenced by the economic and employ-
ment crises of the depression and by developments in attitude
measurement (Weiss & Brief, 2001). Since then, there has been a
generally accepted belief that workers perform better and are
more motivated in their work, if they find satisfaction in their job
(Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001). In contrast, job dissatis-
faction has been linked with employee issues such as reduced
retention, as well as job outcomes such as diminished perfor-
mance, lateness, and absenteeism (e.g., Cotton & Tuttle, 1986;
Currivan, 2000; Tett & Meyer, 1993). Job dissatisfaction also has
unfavorable effects on mental health in that individuals who
are dissatisfied with their job may exhibit the damaging effects
of burnout (i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and
lack of personal accomplishment) (Lee & Ashforth, 1996), anxi-
ety, depression, and lack of self-esteem (Faragher, Cass, &
Cooper, 2005). In addition, they may demonstrate increased

counterproductive work behaviors, such as actions that are in-
tended to harm coworkers or the organization as a whole
(Mount, Ilies, & Johnson, 2006).

Teacher Job Satisfaction

In the current educational climate, teachers are under a tremen-
dous amount of public pressure because there seems to be an
overall perception that there are serious problems with public
education and that major structural changes are needed in order
to fix these problems. As a result, there has been a strong educa-
tion reform movement focusing on more academically challeng-
ing standards for graduation, new curriculum frameworks to
guide instruction, and substantial reliance on assessments
to test students’ knowledge and make school administrators
and teachers accountable for students’ success or failure.
These increased societal pressures, along with the require-
ment to educate more students, with more challenges, to high-
er levels of learning than any time in the past 100 years, are
significantly changing the working conditions of all teachers
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(Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Grissom, Nicholson-Crotty, &
Harrington, 2014; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011).

In the current educational climate, teachers are under a tre-
mendous amount of public pressure because there seems to be
an overall perception that there are serious problems with pub-
lic education and that major structural changes are needed in
order to fix these problems. As a result, there has been a strong
education reform movement focusing on more academically
challenging standards for graduation, new curriculum frameworks
to guide instruction, and substantial reliance on assessments to
test students’ knowledge andmake school administrators and tea-
chers accountable for students’ success or failure. These increased
societal pressures, along with the requirement to educate
more students, with more challenges, to higher levels of learn-
ing than any time in the past 100 years, are significantly chang-
ing the working conditions of all teachers (Grissom, Nicholson-
Crotty, & Harrington, 2014; Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2011). Another issue currently affecting teachers is
how they are being evaluated. Some states have implemented
educator evaluation systems that base as much as 50% of the
weight of teacher evaluation decisions contingent upon stu-
dents’ scores on standardized tests (Lewis & Young, 2013). The
fairness of this practice has been called into question because
scores on standardized tests may be heavily influenced by
socioeconomic factors such as parents’ education, family re-
sources, the home communication and literacy environment,
family health, family mobility, influence of peers, and school
demographics (Berliner, 2014).

When these ongoing contemporary workforce challenges
are added to the regular persistent demands of the job, it is not
surprising that some educators are becoming dissatisfied with
the profession. The sentiment of many teachers was summa-
rized by one teacher who created a YouTube video as part of her
resignation from teaching. She stated, “Everything I loved about
teaching is extinct. Curriculum is mandated. Minutes spent
teaching subjects are audited. Schedules are dictated by admin-
istrators. The classroom teacher is no longer trusted or in con-
trol of what, when, or how she teaches” (Gates, 2013).

Teachers’ sense of job satisfaction has been associated with
their motivation (Barnabé & Burns, 1994), well-being (Vansteenkiste
et al., 2007), and commitment to teaching (Feather & Rauter, 2004).
Schools depend on teachers who are satisfied with their jobs and
who work with one another to build a workplace community.
Dissatisfied teachers may be less motivated to meet educational
goals, and dissatisfaction with teaching conditions may lead to
higher teacher absenteeism, stress, and turnover (Allensworth,
Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009; Grissom, 2012; Ingersoll, 2001; Ladd and
Chiu, 2011; Loeb, Darling-Hammond, & Luczak, 2005; Perrachione,
Rosser, & Peterson, 2008; Renzulli, Parrott, & Beattie, 2011).
Another consequence of teacher job dissatisfaction is attrition
(Billingsley, 2004; Boe, 2014). When teachers leave their positions,
it adversely affects school districts as well as students. School dis-
tricts spend thousands of dollars to replace each teacher that quits
(Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007). Students, particularly those in
underperforming schools, experience barriers to quality instruc-
tion as their schools are constantly replacing staff (Barnes et al.,
2007). Lack of qualified personnel interferes with school reform ef-
forts as well as the implementation of instructional programs
(McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008).

Teacher of students who are deaf or hard of hearing job satisfaction
Teaching students who are deaf or hard of hearing has always
been challenging. So much so that Stewart and Kluwin (2001)
wrote:

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 process
is multidimensional and each dimension has the potential to sig-
nificantly impact their academic achievement (p. 14).

In addition to the contemporary workforce issues noted above,
most teachers of students who are deaf or hard of hearing
(ToDHH) are required to be able to communicate with students
who use a variety of modes of communication, to effectively pro-
vide direct instruction to an increasingly culturally and linguisti-
cally diverse student body, to consult and collaborate with
colleagues, administrators, families and community agencies, to
write Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) that include goals
and objectives that align with state standards and meet unique
student needs, to conduct and support frequent progress monitor-
ing, to stay updated on continuously changing hearing assistive
technology, and to facilitate transition services. These activities
occur along with limited planning time, and the expectation that
teachers will complete due process compliance paperwork and
attend compliance related meetings, often with a lack of adminis-
trative support (Bullard & Luckner, 2013). In the following section a
brief review of the literature on teacher morale, teacher stress,
teacher burnout and job satisfaction of ToDHH is presented. For a
more comprehensive review, please see Luckner and Hanks (2003).

Meadow (1981) reported that 80% of a sample of ToDHH (n =
240) were satisfied with their jobs, but that they experienced sig-
nificantlymore “emotional exhaustion” than a sample of teachers
of hearing students. Johnson (1983) examined the job stress of
ToDHH (n = 377). She reported that 27% rated teaching as very
stressful or extremely stressful and that the primary sources of
stress were (1) paperwork, (2) developing IEPs, (3) planning and
preparingmaterials for a wide ranges of abilities, (4) inappropriate
and/or disruptive behavior of students, and (5) inadequate time
for planning. Stedt and Palermo (1983) compared the morale of a
group of teachers of deaf students with a group of teachers of
deaf students who had additional disabilities. They reported that
the teachers of students with additional disabilities had higher
morale than the teachers of students without additional disabil-
ities and higher than the norms for general education teachers.
Moores (1991) reported that ToDHH (n = 231) were experiencing
low morale due to the workload and pressure from community
expectations. McNeill and Jordan (1993) compared ToDHH using
an oral approach (n = 31) with ToDHHwho used a total communi-
cation approach to teaching (n = 93) for stress and job satisfaction
and reported that the two groups did not differ significantly and
that neither group reported high stress. Most recently, Luckner
and Hanks (2003) surveyed ToDHH (n = 608) and reported that
overall, respondents were satisfied with their jobs. Of the 59 items
in the survey, 51 were rated as satisfied or very satisfied by more
than 50% of participants. In addition, subgroup (i.e., itinerant, ele-
mentary, secondary, and resource room teachers) responses were
similar to those of the group as a whole. The items teachers re-
ported being most satisfied with were (1) relationships with
colleagues, (2) opportunity to use training and education, (3)
importance and challenge (i.e., meaningful work and the drive
to be successful), (4) structuring lessons to promote learning,
and (5) job as a whole. The items they expressed the most dis-
satisfaction with were (1) amount of paperwork, (2) state
assessment tests, (3) lack of family involvement, (4) time for
nonteaching responsibilities, and (5) providing students with
adult role models.

Working conditions can seriously affect teachers’ morale,
level of effort, and quality of their work. Negative responses to
day-to-day work may lead teachers to leave the profession or
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teachers may remain in their positions, but simply reduce their
overall involvement and effort. In addition, teachers may lower
their expectations for students, which can lead to a substandard
quality of education for students who are deaf or hard of hear-
ing. If students do not acquire the knowledge, skills, and strate-
gies needed for adult functioning during their years in school,
they are likely to experience decades of underachievement,
frustration and dependence. In contrast, professionals who
have favorable attitudes toward their jobs are more highly moti-
vated to remain in and perform their jobs effectively. The pur-
pose of this study was to examine the perceptions of a national
sample of ToDHH to examine the factors that positively and
negatively affect their ability to do their jobs well. The research
questions that guided the study were:

1. How satisfied or dissatisfied are teachers of students who
are deaf or hard of hearing with their job in general and
with particular aspects of their job specifically?

2. How satisfied or dissatisfied are different subsets of teachers
of students who are deaf or hard of hearing with their job in
general and with particular aspects of their job specifically?

Method

Design of the Survey

To answer the above research questions, we used the “Job
Satisfaction of Teachers of Students who are Deaf or Hard of
Hearing” questionnaire created by Luckner and Hanks (2003).
We made a few minor wording changes, added two additional
items to the demographic portion of the survey and added a few
job-related items to reflect current trends previously discussed.
The survey consisted of four sections. Section one explained the
purpose of the survey and provided the consent form for partici-
pants. Section two contained questions related to participants’
personal and professional demographic information. The items
in this section asked about years of teaching experience, gender,
highest degree earned, job responsibilities, student services pro-
vided, and the type of program where teachers worked. Section
three contained 65 items that focused on a variety of aspects of
the job. Participants responded to each item using a four-point
Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly dis-
agree.” The fourth section contained three open-ended questions
that asked respondents to comment on the most challenging
and the most enjoyable aspects of their job and to predict how
long they thought they would continue working in the field. We
used Qualtrics, a web based software, that enabled us to create
the survey, establish a link for participants to access the survey
and allowed us to conduct online data collection and analysis.
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated to determine an
internal consistency estimation of reliability of the items on the
survey. Cronbach’s alpha was .84 suggesting that the items have
relatively high internal consistency.

Distribution of the Survey

After receiving institutional review board approval from the uni-
versity to conduct the study, we employed a four-step process to
obtain a broad-based sample of ToDHH. First, we used the list of
schools and programs printed in the April 2015 issue of the
American Annals of the Deaf (Schools and Programs in the United
States). Second, we used the website of OPTION Schools Inc., an
international, non-profit organization comprised of listening and
spoken language programs and schools for children who are deaf

or hard of hearing in the United States. The seven hundred and
one addresses provided in the Annals and the forty emails from
the OPTION Schools were entered into a database, and supervi-
sors of each program for students who are deaf and hard of hear-
ing were sent an email message asking them to share the
information about the survey and the link for the survey with the
teachers on their staff. One hundred and eighty email messages
were returned as “undeliverable.” A reminder email message
was sent to the supervisors two weeks after the initial contact
was made reminding them about the study. Third, an email mes-
sage that included a description of the study and a direct link to
the survey was distributed via the listserv of the Council for
Exceptional Children’s Division of Communicative Disabilities
and Deafness (DCDD). Fourth, a message about the study was
posted on a Facebook page for deaf education professionals as
well as directly sent to 28 ToDHH known by the second author.

As noted by Garberoglio, Gobble, and Cawthon (2012) an
available database on the number of ToDHH in the nation does
not exist. Consequently, we do not know what percentage of
the true population is captured in this study. Yet, comparable
national studies conducting research with ToDHH have had
smaller sample sizes than the present investigation (e.g.,
Cawthon, 2009; Johnson, 1983; Moores, 1991).

Participants

Four hundred ninety-five teachers completed the survey. An
additional forty-six “administrators” participated in the survey,
but were excluded from the analysis because the focus of this
study was on teachers. Years of teaching experience ranged
from one to forty-seven, with the mean being 16 years. Four
hundred eighty-one were female (97%) and 14 were male (3%).
Thirty-one (6%) described themselves as deaf, 34 (7%) as hard of
hearing and 430 (87%) as hearing. Most had a master’s degree
(n = 371, 75%). Forty-one percent (n = 204) indicated that their
primary job responsibility was as itinerant teachers, 19% (n = 95)
were elementary teachers, 10% (n = 51) were secondary level tea-
chers and 29% (n = 145) checked “other” and added the specifics
of their position (e.g., preschool, resource room, home interven-
tion, part-time itinerant part-time resource room, consultant,
transition specialist, itinerant and birth-3, outreach consultant).

Regarding direct services to students, the majority (n = 189,
38%) had a caseload of between seven and 12 students, 135 (27%)
worked with less than six students, 89 (18%) of teachers worked
with between 13 and 18 students, and 82 teachers (17%) had
more than 19 students on their caseload. In addition, they pro-
vided consultation services for one to six students (n = 299, 60%),
seven to 12 students (n = 89, 18%), 13–18 students (n = 45, 9%) and
more than 19 students (n = 62, 13%). Participants were also asked
to report the different types of communication they use with stu-
dents. They were encouraged to “check all that apply.” Auditory/
oral (n = 325, 66%) was the most often used, the second most fre-
quently used communication approach was total communica-
tion (n = 237, 48%), the third was American Sign Language (ASL)
(n = 153, 31%) and Cued Speech was used by seven respondents
(1%). Additional demographic details about the participants are
provided in Table 1.

Results

Scaled Items

The first research question asked: How satisfied or dissatisfied
are ToDHH with their job in general and with particular aspects
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of their job specifically? To answer the first part of the question
we examined the responses to the final item of the survey,
which asked participants to share their perceptions of “the job
as a whole.” The majority of responses were “satisfied” (n = 292,
59%), many were “very satisfied” (n = 150, 30%), some were “dis-
satisfied” (n = 41, 8%) and a few were “very dissatisfied” (n = 10,
2%). Collectively, 89% of participants reported being satisfied to
very satisfied with their overall job.

The second part of the first research question asked: How sat-
isfied or dissatisfied are ToDHH with particular aspects of their
job? To identify the positive and negative trends for the total
group very dissatisfied and dissatisfied responses were combined, as
were satisfied and very satisfied responses for the remaining 64
items. Overall, respondents were satisfied with most aspects of
their jobs. Themajority of items on the survey were scored as pos-
itive by more than 50% of respondents. The 10 aspects of the job
that the group as a whole identified as being satisfied or very satis-
fiedwith are presented in Table 2. The 10 items reported as dissatis-
fied or very dissatisfied are listed in Table 3.

The second research question asked: How satisfied or dissat-
isfied are different subsets of ToDHH with their job in general
and with particular aspects of their job specifically? The four
categories of itinerant, elementary, secondary, and other were
used because they represented the majority of the respondents.
Table 4 displays the combined “satisfied” and “very satisfied”
percentages by group and Table 5 shows the combined “dissat-
isfied” and “very dissatisfied” percentages by group. An analysis
of variance was conducted to compare ratings for “job overall.”

The analysis produced a result that was not statistically signifi-
cant (F(5, 489) = 0.647, p = .664). The eta squared was .006567,
indicating that the independent variable of job type explained
only 0.66% of the variance in the dependent variable of “job
overall” rating.

The second part of the second research question asked: How
satisfied or dissatisfied are different subsets of ToDHH with par-
ticular aspects of their job specifically? As in Tables 4 and 5, the
four categories of itinerant, elementary, secondary, and other
were used. Table 6 compares the satisfied or very satisfied re-
sponses and Table 7 compares the dissatisfied or very dissatisfied
items and percentages. Overall, the subsets of teachers responded
in a similar manner, yet the elementary and secondary teachers
were more dissatisfied with the state assessment tests and the
lack of professional development related to deaf education.

Open-ended Questions and Comments

Qualitative analysis of open response questions in section four
of the survey was conducted by the researchers to identify com-
mon themes. All responses were transcribed and grouped ac-
cording to the individual prompts, (a) “What are the most
challenging aspects of your job?” (b) “What are the most enjoy-
able aspects of your job?” and (c) “Additional comments.”

The second author conducted the initial analysis and verifi-
cation for accuracy was done by the first author. The constant
comparison method of data analysis was used to create the
categories (Maxwell, 2005; Merriam, 2009). Each response was
compared with every other response in order to look for similar-
ities, differences, and consistency of meaning (Braun & Clarke,
2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Themes were expanded as a new

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of participants

Frequency Percent

Highest degree earned
B.A. or B.S. 76 15
M.A., M.S, M.Ed. 371 75
Ph.D. or Ed.D. 5 1
Specialist degree 14 3
Other 29 6

Current job responsibilities
Itinerant 204 41
Elementary 95 19
Secondary 51 10
Other 145 29

Type of program
Local public school 247 50
School for the Deaf/Hard of Hearing 110 22
Cooperative agency 72 15
Other 66 13

Table 2 Items participants identified most frequently as “satisfied”
or “very satisfied”

Item Percent

Importance and challenge 94
Explaining important vocabulary and concepts 93
Opportunity to use past training and education 91
Professional qualification of colleagues 91
Attending/contributing to IEP meetings 90
Working with a wide age range of students 90
School safety 89
Working with students from diverse cultures 87
Structuring lessons and experiences that promote learning 87
Being part of an educational team 87

Table 3 Items participants identified most frequently as “dissatis-
fied” or “very dissatisfied”

Item Percent

State assessment tests for students 72
Providing students with deaf adult role models 61
Professional development related to deaf education 59
Amount of paperwork required 58
Time to collaborate with school staff 56
Family involvement 55
Availability of appropriate tests for students 54
Time for nonteaching responsibilities 51
Time to collaborate with families 47
Evaluation system 46

Table 4 Percentage of each group who reported being “satisfied” or
“very satisfied” with the job overall

Job as a
whole

All
respondents Itinerant Elementary Secondary Other

89% 89% 84% 86% 94%

Table 5 Percentage of each group who reported being “dissatisfied”
or “very dissatisfied” with the job overall

Job as a
whole

All
respondents Itinerant Elementary Secondary Other

10% 10% 16% 14% 6%
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concept appeared and similar items were clustered together
into provisional categories. Statements were then recorded on a
comprehensive list that organized all responses under each
question.

Responses to the question about challenging aspects of the
job were similar to those presented in Table 3. The most fre-
quently reported issues in order of recurrence were paperwork,
inadequate time, lack of family involvement, collaboration and
consultation with other professionals, differentiating instruc-
tion to meet students’ needs, standardized tests, traveling to
schools, and scheduling. Responses to the question about the
most enjoyable aspects of the job were consistently focused on
the gratification felt from working directly with students.
Comments such as, “seeing students learn, grow and succeed”
and “the aha moments when the light bulb goes on” were
repeated continuously. Connections with colleagues and cowor-
kers were also frequently mentioned as was relationships with
families.

Responses to the open-ended question that asked for addi-
tional comments were minimal. Several individuals indicated
that they love their job and enjoy the opportunity to be part of a
team, and yet there is not enough time to do their job effec-
tively. The final item on the survey asked respondents “Do you
see yourself in this field in: 5, 10, 15, or more years?” Thirty-two
percent reported that they would work up to five more years,
another 32% indicated that they plan to be in the field more
than 15 years, 17% stated that they plan to work 6–10 years
more, and another 16% thought they would continue to work in
deaf education for 11–15 years. The majority of participants re-
ported that their primary reason for leaving the field was that
they plan to retire. Teachers’ second most frequently stated

reason to leave the profession was because they do not like cer-
tain aspects of the job. The third reason offered was concern
about whether or not they would continue to have a job due to
shrinking caseloads.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of a
national sample of ToDHH to identify the factors that positively
and negatively affect their ability to do their jobs well. Responses
were analyzed from 495 teachers from across the United States.
Eighty-nine percent of participants reported being satisfied to
very satisfied with their overall job. In addition, of the 64 aspects
of the job identified in the survey, 52 aspects were rated as satis-
fied or very satisfied bymore than 50% of participants.

The impetus for this study was the changes occurring in
schools. For example, general education trends such as more
academically challenging standards, increased requirements to
use evidence-based practices, the use of annual state-level as-
sessments to test students’ knowledge and evaluate educators’
effectiveness, the increasing cultural and linguistic diversity of
the student population, and the inclusion movement have
altered how general education teachers do their job. In educa-
tion of students who are deaf or hard of hearing specific trends,
such as newborn hearing screening, early intervention, cochlear
implants and improved hearing assistance technology, and
greater acceptance of ASL have changed what ToDHH teach,
where they teach, and the population of students they serve
(Antia & Rivera, 2016; Foster & Cue, 2009; Lenihan, 2010; Miller,
2014; Mitchell & Karchmer, 2006). Additional evidence of the
changes taking place in the field of deaf education can be seen

Table 6 Comparison of items identified as “satisfied” or “very satisfied” by teachers’ job responsibilities

Item All respondents Itinerant Elementary Secondary Other

Importance and challenge 94% 93% 95% 92% 96%
Explaining important vocabulary and concepts 93% 95% 94% 88% 92%
Opportunity to use past training and education 91% 87% 93% 94% 95%
Professional qualifications of colleagues 91% 92% 92% 86% 91%
Attending/contributing to IEP meetings 90% 91% 91% 86% 90%
Working with a wide range of students 90% 99% 80% 90% 83%
Safety 89% 92% 92% 82% 88%
Working with students from diverse cultures 87% 83% 91% 82% 92%
Structuring lessons/experiences that promote learning 87% 82% 95% 86% 90%
Being part of an educational team 87% 84% 88% 88% 90%

Table 7 Comparison of items identified as “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” by job

Item All respondents Itinerant Elementary Secondary Other

State assessment tests for students 72% 72% 85% 84% 61%
Providing students with deaf adult role models 61% 71% 57% 47% 53%
Professional development related to deaf education 59% 54% 67% 76% 54%
Amount of paperwork required 58% 59% 63% 67% 50%
Time to collaborate with school staff 56% 68% 44% 51% 48%
Family involvement 55% 52% 65% 75% 47%
Availability of appropriate tests for students 54% 49% 67% 78% 45%
Time for nonteaching responsibilities 51% 48% 62% 61% 46%
Time to collaborate with families 47% 50% 47% 59% 37%
Evaluation system 46% 50% 42% 57% 37%
Amount of planning time provided 44% 47% 53% 41% 37%
Availability of resources 40% 37% 45% 53% 37%
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by examining the demographic characteristics of participants
(see Table 1). Almost 30% of the ToDHH who participated in the
study checked “other” and indicated that their job responsibili-
ties were significantly different from working as a self-contained
elementary or secondary classroom ToDHH (e.g., home interven-
tion, outreach consultant, and transition specialist). Many re-
spondents also reported that their job was a combination or two
positions (e.g., part-time itinerant, part-time resource room, itin-
erant and birth-3). Finally, it is important to note that the major-
ity of respondents (41%) were itinerant ToDHH. In the following
section, possible options for attending to the some of the difficul-
ties identified by participants are provided.

Suggestions for Addressing Identified Challenges

A comparison of the results of this study with those of previ-
ously conducted research on job satisfaction, stress, and morale
of ToDHH discussed above, indicates similarities over time. The
primary aspects of the profession that teachers gain pleasure
from are their relationships – with students, colleagues, and
families. The major challenges they face include the state as-
sessments, lack of role models who are deaf or hard of hearing,
lack of professional development specific to the field of deaf
education, paperwork, and the shortage of time to collaborate
with other professionals and families.

State assessments
It is not surprising that state assessments continue to nega-
tively impact the attitudes of ToDHH. As noted above, teachers
enjoy seeing the students they serve apply themselves, learn,
and succeed. They also are acutely aware that a hearing loss of
any type or degree often has an adverse impact on the develop-
ment of language, literacy, academic and social skills (Luckner,
Slike, & Johnson, 2012). Consequently, it is understandable that
teachers often feel frustrated because they are required to limit
the curriculum and teach toward the state assessments, which
does not allow them to address other necessary skills needed by
students in order to become successful adults (e.g., self-advocacy,
social-emotional skills, study skills, career development, and
learning strategies). In addition, the pressure to raise student test
scores, to the exclusion of other important goals, can dishearten
good teachers and provoke them to leave the profession, while
simultaneously discourage talented young professionals from
entering the field.

Additional concerns often expressed about state assess-
ments include: (a) the amount of time lost for instruction, (b)
the additional time and work required to collect and analyze
the data, (c) concern that students are being assessed at levels
that they are not prepared to pass the assessments and the neg-
ative impact that has on the students’ motivation, and (d) the
limited value the assessments have for planning instruction.
Hopefully, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015) will pro-
vide a better balance between assessment that guides instruc-
tion and assessment used for accountability purposes.

Adult role models
The lack of adult role models who are deaf or hard of hearing
continues to be a concern for ToDHH. While some states have
established programs where d/Deaf adults work with families of
young children who have a hearing loss (e.g., Abrams &
Gallegos, 2011) or have access to the Hands & Voices Guide By
Your Side program (http://www.handsandvoices.org), similar
resources are often not available for school age students.
However, given the significant increase in the number of high

schools and universities that currently accept ASL as a foreign
language (Rosen, 2014) it is very likely that schools will see an
increase in the number of d/Deaf adults who are hired to teach
ASL. In the meantime, ToDHH will need to work together to find
ways to involve d/Deaf adults in schools by (a) organizing a Deaf
awareness week, (b) arranging career awareness fairs, and (c)
asking d/Deaf adults and teens to read children’s literature to
students.

Professional development
ToDHH expressed a concern that a lack of professional develop-
ment specific to the field of deaf education currently exists. This
is understandable when considering what has traditionally been
considered professional development, that is a range of formal,
structured activities in which educators are brought together,
usually outside of the classroom, to further develop their teach-
ing skills, learn new skills or content, and/or to familiarize them-
selves with new education policies that affect their teaching.
These approaches typically have required release time during
the school day, after school time, or in-service days in order for
educators to participate.

Four factors have decreased the number of traditional profes-
sional development activities for all educators, including ToDHH.
First, the financial recession that began in 2008 caused educa-
tional programs to make budget cuts, and professional develop-
ment was one budget item that was significantly reduced.
Second, research indicated that the workshopmodel was ineffec-
tive at achieving transfer of new pedagogy into classroom prac-
tice (e.g., Little, 1993; Showers, 1984). More specifically, the U.S.
Department of Education’s report titled Reviewing the Evidence on
How Teacher Professional Development Affects Student Achievement
(Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007) indicated that
there is a paucity of valid and scientifically defensible evidence
that demonstrates a relationship between professional develop-
ment and an increase in student learning.

Third, there has been an increase in job-embedded profes-
sional development, which occurs in the context where one prac-
tices – schools and classrooms, and is most effective when it
focuses on problems of practice identified by teachers (Darling-
Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009; Fullan,
2007). One prominent job-embedded professional development
approach is the establishment of professional learning commu-
nities (PLC), where schools structure time to create collaborative
arrangements for educators to learn from one another in the
context of the school day (e.g., through teacher networks, mentor
programs, coaching, and common planning time for teachers of
the same subject or grade). Research reported by Glazerman et al.
(2008) suggests that PLCs appear to be effective. Specifically, they
reported that students of teachers who received coaching and
feedback on their teaching scored higher than students of tea-
chers who did not receive the services. In addition, teacher reten-
tion was higher among teachers who had an assigned mentor,
received guidance in content areas, or engaged in content spe-
cific and pedagogical professional development. In addition, the
trend toward school-based professional development is aligned
with ESSA. The Act defined professional development as “sus-
tained (not stand-alone, 1-day, or short-term workshops), inten-
sive, collaborative, job-embedded, data-driven, and classroom-
focused” (§8002 (42)).

The fourth factor that has affected traditional professional
development is the proliferation of online resources that educators
can access individually or collectively, whenever they have time.
Examples of general education and special education resources
include the Iris Center (http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/), and
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the Institute of Education Sciences – What Works Clearinghouse
(http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/). Examples in deaf education include
Hands & Voices (http://www.handsandvoices.org), Central Institute
for the Deaf (https://cid.edu/professionals), Clarke Schools for
Hearing and Speech (http://www.clarkeschools.org/for-professi
onals), Gallaudet University Regional Centers (http://www.galla
udet.edu/outreach-programs/regional-centers.html) and National
Deaf Center on Postsecondary Outcomes (http://www.meadows
center.org/projects/detail/national-deaf-center-on-postsecond
ary-outcomes).

Paperwork
For more than 30 years ToDHH have been dissatisfied with the
amount of paperwork that they are required to complete.
Similar concerns have consistently been expressed by general
special education professionals (Brunsting, Sreckovic, & Lane,
2014). Although completing paperwork is tedious and time-
consuming, it is an essential component of teaching students
with special needs. Given the current emphasis on data-driven
decision making and progress monitoring, this concern is not
likely to wane in the near future.

Teacher preparation programs need to help preservice tea-
chers understand that paperwork is a requirement of the posi-
tion and provide them with strategies for efficiently completing
paperwork, such as how to develop sample forms and letters
that can be stored and saved on a jump drive or on an online
data storage platform. Examples include: check mark or fill-in
the blank notes to colleagues, response to parent/caregivers’
notes, sending positive good news home, incident reports, itin-
eraries for field trips, telephone conversation/email logs, stu-
dent participation and homework logs, and upcoming events/
meetings notes. In addition, teacher preparation programs and
staff development trainers should expose ToDHH to online re-
sources that provide a variety of tools that can save educators
time and effort. Examples include Google Forms, which has a
variety of formats for developing tests and quizzes, administra-
tive forms, and templates for creating worksheets and indepen-
dent practice activities and rubric websites that provide
suggestions for constructing rubrics as well as sample rubrics
that can be downloaded, adapted and used.

Consultation and collaboration
The U.S. Department of Education (2015) reports that approxi-
mately 87% of students who are deaf or hard of hearing attend
general education classrooms for some portion of their school
day. Most general education professionals have a limited under-
standing of the needs of students with a hearing loss and
require ongoing collaboration with ToDHH in order to make
appropriate adaptations so that students with a hearing loss
have access to the academic content and social interactions
(Bullard & Luckner, 2013). Simultaneously, between 90% and
95% of children with a hearing loss are born to hearing parents/
caregivers (Mitchell & Karchmer, 2004). Because hearing loss is a
low-incidence disability, most parents/caregivers have never
knowingly come in contact with a person who is deaf or hard of
hearing, and as a result, they have a limited understanding of
what it is like to have a hearing loss. Consequently, similar to
general education teachers, many families rely on collaboration
and consultation from ToDHH to help them navigate the variety
of challenges that do not occur for the parents/caregivers of typ-
ical children and youth, but do exist for them (e.g., communica-
tion decisions, services, placement, Individualized Family
Service Plans, IEPs, and transition planning).

Collaboration and consultation take time (Friend & Cook,
2013). ToDHH reported that they do not have sufficient time to
collaborate or consult with school staff and families. It is impor-
tant for supervisors of ToDHH to understand that in addition to
providing direct services to students, ToDHH need time in their
schedules for meeting with educators, administrators, and fam-
ilies (indirect service) so they can help these individuals
increase their knowledge and skills about the needs of children
and youth who are deaf or hard of hearing. It is also critical that
ToDHH have time in their schedules to observe general educa-
tion classrooms in order to gather data about how well students
with a hearing loss are functioning in that setting. Observation
provides ToDHH with data that enables them to make student
specific suggestions for adaptations so that students can partici-
pate and benefit from the time spent in the general education
classroom. Finally, the substantial increase in the number of
students who receive cochlear implants requires that ToDHH
have time built into their schedules to collaborate and consult
with cochlear implant teams, educational audiologists, and par-
ent/caregivers of students.

Limitations

Potential limitations of the study include the following: First,
the sample was voluntary. Consequently, there could have been
a self-selection bias. Individuals who were not satisfied with
their job may not have taken the time to complete the survey.
Second, program supervisors were contacted and asked to share
the information about the study with teachers on their staff.
Supervisors may have either consciously or unconsciously
selected teachers who had a positive attitude about their job.
Third, the study was conducted in the fall. Different results may
have been obtained if teachers were contacted later in the
school year.

Future Research

As stated above, the purpose of this study was to examine the
perceptions of a national sample of ToDHH to identify the fac-
tors that positively and negatively affect their ability to do their
jobs well. A construct related to teacher job satisfaction is
teacher self-efficacy. Teachers’ self-efficacy refers to their belief
of “their capacity to successfully organize and execute tasks
required to have a positive impact on students and their
achievement” (Garberoglio et al., 2012, p. 367, 368). Researchers
have reported that teaching efficacy was a determinant of tea-
chers’ job satisfaction (e.g., Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, &
Steca, 2003; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006), and
that both stress and teaching efficacy contributed to job satis-
faction (Klassen, 2010). Additional research indicates that tea-
chers with a strong sense of efficacy exhibit greater enthusiasm
for teaching (Allinder, 1994) and are more likely to collaborate
with other teachers (Chester & Beaudin, 1996). In addition,
research suggests that teachers with a strong sense of self-
efficacy have a positive impact on student achievement
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), student motivation (Midgley,
Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989), and student engagement (Good &
Brophy, 2003). In contrast, teachers with low efficacy beliefs
may feel that they lack the ability to improve students’ achieve-
ment, give up easily, and blame extenuating circumstances for
lack of student growth (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Future research
with ToDHH should examine the connection between teacher
self-efficacy and job satisfaction.
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Another line of inquiry to consider are interventions for
ToDHH that promote work-life balance. Given the multiple
responsibilities of ToDHH, the heterogeneous population they
serve and the slow progress that some students demonstrate,
researchers may want to examine ways to increase educators’
achievement, enjoyment, and psychological flexibility. For
example, Acceptance and Commitment Training (ACT), which
promotes the acceptance of unpleasant thoughts, feelings, and
sensations, encourages mindful contact with the present
moment, and helps individuals clarify and take action in the
service of their values, has been demonstrated to have a posi-
tive impact on early childhood special education staff (Biglan,
Layton, Jones, Hankins, & Rusby, 2013), drug and alcohol coun-
selors (Varra, Hayes, Roget, & Fisher, 2008) and work organiza-
tions (Bond & Bunce, 2000). Additional research questions to
consider are:

• Do the dispositions of preservice teachers’ affect their job
satisfaction and job performance?

• Does teachers’ autonomy affect their job satisfaction?
• To what degree does students’ academic success affect

teacher job satisfaction?
• Does teacher job satisfaction affect student achievement?

Summary

There are multiple reasons for being concerned about the job
satisfaction of ToDHH. First, when professionals feel unsatisfied
and frustrated it impacts their ability to deliver quality services,
which in turn, negatively influences the well-being and achieve-
ment levels of the students they teach. The importance of work
attitudes has been reinforced by research from other fields con-
necting work attitudes to employee retention as well as job out-
comes such as performance, lateness, and absenteeism (e.g.,
Cotton & Tuttle, 1986; Currivan, 2000; Tett & Meyer, 1993). Second,
students who are deaf or hard of hearing are a heterogeneous
population with unique special education needs. The majority of
these students arrive at school with significant delays in acquiring
a first language, which impacts their ability to learn to read, write,
socialize and acquire knowledge about the world (Marschark,
Shaver, Nagle, & Newman, 2015). As a result, students who are
deaf or hard of hearing benefit from direct and indirect services
from specially trained professionals who understand the potential
impact of a hearing loss and who have the attitude, knowledge,
and skills to improve the educational opportunities and outcomes
for students who are deaf or hard of hearing.

Third, when the ongoing contemporary workforce chal-
lenges discussed previously are added to the regular persistent
demands of the job, it is not surprising that some educators
are becoming dissatisfied with their job. As a result, it is
becoming increasingly difficult to attract and retain profes-
sionals into the field of education of students who are deaf or
hard of hearing (Boe, 2014). The shortage of qualified ToDHH
has been substantiated by Dolman (2010, 2008) who reported
that the number of preparation programs as well as the num-
ber of students enrolled in deaf education teacher preparation
programs have continually declined since the mid-1970s. Similarly,
the American Association for Employment in Education (AAEE) also
has consistently reported “considerable teacher shortages” in their
publications titled the Job Search Handbook for Educators for Special
Education: Hearing Impaired (e.g., 2002, 2007, 2010, 2017). Deaf edu-
cation administrators (e.g., Bradfield & Seagrest, 2001) aswell as lea-
ders in the field of deaf education (e.g., Johnson, 2013; Jones &
Ewing, 2002; LaSasso & Wilson, 2000) have also noted the critical

shortage of qualified teachers in the field of education of students
who are deaf or hard of hearing.

The results of this study indicate that overall, ToDHH are sat-
isfied with their job. As a group, they are most satisfied with the
aspects of their job that relate to teaching and collaboration (e.g.,
importance and challenge, explaining vocabulary, colleagues),
but dissatisfied with the aspects that surround the performance
of their job (e.g., state assessments, lack of professional develop-
ment, time for nonteaching responsibilities). Because teachers
constitute the greatest cost and human capital resource of
schools (Perie & Baker, 1997), improving teachers’ sense of job
satisfaction can help to reduce the consequences associated with
high levels of teacher stress that include teacher absenteeism,
teacher illness, and attrition. The results of this study provide
teacher trainers, administrators, and ToDHH with information
that can be used to accentuate the positive while simultaneously
working toward overcoming the barriers that stand in the way of
providing high-quality services to students who are deaf or hard
of hearing and their families.
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