
 

 

 

The Effectiveness of Videoconferencing in the Delivery of a 

Manual Communication Lab for Deaf Educators 

 

by 

 

Carlos A. Flores, Jr. MEd 

 

A Dissertation 

 

In 

 

Special Education 

 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 

of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 

the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION  

 

 

Approved 

 

Roseanna Davidson EdD 

Chair of Committee 

 

Effie Laman EdD 

 

Sylvia Méndez-Morse PhD 

 

James Surles PhD 

 

Leigh Kackley-Smith PhD 

 

 

 

Mark Sheridan PhD 

Dean of the Graduate School 

 

 

August, 2014  



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2014, Flores, Jr. Carlos A. 

 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

ii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank my wife Angela first and foremost.  Throughout the 

years, you have done nothing but support me at every turn, encourage me when I 

wanted to quit, prayed for me when I was down, and typed for me when I was injured.  

I have been truly blessed to have you at my side for this incredible journey.  There 

were lots of ups and down on this road, but with you next to me, I made it.  Without 

your love and support, I would not have gotten to this point in my education.  I also 

want to thank my son, Ethan.  Thank you so much for supporting me and 

understanding when I had to lock myself in the office for hours and do my work.  Now 

that I am done, we might have more time to shoot hoops in the front yard and break 

out that remote controlled car packed away in the closet! 

My parents, Miriam and Carlos Flores, have always supported me in my 

education.  They have paid for classes when times were hard, bought a new computer 

when mine crashed in the middle of writing this paper, and have prayed for me every 

step of the way.  Thank you so much for everything that you have done and for 

pushing me to finish school no matter what.  Thank you for the support of my sister 

Magaly Palos, my brother in law Marc, my nephews Alex and Roman, and my niece 

Cami.  Uncle Flo loves you very much! 

Thank you to my committee for your help.  Dr. Davidson pushed me to 

continue on and never for one minute doubted I could do this.  Thank you for being 

there for me I was panicking and needed to sit down and make sure I was in the right 

place.  Dr. Laman, thank you for your help and for helping me collect the elusive 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

iii 

testing data!  Thank you to Dr. Méndez-Morse for helping me on the road of 

Qualitative Analysis, and to Dr. Surles for agreeing to take on the task of helping me 

navigate the scary world statistics.  Thanks also go to my friend Dr. Leigh Kackley-

Smith, you have been a tremendous help for the past seven years.   

To my extended family, my grandparents Hulda and Ismael Escanio, my aunts, 

uncles, and cousins, thank you for believing in me and for your support every step of 

the way.  Thank you to my mother in law, Melanie Reed, who lent us her vehicle on 

numerous occasions for trips to Lubbock and put up with me working on this paper on 

out of town trips!  Thank you also to my work family, Bill Waters, Adrian Blanco, 

Rhonda Hatfield, Peggy Cox, Deborah Campbell, and many more.  You were always 

there to help, encourage, and cover for me when I thought I was losing my mind.   

Thanks to Sandra Gray who has been my editor for years.  Without her 

showing up at my job and convincing to me to take the first step in entering graduate 

school, I would not be here today.  Thank you for wielding your red English teacher 

pen and helping me earn two degrees.  Many thanks also go to Pam Lindell.  You have 

gone above and beyond the call of duty on numerous occasions, and I can never thank 

you enough.   

I know there are others that I left out and I am truly sorry.  Without a doubt, 

this was the hardest part of this entire process.  Last and most certainly not least, I 

want to thank God.  He answered my prayers, and those of others, and I kept my 

sanity throughout this process.  He is my creator, my savior, and the bestower of my 

gifts.  



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

iv 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................................................................... ii 

ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................... vi 

LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... vii 

 LIST OF GRAPHS ........................................................................................................ viii 

I. INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................... 1 

Purpose of the Study .................................................................................................. 2 
Statement of the Problem ........................................................................................... 2 
Research Questions .................................................................................................... 3 

Vocabulary ................................................................................................................. 4 

 

II. A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .................................................................... 8 

Teacher Shortages in the Field of Special Education in Low Incidence Disabilities 8 

Distance Education................................................................................................... 10 

Disadvantages of Distance Education ...................................................................... 15 
Online Manual Communication/Sign Language Courses ........................................ 17 
Disadvantages of Online Manual Communication/Sign Language Courses ........... 20 

Videoconferencing and Web Conferencing ............................................................. 22 
Disadvantages/Drawbacks of Videoconferencing and Web Conferencing ............. 28 
Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 29 

 

III. METHODOLOGY .............................................................................................. 30 

Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................ 30 
Statement of the Problem ......................................................................................... 31 

Description of Texas Tech’s Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program ........................... 32 
Research Questions .................................................................................................. 33 
Rationale .................................................................................................................. 34 

Participants ............................................................................................................... 35 
Survey ...................................................................................................................... 35 
Data Collection......................................................................................................... 37 
Review of pre- and post-test data ............................................................................. 37 

 

 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

v 

IV. RESULTS ............................................................................................................. 40 

Research Questions .................................................................................................. 40 
Survey Description ................................................................................................... 40 

Participants ............................................................................................................... 41 
Survey Results .......................................................................................................... 42 
Procedure for Open-Ended Responses ..................................................................... 42 
Videoconferencing and Its Effectiveness in Learning Sign-Communication – 

Questions 1 and 1a ................................................................................................... 43 

Instructor/Student Interaction – Question 1b ........................................................... 49 
Students’ Perception of Their Success – Question 1c .............................................. 52 

Strengthening the Program – Question 2 ............................................................... 534 
Certifying Teachers of the Deaf ............................................................................... 59 
Summary .................................................................................................................. 61 
Closing ..................................................................................................................... 62 

 

V. DISCUSSION ......................................................................................................... 63 

Limitations ............................................................................................................... 64 
Recommendations .................................................................................................... 64 

Suggestions for Future Research .............................................................................. 65 
Summary .................................................................................................................. 67 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 67 

 

WORKS CITED ............................................................................................................. 69 

APPENDIX A IRB PROPOSAL ....................................................................................... 77 

APPENDIX B IRB APPROVAL ...................................................................................... 87 

APPENDIX C PROGRAM APPLICATION AND COURSE PROGRESSION ......................... 89 

APPENDIX D PRE- AND POST-TEST DATA ................................................................... 93 

 

  



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

vi 

ABSTRACT 

All states have reported shortages in most areas of special education, but 

especially in low incidence disabilities (Ludlow, 1998).  In order to increase the 

number of certified educators, colleges and universities have begun to broaden their 

courses of study to include more online and distance learning classes.  As the number 

of distance learning classes increases, instructors must find new ways of providing 

instruction from a distance.  New technology has emerged that allows instructors to 

deliver classroom content from great distances, cutting out travel time and expenses.  

This new and improved technology has also given rise to manual 

communication classes being taught online.  All students deserve a good education.  

This means that they are entitled to teachers who are proficient speakers of the 

language used by students (Buisson, 2007).  This study began by looking at teacher 

shortages and then examined the effectiveness of an online manual communication lab 

that was part of Texas Tech University’s non-traditional Deaf Education Program.  

The lab was part of a program designed to increase the number of certified teachers of 

the deaf in Texas, thereby attempting to reduce the shortages in this area.  This study 

examined if videoconferencing in the manual communication lab was an effective 

method for teaching signing skills to the graduate students who were part of the 

program.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Colleges and universities across the nation are beginning to offer online classes 

as part of teacher preparation programs.  To help combat the issue of the lack of 

certified teachers, including those in the area of low incidence disabilities, many 

institutes have moved more of their courses to the delivery method known as distance 

education, especially to students in rural areas.  Distance education is still a fairly new 

and developing area of education.  In 2002, forty-five states reported having some type 

of alternative teacher certification program, whereas only eight states said they had an 

alternative route to teaching in 1983 (Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Conroy, 2003).   

With the advent of new technology, interest in the field of distance education 

has increased greatly.  Online enrollments have been growing at a rate substantially 

greater than overall higher education enrollments and are showing no signs of slowing 

(Allen & Seaman, 2007).  It is widely recognized that technology is rapidly 

transforming education (O’Brien, Aguinaga, Hines, & Hartshorne 2011).  According 

to Hager, Baird, and Spraggins (2012), “Delivery of course content via various 

distance education technologies (e.g., interactive video, asynchronous and/or 

synchronous online delivery) is becoming an accepted and expected component of 

many teacher preparation programs.  Faster computers, faster internet connections, and 

better web cameras have all played a role in the expansion of learning from a distance.   

Teachers of the deaf and hard of hearing often face another challenge, that of 

communicating with their students.  Deaf students usually require some kind of 
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manual communication, often referred to as sign language, in order to communicate 

with those around them.  Manual communication classes are now being taught online.   

Technology increasingly plays a role in supporting students in alternative routes to 

certification as universities incorporate technology as an integral component in teacher 

preparation programs (Hager, 2010).  Videoconferencing is fast becoming the medium 

for teaching students at a distance, but just how effective is it? 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of 

videoconferencing in the delivery of an online manual communication language lab.  

The author’s goal was to determine if manual communication courses delivered in an 

online format are effective and what role videoconferencing and web conferencing 

play in the outcome.  Did the pre-service teachers gain the skills needed in sign 

language to enter the deaf education classroom?   

 Statement of the Problem  

The field of deaf education faces a shortage of qualified teachers.  Students 

taught in general education classes and those taught in resource rooms combine to 

account for 48% of students identified as deaf and hard of hearing who potentially 

spend some part of their instructional day in a setting with educational interpreters 

(Scheetz & Gunter, 2004).  With nearly half of the students identified as deaf or hard 

of hearing spending their time in the general education and resource classrooms, 

teachers need to be trained on how to work with them in their classrooms.  Preparing 

teachers for students who are deaf or hard of hearing is a complex business related to 
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the diversity within the population of students (Jones & Ewing, 2002).  Can these 

teachers be trained effectively from a distance, or must they continue to be trained in a 

traditional face-to-face setting?   

 With this shortage comes the need to train teachers, and to train them quickly.  

In an effort to do just this, Texas Tech University has hosted an alternative 

certification program for teachers of the Deaf through a grant from the Texas 

Education Agency since 2004.  All students deserve a good education.  This means 

that they are entitled to teachers who are proficient speakers of the language used by 

students (Buisson, 2007).  The Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation 

Program at Texas Tech University contains a manual communication lab which 

attempts to teach manual communication methods to its pre-service teachers via 

videoconferencing.  

Research Questions 

This study examined the effectiveness of videoconferencing in a manual 

communication lab at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas.  A literature review 

was conducted and the following research questions helped guide this study: 

1. What role does videoconferencing play in the effective teaching of sign-

communication from a distance? 

a. Can sign-communication be taught effectively from a distance? 

b. What kind of interaction exists between the instructor and the students? 

c. What are the students' perceptions of their success and progress throughout 

the lab? 
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2. Will this lab improve sign language skills and will it help strengthen the 

graduate Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program? 

Vocabulary 

1. Accessible population – the population from which the researcher can 

realistically select subjects (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009) 

2. Asynchronous learning – learning that takes place without a dedicated 

schedule or clock for participating in the course (Bell, 2007) 

3. Categorical data – The collection of responses from all respondents (Peck, 

Olsen, & Devore, 2007) 

4. Codes – terms supplied by the researcher to identify chunks of data (Lichtman, 

2010) 

5. Coding – a first step in data analysis in which text is sorted and organized to 

identify recurrent themes and concepts (Lichtman, 2010)  

6. Computer conferencing – a text-based communication system that, unlike 

email, is open to a group rather than to individuals (Lambe & Clarke, 2003) 

7. Deaf – the result of a hearing loss severe enough so that speech cannot be 

understood through the ears alone, even with a hearing aid; some sounds may 

still be perceived (Heward, 2013) 

8. Descriptive statistics – statistical procedures used to summarize, organize, and 

simplify data (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2008) 

9. Desktop conferencing – typically involves video chats between two persons 

and employs a Webcam, computer, and internet connection (Dudding, 2009) 
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10. Disability - the results of impairment or medical conditions that adversely 

affect a child’s education achievement. There are 14 categories for individuals 

who are identified as a child with a disability. These include Other Health 

Impaired, Deaf and Hard of Hearing, Visually Impaired, Deafblind, Health 

Impaired, Emotional/ Behavioral Impaired, Autism, Developmentally Delayed, 

Learning Disabled, Speech and Language Impaired, Multiple Severe 

Disabilities, Physically Disabled, Traumatic Brain Injury, and Intellectually 

Disabled (Bryant, Smith, & Bryant, 2008) 

11. Distance education - courses that are taken by accessing course information 

and communicating with the instructor and peers asynchronously utilizing 

some type of medium (Bell, 2007) 

12. Hard of hearing – when hearing is disabled to an extent that makes it difficult, 

but does not preclude, the understanding of speech through the ear alone, with 

or without a hearing aid (Moores, 2001, p. 11) 

13. Hearing impairment - means an impairment in hearing, whether permanent or 

fluctuating, that adversely affects a child's educational performance but that is 

not included under the definition of deafness in this section (US Government 

Federal System) 

14. Inclusion – when a student with a disability receives instruction in a general 

education classroom or setting with all the supports and services in place to 

allow him equitable access to the curriculum and the social constructs of the 

classroom (Murawski & Spencer, 2011, p. 19) 
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15. Informed consent – making sure that research participants enter the research 

of their free will and with understanding of the nature of the student and any 

possible dangers that may arise as a result of participation (Gay, Mills, & 

Airasian, 2009, p. 21) 

16. Low incidence disabilities – a visual or hearing impairment, or simultaneous 

visual and hearing impairments; a significant cognitive impairment; or any 

impairment for which a small number of personnel with highly specialized 

skills and knowledge are needed in order for children with that impairment to 

receive early intervention service or a free appropriate public education 

(Individuals With Disabilities Education Act, 2004, § 1462(c)(3)(A–C)) 

17. Sign Language – like a spoken language, a sign language consists of a large 

vocabulary of arbitrary signs together with a set of rules, or grammar, that 

governs the formation of individual units, their modification, and their 

combination into phrases and sentences.  Signs are composed of several clearly 

defined characteristics: hand shape, place of articulation, movement, and 

whether one or two hands are used (Marschark, Lang, & Albertini, 2002) 

18. Structured interview – a standardized interview in which the questions and 

format are the same for each individual (Lichtman, 2010) 

19. Synchronous – the instructor leads the learning, and all learners are logged in 

simultaneously and communicate directly with each other (Shi & Morrow, 

2006)  
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20. Themes – central issues or concepts that a researcher identifies based on 

coding original data.  Most research data can be organized in five or six themes 

(Lichtman, 2010) 

21. Videoconferencing – consists of live, synchronous audio and video 

communication via a computer or digital phone network among sites in 

different physical locations (Bello, Knowlton, & Chaffin, 2007) 

22. Web conferencing - the exchange of written messages among a group of 

participants in a computer mediated environment (Knapczyk, Frey, & Wall-

Marencik, 2005)  
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CHAPTER 2 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 The purpose of this chapter was to provide a review of the literature examined 

to develop this study.  When discussing growth within the field of distance education, 

the road to certification must be assessed as well.  In reviewing the need for 

videoconferencing within special education teacher preparation programs, one must 

look at the need for educators in this field before looking at the effectiveness of this 

delivery method as this ties into the reasons for the need of such programs.  One must 

also examine the need for online manual communication courses in the preparation of 

teachers in the field of special education.  

Teacher Shortages in the Field of Special Education in Low Incidence Disabilities 

 The issue of teacher shortages, especially those in the field of special 

education, is clearly defined in many publications and has been cataloged by many 

different agencies.  According to the American Association for Employment in 

Education (AAEE), educators in special education from all fields are needed; 

however, teachers from the field of severe and profound disabilities are reported to 

have the greatest shortages across the country (a 0.22 increase from 2003) (Spooner, 

Knight, Lo, & Wood, 2004).        

For example, according to McLesky, Tyler, & Flippin, 2004, in 2000, 

Connecticut and Massachusetts reported all special education teachers for children 

ages six to twenty-one were fully certified, while other states reported the percentage 

of non-certified special education teachers as: Colorado – 21.6%, California – 23.6%, 
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New York – 25.2%, Hawaii – 27.6%, Louisiana – 31.2%, and Delaware – 31.8%.  In 

six of the eleven regions of the United State, there were considerable shortages in the 

fields of visual impairments and hearing impairments.   

Low incidence disabilities include four categorical areas of specialization 

within special education: vision impairments (VI); hearing impairments (HI); severe 

disabilities (SD); and early intervention (EI) (Ludlow, Connor, & Schechter, 2005).     

These areas have large deficits in the number of certified teachers available to fill the 

needed positions.  According to Ludlow, Connor, & Schechter, 2005: 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) defines low incidence 

disabilities as “a visual or hearing impairment, or simultaneous visual and 

hearing impairments; a significant cognitive impairment; or any impairment 

for which small number of personnel with highly specialized skills and 

knowledge are needed in order for children with that impairment to receive 

early intervention service or a free appropriate public education” (Individuals 

With Disabilities Education Act, 2004, § 1462(c)(3)(A–C)) 

 

All states have reported shortages in most areas of special education, but 

especially in low incident disabilities (Ludlow, 1998).  Colleges and universities often 

do not have teacher education programs in this area.  Because programs to prepare 

personnel in low incidence disabilities are often expensive due to specialized or 

intensive training needs, colleges and universities have been slow to develop them and 

may fail to maintain them when resources are scarce (Ludlow, Connor, & Schechter, 

2005).  Colleges wishing to educate teachers in the area of low incident disabilities 

must turn to grants from various agencies to fund their programs in this area.  

One particularly interesting field of shortage is that of deaf educators.  Just as 

research indicates shortages of personnel in special education leadership, it appears 
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that qualified faculty leaders in deaf education are also in short supply (Schirmer, 

2008).  In 2003, Andrews reported the short supply of doctoral-level leaders in deaf 

education is related to the lack of educational options because so few universities offer 

doctoral programs in deaf education.  Distance education programs can be used to 

close this gap among deaf educators.  

These shortages are primarily the result of a higher demand in special 

education (as opposed to general education) and a significantly low annual supply of 

new graduates trained in special education (Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Conroy, 2003).  

Preparing special educators and related services specialists skilled in best practices for 

working with children and adolescents with special needs is one of the most pressing 

issues in education today (Ludlow, 1998).   

 The shortage of special education teachers has led to the rise of alternative 

certification programs at colleges and universities across the United States.  In 2002, 

forty-five states plus the District of Columbia, reported having some type of 

alternative teacher certification program, whereas only eight states said they had an 

alternate route to teaching in 1983 (Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Conroy, 2003).  According 

to the Office of Special Education Programs, 2002, about 7% of current special 

education teachers earned their certification through an alternative route, compared to 

4.5% of general education teachers.   

Distance Education 

 Distance education within the field of education, has evolved from the need to 

increase the supply of fully certified teachers.  Distance education, in the form of 
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correspondence courses, has been offered to students who could not travel great 

distances to colleges since the 1700s (Griffin-Shirley, Almon, & Kelley, 2002).  In 

recent years the development of the internet infrastructure and its bandwidth has 

allowed the computer to become one of the most powerful mediums of 

communication (Nurzynska & Fudickar, 2007).  Online technologies have opened up 

many possibilities for teacher education and continuing professional development in 

the field of special education (West, Jones, & Semon, 2012).   

The traditional method of educating educators has slowly morphed into that 

which we see today, from face-to-face classrooms to programs housed completely 

online with students accessing the course content from their own homes, without the 

need to travel to the college or university for each class. 

The majority of programs designed to prepare personnel for special education 

and related services followed a traditional pre-service model of full-time, four 

year study on campus, with licensure or certification combined with a 

baccalaureate degree.  Educators soon realized, however, that this model could 

not provide a sufficient pool to supply the demand for new personnel.  As a 

result, the last decade has seen a major effort to develop nontraditional pre-

service programs to address this shortcoming and to fashion innovative 

program content and delivery systems in order to better prepare special 

educators and related service providers for the twenty-first century (Ludlow, 

1998). 

 

It is widely recognized that technology is rapidly transforming education 

(O’Brien, Aguinaga, & Hartshorne, 2011).  Students today are more knowledgeable 

about computers than ever before, and rely on computers heavily in their everyday 

lives.  Engaging these media hungry students while continuing to offer the highest 

quality education and teacher education relevant in a digital age is a challenge faced 

by colleges of education everywhere, but particularly in those institutions serving 
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students at a distance that require online and hybrid offerings out of necessity rather 

than preference (O’Brien, Aguinaga, Hines, & Hartshorne, 2011). 

Efforts have been made by various institutions of higher education across the 

United States to provide access to special education teacher preparation programs.  

One such avenue of access is that of distance education and in particular online 

instruction (Canter, Voytecki, & Rodriguez, 2007).  Allen and Seaman, 2007, reported 

the following statistics citing the growth of online education: 

 Almost 3.5 million students were taking at least one online course 

during the fall 2006 term; a nearly 10% increase over the number 

reported the previous year. 

 The 9.7% growth rate for online enrollment far exceeds the 1.5% 

growth of the overall higher education student population. 

 Nearly 20% of all U.S. higher education students were taking at least 

one online course in the fall of 2006. 

 

Online instruction can take on many forms.  Students may attend classes 

completely online, meaning the only interaction with the instructor and other students 

is through email, blogs, discussion boards, or other methods of communication 

deemed appropriate by the instructor.  Students may also attend live video feeds of the 

classes.  In some cases, the class is able to see and hear the distance student, and in 

other cases, the video feed is only one way.  The student at a distance is still able to 

interact with the instructor and the class through a chat feature. 

Yet another method is a closed circuit feed which allows students at remote 

sites to gather in a central location, and view the live feed as a group.  In these cases, 

the host site is usually able to view the students at a distance, and they are made to feel 

as if they are part of the learning environment.  For example, in the 2000 study by 
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Carville and Mitchell, the host site and the instructor were located in Belfast, Ireland, 

while the second group of students was located at a remote site in Armagh, Ireland.   

Rural schools are especially challenged in recruiting and retaining qualified 

personnel in every aspect of special education delivery (Ludlow, 1998).  In rural areas, 

some students may live at great distances from the college or university that offers the 

field of study they wish to take.  If the student has a pressing responsibility at home, 

such as tending to a family, farm, ranch, or some other obligation, the ability to attend 

classes is simply not available to them.  The distance alone occasionally makes 

attending the school not feasible.  For example, one study reports, the combination of 

North Carolina’s varying terrains (e.g., farm, marsh, swamplands, and mountains) and 

long hours spent in congested high traffic areas on the highways within the 

metropolitan area of Charlotte might discourage prospective rural students from 

attending courses on campus (Spooner, Knight, Lo, & Wood, 2007).  In these cases, 

students are more likely to attend classes online from the comfort of their own homes, 

rather than dealing with perils of traveling to attend classes on campus.  

Being at a distance, students may not have access to the types of classrooms in 

their communities for which they are preparing themselves to teach.  A student in a 

rural area may not have access to a classroom for the hearing or visually impaired.  

Schools are developing programs to help combat this issue.  A teacher educator 

program at Purdue University developed virtual practicum experiences to allow 

students to experience pupil diversity through contact with remote classrooms and an 

electronic portfolio to enable students to represent their knowledge and skills 
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(Phillion, Chamness-Miller, & Lehman, 2005).  Advantages of online education are 

that instructors and students have to travel less, rural students have greater access to 

coursework, there is more interaction between faculty and students, and students can 

study at times that are convenient for them in their own homes or workplace (Griffin-

Shirley, Almon, & Kelley, 2002).   

The field of special education as a whole, and rural states in particular, has 

experienced serious difficulties in obtaining a sufficient supply of special educators 

and witnessed a high rate of teacher attrition in this area special educators often move 

to general education positions or seek higher paying jobs in neighboring states 

(McLeskey, Tyler & Flippin, 2004).  Distance education courses are closing this gap.  

Allen and Seaman (2010) wrote that over 5.6 million students took at least one online 

course during the fall semester of 2009, which is an increase of about one million 

students from the 2008 fall enrollments (Louder, 2011).   

For a distance education course to be successful the students must feel as if 

they are truly part of the class; in other words, a sense of community must be built.  

Developers of online learning must pay attention to the fostering of social interactions 

across a group of learners, which ultimately contributes to a strong sense of 

community in an online atmosphere (West, Jones, & Semon, 2012).  In a face-to-face 

setting, students have the opportunity to meet new people and to form study groups.  

Successful online courses foster this same atmosphere.  When learners are connected 

to other learners facing the same coursework and challenges, collaboration begins to 
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emerge, teams begin to form, and learning becomes more fun and rewarding for the 

students.  

Distance education has been met with some resistance.  Many educators were 

reluctant to accept online learning as a legitimate form or delivery method of the 

course content.  Only one in three academic leaders (33%) currently believe their 

faculty “accepts the value and legitimacy on online education.”  There has been little 

change in acceptance over the course of the research (28% in 2002, 31% in 2004, and 

28% in 2005) (Allen & Seaman, 2007). 

  As educators began to share successful applications of distance education 

through journal articles, conference presentations, and informal networking activities, 

faculty at other colleges and universities soon recognized the promise of technology-

mediated instruction for preparing personnel in other rural areas (Ludlow & Brannan, 

2010).  The widespread use of distance education technologies to prepare special 

education and related services personnel for rural school and community agencies 

suggests the distance education is a major force in the field in today’s world (Ludlow 

& Brannan, 2010).     

Disadvantages of Distance Education 

 Although there are many positive aspects of distance education, there are 

drawbacks as well.  Distance education has often been categorized as “easy,” but that 

is far from the truth.  Students who think they are getting an easy out with an online 

course often find they are gravely mistaken.  Online courses require just as must time 

and effort as a face-to-face class, and in some cases, much more. 
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 Online course require self-discipline, good time management, and the ability to 

work independently (Case & Davidson, 2011).  Students need to be aware that 

deadlines and multiple assignments exist in the online realm as well.  If a student waits 

until the day before an assignment is due, help from the instructor may not available, 

or technology issues could prevent assignments from being turned in on time.  Not 

being on campus means he or she will have to email or phone the instructor to set up a 

meeting for help.  If the instructor is not available, the student has no one to turn to for 

assistance.  Students also need be aware that since there is not a time when the 

instructor and students meet together to discuss the material, a larger amount of 

reading is usually required in online course than in face-to-face courses (Case & 

Davidson, 2011).   

 Developing a sense of community with the other students in the class has also 

been problematic in online learning.  In a survey conducted by Hodges and Cowan, 

2012, they reported “participants in the study were concerned about a lack of 

community.”  Students feel disconnected from the class and instructor when they are 

not made to be part of the group.  With no sense of community, students have no one 

to study with, seek assistance from, or work with when they need help with the course 

material.   

Other disadvantages are that there is less personal contact and interaction 

between students and faculty; technological problems arise regularly; setup and 

greeting between sites are time consuming; students’ reluctance to speak on camera 
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must be overcome; and there is a high cost of student and course-development time 

(Spooner, et al., 1998). 

Online Manual Communication/Sign Language Courses 

 Learning sign language is not an easy task.  As American Sign Language 

(ASL) courses begin to take hold in foreign language departments in schools around 

the country, there are some who think it is just a way for students to opt out of more 

strenuous foreign language courses.  Students are often surprised to learn that they 

may need as much as nine years of continued learning to become proficient in ASL 

(Jacobwitz, 2005).  Students who have been successful in learning a foreign language 

may also find they have difficulty in learning sign language.  Some students who excel 

in language learning have difficulty applying their language skills to interpreting 

(Shaw & Hughes, 2006). 

Currently, most online signing courses are video-based, but are not the most 

student friendly or effective courses.  

 A student locates a video camera, captures a self-performance on videotape,  

 and submits the tape for evaluation.  An instructor then reviews the video, 

evaluates the student’s performance, assigns a score, and writes brief 

comments for each student.  The evaluation process often delays feedback to 

the students for an average of two to three weeks, thereby causing the loss of 

valuable opportunities for students to reflect on their performances and 

detracting from the instructor’s ability to modify classroom instruction based 

on the learners’ current performance needs.  In addition to being time 

consuming and unreliable, the process fails to improve student learning 

(Hooper, Miller, Rose, & Veletsianos, 2007). 

 

Although this method has been used for years, can students effectively learn sign 

language when the feedback period is so long?  To combat this issue, the authors of 

this study are developing a computer-based software environment.  The environment 
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includes an application for students to capture, submit, and archive ASL 

performances, an application for instructors to evaluate and report student 

performances, and an electronic portfolio where students can monitor personal 

progress and practice (Hooper, Miller, Rose, & Veletsianos, 2007).  This will allow 

for faster feedback from instructor and give adequate time to correct mistakes. 

Researchers at the University of Minnesota developed a program called 

Avenue ASL to review the issue of the time consuming process of recording, 

evaluating, and providing feedback.  The online environment of Avenue ASL enables 

students to capture videos of ASL assessment tasks and create online portfolios for 

monitoring progress over time (Miller, Hooper, & Rose, 2008).  With this program, 

students receive feedback in a timely manner, and are able to keep track of their 

progress in online portfolios.  According to Miller, Hooper, & Rose, in 2007, Avenue 

ASL was used by more than twenty instructors and over 1,800 students at the 

University of Minnesota and several thousand students and instructors from 

universities and institutions across the United States.   

It is not a stretch to say that someone who wishes to work with the Deaf/Hard 

of Hearing (DHH) should have at least some basic sign language skills.   

All teachers should serve as language models for their students.  Deaf 

education teachers should be prepared to model both English and ASL.  It is 

vital, therefore, that deaf education teacher preparation programs 

(comprehensive or bilingual/bicultural) prepare pre-service teachers to serve as 

language models (Buisson, 2007).   

 

However, if a college or university does not offer sign language as a class, what is the 

pre-service teacher to do?  With the same technology that allows videoconferencing 
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and remote monitoring, students at a distance are now able to take a manual 

communication/sign language course that may be offered across the country from their 

present location. 

One such program is the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation 

Program located at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas.  Students in this 

program were provided with a unique opportunity to interact with each other, an 

instructor, and a one-on-one mentor to improve their signing skills through web 

conferencing technology, practicing sign language with others across the country 

(Case, Davidson, & Wilson, 2011).  Students from Mississippi, New Mexico, 

Wyoming, and Texas took part in this program.   

 The students were provided with a web cam and met in small groups online on 

a weekly basis using Adobe Breeze videoconferencing software.  Students came into 

the course with a variety of skills, from no knowledge of sign language to advanced 

signing skills in some areas (Case, Davidson, & Wilson, 2011).  After taking a pre-test 

to determine their signing abilities, students’ videos were reviewed in five areas by 

two certified sign language interpreters.  At the end of the course, students were given 

the same evaluation, regardless of the skill level at which the students began, all 

students improved their signing skills in at least one area by the end of the semester, 

with most students improving in all areas (Case, Davidson, & Wilson, 2011). 

  Just how effective is an online sign language course?  In a study published by 

Scheetz and Gunther in 2004, students were given access to identical material in a 

traditional face-to-face classroom and in an online environment.  The face-to-face 
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group met daily while the online group had access to the material in the online 

classroom, had no interaction with the instructor, but followed the same syllabus as the 

face-to-face group.  On the final exam, the students from both groups displayed nearly 

identical outcomes.  Based on the findings of this evaluation, it appears that delivery 

of highly technical coursework that requires visual cues such as that involved in 

manual communication instruction is not only possible via online formations but is 

almost as effective as traditional delivery (Scheetz & Gunter, 2004). 

   The internet has been an effective tool in the professional development for 

interpreters as well.  Video clips and animated images are used increasingly often for 

creating online ASL dictionaries (Storey & Jamieson, 2004).  Instructors of online 

sign language courses can use this technology to their advantage as well.  Students can 

create online dictionaries or other online coursework the instructor can use to assess 

their skills.   

Disadvantages of Online Manual Communication/Sign Language Courses 

 There are some weaknesses within online manual communication or sign 

language communication courses.  For example, in the online manual communication 

learning lab at Texas Tech University, issues were encountered with the software in 

use.  Case, Davidson, & Wilson, 2011, reported, the Adobe Breeze program was not 

compatible with Flash 10, which was the current version at the time.  Participants had 

to downgrade to Flash 9 in order to get the software to work.  Slow internet 

connections and firewalls at work also caused issues for the students.  There were 

issues with the videoconferencing software as well.  When just two individuals used 
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the software, the program worked well.  As more participants were added, the screen 

pixelated and the connection began to slow down.   

 Some authors have also raised the issue of video quality.  Reducing quality 

may interfere with the communication process, obstruct learner comprehension, or 

influence performance assessment (Hooper, et al., 2007).  Effective signed 

communication usually relies on the participants being able to view each other clearly.  

If the video quality is poor, effective communication cannot take place.  Video quality 

is especially important for tasks involving detailed visual communication such as the 

use of American Sign Language (ASL) (Hooper, et al., 2007).   

 Another weakness is the issue of informed consent.  In his 2010 article, Onno 

Crassborn raised the following points: 

First of all, to what extent are deaf people with varying levels of Dutch literacy 

aware of the status and impact of a consent form?  Although the statements on 

the form were explained to them in sign language, one may wonder to what 

extent this counts as a voluntary and well-informed decision.  Second, one may 

wonder whether it is possible to agree to the online publication of such 

recordings given the rapid technological developments that we have seen in the 

last decade.  Just as few people would have foreseen the significance of 

sharing social data in applications like Facebook and Google Earth, we cannot 

predict the impact of new technologies.  Will face recognition on the basis of 

movie be built in to every operating system in ten years’ time?  These are new 

types of considerations that all touch upon the “well informed decision” that is 

inherent in informed consent. 

 

Even when something is done on a “secure” server, anything on the internet is out 

there for the world to see.  Do students really intend for a class project to become a 

viral internet video years later?  Is that really what they consented to? 
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Videoconferencing and Web Conferencing 

 One method of delivering course content in a distance or online format is 

through videoconferencing.  Videoconferencing consists of live, synchronous audio 

and video communication via a computer or digital phone network among sites in 

different physical locations (Bello, Knowlton, & Chaffin, 2007).  Videoconferencing 

is also referred to as web conferencing by some authors and colleges.  These terms are 

sometimes used interchangeably, while at times, web conferencing is defined as the 

exchange of written messages among a group of participants in a computer mediated 

environment (Knapczyk, Frey, & Wall-Marencik, 2005).   

Videoconferencing can take many forms in distance courses, and varies from 

university to university.  In some cases, the students are able to see and hear the 

instructor, but are only able to communicate with them via a chat feature in the 

videoconferencing software.  In other cases, the instructor can see the student, and 

they can communicate verbally through a microphone.  Yet another method is an 

entire offsite classroom with students in one location who are able to view the host 

classroom and interact with the instructor, such as the setting mentioned previously in 

the 2000 study by Carville and Mitchell.   

Videoconferencing is an excellent means of bringing the classroom to the 

student.  Students at a distance may come from areas where the types of classroom 

they need to observe may not be available.   

Special education courses that address collaboration, instructional methods, 

and introductory surveys are ideal for videoconferencing connections with 

remote sites.  Videoconferencing can be a powerful tool for reaching beyond 

traditional lectures, readings, and in-class discussions.  Videoconferencing 
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allows on-demand access to K-12 classrooms with children who have 

disabilities, and it can mediate collaborative discussions and lesson delivery 

with members of the community, supplementing and often supplanting 

traditional ITF instruction.  In this way, teacher educators can introduce and 

contextualize the complexities of teachers’ everyday professional work for pre-

service and novice teachers in a motivating, interactive, and meaningful way 

(Israel, Knowlton, Griswold, & Rowland, 2009). 

 

It is vital that students at a distance are afforded the same opportunities as students 

located at the host site.  True collaboration cannot occur if one group is engaged in 

different activities from the rest of their classmates.   

In 2009, Carol Dudding defined three methods of videoconferencing.  The first 

being desktop conferencing.  This method employs some sort of videoconferencing 

software and a webcam, which can be purchased at most office supply retailers.  This 

method allows the student and instructor to communicate one-on-one.  Desktop 

videoconferencing is readily used for social exchanges between friends and family 

members, for collaboration between professionals, and to conduct interviews 

(Dudding, 2009).  A simple internet search will often yield dozens of free 

videoconferencing websites available for use.   

The second method of videoconferencing is group conferencing.  As the name 

implies, this type of conferencing allows for group meetings of two or more people 

(Dudding, 2009).  This method also allows for multiple sites to be incorporated into 

the discussion.  It requires higher bandwidth for transmission, and very often, 

dedicated equipment.  The cost of this type of videoconferencing is often much higher 

due to the required equipment and bandwidth.  The last type of videoconferencing 
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referred to in the study was broadcast conferencing, but beyond citing the financial 

costs of this method, it was not discussed in the study.   

Videoconferencing is a vital tool in distance education in that it is able to bring 

together groups of people in different geographical locations who otherwise would not 

be able to meet together to collaborate with one another.  Videoconferencing became a 

popular method with campus-based universities who were previously unable to reach 

their students effectively in far-flung areas (Gillies, 2008).  Videoconferencing has 

opened doors to individuals who would not have had a chance in the past to attend an 

institute of higher learning.   

Videoconferencing is especially useful in special education courses.  Special 

education courses that address collaboration, instructional methods, and introductory 

surveys are ideal for videoconferencing connections with remote sites (Israel, 

Knowlton, Griswold, & Rowland, 2009).  Videoconferencing allows the instructor to 

provide access to classrooms in a public school setting, and to college students at 

remote sites, allowing them the same access to experienced teachers the students at the 

host site have.  This also allows for instructors of evening classes to record a class 

earlier in the day, and allow their students to view the teacher interaction at another 

time.  The ability to maintain the multi-modal communication that naturally occurs in 

the conversation allows for  meaningful engagement of the participants without 

compromising their ability to use the verbal and nonverbal cues that naturally occur 

during in-the-flesh (ITF) interactions (Israel, Knowlton, Griswold, & Rowland, 2009). 
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Videoconferencing has been used in the business world for a number of years.  

It has allowed companies to conduct business while reducing the cost of travel for its 

employees.  In the field of education, videoconferencing has not only opened up 

courses to students who are unable to travel to the school, but has reduced the travel of 

instructors to remote sites.  In education, students can attend classes or communicate 

with instructors in another part of the world (Pitcher, Davidson, & Goldfinch, 2000). 

There are many uses of videoconferencing in educational settings.  The most 

obvious would be to deliver a lecture.  The students would have access to the live (or 

recorded) lecture given by the instructor.  Another possibility is to use keynote 

lectures delivered remotely, as a special event within a lecture course.  Here the idea is 

to invite external experts in the field to give extra information or perhaps to give more 

explanation of the context, background and relevance of the topic (Pitcher, Davidson, 

& Goldfinch, 2000).  Dudding also advocates videoconferencing in courses taught in 

the traditional face-to-face manner.  Guest speakers can be incorporated into courses 

through videoconferencing technologies (Dudding, 2009).  This allows students to 

have access to specialists who may not be able to travel to the classroom due to 

distance or other constraints.   

Videoconferencing can also be used to facilitate small groups.  Students at a 

distance are able to use the videoconferencing technology to meet in small groups, just 

as they would in the classroom.  The main use of studio videoconferencing to date has 

been in business meetings, which take place in small groups.  There is therefore reason 

to expect that videoconferencing may lend itself well to work in small groups of 
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students (Pitcher, Davidson, & Goldfinch, 2000).  It may be wise to set an agenda 

when using videoconferencing for small group work to ensure the work gets done and 

the session does not become simply a chance for students to catch up with each other’s 

weekend exploits.   

As part of ongoing teaching education, school districts conduct various 

profession development courses for educators.  In a study conducted by Pringle, 

Klosterman, Milton-Brkich, & Hayes (2010), a yearlong professional development 

project was set up.  During this time, school districts in different areas of the state and 

country were connected with each other to conduct collaborative professional 

development sessions.  In order to facilitate these meetings, a protocol was developed.  

A reporter from each group recorded the group responses, wait time was employed 

when questions were asked, teachers were asked to write their answers before 

responding to allow for more time, and a facilitator was available to help guide the 

discussions and prevent any one person from dominating the conversation.  These 

same protocols are often used in the classroom in a face-to-face setting, and can be 

easily generalized to use in a videoconference setting.   

As mentioned previously, some courses employ web conferencing, or 

synchronous chats, as a method of delivering content.  Web conferencing is defined as 

the exchange of written messages among a group of participants in a computer 

mediated environment (Knapczyk, Frey, & Wall-Marencik, 2005).  These chats 

provide opportunities for more Socratic discussions that are typically offered in the 

asynchronous format (O’Brien, Aguinaga, Hines, & Hartshorne, 2011).  Using this 
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method allows the instructor to break the class up into groups.  These groups can then 

complete group assignments that one would normally only be able to complete in a 

face-to-face setting.  This allows students to feel as if they are truly a part of the class, 

and not just some disembodied spirit on the other side of the computer screen.   

Web conferencing is another useful way to use the technology available to 

enhance the learning experience.  Much like videoconferencing, web conferencing 

allows students and instructors to communicate via online video software.  Web 

conferencing sessions can improve communication by affording an experience that is 

similar to an office visit without requiring students to travel to campus (Coffey, 2010). 

When using web conferencing, instructors can mediate the discussions, or allow 

students to participate in the discussions without their guidance.  Either way, a 

protocol should be established to prevent issues that may arise, such as one person 

dominating the discussion, someone interrupting everyone else, saving questions not 

related to the current topic, and other issues that may arise.  An established protocol 

will allow for the discussion to flow more smoothly and ensure everyone has a chance 

to participate.  Web conferencing also allows students and instructors to meet 

“privately” during office hours to receive and give help on assignments.  Online office 

hours are an effective way to answer student questions more efficiently than through 

email (Coffey, 2010).  

There are still hurdles in online education that need to be jumped.  In spite of 

the development of distance education systems, such as telelinking networks, and the 

increase in online delivery, many personnel preparation programs have restricted their 
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service area because of the need to provide oversight and supervision or clinical 

experiences by faculty supervisors (Jung, Gaylon-Keramidas, Collins, & Ludlow, 

2006).  Colleges and universities are developing methods of observation that allow the 

student and instructors to geographically be worlds apart.  

Disadvantages/Drawbacks of Videoconferencing and Web Conferencing 

 As with any technological innovation, there are weaknesses within 

videoconferencing and web conferencing that must either be overcome, or dealt with 

in some manner.  Videoconferencing is used more for classroom delivery than 

monitoring of student activity.  For example, in a study conducted in Belfast, Ireland, 

some students indicated videoconferencing makes the tutor’s presentation, “formal”, 

“less spontaneous”, and “impersonal” and that having to speak slowly affects the flow 

of the lecture (Carville & Mitchell, 2000).  Another complaint in the Carville and 

Mitchell study was that when questions were asked at the host site, they had to be 

repeated for the benefit of those at the remote site which caused a delay in answering 

questions.   

 In a study conducted by Spooner, Knight, Lo, and Wood (2007), participants 

complained that students at a distance were not able to complete the hands on 

activities being conducted in the classroom.  The most that could be done was for 

them to sit back and watch the activity as it occurred in the host classroom.  This can 

be overcome however, by setting up the activity in advance, giving the distance 

students a chance to either congregate in a group setting with other distance students, 
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or setting up a camera that would allow them to be part of a group at the host site, thus 

allowing them to participate in the hands on activity with the rest of the class.   

Conclusion 

Change is inevitable.   More and more students are moving towards 

online/distance learning than in the past.  Advancements in the capabilities of 

computers and even phones have had a large influence in today’s classrooms.  

Colleges and universities are learning to deal with students who have grown up with a 

computer in their hand at every turn.  With the possibility of videoconferencing in the 

observation and instruction of classrooms and student teachers, barriers to education 

are being broken down almost daily.  Future educators must be adequately prepared to 

use technology in their classrooms.  What better way to learn to use technology in the 

classroom, than to be taught in the same manner? 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 Online education has quickly risen to the front burner of colleges and 

universities.  Institutes of higher learning are adding online courses to their content at 

an amazing pace.  Distance education, in the form of correspondence courses, has 

been offered to students who could not travel great distances to colleges since the 

1700s (Griffin-Shirley, Almon, & Kelley, 2002).  However, their validity is still in 

question today.  Some instructors do not feel students can learn the required 

information without having someone stand in front of them, delivering the content to, 

or at them, in a lecture styled format.  Only one in three academic leaders (33%) 

currently believe their faculty “accepts the value and legitimacy on online education.”  

There has been little change in acceptance over the course of the research (28% in 

2002, 31% in 2004, and 28% in 2005) (Allen & Seaman, 2007). 

 With the advent of new and improved technology allowing for web 

conferencing and videoconferencing, the question now arises, how can it be used to 

teach online classes which have usually been taught in a face-to-face setting?  When 

classes that are taught traditionally in a face-to-face setting are taught online, can they 

be successful?  What can be done to make these classes be more successful?    

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of 

videoconferencing in the delivery of an online manual communication lab taught at 

Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas.  This study attempted to gather feedback 
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from past participants of this program, research whether or not the participants have 

improved their signed communication skills, and to ascertain whether or not the lab 

can be successfully taught at a distance.  It was a descriptive study of the effectiveness 

of videoconferencing in the delivery of the manual communication lab portion of 

Texas Tech University’s Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program.  

The graduates of this program were considered the accessible population, the 

population from which the researcher can realistically select subjects (Gay, Mills, & 

Airasian, 2009, p. 599).  This program caters to a very specific set of people, and non-

participants of the program would not have been able to provide accurate feedback to 

the researcher.   

Statement of the Problem 

The field of deaf education is facing a shortage of qualified teachers.  Students 

taught in general education classes and those taught in resource rooms combine to 

account for 48% of students identified as deaf and hard of hearing who potentially 

spend some part of their instructional day in a setting with educational interpreters 

(Scheetz & Gunter, 2004).  With nearly half of the students identified as deaf or hard 

of hearing spending their time in inclusion and resource classrooms, teachers need to 

be trained on how to work with them in these settings.  Preparing teachers for students 

who are deaf or hard of hearing is a complex business related to the diversity within 

the population of students (Jones & Ewing, 2002).  Can these teachers be trained 

effectively from a distance, or must they continue to be trained in a traditional face-to-

face setting?   
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 With this shortage comes the need to train teachers, and to train them quickly.  

In an effort to do just this, Texas Tech University has hosted an alternative 

certification program for teachers of the Deaf through a grant from the Texas 

Education Agency since 2004.  All students deserve a good education.  This means 

they are entitled to teachers who are proficient speakers of the language used by 

students (Buisson, 2007).  The Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation 

Program at Texas Tech University contains a manual communication lab which 

attempts to teach manual communication methods to its pre-service teachers via 

videoconferencing.  

Description of Texas Tech’s Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program 

This is a certification program which trains special education teachers to work 

with students who are deaf or hard of hearing.  In order to be admitted to the program, 

potential participants complete a scholarship application for Texas Tech and Region 

XVII.  (See Appendix C)  If the participant is selected to receive the scholarship, he or 

she must then apply to Texas Tech University as a graduate student.   Applicants must 

currently hold a current Texas teaching certificate, have three years of teaching 

experience, and have a functional computer with internet access.  

The graduate students took part in online discussions, online classes, 

videoconferencing meetings, email discussions, as well as asynchronous online 

classes.  These students met once at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas, with 

the instructors at the beginning of the program to set up computer accounts, email, and 

other “housekeeping” chores.  Upon successful completion of this program, 
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participants completed twenty-seven credit hours towards a Master of Education 

degree at Texas Tech University.  The progression of courses for this program can be 

found in Appendix D.  The manual communication lab is a part of the internship 

course taught each semester of the program.   

Graduates of the program were then recommended to the Texas Education 

Agency (TEA) to be given the opportunity to take the TExES exam for Deaf and Hard 

of Hearing (181).  Mastery of this exam allows the graduate student to add the Deaf 

and Hard of Hearing certification to their Texas teaching certification.  Graduates of 

the program then had the opportunity to complete the remaining hours towards 

completion of a Master of Education Degree in Special Education from Texas Tech 

University, if they so choose.  

Research Questions 

 A review of literature was conducted to gather information from the field of 

education on the use of technology in distance education, specifically in online 

classes.  The researcher explored the possibilities of videoconferencing in the 

classroom, and found videoconferencing being used in the delivery of an online 

manual communication lab at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas.  Based on 

the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program already in place at Texas 

Tech University in Lubbock, Texas, the following research questions were used to 

guide this study: 

1. What role does videoconferencing play in the effective teaching of sign-

communication from a distance? 
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a. Can sign-communication be taught effectively from a distance? 

b. What kind of interaction exists between the instructor and the students? 

c. What are the students' perceptions of their success and progress throughout 

the lab? 

2. Will this lab improve sign language skills and will it help strengthen the 

graduate Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program? 

Rationale 

 Manual Communication, often referred to as sign language, is an important 

part of deaf education.  Teachers of the deaf must be able to communicate with their 

students in order to effectively teach them.  The subjects of this study were graduate 

students who have completed a graduate internship that included a synchronous video-

conferenced sign language lab at Texas Tech University.  This lab is a portion of the 

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Education Program at Texas Tech University.  

Many of the graduate students enrolled in this program live at great distances from the 

campus.  The students of the program have a very short period of time (one year) to 

complete the manual communication lab; however, a new language is not typically 

mastered in one year.  Since the addition of this lab to the program in 2011, 

approximately sixty graduate students have completed the course. 

 The results of this study will give insight to the designers of this program as to 

the strengths and weaknesses of this portion of the program, and allow them to make 

any changes necessary to enhance the learning of future participants.  Future 

participants will benefit from this research as changes can be made to the program that 
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will enhance the learning experience, based on the feedback of graduates from this 

program.  In order to answer the research questions, the following procedure was 

employed.   

Participants 

 The participants of this study were graduate students who have completed the 

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program, which had a manual 

communication lab associated with it.  The participants were all certified teachers in 

the state of Texas, had at least three years teaching experience, and were all 

volunteers.   

An invitation to take part in the survey was sent to approximately thirty-three 

potential participants.  The participants were all graduates of the Deaf and Hard of 

Hearing Teacher Preparation Program.  The invitation was emailed to the graduates of 

the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program by staff from the Texas 

Tech Sowell Center for the Research and Education in Sensory Disabilities via the 

graduate students’ personal (non-Texas Tech) email accounts.  Thirty-three was the 

number of graduates able to be located by the staff.   

Survey 

An Institutional Review Board (IRB) proposal was submitted to Texas Tech’s 

IRB office to allow the use of an anonymous online survey to poll students.  A copy of 

the IRB proposal, survey, and approval can be found in Appendices A and B.  A 

survey was chosen to assist in answering the research questions for a variety of 

reasons which include: anonymity of respondents (an interview would have required 
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the researcher to know personal information for each respondent), ease of completion 

for the respondents, and availability of online survey software.   

The survey contained a total of thirty-one questions, twenty-one multiple 

choice questions, and ten open-ended responses.  Questions one, two, twenty-five, and 

twenty-six were demographic questions.  Questions three, four, eleven, and twelve 

were questions regarding the students’ perceptions of their success in the lab.  

Questions nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four 

were questions regarding certification exams.  Questions twenty-seven and twenty-

eight were questions regarding the continuance of earning a Master of Education 

degree from Texas Tech University.  The following were general questions regarding 

the lab, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, thirty, 

and thirty-one.  Questions thirteen, fourteen, and twenty-nine were regarding the 

effectiveness of the lab.  (See Appendix A) 

  The results of the survey were reported using descriptive statistics.  The 

desired number of responses for the surveys was at least twenty participants.  If this 

number is not received, the researcher will continue with the research, but the results 

will not be able to be generalized outside of this program. 

The survey was available to the participants for one month.  Since Qualtrics 

maintains the anonymity of the respondents, after fifteen days, a reminder was sent to 

all of the participants.  A copy of the reminder email letter is included with the IRB 

proposal located in Appendix A.  The desired number of responses was not met by the 
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close of the survey, so it was extended for one extra week, and an email was sent from 

the Sowell Center asking the graduate students to please respond to the survey. 

Data Collection 

 Data for this portion of the study was collected anonymously utilizing the 

Qualtrics online survey software.  Data analysis of the quantitative portion of the 

survey results was calculated by the Qualtrics software.  The Qualtrics software 

provided the following information for each of the multiple choice questions:  

minimum values, maximum values, mean, variance, standard deviation, and the total 

number and percentages of responses.  

 The individual answers to the open-ended questions in the survey were listed 

in a report provided by the Qualtrics software.  The researcher used the transcription 

of the responses to develop codes into which the responses were categorized.  Once 

the coding took place, the researcher was then able to better identify any recurring 

themes in the data collected from the open-ended responses on the survey.  The open-

ended response questions were treated as a structured interview, so codes and themes 

were easy to determine for this information as some of the questions were simply 

“why or why not” to allow for clarification for some of the previous survey questions.   

Review of pre- and post-test data 

 Upon commencement of the manual communication lab during the fall 

semester, a pre-test was administered to help determine their level of signing skills.  

The test consisted of a self-recorded video, which was then reviewed by three highly 

skilled manual communication signers.  The three raters met the Texas standards as 
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experts in this area.  According to the State Board of Education and the Texas 

Education Agency, an expert is someone who has extensive experience in the 

education of the Deaf, ASL instruction, or a related area ("How the test," 2014).  

These experts meet the eligibility in the state of Texas to score the Test of Signed 

Communication (TASC 072) which can be added to a teacher’s certification.  If the 

student was a certified interpreter, proof of certification was required.  Interpreters 

were allowed to take the class in order to improve their manual communication skills.  

If the student was a native signer, the instruction was geared towards personal growth, 

specifically academic language.  The video consisted of the following requirements: 

voice your name, communication type, and level of sign.  Students were then 

instructed to sign your name, the alphabet, address, a one to three minute narrative of 

something good, funny, or interesting to them, and finally to read a story (E. Laman, 

personal communication, May 27, 2014). 

The lab was highly specialized to the student’s specific abilities, and students were 

instructed to develop as many opportunities to practice as possible.  The students met 

with instructor through videoconferencing for at least ten hours a semester.   

For these tests, the following definitions were used: 

 Beginner – the student has no sign experience and does not know the 

alphabet. 

 Emergent – the student has the skills of basic hand position, alphabet, 

colors, and other very elemental signs. 
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 Intermediate – the student has over 100 signs and knows context, hand 

positioning, facial cues, body cues, word order, syntax, and how to read a 

simple book aloud. 

 Proficient – the student is ready to take the interpreter test and can fluently 

converse within the Deaf and ASL community.  (E. Laman, personal 

communication, May 24, 2014)   

At the conclusion of the lab in the spring semester, a post-test (identical to the 

pre-test) was administered to the student to note any gains made throughout the 

duration of the lab.  The pre- and post-test data was provided to the researcher by an 

instructor of the courses, and was coded in a way to preserve the anonymity of the 

students.  This data can be found in Appendix D.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

This study attempted to answer two research questions.  The results were 

reported using descriptive analysis.  A survey was conducted using the Qualtrics 

online survey software in order to answer research questions.  The results are reported 

in this chapter by each research question and its sub-questions.  

Research Questions 

1. What role does videoconferencing play in the effective teaching of sign-

communication from a distance? 

a. Can sign-communication be taught effectively from a distance? 

b. What kind of interaction exists between the instructor and the students? 

c. What are the students' perceptions of their success and progress throughout 

the lab? 

2. Will this lab improve sign language skills and will it help strengthen the 

graduate Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program? 

Survey Description 

The survey was made available to thirty-three graduates of the Deaf and Hard 

of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech University, who had 

completed the course with a manual communication lab.  Initially, it was available to 

the graduates for four weeks, with an extra week added in an attempt to gather more 

responses.     
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The survey contained a total of thirty-one questions, twenty-one multiple 

choice questions, and ten open-ended responses.  Questions one, two, twenty-five, and 

twenty-six were demographic questions.  Questions three, four, eleven, and twelve 

were questions regarding the students’ perceptions of their success in the lab.  

Questions nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four 

were questions regarding certification exams.  Questions twenty-seven and twenty-

eight were questions regarding the continuance of earning a Master of Education 

degree from Texas Tech University.  The following were general questions regarding 

the lab itself, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, 

thirty, and thirty-one.  Questions thirteen, fourteen, and twenty-nine were regarding 

the effectiveness of the lab.  (See Appendix A) 

The desired number of responses for the surveys was at least twenty 

participants.  An invitation to take the survey was sent to thirty-three graduates, after 

five weeks, a total of sixteen responses was obtained, which was a 48% response rate.   

Participants 

 The participants of this study were graduate students who had completed the 

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech University, 

which has a manual communication lab associated with it.  The participants were all 

certified teachers in the state of Texas, had at least three years teaching experience, 

and were all volunteers.   

An invitation to take part in the survey was sent to approximately thirty-three 

potential participants.  The participants were all graduates of the Deaf and Hard of 
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Hearing Teacher Preparation Program.  The invitation was emailed to the graduates of 

the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program by staff from the Texas 

Tech Sowell Center for the Research and Education in Sensory Disabilities via the 

graduate students’ personal (non-Texas Tech) email accounts.  Thirty-three was the 

number of graduates able to be located by the staff.   

Survey Results 

 Respondents were evenly spaced out over the first three years the manual 

communication lab was in place as part of this program.  Of the sixteen respondents, 

six (37.5%) were from the class of 2011, four (25%) were from the class of 2012, and 

six (37.5%) were from the class of 2013.  Eleven of the respondents (69%) had less 

than five years of experience working with students who were Deaf or Hard of 

Hearing.  Four (25%) respondents had between six to fifteen years of experience of 

working with students who were Deaf or Hard of Hearing, and one (6%) respondent 

had no experience in this field at all.   

Procedure for Open-Ended Responses  

 For the ten open-ended response questions, qualitative analysis was used.  The 

researcher gathered the open-ended responses and treated them as though a structured 

interview had been conducted.  A “transcript” of the responses was created, and 

through coding, they were grouped to look for themes or common answers.  Once the 

answers were grouped into categories, percentages for each category were calculated.  
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Videoconferencing and Its Effectiveness in Learning Sign-Communication – 

Questions 1 and 1a 

1. What role does videoconferencing play in the effective teaching of sign-

communication from a distance? 

a. Can sign-communication be taught effectively from a distance? 

 In an effort to determine if sign-communication can be taught effectively from 

a distance, the students were asked if they felt the manual communication lab was 

effective having been taught in a videoconferencing format.  Of the sixteen 

respondents, fourteen (88%) stated yes, and two (12%), stated no.  The respondents 

were asked to clarify why they felt the lab was or was not effective.  Twelve 

respondents answered this open-ended question and the researcher grouped their 

responses into the following themes: Bad Connections, Convenient, Groups (working 

with others), and Other.  Three respondents (25%) mentioned at times there were bad 

connections, two (17%) stated it was a convenient way to take the class, four (33%) 

stated they liked that they were able to work in groups, and three (25%) gave other 

reasons for its success.  See Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1  

Was the class effective?  

Was the class effective for 

you? Why?  Why not? 

Number of responses Percentage 

Bad connections  3 25 

Convenient 2 17 

Groups 4 33 

Other 3 25 

Total 12 100 

(n=12) 
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 Some of the comments from those who felt there were poor connections were, 

“There were times when the picture would freeze, lost connections, or the images were 

blurry.”  Another stated, “It was great except for at times the connection was bad to 

where it made the picture jump.  We would reschedule if it was too bad.”  A third 

respondent stated, “It was effective because I could see the teacher and he could see 

me.  However, sometimes I could not get good reception.”   

 Others felt it was effective because they were able to work in groups.  Working 

with others while grouped by ability level gave them the opportunity to practice with 

others with the same skill level.  Some comments were: “I truly enjoyed having the 

opportunity to practice with others that were at my level or a little above to challenge 

me” and “It was good to have someone tell you if you were executing the sign 

incorrectly.” 

 An additional question was asked to further clarify working in groups.  The 

graduates were asked if they were able to work in groups, and if so, how were those 

groups facilitated.  Thirteen graduates responded to this question.  Their answers were 

grouped into three categories: No (23% - three students), Yes (46% - six students), and 

Yes, by ability level (31% - four students).  Of the thirteen responses, only one 

respondent (8%) answered the second part of the question and said the instructor 

facilitated the group.  Some of the comments for this question were, “We were placed 

in groups by our ability to sign (beginner, intermediate, advanced),” “I think we were 

placed in groups according to our ability and he moved us around every so often,” and 

“we did online chats in group settings through Skype.”  See Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2  

Working in groups  

Did you work in groups 

and how were they 

facilitated 

Number of responses Percentage 

Yes 6 46 

No 3 23 

Yes, grouped by ability 4 31 

Total  13 100 

(n=13) 

 In a continuing effort to determine the effectiveness of the manual 

communication lab, graduates were also asked if they felt the lab was effective in the 

format in which it was presented, or would they have preferred a face-to-face setting, 

and why?  Fifteen respondents answered this open-ended question.  The researcher 

was able to group the answers in the following manner: Face-to-face (40% - six 

students), Mixed (13% - two students), Videoconferencing (40% - six students), and 

Other (7% - one student).  See Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3  

Effective in Format Presented  

Was the class effective in a 

videoconference format or 

did you prefer another 

method? 

Number of responses Percentage 

Videoconferencing 6 40 

Face-to-face 6 40 

Mixed 2 13 

Other 1 7 

Total 15 100 

(n=15) 
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 Some of the responses included “I would have preferred a face-to-face 

setting,” “It was effective for me,” “I would have preferred face-to-face,” “Face-to-

face would have been more effective,” and “I thought it was great and highly 

effective.”  Under the category of “Other,” the respondent simply wrote “no” and the 

researcher was unable to determine which part of the question they were answering.  

In the category “Mixed,” the respondents stated that while the class was effective 

taught through videoconferencing, they would have liked to have a face-to-face 

component of the course as well.   

 As to why they preferred one method over the other, nine respondents 

answered this portion of the question.  They stated “I needed more of it,” “I learn 

better that way,” “…because of the lag time during videoconferencing,” “I don’t think 

with work and completing the courses I would have had time to meet face-to-face.  It 

was much easier for me to do it from home on the computer.  If I needed to, I could 

multitask work and school,” and “Maybe for someone who did not have much 

experience that face-to-face may have been better”  

 As was stated in a previous chapter, video quality is especially important for 

tasks involving detailed visual communication such as the use of American Sign 

Language (ASL) (Hooper, et al., 2007).  In a previously attempted manual 

communication lab at Texas Tech, issues were encountered with software.  Case, 

Davidson, & Wilson, 2011, reported, the Adobe Breeze program was not compatible 

with Flash 10, which was the current version at the time.  Participants had to 

downgrade to Flash 9 in order to get the software to work.  Slow internet connections 
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and firewalls at work also caused issues for the students.  There were issues with the 

videoconferencing software as well.  When just two individuals used the software, the 

program worked well.  As more participants were added, the screen pixelated and the 

connection began to slow down.   

In an effort to determine if any technology issues might have affected the 

effectiveness of this particular manual communication lab at Texas Tech, the graduate 

students were asked if any issues were encountered during their time in the manual 

communication lab.  Fourteen respondents answered this question, but one answer was 

removed because the respondent stated “I am not sure what you are referring to here.”  

Overwhelmingly, ten students said they did not encounter any issues with technology 

(77%), while a small portion (three students) of the respondents (23%) stated they had 

issues with internet connectivity.  See Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4  

Technology Issues  

Did you have issues with 

the software used in this 

lab? 

Number of responses Percentage 

No issues 10 77 

Internet connectivity 3 23 

Total 13 100 

(n=13) 

 Some of the comments associated with this question were, “I did not have any 

problems with the software.  I only had occasional issues with the server connections 

or weather interference,” “There were some days that we would fade in and out, but I 
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think it depended on the internet connection,” and “I did not have any problems with 

the software.”  

 The respondents also overwhelmingly stated they would take another 

videoconferencing manual communication lab if the opportunity arose.  Of the fifteen 

respondents to this question, 100% indicated they would take another manual 

communication lab in a videoconference setting.  Some of their reasons for taking 

another course were as follows: “Yes, I would like to take another manual 

communication lab online to improve my ASL,” “It is convenient for someone who 

has a full-time job,” It helps my personal development to learn more,” and “I need the 

practice so another class would be helpful.”  The categories for this open-ended 

response question were, Convenience (23% - three students), Learn more (31% - four 

students), Continued Practice (31% - four students), and Other (15% - two students).  

See Table 4.5.  The category “Other” contained comments such as, “I learned so 

much,” and “Yes, because I enjoyed it and learned so much.”  

Table 4.5  

Why Would You Take Another Online Manual Communication Lab?  

Why take another online 

manual communication lab 

Number of responses Percentage 

Convenient 3 23 

Learn more 4 31 

Continued practice 4 31 

Other 2 15 

Total 13 100 

(n=13) 
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Instructor/Student Interaction – Question 1b 

b. What kind of interaction exists between the instructor and the students? 

 The very nature of a class being offered in a face-to-face setting allows for 

more interaction with an instructor than a class that is offered at a distance.  In the case 

of the manual communication lab offered at Texas Tech University, the graduate 

students enrolled in the program often live at great distances from the university.  In 

this instance, what kind of interaction existed between the students and the instructor? 

 When asked about the number of times each student interacted with the 

instructor, respondents (N=16) reported varying degrees of frequency in their contact 

with the instructor throughout each semester.  The responses provided were as 

follows: 1-2 times a week (56% - nine students), 3-5 times a week (0%), 1-2 times a 

month (25% - four students), 3-5 times a month (6% - one student), 5 or more times a 

month (0%), 1-2 times a semester (6% - one student), 3-5 times a semester (0%), and 5 

or more times a semester (6% - one student).  See Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 

Instructor/Student Interaction  

Frequency Number of responses Percentage 

1-2 times a week 9 56 

3-5 times a week 0 0 

1-2 times a month 4 25 

3-5 times a month 1 6 

5 or more times a month 0 0 

1-2 times a semester 1 6 

3-5 times a semester 0 0 

5 or more times a semester 1 6 

Total 16 100 

(n=16) 
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 The respondents (N=16) were then asked if they would have preferred to meet 

more often (56% - nine students), less often (0%), or if they met enough (44% - seven 

students).  The results were closely split between feeling more interaction was needed, 

and the interaction they had was enough, leaning just slightly towards wanting more 

interaction with the instructor.  See Table 4.7 

Table 4.7 Meeting Preferences (N=16) 

Preferred to meet Number of responses Percentage 

More often 9 56% 

Less often 0 0% 

We met enough 7 44% 

Total 16 100% 

  

When asked about the length of their sessions with the instructor, the 

respondents gave similar answers to the length of time they spent with the instructor.  

The respondents (N=16) reported the following session lengths with the instructor: 15 

minutes to an hour (63% - ten students), 1-2 hours (31% - five students) and, 3-4 hours 

(6% - one student).  See Table 4.8 

Table 4.8  

Session Lengths  

Length of session Number of responses Percentage 

15 minutes to an hour 10 63 

1-2 hours 5 31 

3-4 hours 1 6 

Total 16 100 

(n=16) 

 Interestingly, when asked if the sessions were an adequate length, 

overwhelmingly, fifteen (94%) of the sixteen respondents answered that their sessions 
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were a good length.  Only one respondent (6%) stated they would have preferred a 

longer session, and no one felt their sessions should have been shorter.  See Table 4.9. 

Table 4.9  

Adequate Session Lengths  

Would have preferred  Number of responses Percentage 

Longer sessions 1 6 

Shorter sessions 0 0 

They were a good length 15 94 

Total 16 100 

(n=16) 

 In a face-to-face setting, students are able to ask questions in class as they 

arise.  When a student is on campus, they usually have access to their instructor during 

the instructor’s office hours.  In an online setting, students may have to make 

arrangements with the instructor to answer any questions.  The graduates were asked if 

their instructor was available to meet with them virtually if they encountered an issue.  

Out of sixteen responses to this question, fifteen (94%) said yes, the instructor was 

available to meet when questions or issues arose, and one (6%) said no, the instructor 

was not available.  

 The graduates were asked to clarify how they arranged meetings with the 

instructor through an open-ended response question.  The question was asked, “How 

did you arrange those meetings and when were they held?”  This question elicited 

fourteen varying responses.  The responses (N=14) were grouped into the following 

categories: Email (36% - five students), Email and Video (7% - one student), Email 

and Phone (7% - one student), Phone (14% - two students), and Other (36% - five 

students).  Under the category “Other,” some of the responses included, “Meetings 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

52 

were set up weekly at a scheduled meeting time,” “They were held when the group or 

individuals were available” and, “The instructor set up a schedule.”  See Table 4.10. 

Table 4.10  

Arranging meetings  

How were meetings 

arranged? 

Number of responses Percentage 

Through email 5 36 

Through email and video  1 7 

Through email and phone 1 7 

Through phone calls 2 14 

Other 5 36 

Total 16 100 

(n=14) 

Upon further breaking down the responses to indicate when the meetings were 

held, only eight respondents answered this portion of the question.  Four of the 

responses (50%) indicated the meetings were held in the evenings after school, and 

four (50%) stated they met whenever they were available which could have been 

anytime of the day. 

Students’ Perception of Their Success – Question 1c 

c. What are the students' perceptions of their success and progress throughout 

the lab? 

 The respondents showed a self-perceived increase in their expressive signing 

skills from the beginning to the end of the manual communication lab.  They were 

asked to rate their expressive signing skills at the beginning and end of the course 

using the following labels: Beginner (non-existent to some fingerspelling), 

Intermediate (some fingerspelling to some signs), Advanced Intermediate (proficient 
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signs), and Advanced (fluent).  At the beginning of the lab, five (31%) respondents 

rated themselves as Beginners, seven (44%) as Intermediate, one (6%) as Advanced 

Intermediate, and three (19%) as Advanced.  At the end of the course, none (0%) rated 

themselves as beginners, eight (50%) as intermediate, five (31%) as advanced 

intermediate, and three (19%) as advanced.  See Figure 4.1.  

These results show an overall increase in the students’ perception of their 

expressive signing skills.  The intermediate category saw an increase of one student 

(6%), advanced intermediate saw an increase of four students (25%), while advanced 

remained the same at three students (19%).  The beginner category dropped from 31% 

to 0% indicating all of those students increased their skills at least one skill level. 

 

Figure 4.1 Self-Reported Expressive Signing Skills at the Beginning and End of the  

  Lab (n=16) 
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Strengthening the Program – Question 2 

2. Will this lab improve sign language skills and will it help strengthen the 

graduate Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program? 

In order to answer this question, data was gathered from pre- and post-tests 

administered to the graduate students at the beginning and end of the manual 

communication lab.  (Results can be found in Appendix D)  This study examined the 

results of three cohorts of students, from 2010-2013.  The tests (administered in the 

fall and spring semesters) consisted of a self-recorded video which was then reviewed 

by three highly skilled manual communication signers.  According to the State Board 

of Education and the Texas Education Agency, an expert is someone who has 

extensive experience in the education of the Deaf, ASL instruction, or a related area 

(Texas Education Agency, 2014).  These experts meet the eligibility in the state of 

Texas to score the Test of Signed Communication (TASC 072) which can be added to 

a teacher’s certification.  If the student was a certified interpreter, proof of certification 

was required.  Interpreters were permitted to take the class in order to improve their 

manual communication skills.  If the student was a native signer, the instruction was 

geared towards personal growth, specifically academic language.  The video consisted 

of the following requirements: voice your name, communication type, and level of 

sign.  Students were then instructed to sign your name, the alphabet, address, a one to 

three minute narrative of something good, funny, or interesting to them, and finally to 

read a story (E. Laman, personal communication, May 27, 2014). 
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 The lab was highly specialized to the student’s specific abilities, and students 

were instructed to develop as many opportunities to practice as possible.    Some 

students chose to further their signing abilities through other signed communication 

courses available in their communities.  The students met with instructor through 

videoconferencing for at least ten hours a semester.  At the conclusion of the lab in the 

spring semester, the test was re-administered to the student to note any gains made 

throughout the lab.  The pre- and post-test data was provided to the researcher by an 

instructor of the courses, and was coded in a way to preserve the anonymity of the 

students.   

For these tests, the following definitions were used: 

 Beginner – the student has no sign experience and does not know the 

alphabet. 

 Emergent – the student has the skills of basic hand position, alphabet, 

colors, and other very elemental signs. 

 Intermediate – the student has over 100 signs and knows context, hand 

positioning, facial cues, body cues, word order, syntax, and how to read a 

simple book aloud. 

 Proficient – the student is ready to take the interpreter test and can fluently 

converse within the Deaf and ASL community.  (E. Laman, personal 

communication, May 24, 2014)   
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The following codes were used to indicate the individual student’s gains within 

each area: 

 + gain 

 ++ significant gain 

 +++ student is at the top of gains before being recognized at the next level 

 For the first cohort, 2010-2011, twenty-five students completed the manual 

communication lab.  After the pre-test, the thirteen students (52%) were rated as 

beginners, nine (36%) as emergent, none as intermediate or proficient, and three 

students (12%), were interpreters who were taking the course to improve their signing 

skills in order to take the next level of the interpreter certification exam.  At the end of 

the course, seven students (28%) were beginners showing little growth to some gain, 

eleven (44%) were emergent with little growth to some gain, four (16%) were 

intermediate, none were proficient, and the three interpreters (12%) all showed a gain 

in their abilities.  See Table 4.11. 

Table 4.11  

2010-2011 Pre- and Post-test Data  

Level Number of 

students  

beginning 

Percentage Number of 

students 

ending 

Percentage 

Beginner 13 52 7 28 

Emergent 9 36 11 44 

Intermediate 0 0 4 16 

Proficient 0 0 0 0 

Interpreter 3 12 3 12 

Total 25 100 25 100 

(n=25) 
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For the second cohort, 2011-2012, fourteen students completed the lab.  After the 

pre-test, nine (65%) were beginners, three (21%) were emergent, one (7%) was 

intermediate, none were proficient, and one student (7%) was Deaf and a native 

signer.  At the end of the course, four (29%) were beginners with little growth to 

significant gains, five (36%) were emergent with little growth to significant gains, 

three (21%) were intermediate (all of these students had progressed to this level from a 

lower level), one (7%) was proficient, and the Deaf/Native Signer had some gain and 

learned academic vocabulary.  The student who gained a level from intermediate to 

proficient was able to take and pass the Deaf Translator 1 Exam.  See Table 4.12. 

Table 4.12  

2011-2012 Pre- and Post-test Data  

Level Number of 

students  

beginning 

Percentage Number of 

students 

ending 

Percentage 

Beginner 9 65 4 29 

Emergent 3 21 5 36 

Intermediate 1 7 3 21 

Proficient 0 0 1 7 

Deaf/Native 

Speaker 

1 7 1 7 

Total 14 100 14 100 

(n=14) 

The results of the third cohort’s (2012-2013) nineteen pre- and post-tests showed 

that at the beginning of the semester, seven (36.5%) of the students were beginners, 

six (31.5%) were emergent, four (21%) were intermediate, none were proficient, and 

two (11%) were interpreters seeking to enhance their signing skills.  At the end of the 

year, three (16%) were beginners but did gain some signing skills, six (31.5%) were 
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emergent with little growth to some gains (three of these students were previously 

labeled as beginners), seven (36.5%) were intermediate (all these students gained 

signing skills), none were proficient, and the two (11%) interpreters both gained skills 

as well.  The final skill level for one of the previously intermediate students was not 

given, but it was noted that he or she was ready to take the sign test.  See Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13 

2012-2013 Pre- and Post-test Data  

Level Number of 

students  

beginning 

Percentage Number of 

students 

ending 

Percentage 

Beginner 7 36.5% 3 16% 

Emergent 6 31.5% 6 31.5% 

Intermediate 4 21% 7 36.5% 

Proficient 0 0% 0 0% 

Interpreter 2 11% 2 11% 

Ready to test 0 0% 1 5% 

Total 19 100% 19 100% 

(n=19) 

Based on the results previously mentioned in this chapter, as well as those 

provided in this section, it can be concluded this program did improve the signing 

skills of the graduate students.  In the beginning years of this program, graduate 

students were taught signed communication skills using the Bravo® video series with 

no interaction with a signed communication instructor.  With the addition of the 

manual communication lab, and its success in promoting signing skills of the graduate 

students, it can be inferred this lab did in fact strengthen the program.  Graduates of 

the course were leaving the program with better signing skills than when they first 

began.  The graduates of this course may not have left as fluent signers, but they did 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

59 

leave the course with more knowledge and practice in signed communication that 

could be used in their classrooms.   

Certifying Teachers of the Deaf 

 The Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program was offered as a 

way to increase the number of teachers in this area of low incidence disabilities.  Upon 

successful completion of this program, graduates are recommended by Texas Tech to 

TEA to take the TExES exam to become certified Deaf and Hard of Hearing 

educators.  Of the fifteen graduates who responded to the question, “When you 

completed the TTU DHH Program, did you take the TExES exam for Deaf and Hard 

of Hearing,” fourteen (93%) said yes, and one (7%) said no.  Of those who took the 

test, fourteen (100%) passed the exam and were eligible to add the Deaf and Hard of 

Hearing certification to their Texas Teacher’s Certificate.  Although a small step, these 

fourteen educators have helped to reduce the shortage of certified teachers of the Deaf 

in the state of Texas.  See Figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2 Took Certification Exam (n=15) 
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The graduate students were also asked if they were currently employed as a Teacher of 

the Deaf in their school districts.  Once again, fifteen graduates answered this 

question, but only seven (47%) said they were currently employed as a Teacher of the 

Deaf, and eight (53%) said no.  When asked why they were not employed as Teachers 

of the Deaf in their school districts, there were eight responses.  The responses were 

categorized into No Need, Other Duties, Mixed Duties, and Other.  Five (63%) said 

there was no need in their district, one (12.3%) had other duties, one (12.3%) had 

mixed duties, and one (12.3%) responded other.  See Table 4.14 

Table 4.14  

Why Are You Not Employed as a Teacher of the Deaf in Your District?  

Not employed as a Teacher 

of the Deaf 

Number of Responses Percentage 

No need 5 63.1 

Other duties 1 12.3 

Mixed duties 1 12.3 

Other 1 12.3 

Total 8 100 

(n=8) 

 Some responses for the previous question included, “Students within my 

district attend a neighboring district that services DHH students,” “I was hired as an 

educational diagnostician,” “I was an itinerant teacher for one year and enjoyed that, 

but due to student load my position was surplus,” and “I have not tried to be 

employed.” 
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Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to determine if the online manual 

communication lab offered at Texas Tech University could be effectively delivered 

using videoconferencing technology.  The program at Texas Tech was developed to 

increase the number of certified teachers of the Deaf in the state of Texas and decrease 

the shortage of teachers in this area of low incidence disabilities.  The survey 

questions contained questions regarding the students’ perceived improvement or lack 

thereof during the class, their interactions with the instructor, issues with the software, 

and willingness to take another online manual communication lab.  Questions were 

also asked to determine if the graduates of this program obtained the certification to 

become teachers of the deaf in the state of Texas.  Responses were collected over a 

five week period from a potential pool of thirty-three graduates of the Deaf and Hard 

of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech University.   

 The answers to the open-ended response questions were treated as a structured 

interview.   A “transcript” of the responses was created, and through coding, they were 

grouped to look for themes or common answers.  Once the answers were grouped into 

categories, percentages for each category were calculated.   

 Pre- and Post-test data was collected to determine if the manual 

communication lab was effective in teaching signed communication, and whether or 

not the lab strengthened the program.  The data showed an improvement in the signed 

communication skills of the graduates of the lab.  It was determined since the lab was 

successful in improving signing skills of the students, this further solidifies the 
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importance of the manual communication lab thereby strengthening the entire 

program.  This data could also be used to help support the need for continued funding 

for this program.   

Closing 

Results from this study were intended to provide feedback for the instructors of 

the courses at Texas Tech University, and to determine if the manual communication 

lab portion of the program was effective having been taught at a distance.  The results 

contained in this chapter show the lab was effective as students progressed at least one 

level in their signing skills, the technology was an effective means of completing the 

lab, and this lab was a benefit to the graduates, the university, and the Deaf 

community. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings of the research.  

Limitations of this study will be discussed, as well as recommendations for changes to 

this program.  Possible future research opportunities are also discussed in this chapter, 

not only for this program, but for other universities and school districts as well.   

All students deserve a good education.  This means that they are entitled to 

teachers who are proficient speakers of the language used by students (Buisson, 2007).  

In order for this to occur when working with students who are Deaf or Hard of 

Hearing, the teacher should have some knowledge of signed communication.  The 

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech University in 

Lubbock, Texas, sought to provide signed communication skills to graduate students 

through an online manual communication lab provided in a videoconferencing format.   

 Results of this study showed the online manual communication lab at Texas 

Tech University was taught effectively through videoconferencing methods.  Students 

enrolled in the course often lived at great distances from Texas Tech, and had no other 

means of learning a signed communication method, other than through this program.  

Graduate students taking the manual communication lab as part of their coursework, 

showed an increase in their expressive signing skills from the beginning to the end of 

the yearlong lab.  Of the participants in this study, 100% (N=15), stated they would 

take another videoconferencing manual communication lab in the future if the 

opportunity arose.   
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Limitations 

 One limitation of this study was the size of the accessible population.  The 

manual communication lab had only been in place for three years at the time of this 

study, which limited the number of potential participants to thirty-three.  Of the thirty-

three potential participants, only sixteen (48%) responded to the survey, despite the 

fact the survey was left open for an additional week in an attempt to gather more 

responses.  Due to the small size of this study, the results are not generalizable outside 

the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech University 

in Lubbock, Texas.   

 A second limitation of this study was that it was restricted to a program at one 

university.  Might the results have been different if similar labs at multiple universities 

were surveyed?  Is this a program other universities might wish to consider adding to 

their programs? 

 A third limitation faced was the anonymity of the respondents.  Due to the 

issues of confidentiality, further questioning was not an option available to the 

researcher who would have liked to ask for clarification on some of the responses 

given during the study.  Having the graduate students complete an anonymous survey 

did not allow for more probing questions to be asked during the open-ended response 

portion of the survey.   

Recommendations 

  The results of this study lend themselves to some recommendations for this 

program.  Instructors may look into the possibility of offering a face-to-face 
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component of this lab for students who are willing to spend time and money to travel 

to the university, perhaps on a monthly basis.  This would allow the participants of the 

program to meet with the instructors of the course, and receive one-on-one help if 

needed.   

Another recommendation would be to ensure common vocabulary was present 

throughout the program.  When the students self-rated their signing skills, the 

categories were beginner, intermediate, advanced intermediate, and advanced.  When 

the pre- and post-tests were administered, students were grouped into categories 

labeled beginner, emergent, intermediate, and proficient.  In reviewing the definitions 

of these categories, the researcher discovered they did correlate with each other; 

however, they were named differently throughout the program.   

Based on the feedback from the graduates of the program, one other 

recommendation would be to leave the length of time and frequency of meetings as 

they are now.  As shown in the results of the survey and pre- and post-test data, 

improvement was made by the graduates as they progressed through the lab.  Since the 

instructor was available to meet with the students if they had issues within lab, they 

would be able to set up appointments if extra help was needed.  Also, if the instructor 

felt the graduates needed more help, he or she would set up a time to meet with them 

virtually. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future research opportunities include finding other universities that offer an 

online videoconferencing manual communication lab/class, and applying a similar 
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survey to that program.  What differences are noted that may be able to be applied to 

this program?  Another option for this particular study would be to re-evaluate this 

program once a few more years have passed.  With a larger accessible population, 

would the results of this survey be the same?  Perhaps the addition of an interview 

process would allow for more clarity on some of the open-ended response questions. 

With this lab having been successful in this setting, another researcher may 

explore the possibility of offering this lab to undergraduate students taking a signed 

communication course.  Another possibility would be to examine the feasibility of an 

online signed communication course offered at the high school level for students 

needing foreign language credits. 

Most education classes include some sort of observation.  In some cases, the 

students are observing experienced teachers in their classrooms, and in other cases, 

instructors are observing college students in a classroom setting.  When courses are 

offered at a distance, observations can become difficult to conduct.  Despite the rapid 

infusion of mobile technology into our personal and professional lives, we have made 

limited use of this technology in teacher education programs (Rock, Gregg, Thead, 

Acker, Gable, & Zigmond, 2009).  A possible research project may be to locate 

universities that use remote monitoring in the delivery of a signed communication 

course or lab.  Does the remote monitoring factor increase the success of the students 

versus those who take the course in a manner described in this study? 
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Summary 

Despite the limitations encountered in this study, the researcher was not only 

able to answer the research questions, but also able to make recommendations for the 

manual communication lab at Texas Tech University.  These recommendations 

included adding a face-to-face component to the lab or taking field trips to schools for 

the deaf so the lab participants would have access to deaf or hard of hearing 

individuals with which they can practice their signing skills.  Suggestions for future 

research studies were also presented in this chapter, such as further research associated 

with this lab, and the possibility of finding other universities or school districts that 

use videoconferencing in the delivery of a manual communication lab. 

Conclusion 

Based on the results gathered during this study, the researcher’s findings were 

that videoconferencing in the manual communication lab was an effective way of 

delivering instruction in signed communication.  Results of this study show that 

students gained signed communication skills while enrolled in this lab.  Interactions 

between the students and instructor were appropriate for this type of course, and the 

students reported they were of adequate length and frequency to promote learning.  

The education of the students appears to have in no way been hindered by the 

technology used, which has been deemed sufficient for a course of this type and size.  

Pre- and Post-test data gathered during the lab showed students increased their signing 

abilities.  The success of the lab further strengthens the program in producing well 

prepared educators of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing.  Some of the graduate students 
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live at great distances from the university, therefore, the delivery style of this course 

provided a way for students to learn and improve their signed communication skills. 
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The effectiveness of videoconferencing in the delivery of a 

manual communication lab for deaf educators 

 

I. Rationale: Sign language is an important part of deaf education.  Teachers of the 

deaf must be able to communicate with their students in order to effectively teach 

them.  The subjects of this study will be graduate students who have completed a 

graduate internship that included ten hours of a synchronous video-conferenced 

manual communication lab at Texas Tech University.  This lab is a portion of the Deaf 

and Hard of Hearing Teacher Education Program at Texas Tech University.  Some of 

the individuals enrolled in this program live at great distances from the campus and 

have a very short period of time (one year) to complete the manual communication 

lab.  A new language is not typically mastered in one year’s time.  Since the addition 

of this lab to the program in 2009, approximately sixty graduate students have 

completed the course.  This research will attempt to answer the following questions: 

1. Can sign-communication be taught effectively from a distance? 

a. What kind of interaction exists between the instructor and the students? 

b. What are the students’ perceptions of their success and progress 

throughout the lab? 

2. What role does videoconferencing play in the effective teaching of sign-

communication from a distance? 

3. Will this lab improve sign language skills and will it help strengthen the 

graduate Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program? 

 

The results of this study will give insight to the designers of this program as to the 

strengths and weaknesses of this portion of the program, and allow them to make any 

changes necessary to enhance the learning of future participants.  Future participants 

will benefit from this research as changes can be made to the program, based on the 

feedback of graduates from this program, that will enhance the learning experience. 

 

II. Subjects: The subjects in the study will be adult volunteers who completed the 

distance Deaf Hard of Hearing Teacher Preparation Program at Texas Tech 

University.  These volunteers were enrolled during the years 2009-2013.  

Approximately sixty recruitment letters will be sent asking for twenty-five or more 

participants to take part in the survey.  The researcher would like to receive at least 

twenty-five responses to the survey.  The recruitment letter will be sent via email to 

the prospective participants by a staff member from the Sowell Center for the 

Research and Education in Sensory Disabilities (Attachment A).  

  

III. Procedures:  A recruitment letter will be emailed to the graduates of the program 

by a staff member from the Sowell Center for Research and Education in Sensory 

Disabilities.  The survey will be conducted using a convenience sample.  The 

researcher is using the graduates of a specific program, and no manipulation of the 

data or participants will take place to account for certain groups, such as 

males/females, location, age, etc.  The survey will be conducted anonymously online 
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utilizing the Qualtrics software utilized by Texas Tech University (Attachment B).  

The volunteers will not be asked to provide their name or any identifying information 

and no identifying information will be gathered by the survey site. The survey is 

anonymous and there will be no way to identify the participants.  If the participants 

should put any identifying information in the open-ended response section of the 

survey, it will be redacted.  The researcher would like to receive at least twenty-five 

responses to the survey.  The survey will be available for approximately one month.  

After fifteen days, a reminder will be sent to the participants if twenty-five responses 

have not been received, the modified recruitment letter will be sent to everyone 

(Attachment C).  Since the researcher requires at least twenty-five responses to the 

survey, the survey will remain active until twenty-five responses are received.   

 

IV. Adverse Events and Liability: The proposed research poses no risk beyond the 

ordinary risks of daily life.  No liability plan is offered 

 

V. Consent Forms: There are no consent forms for this survey  

  



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

80 

Attachment A 

Survey Recruitment Letter 

 

Dear TTU DHH Graduate, 

 

My name is Carlos A. Flores, Jr.  I am a doctoral candidate at Texas Tech University 

in Lubbock, Texas.   

 

I am currently working on my dissertation which will examine the effectiveness of 

videoconferencing in a manual communication lab.  I am a former student of the Deaf 

and Hard of Hearing Teacher Education Program at Texas Tech University.   

 

This letter is being sent to you through the Sowell Center for Research and Education 

in Sensory Disabilities.   

 

I would like to ask you to participate in an anonymous survey regarding your 

experiences in your online manual communication lab.  Please keep in mind this 

survey is for the manual communication portion of the program ONLY.  The survey 

should take approximately ten to twenty minutes to complete depending on the length 

of your answers.  This is your opportunity to tell us what you did or did not like about 

this portion of the program.  

 

Your answers will remain anonymous.  There will be no personal identifying 

information included on the survey.   

 

The survey can be found at 

https://educttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3WqgFK21JO2zUEd. The survey will be 

available until 11:59 PM on Tuesday, April 15, 2015.     

 

If you have any questions, you may contact me at carlos.a.flores@ttu.edu, or my 

advisor, Dr. Roseanna Davidson, at roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu.   

 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 

 

Sincerely, 

Carlos A. Flores, Jr. M.Ed 

  

https://educttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3WqgFK21JO2zUEd
mailto:carlos.a.flores@ttu.edu
mailto:roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu
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Attachment B 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the following survey concerning the online 

manual communication lab portion of Texas Tech University’s Deaf and hard of 

Hearing Teacher preparation program.  The survey consists of multiple choice and 

open-ended response questions and should take anywhere from ten to twenty minutes 

depending on the length of your answers.  You may skip any question you do not wish 

to answer, or may exit the survey at any time by closing your browser.  

 

The survey is part of the dissertation writing process for the researcher, and your 

answers will be used to help answer the research questions.   

 

Dr. Roseanna Davidson will answer any questions you have about the study. You may 

contact her at 806-834-4286, or via email at roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu. Questions 

can also be directed to the Human Research Protection Program (HRPP), Office of the 

Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, 806-742-

2064. 

 

 

Manual Communication Lab Survey Questions 

 

1. What year did you complete the TTU DHH program? 

a. 2011 

b. 2012 

c. 2013 

 

2. How long have you worked with Deaf/Hard of Hearing students? 

a. 0-2 years 

b. 3-5 years 

c. 6-8 years 

d. 9-11 years 

e. 12-14 years 

f. 15+ years 

g. never 

 

3. How would you rate you expressive skills at the beginning of the TTU DHH 

program? 

a. Beginner (non-existent to some fingerspelling) 

b. Intermediate (fingerspelling to some signs) 

c. Advanced intermediate (proficient signs) 

d. Advanced (Fluent) 
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4. How you would you rate your receptive signing skills at the beginning of the 

TTU DHH program? 

a. Beginner (non-existent to some fingerspelling) 

b. Intermediate (fingerspelling to some signs) 

c. Advanced intermediate (proficient signs) 

d. Advanced (Fluent) 

 

5. How often did you videoconference with the instructor? (Choose the answer 

that best fits your situation even if there is some overlap) 

a. 1-2 times a week 

b. 3-5 times a week 

c. 1-2 times a month 

d. 3-5 times a month 

e. 5 or more times a month 

f. 1-2 times a semester 

g. 3-5 times a semester 

h. 5 or more times a semester 

 

6. Would you have preferred to meet  

a. More often 

b. Less often 

c. We met enough 

 

7. On average, how long were your sessions with the instructor? 

a. 15 minutes to an hour 

b. 1-2 hours 

c. 3-4 hours 

 

8. Would you have liked your sessions to be 

a. Longer 

b. Shorter 

c. They were a good length 

 

9. Was the instructor available to meet virtually with you when you had questions 

or issues? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

10. How did you arrange those meetings and when were they held? Example: 

Meetings were arranged via phone calls and they were held after normal school 

hours when we were both available. 
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11. How would you rate your expressive skills at the conclusion of the TTU DHH 

program? 

a. Beginner (non-existent to some fingerspelling) 

b. Intermediate (fingerspelling to some signs) 

c. Advanced intermediate (proficient signs) 

d. Advanced (Fluent) 

 

12. How would you rate your receptive signing skills at the conclusion of the TTU 

DHH program? 

a. Beginner (non-existent to some fingerspelling) 

b. Intermediate (fingerspelling to some signs) 

c. Advanced intermediate (proficient signs) 

d. Advanced (Fluent) 

 

13. Was this lab effective in a videoconferencing setting? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

14. Why or why not? 

 

15. What do you feel could have been done differently in the manual 

communication lab portion of the TTU DHH program?   What would you 

change? Please be as specific as possible. (Remember to limit your answers 

ONLY to the manual communication lab portion of the program) 

 

16. What was your experience with the software used to facilitate the sign 

language lab?  For example: Did you have issues with the software?  If so, 

were you able to get them resolved quickly?  Did you have trouble 

downloading or finding any of the required software?  (Please be as specific as 

possible) 

 

17. Would you be willing to take another online manual communication lab? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

18. Why or why not? 

 

19. When you completed the TTU DHH program, did you take the TExES exam 

for Deaf and Hard of Hearing (181)? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
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20. Did you pass the exam? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Did not take 

 

21. When you completed this the TTU DHH, did you take TExES TASC exam? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

22. Did you pass the exam? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Did not take 

 

23. Did you take a sign language interpreter exam (BEI)? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

24. Did you pass the exam? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Did not take 

 

25. Are you currently employed as a Teacher of the Deaf in your school district? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

26. If you answered “no” to question 25, why are you not employed as a Teacher 

of the Deaf in your school district? 

 

27. Upon completion of this program, did you elect to continue working on a 

Master of Education degree from Texas Tech University? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

28. Why or why not? 

 

29. From your perspective as a student, was the lab effective in the format in 

which it was presented, or would you have preferred a face-to-face setting?  

Why? 

 

30. Were you given the chance to work in groups with other participants in the 

class?  If so, how were those groups facilitated? 
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31. Is there anything else you can share with me regarding your experience in this 

manual communication lab? 

 

 

Thank you once again for your participation in this survey.  Your answers will remain 

anonymous and are a valuable source of information to the researcher.  If you have 

any questions regarding this survey, please contact Dr. Roseanna Davidson. You may 

call 806-834-4286 or email Roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu.  Questions can also be 

directed to the Human Research Protection Program (HRPP), Office of the Vice 

President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, 806-742-2064. 

  

mailto:Roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu
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Attachment C 

Survey Recruitment Letter – 2
nd

 request 

 

Dear TTU DHH Graduate, 

 

You may recall a few weeks ago you received a request from me through the Sowell 

Center for Research and Education in Sensory Disabilities.   

 

My name is Carlos A. Flores, Jr.  I am a doctoral candidate at Texas Tech University 

in Lubbock, Texas.   

 

I am currently working on my dissertation which will examine the effectiveness of 

videoconferencing in sign language education.  I am a former student of the Deaf and 

Hard of Hearing Teacher Education Program at Texas Tech University.   

 

Since I have no way of telling who has answered the survey, this reminder is being 

sent to everyone.  If you have already responded to the survey, please disregard this 

reminder.   

 

I would like to ask you to participate in an anonymous survey regarding your 

experiences in your online sign language lab.  Please keep in mind this survey is for 

the sign language portion of the program ONLY.  The survey should take 

approximately ten to twenty minutes to complete depending on the length of your 

answers.  This is your opportunity to tell us what you did or did not like about this 

portion of the program.  

 

 

Your answers will remain anonymous.  There will be no personal identifying 

information included on the survey.   

 

The survey can be found at 

https://educttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3WqgFK21JO2zUEd.  The survey will be 

available until 11:59 PM on Tuesday, April 15, 2014.   

 

If you have any questions, you may contact me at carlos.a.flores@ttu.edu, or my 

advisor, Dr. Roseanna Davidson, at roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu.   

 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 

 

Sincerely, 

Carlos A. Flores, Jr. M.Ed 

 

  

https://educttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3WqgFK21JO2zUEd
mailto:carlos.a.flores@ttu.edu
mailto:roseanna.davidson@ttu.edu
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Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program Application  

 

 



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

91 

 

  



 Texas Tech University, Carlos A. Flores, Jr., August 2014 

92 

 

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program 

Course Progression 

 

Summer 1: 

EDSP 5350     Foundations and Psychosocial Aspects of Students who are DHH       

AHSL 5344 Basics of Audiology  

 

Summer 2: 

AHSL 5345     Aural Habilitation  

 

Fall: 

EDSP 5351     Emergent Language & Literacy for Students who are DHH  

EDSP 5352     Oral Communication for Students who are DHH  

EDSP 5093 Internship for Deaf Education Certification Program for Teachers 

Part I  

 

Spring: 

EDSP 5353     Advanced Language & Literacy for Students who are DHH  

EDSP 5354     Accessing the General Education Curriculum for Students who are  

    DHH  

EDSP 5093     Internship for Deaf Education Certification Program for Teachers  

    Part II  
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2010-2011 

Student 

Code 

Summer 2010  

beginning Spring 2011 end 

10 a Emergent 

Emergent with little 

growth 

10 b Beginning Intermediate 

10 c Interpreter > + 

10 d Beginning Emergent  

10 e Beginning Emergent + 

10 f Beginning Emergent 

10 g Interpreter > + 

10 h Beginning Beginning + 

10 i Beginning Intermediate 

10 j Emergent Emergent + 

10 k Beginning 

Beginning with little 

growth 

10 l Beginning Beginning + 

10 m Emergent 

Emergent with little 

growth 

10 n Emergent 

Emergent with little 

growth 

10 o Emergent Emergent  

10 p Beginning Beginning + 

10 q Beginning 

Beginning with little 

growth 

10 r Beginning Beginning + 

10 s Emergent Emergent + 

10 t Beginning 

Beginning with little 

growth 

10 u Interpreter > + 

10 v Emergent Intermediate 

10 w Emergent Emergent + 

10 x Beginning Emergent 

10 y Emergent Intermediate 

+ gain 

++ significant gain 

+++ student is at the top of gains before being recognized at the next level 
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2011-2012 

 

Student Code 

Summer 2011  

beginning Spring 2012 end   

11 a 

Intermediate Proficient Working in deaf 

education and was 

able to pass Deaf 

Translator 1 test 

11 b Beginner Emergent   

11 e Beginner Emergent   

11 f 

Deaf / Native Signer Deaf / Native 

Signer 

Growth and 

learned academic 

sign language 

11 g Beginner Emergent   

11 h Beginner Intermediate   

11 i Beginner Beginner   

11 j Beginner Beginner ++   

11 k Emergent  Emergent ++   

11 l Beginner Intermediate   

11 q Beginner Beginner ++   

11 s Emergent  Intermediate   

11 t Beginner Beginner   

11 u Emergent  Emergent   

 

+ gain 

++ significant gain 

+++ student is at the top of gains before being recognized at the next level 
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2012-2013 

Student Code 

Summer 2012  

beginning Spring 2013 end 

12 a Emergent Emergent ++ 

12 b Emergent Intermediate 

12 c Intermediate Intermediate + 

12 d Beginning Intermediate 

12 e Beginning Emergent 

12 f Beginning Emergent  

12 g Interpreter  > + 

12 h Intermediate intermediate ++ 

12 i Emergent Intermediate 

12 j Intermediate Ready for sign test 

12 k Beginning Emergent 

12 l Emergent Emergent ++ 

12 m Beginning Beginning + 

12 n Emergent Intermediate 

12 o Emergent grew but still emergent 

12 p Interpreter  > + 

12 q Beginning Beginning + 

12 r Beginning Beginning + 

12 s Intermediate Intermediate + 

 

+ gain 

++ significant gain 

+++ student is at the top of gains before being recognized at the next level 

 

 

 


