Eastern Illinois University

The Keep

Masters Theses Student Theses & Publications

1996

Training for and the Use of Technology and
Assistive Technology in Special Education: A
Survey in the State of Illinois

James D. Basham

Eastern Illinois University
This research is a product of the graduate program in Special Education at Eastern Illinois University. Find out

more about the program.

Recommended Citation

Basham, James D., "Training for and the Use of Technology and Assistive Technology in Special Education: A Survey in the State of
Ilinois" (1996). Masters Theses. 1895.
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses/1895

This is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Theses & Publications at The Keep. It has been accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses

by an authorized administrator of The Keep. For more information, please contact tabruns@eiu.edu.


https://thekeep.eiu.edu
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/students
www.eiu.edu/specedgrad
www.eiu.edu/specedgrad
www.eiu.edu/specedgrad
mailto:tabruns@eiu.edu

THESIS REPRODUCTION CERTIFICATE

T0: Graduate Degree Candidates (who have written formal theses)

SUBJECT: Permission to Reproduce Theses

The University Library is receiving a number of requests from other institutions
asking permission to reproduce dissertations for inclusion in their library
holdings. Although no copyright laws are involved, we feel that professional
courtesy demands that permission be obtained from the author before we allow
theses to be copied.

PLEASE SIGN ONE OF T%ﬁ)FOLLONING STATEMENTS:
Booth Library of E;;éern [117inois University has my permission to lend my
1

thesis to a reputable college or university for the purpose of copying it for
in 1 holdings.

Author / Dat%]‘”‘fﬁ"

I respectf%]]y request Booth Library of Eastern I1linois University not allow
my thesis to be reproduced because:

Author Date



Training for and the Use of Technology and Assistive Technology

in Special Education: A Survey in the State of Illinois
(TITLE)

BY

James D. Basham

THESIS

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULTILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE UtGREE OF

Master of Science in Education

IN THE GRADUATE SCHOOL, EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
CHARLESTON, ILLINOIS

1996
YEAR

| HEREBY RECOMMEND THIS THESIS BE ACCEPTED AS FULFILLING
THIS PART OF THE GRADUATE DECREE CITED ABOVE

BDATE . :
» /! / 2 A ﬁ/ /

7 L

DATE // T UE Y DEPARTMENT HEAD




Training for and the Use of Technology and Assistive Technology in Special Education:
A Survey of the State of Illinois.
James D. Basham

Eastern Illinois University



Abstract

This study was designed to examine the training of special education teachers
employed in public schools in Illinois regarding educational technology and their use of
educational technology in the classroom. Surveys were sent to a randomly-selected sample
of special education teachers from the school districts and a randomly selected sample of
the special education teachers of half of all special education cooperatives in Illinois. All
teacher training institutions in Illinois that provide coursework for special education
certification were also surveyed. Analysis was performed on the data from schools and
cooperatives because the return rates for these two groups were considered acceptable for
reaching conclusions regarding the populations. Returns from Chicago and the teacher
training institutions were not submitted for analysis because the return rates were not
considered acceptable.

Results of this study showed that responses from the two analyzed samples were
generally similar. Both groups reported the highest percentages of computer use during
student freetime and for drill and practice. These groups reported the lowest percentages
of use of on-line connections and student-specific assistive technology devices. The
reported number of respondents trained in the above areas corresponds with the state use in
each area. Results showed that the highest percentages of training occurred in informal
training settings. The study found that a majority of the respondents did not have students
who had been assessed for the use of assistive devices. Concomitantly, a majority of the
respondents’ students did not have the topic of assistive technology on their students’
IEPs. The teachers perceived the major barriers to providing technology in the classroom
to be funding, training, administrative support, and support staff. Conclusions based on
the results of this study strongly suggest that special education teachers in Illinois need

more support and training in order to appropriately use technology with their students.
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Introduction

With the passing of the Technology-Related Assistance Act for Individuals with
Disabilities (Tech Act), assistive technology has been made available to students with
disabilities (Harkin, 1995; Technology Related Assistance For Individuals With Disabilities
Act of 1988). The 1988 act defines assistive technology, assistive technology service, and
technology related assistance. The law defines an assistive technology device as "any
item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf,
modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or improve the functional
capabilities of children or individuals with disabilities (Federal Register, 1992; Illinois
Council for Exceptional Children [ICEC], 1993). The law also provides the Secretary of
Education in all fifty states and territories with information on technical assistance and
funds to develop assistive technology prciects and programs. Funding mechanisms are
also provided for the identification and assessment of people with disabilities who may
need assistive technology. Other major provisions of the act include: advocacy guidelines,
grants for training people in assistive technology, funding for assistive technology devices
with low interest loans, and grant monies for research in the area of assistive technology
(Harkin, 1994; Technology Related Assistance For Individuals With Disabilities Act of
1988).

Technology is something one uses every day. Technology can be as complex as a
computer or as simple as a pencil grip. Technology may be taken for granted in many
peoples' lives, but for some people technology may be the key to enhanced autonomy and
development.. Technology that enhances personal autonomy and educational or vocational
development is generally referred to as "assistive technology". Technology is defined as
any device or tool that makes everyday goals more attainable (Illinois Assistive Technology
Project [IATP], 1991).

There are many examples of the uses of assistive technology. For example,

Maurice, a 20-year-old quadriplegic, uses a ventilator for breathing, a head controlled



10

wheelchair for mobility, and a modified Sega game controller for recreation. Before
Maurice discovered the uses of assistive technology, he spent most of his time in bed.
Through assistive technology he recently earned his GED, and now plans to attend college
with the help of his assistive technology. Assistive technology has given him greater
independence and increased his quality of life, enabling him to lead a life that is closer to
the life of his peers without disabilities.

Blackman (1991) wrote the story of David, a government attorney who was born
with cerebal palsy. Before using assistive technology, David could not type his own
reports. With the use of a special computer program, he now types his own reports and is
able to function more independently at work.

The story is also told of a sixteen-year-old boy from Virginia, who was paralyzed
as a result of a car accident. Today he attends ~ public high school where he is an honor
student and participates in two student clubs. This is possible with the use of a powered
wheel chair to give him mobility and a Diaphragm Pacer to help him breath (Blackman,
1991).

Technology or assistive technology can also be used to assist students with milder
disabilities. A Success Story , noted in Don Johnston Inc.(1995), tells about a sixth grader
who uses software to write letters and work on school projects. The student notes that one
of his projects was over fifteen pages long. The program helps the student organize
thoughts and develop sentences. The student attributes some of his success to the
software.

It has been noted that 43 million people have disabilities in the United States.
750,000 people are "newly" disabled every year. 75 percent of the people with disabilities
are 16 to 64 years old (IATP, 1993). Assistive Technology is a "bridge to independence”
for many people with disabilities (IATP, 1991, p.13). This bridge to independence
provides the tools for many people with disabilities to have more control over their own

lives, as well as assist in learning skills and concepts which would not be accessible
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without technology. It enables them to function and contribute more fully in many
environments, such as school, work, home, and social life (Technology Related Assistance
For Individuals With Disabilities Act of 1988). One role of special educators is to provide
students with disabilities the tools to help them contribute fully in society. Technology is
one of these tools.

The Tech Act and its contents bring to light many challenges regarding assistive
technology in the classroom, including questions about cost, change in the classroom
environment, availability, lack of information, and the need for training (Illinois Assistive
Technology Project [IATP], 1991; Moore, Rieth, & Ebeling, 1994).

Review of Literature

History of Technology in Education

Assistive technology or technology and its use in education date back many
hundreds of years. For example, an item that many students probably use almost everyday
is the calculator. Turck (1972) noted that the origin of these modern machines dates back
to somewhere in the tenth century. In 1642 the first working "accounting machine" was
designed by Blaise Pascal and called the Pascal Machine. Itis not known exactly what year
the "accounting machine" was introduced into schools , but they were available hundreds
of years ago. The new calculator was built with the understanding of the old adding
machines (Turck, 1972).

Skinner (1984) noted in The Shame of American Education that "teaching
machines" (computers) were used in an eighth-grade classroom as early as 1960. He noted
that The Roanoke Project took eighth-grade students through ninth grade algebra
curriculum in half a school year. The eighth‘grade students met all ninth grade norms after
completion of the course. Testing after one year showed that the students performed
significantly better in math skills than a similar group of ninth grade students who had not
used teaching machines. Skinner noted that this study was done in 1960 but the education

system has not made use of it.
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Assistive technology has also been used in the field of special needs for hundreds
of years. What one knows today as a wheelchair dates back to the Roman ages where it
was know as a "bathchair." Bathchairs were used to push people back and forth from their
baths so the bathers would not get their feet dirty. Other devices that could be considered
assistive technology such as the peg leg, the hand hook, and wooden teeth, have been used
throughout history.

One type of assistive technology used today was designed more than one hundred
years ago. In 1824, Louis Braille began to design an alphabet for himself and other people
who had vision impairments. This alphabet, called Braille, gave him and millions of other
people the ability to read (IATP, 1993).

Though the exact dates when these devices entered the educational system are not
known, some are still used in the educational <'stem of today. However, there seems to be
a lag time between invention and adoption that these devices encounter before becoming
part of the school curriculum (Technology Related Assistance For Individuals With
Disabilities Act of 1988; Moore, et. al., 1994; Skinner, 1984).

Rationale for Legislation

In 1988, the United States Congress authorized the Technology-Related Assistance
for Individuals with Disabilities Act or "Tech Act" (Harkin, 1995; Council for Exceptional
Children [CEC], 1994). The Tech Act allows people with disabilities and their families to
obtain needed technology (Harkin, 1995). This technology allows them a degree of
independence that is taken for granted for people without disabilities (IATP, 1991).
Senator Harkin (1995) noted that proper assistive technology helps people with disabilities:

With assistive technology:

. Almost 75 percent of children were able to remain in a regular classroom.
. Forty-five percent were able to reduce school-related services.
. Sixty-two percent of working-age persons were able to reduce dependency on

family members, and 58 percent were able to reduce dependence on paid assistance.
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. Eighty percent of older persons were able to reduce their dependence on others and
half were able to avoid entering a nursing home.

. Ninety-two percent of employed persons reported that assistive technology helped
them to work faster and better, 83 percent indicated that they earned more money,
and 67 percent reported that assistive technology has helped them to obtain
employment in the first place.

Leoislation

As stated earlier, the law defines an assistive technology device as "any item, piece
of equipment, or product system, whether acquired commercially off the shelf, modified,
or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or improve the functional capabilities of
children or individuals with disabilities (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
[IDEA], 1992; Illinois Council for Excertional Children [ICEC], 1993).

The Tech Act has three major purposes. The first purpose is to provide financial
assistance to states to help develop a state wide technology-related assistance program.
This program will be set up for all individuals with disabilities (Technology Related
Assistance For Individuals With Disabilities Act of 1988). The second purpose is to set up
assistance for the payment of these devices. The third purpose is to have the federal
government provide the states with technical assistance and funding for the "innovation" of
projects that provide information and service to the citizens of the state (Technology Related
Assistance For Individuals With Disabilities Act of 1988).

In addition to its three purposes, the Tech Act provides rules and regulations that
govern the use of assistive technology in the field of special education. The Tech Act was
designed to ensure that the technology related needs of individuals of all ages with
disabilities are met by doing the following: (a) increasing public awareness, (b) providing
better information about funding, and (c) facilitating both public and private entities to
provide technology and technology services to people with disabilities (Behrmann, 1993).

The Tech Act upholds the findings of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990
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that a "disability is a natural part of the human experience and in no way diminishes the
right of individuals to enjoy full inclusion and integration in the economic, political, social,
cultural, and educational mainstream of American society" (Harkin, 1995).

The Tech Act also addresses some training barriers to the adoption of technology in
special classrooms. In order to overcome a lack of information, the Tech Act provides for
training in assistive technology. Grants are awarded to institutions of higher learning to
prepare students and faculty in special education and related fields for careers in providing
assistive technology devices and services to people with disabilities (CEC, 1994).

In addition to the Tech Act, assistive technology is also referred to in Part B of
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This act is the legislation which
governs and provides for the education of individuals with disabilities. Within Part B,
assistive technology is redefined and required *o be provided by public agencies to a
student with a disability if specified as part of the student's special education related
services and/or supplementary aids as part of a Free Appropriate Public Education [FAPE].
Assistive technology goals and objectives are, therefore, required on a student's
individualized education program [IEP] if such modifications are needed to provide his/her
FAPE. Itis also noted, under Subpart E of IDEA, that parents have the right to have an
independent evaluation of the provisions on the IEP related to FAPE. This includes related
services and supplementary aids (i.e., assistive technology). If parents do not agree with
the related services or supplementary aids provided though the IEP, they may request a due
process hearing (IDEA, 1992).

Current Status

In this country it is noted that there are 43 million people with disabilities (IATP,
1993). The IATP (1991) noted that everyone with a disability, no matter how slight or
severe, should have a complete assistive technology evaluation for their technology needs.
They further noted that only six percent of the children with disabilities in Illinois receive

assistive technology services.
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However, if students are to receive the benefits of assistive technology their
teachers must be trained and supported in it’s application. Swan and Sirvis (1992)
published for the Council for Exceptional Children The CEC Common Core Of Knowledge
And Skills Essential For All Beginning Special Education Teachers. First, it was specified
that all special educators should be able to "choose and use appropriate technologies to
accomplish instructional objectives and to integrate them appropriately in the instructional
process.” (p.19) Second, all special educators should know the "ways in which
technology can assist with planning and managing the teaching and learning environment."
(p-19) In essence, all beginning special education teachers should be trained in integrating
and using assistive technology into special education instruction, and practicing teachers
should be trained in using technology for classroom management.

Teacher training in the United States, including the training of special education
teachers, is monitored by the standards of the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education [NCATE]. NCATE (1994) standards recognize the need for training in
classroom use of technology. The opening page of the standards note that every
professional education unit is expected to meet the standards of this document. Under
Content Of Studies the standards note "Candidates complete a sequence of courses and/or
experiences to develop an understanding of the structure, skills, core concepts, ideas,
values, facts, methods of inquiry, and uses of technology of the content they plan to teach
(p-4)." The importance of technology is also acknowledged under professional and
pedagogical studies for initial teacher preparation. It states that students who are training
to be teachers should understand the impact of technology on schools, and should be
competent in educational technology. and the use of technologies in instruction,
assessment, and enhancing productivity.

A study of the uses of assistive technology in the special education classroom in the
state of Virginia was done by Behrmann (1993). This study found that eighty school

systems had less then 25% of eligible students receiving assistive technology. The study
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further found that 75% of the schools had less then 10% of their students using assistive
technology. Eighty-three schools had less then 10% of eligible students with assistive
technology goals and objectives on their IEP's.

Behrmann (1993) went on to note that a survey of 94 professionals from different
multidisciplinary teams found that 43.6% of these professionals believed that providing
assistive technology to students is the job of the special educator. They also described two
major problems related to providing assistive technology. The first problem is lack of
funding to provide the devices and provide for inservice training for personnel (It should
also be noted that 50% of devices cost under $50.00 [IATP, 1991]). The second problem
is a lack of trained personnel to assess and implement student needs.

Parette (1991) found in the state of Arkansas, that when teachers were asked about
their training needs, four of the top five profe-<ional needs were related to lack of assistive
technology training. The teachers stated that they did not know what assistive technology
is available, they did not know how to conduct assessments and evaluations in assistive
technology, they did not know what vocational options were available in technology, and
they lacked practical experience in working with assistive technology. In his study of
teaching professionals he found that "68% of the respondents reported insufficient training
in college regarding technology and its applications with persons with disabilities." (p8)

Lack of preservice training has caused a problem with the application of computers
in the classroom. A study done by Moore, et al., (1994) was intended to respond to
teachers' concerns about lack of preservice training in computer literacy. Their study was
designed to describe the changes of teacher perceptions, knowledge, and attitudes about the
use of computers in their classrooms after they were trained to integrate computers into
their program. This study was conducted with special education teachers of students with
mild disabilities. It found that after being trained, the teachers showed a significant

increase in positive attitude toward computer-based instruction in the classroom. The study
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also found that after receiving training the teachers felt computer based instruction was
worth the planning time and was useful in the classroom.

Barriers to Technology in the Classroom

Uslan (1992) states that assistive technology is the key to independence and
increased functioning for people with disabilities. The problems associated with assistive
technology aren't how the devices can change peoples lives, but how does one get the
devices to the people. Though assistive technology is a key to independence, it also
involves many challenges including cost, change in classroom environment, availability,
lack of information, and training (Moore et al., 1994; ARC, 1993; Uslan, 1992; Illinois
Assistive Technology Project [IATP], 1991; Parker, Buckley, Truesdell, Riggio, Collins
and Boardman, 1990).

Parker, et al., (1990) conducted a study to find the most prevalent barriers to the
use of assistive technology. The survey they used focused on four areas; knowledge of
assistive technology, ability to utilize assistive technology, problem areas, and the desired
solutions to these problems. The sample for their study consisted of teachers in
Massachusetts of students with multiple disabilities including vision and hearing
impairments. They found that the surveyed sample noted four major barriers to the use of
assistive technology. First, they noted that there was a problem matching the child to the
appropriate technology. Second, they noted a lack of training in assistive technology.
Third, it was noted that they needed more information regarding all areas (funding, types,
services, training etc.) of assistive technology. Fourth, they noted the lack of personnel to
maintain these devices.

Parker, et al. (1990) suggested some solutions to the above problems. Their first
recommendation was to have c;n—site workshops for schools and training institutions.
Their second recommendation was to develop resource centers for professionals and

parents. Third, they recommended a resource person who could visit the schools on a
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regular basis and assist teachers in attending to the assistive technology needs of students.
Fourth, they recommended a computer network for technical assistance.

Uslan (1992) also did a study to describe areas which are barriers to obtaining
assistive technology for people who are visually impaired. The study, based on an analysis
of current data in the above field, found two major barriers. First, people with visual
impairments felt that cost was a major barrier in obtaining assistive technology. It was
noted that the cost of assistive technology for the blind ranged from $1,000 to $20,000 per
device. Second, the lack of information in the area of assistive technology was seen as a
problem. It was noted that, even if the person found the appropriate device, information on
how to obtain funds for the device was lacking. The study concluded that people with
visual impairments need both the equipment and financial assistance in acquiring the
equipment.

The ARC (1993) distributed a question and answer sheet that noted three major
barriers to the use of technology and assistive technology for people who are mentally
disabled. The first problem is that people lack training in the assessment, design, and
service of assistive technology devices. The second problem is the lack of devices that can
or are modified for specific people with specific disabilities. The third problem is that of
cost. Itis noted that cost is a major barrier in obtaining any device.

The literature frequently mentions several barriers in obtaining and using
technology and/or assistive technology in the classroom. One of the major barriers
mentioned is the cost of the technology. Two other major barriers mentioned in the above
studies is the lack of information and trained support personnel. The final major barrier is
the lack of training in all areas (including; funding, updated information, and support
personnel) of technology for individuals with disabilities (Moore et al., 1994; ARC,1993;
Uslan, 1992; Parker et al., 1990)
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Summary

Assistive technology and/or technology has been called a bridge to independence
for people with disabilities. It provides people with disabilities the freedoms many other
people take for granted. Congress has found the uses of assistive technology so promising
that they passed the Tech Act in 1988 to provide support for the use of assistive technology
for individuals with special needs. Since the passing of the Tech Act, barriers have been
noted that hinder the provision of assistive technology to people with disabilities. One of
the major barriers to providing and using appropriate technology is a lack of preservice and
inservice training for people in human related service fields. This lack of training has also
hindered the use and growth of assistive technology in the school system; therefore, it has
denied potential growth to people with disabilities (Moore et al., 1994; ARC, 1993; Uslan,
1992; IATP, 1991; Parker et al., 1990).

Lack of training for special educators in the field of technology is a problem that
needs to be addressed in training American's educators. Information in this area is limited;
few studies have been done to determine the use of technology in the special education
classroom. Behrmann (1990) found that less then 10% of students in special education had
technology goals and objective on their [IEPs. Parette (1991) found that many teachers did
not know the options that were available with the use of technology. Both of the above
researchers linked their findings to the lack of training received by personnel in special
education. In order for the problem to be fully understood, more research is needed in this
area.

Hypothesis

Based on the above history and review of the use of assistive technology and/or
technology for students in special education, the following hypotheses were determined to
need investigation:

1. Given that the educational use of technology has been available and has been used for

students with disabilities for many years, we would expect that teachers had received
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some training for that use, and that teachers would be using technology in their
classrooms.

2. Given that the Tech Act specifies that students with disabilities are to be assessed for
appropriate use of technology, we would expect that teachers of students with
disabilities would be aware of the Tech Act, and would have in their classrooms
students who had been assessed for, and have as part of their IEPs, appropriate use of
technology.

To study the above hypotheses the following research questions were developed:

1. What types of technology are being used in the special education classroom?

2. Are special education personnel receiving training in the use of technology for
education?

3. Where are special education personnel gettng the above training?

4. What are the major barriers in providing technclogy to students with disabilities?
5. Are students being assessed for use of technology in the classroom?
6

[s technology a topic that is being included on student’s IEPs?



Method

This study was designed to examine the training of special education teachers
employed in public schools in Illinois regarding educational technology and their use of
educational technology in the classroom. To determine the extent of training for and use of
educational technology in the classroom, information was gathered regarding three
populations. Surveys were sent to (a) a randomly selected sample of special education
teachers from all school districts in [llinois, (b) a randomly selected sample of the special
education teachers of half of all special education cooperatives in Illinois, and (c) all teacher
training institutions in Illinois that provide coursework for special education certification.

Desion

Two cross-sectional surveys were employed to gather information from the three
groups of interest. The first survey (Appendix A) was sent to both groups of teachers in
order to define the current level of training and use of technology in the special education
classroom. Each survey was accompanied by a cover letter (Appendix B) that explained
the study and requested that the administrator forward the letter to teachers who educate
children with learning disabilities, social emotional disorders, or children who are educable
mentally handicapped, in grade levels kindergarten through twelfth grade. The second
survey (Appendix C) roughly paralleled the first, and was sent to teacher training
institutions to determine the current status of available training for educational technology.
Each of these surveys was also accompanied by a cover letter (Appendix D) which asked
each department chair to fill out and return the survey.

Sample

Sample A.

A list of all school districts in the state of Illinois, ranked according to size (sample
A), was obtained from the Illinois State Board of Education (Illinois State Board of
Education [ISBE], 1995). Given the preponderance of large districts, a random sample of

the intact list was likely to yield a heavy percentage of large districts and give no
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representation to smaller districts. Therefore, in order to obtain representation of districts
of varying size in the sample, the following procedure was used. The list was divided into
19 groups, based on the number of students served in the district. Districts that serve
between 1 and 999 (n= 241,565 students) were grouped by increments of 100. Districts
that serve between 1000 and 9999 (n= 1,001,512 students) were grouped by increments of
1000. All school districts that serve over 10,000 students (n=246,840 students) were then
included in one group, excluding the city of Chicago. City of Chicago School District 299
was considered a separate group based on the fact the district’s student population
(n=407,241) accounts for nearly 30% of the entire state student population. It was decided
to consider Chicago School District 299 as a separate group so as not to let one district’s
policies possibly skew the outcome of the study.

According to the list supplied by ISBF (1995), the total number of students served
by public education in Illinois is 1,897,161. Fiscal and time constraints limited the
possible number of surveys sent to around 300. Given the total number of students, this
allowed 1 survey to be sent for every 6000 students in the state. In order to obtain the
number of surveys to be sent to each group, the group’s total student population was
summed and divided by 6000. This gave the number of surveys to be sent to each group.
The appropriate number of districts within each group was chosen using the random table
of numbers in Borg & Gall (1989). A list of schools within these districts was then
obtained from ISBE (1994). Schools within each chosen district were then selected using
the same random number table. This gave the yield of 250 total surveys for this sample.
Surveys and cover letters were then sent to the administrators of the selected schools. The
administrators were asked to forward the surveys to the appropriate faculty member.

Sample B.

Using the above list of school districts in rank order (ISBE, 1995) it was decided to
create a separate sample for the City of Chicago Public Schools. City of Chicago Public

Schools, though not a totally homogenous set of schools, are administered and funded by a
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single source and are situated in an urban area which is unlike any other single geographic
area in the state. Itis assumed that this creates a degree of stability within this group that is
not likely to be found between any other districts in the population. In addition, these
schools represent one-third (n=407241) of the total student population in Illinois.
Assuming that a small number of surveys could, therefore, represent this group of schools,
20 surveys were sent to this group. It was intended that surveys returned from this group
would be weighted to represent their true population when included with the other groups.
Schools were chosen using the same method as in Sample A.. Again, surveys were sent to
building administrators with cover letters asking them to forward the surveys to the
appropriate staff member.

Sample C.

A list of Special Education Cooperativ s in the state was obtained through the
[llinois State Board of Education (1994). A list of the total number of students served in
cooperatives was unobtainable from the ISBE. Therefore, 50% of the total group of
cooperatives were surveyed. This pecentage was decided upon based on the assumption
that the cooperatives educate a majority of the students in special education throughout the
state of Illinois. This gave the yield of 44 surveys for this sample group. Cooperatives
and schools within the cooperatives were chosen using the same process used for the
districts and schools in Sample A. Surveys and cover letters were sent to the cooperative
directors asking them to forward the survey to the appropriate faculty member.

Sample D.

The final sample was drawn from all the teacher preparation institutions in the state.
A list of these programs was obtained through the Council For Exceptional Children
(1995). Surveys were sent to the chairperson of each department who was asked to

complete the survey or forward it to an appropriate faculty member.
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Instrumentation

The two surveys used were tailored for this study based on a survey obtained from
The Interagency Project for Assistive Technology (1995) in North Dakota. The surveys
were also developed using information reported in previous survey studies regarding the
use of technology in special education and training regarding technology in education.
These studies were done by Behrmann (1993) in Virginia, Parette (1991) in Arkansas, and
Blackhurst and MacArthur (1986) in Lehm (1989) in a study of higher education. The first
survey consisted of 25 questions and was sent to selected public school districts and special
education cooperatives (Appendix A). The second survey consisted of 20 questions and
was sent to all teacher training institutions in Illinois (Appendix B). Drafts of both surveys
were reviewed by several school and higher education personnel. Their comments and
recommendations were integrated into the fin~l survey. The surveys were designed to
address the research hypotheses by answering the following questions:
1. What types of technology are being used in the special education classroom?
2. Are special education personnel receiving training in the use of technology for

education?

3. Where are special education personnel getting the above training?
4. What are the major barriers in providing technology to students with disabilities?
5. Are students being assessed for use of technology in the classroom?
6. Istechnology a topic that is being included on student’s [EPs?

Data Collection and Analysis

Surveys for all sample groups were coded to identify the specific sample site to
which the survey was sent, in order to facilitate follow-up. Surveys for the first three
samples; (a) school districts, (b) special education cooperatives, and (c) Chicago District
299 were sent to the administrator of the selected schools. The cover letter explained to
administrators the intent of the mailing and asked them to forward the survey to a teacher or

person who teaches special education in the following categories: Learning Disabled (LD),



25

Social Emotional Disorder (SED), Educable Mentally Handicap (EMH), kindergarten
through twelfth grade (K-12). The survey excluded teachers and faculty members who
teach early childhood special education, since early childhood special education is driven by

separate legislative governance, funding mechanisms, and teacher requirement criteria.
Surveys for the fourth sample, the institutions of higher education, were sent to the

department chairperson of special education at each teacher training institution. The cover
letter asked the chairperson to complete the survey or to forward the survey to an instructor
within their department who gives instruction to undergraduate students regarding
technology.

A stamped return envelope was provided with each survey. The participants in
both samples were asked to have the completed survey returned within two weeks after the
arrival of the materials. A follow-up mailing was done for the public school districts and
the special education cooperatives. Fina retirn rates for all sample groups are listed in

Table 1.

Table 1
Return Rates by Group

Group Surveys Sent Surveys Cover Letter Completed
Returned Returned Surveys
n (%) n(%) 0(%)
Schools 250 140(56.0) 3(1.2) 137(54.8)
Cooperatives 44 30(68.2) 2(4.5) 28(63.6)
City Of Chicago 20 2(10.0) — 2(10.0)
Teacher Training 26 9(34.6) NA 9(34.6)
Institutions

Total 340 181(53.2) 5(1.4) 176(51.7)
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The study was originally designed to include four samples; randomly selected
public school districts in Illinois, City of Chicago School District 299, randomly selected
special education cooperatives, and all teacher training institutions in the state of Illinois.
Two of the four samples had return rates which supported analysis of the data reported;
school districts had 56.0% of surveys returned, the cooperatives returned 68.2%.

Returns from Chicago and the teacher training institutions were not submitted for
analysis because the return rates were not considered acceptable. City of Chicago School
District 299 returned 10.0% of their surveys, and the teacher training institutions returned
34.6%. Analysis was performed on the data from schools and cooperatives because the
return rates for these two groups were considered acceptable for reaching conclusions
regarding the populations.

The two distinct samples of data were ~oded separately in Microsoft Excel 5.0

(1994) for the PowerPC, then translated into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(SPSS/PC+) (1995). Descriptive statistics were performed on all data from the sampled
school districts and special education cooperatives. These statistics examined the

distribution of data throughout the variables on the survey.



Results
The data reported in this section are based on survey responses from special
education personnel in public schools in the state of Illinois. Since there is a difference in
the sampling procedures for the two samples. data are presented separately for school
districts and for cooperatives. The school district sample was based on .03% of students
and 50% of the cooperatives were sampled.

Characteristics of Respondents

A description of the respondents from school district settings indicated that 23.4%
of respondents considered themselves to be teachers for students with learning disabilities
and 17.5% of the respondents considered themselves teachers in cross categorical
(LD'SED/ENMID) settings.  The “other™ category included people who wrote in positions
such as LD'SED Diagnostician. Department Chair. SSD/LD Teacher (sic). LD/BD/EMH
Technology Teacher. Special Education Case  cachier and any other position labels that did
not fit into the categorical labels on the survey.

The returns from the cooperatives indicated that the largest single categorical
response (17.9) to come from teachers who work with children with social emotional
disorders. The second largest reported position again was that of cross categorical at
21.4%. As found in the returns from the school districts the highest percent went to the

given category of “other™ (Table 2).
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Table 2

Characteristics of Respondents: Special Education Position

Respondent
Position Schools Cooperatives
n() n(o)
ID 32(23.4) 3(10.7)
SED 5(3.6) 5(17.9)
LID:SED 23(16.8) 3(10.7)
EMH 3(2.2) —
SEDTEMI _ 1(3.6)
LDEMI 9(6.6) —
LD'SEDTNIT 24(17.5) 6(21.4)
Consultant 2(1.5) 1(3.6)
Inclusionary +H2.9) —_
Other 35(25.5) N32.1)

Thirty one percent of respondents from the schools reported that their highest
degree was a Bachelor of Science. Nearly 40% of the respondents have been awarded a
Master of Science. The third highest ranked response was a Master of Arts with 19.7%.
Within the group emploved by a special education cooperative 39.3% of the respondents
have Bachelor of Science. 28.6 have Master of Science and 25.0% reported having a
Master of Arts. Between both groups. three people reported having a Doctorate and those
people were emploved by school districts (Table 3).

Of the professionals emploved by school districts 22.6% have been working in the
tield of special educaiion for 10-20 years. 13.2% of the respondents have been working for
21-25 vears. 14.6% of the respondents from regular school districts have been working

for 1-5 vears. while 10.9% have been working for over 25 vears.



Twenty five percent of the respondents from the special education cooperatives
have been working in the field for 11-15 vears. Of the respondents in the cooperatives.
21.4% had only worked in the field for 1-5 vears and 14.3% have worked for 6-10 vears.
In the special education cooperatives 10.7% have worked in the field for at least 25 vears
(Table 3). Years in service were roughly the same for the 2 samples. though school
districts were represented by slightly more seasoned teachers than the cooperatives.

Table 3

Frequency Distribution Characteristics of Respondents: Levels

Of Education and Y ears in Service

Variable Schools Cooperatives
n(e) n(%)

1.evel of Education

BA 6 B 1(3.6)

BS SRIGI Y 11(39.3)
MNA 27(19.7) 7(25.0)
A IS 34394 8(28.0)
EdD _ 1(3.6)

PhD 3(2.2) _
Other 1(.7) _

Yearsin Service

1-5 vears 20(14.6) 6(21.H
6-10 vears 19(13.9) 4(14.3)
11-15 years 27(19.7) 7(25.0)
16-20 vears 31(22.6) 5(17.9)
21-25 vears 25(18.2) 3(10.7)

254+ vears 15(10.9) 3(10.7)




Technology Currently in the Classroom

Respondents were asked what tyvpes of technology they currently had in their
classrooms. Respondents emploved by the school districts reported the highest
percentages of computers to use during student free time (78.17%). computer for students to
do drill and practice (70.87). and computer for professional use (66.4%). The same
respondents also reported that 90.5% of them had no access to the internet or world wide
web (Table 4).

Respondents emploved by the cooperatives reported similar use of computers in
the classroom. 85.7% have computers for student freetime. 78.6% have computers for
drill and practice. and 57.1% have computers for professional use. These respondents
also reported 67.9% of them have a computer for student self instruction. They reported
similar percentages of respondents without internet or world wide web access (89.3%)
{Table 4).

Table 4

Percentages of Different Tvpes of Technologv Used and Not Used in

the Classroom

\anable Schools Cooperatives
Used Not Used  Used  Not Used
n(e) ne) n(e) n( )

Comp. for I'reetime 107(78. 1)  28(20.1) 2483.7) H143)

Comp. for 91{66.4) 45(32.8)  16(37.1) 12(42.9)
Professional Use

Comp. for 97(70.8)  3R(27.T)y 22(78.6) 6(21.4H
Drill Practice
Comp. for Self 62(45.3)y  73(33.3)  1N67.9)Y NA32.D)
Instruction

Internet World Wide 1RO 124(90.5)  3(10.7) 253(89.3)
Web

Comp. for 20(21.2y  106(77.4  H14.3) 24857
Assessment

Comp. Lor 31(22.6) 104759 6(21.4 22(7R.6)
Instructional
Presentation

9
' A
——
—
o]
(%]
-

Assistive Technology 110(80.3) 8(28.6) 20(71.4)

Device

Other 9(6.6) 126(92.0) 3(10.7) 25(89.3)
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Training Areas

School Districts.

The survey addressed areas in which the respondents had received training in the
field of educational technology and areas in which the respondents perceived a need for
training. In the school districts. 686 have not received training in current legislative
issues, but 68.6% wanted to be informed about this area. Responses from school districts
indicated that 54.0% have not received any training pertaining to the Internet and World
Wide Web. but that 61.3% would like to receive hands-on training in this area. In the area
of funding mechanisms. 81.0% have not received any form of training in funding issues
for assistive technology. but over 74% perceived a need for some form of training in this
area. In the area of including technology on the student’s IEP. 21.4% responded that they
have been informed about this area. 67.9% have not received any training. and 40.1%
called for hands on training in the area. Responses also indicated that, in the area of
assessing a student’s need for assistive technology. 80.3% had not received any training.
41.6% would like to be informed about this area. and 27.7% indicated a need for hands on
training (Table Sa). Specific skill areas are reported in table 6a.

Cooperatives.

Responses from the cooperatives were very similar to the school districts in the area
of training received in and perceived needs for training. In the area of current legislation.
75.0% had not received any form of training. while 50.0% would like to be informed about
this area. When asked about training for use of the Internet and World Wide Web. 57.1%
of the respondents noted that they had not received any training, but 57.1% wanted to
receive hands-on training in that area. In the area of funding for assistive technology
78.6% of the respondents had not received any training and nearly 60 of the respondents
felt a need for at least one form of training. When asked about knowledge of how to
include technology on the IEP 21.4% have received hands on training. 57.1% have not
received any training. and over 817 responded as having a need for training in that area.
When questioned regarding knowledge and or use of assessment of student need for
assistive technology. 75.07% of the respondents from cooperatives had not received any
training. 32.1% wanted to be informed on this area. and 21.4% of the respondents wanted

hands-on training in this area (Table 5b). Specific skill areas are reported in table 6b.



Table 34

Greneral Areas of Training Received and the Perceived Need for Training: Schools

Schools
Training Recerved ‘Training Important

‘ariable Informed Hands-On Both None Informed  Hands-On Both None

n(%) n(%) n(%) n(z) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)
3asic Uinderstanding 32(23.4) 39(28.5) 22016.1) 4321 26(26.3) GOAR.2 18(13.1) 15(10.9)
Fhistorieal Tssiies 29(21. 2 T(5. 3 201,55 QU723 K2(539.93 K(3.8) 1.7 45(32.8)
¢ 3IR2T. T 4(2.9) 10.7) O 6HK.O) V4 GR 6 8(5.8) 201.5) 31(22.6)
‘ ctice: IR27TTH 27(19.7 17(12.4) S540 1 360263 62453 23(16.8) 150109
0 dware’ Soltware 23182 S432.1) 2182 43031 4 10:7 3 O500 1) 22016 1) GO
dwoare Sottware 28(20.4) 23016.8) S8 T8N0, 47034 4 S22 139.5) 18131

ductivity 19(132.9) 4331 4 14102 O1idd 5 KT K763 220161 1180
fnternet, World Wide Web 2H24R) 21015 % ol il T4y T4eli) 2 <HOT ¥ 190139 1831 1)
Punding Assisave Technology 22(16.1) F2.9) — 111X TOCRT T 1813 1) S(2.0) 3248
Technology on HP 20(21.9 11(8.0) 2015 O36G7 Gy G432 1 S50 15 19(13.9) 183 1)
Assessig Need tor A1 18(13.1) Ri5.8) 1.7 T1O{R0). ) STid1 6, IR2T T TS 1 34248
Soltware Desten: Anthoring 2.4 22 — F17(RS 4 02045 0%, 16011 7 3220 S5040.1)
Hardware DesrgnAuthoring 15(10.9) — 1¢.7) 121835 nd46.7) J20X.8) 2D ST41.0)

Other




Table 5b

Gieneral Areas of ‘Training Received and the Perceived Need for Training: Cooperatives
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C'ooperatives

Traming Received

Traming Important

Variable Informed Hands-On Both None Informed  Hands-On Both None

(%) n(%) (%) n(7) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Basic Understanding 4143 107 11(39. % 10(35.7) 310.7) 13464 (250 SO17.9)
Historical Tssues 6214 2(7. 1) — 200714 1864 33 — — 10(35.7)
Current eeislation T25.0) — — 21¢75.00 14 30.0 H14 — 10(353.7)
Current Practices Q2.1 J14.3) 107 [12:42.9) TE2S5 110393 G214 4143
Crent Hardware Software 2071 Ti25 00 IRV 106357 SUET ) 12042 9) T2 i 14 30
Pieraine i lardware’ Soltware 6214 2(7. 1 ST 1565500 1340 4 2505 30107 S017.9)
Professtonal Productivity 207D 2107 G214 1766007 ST 120420 T(25.h 4014 3,
Internet World Wide Web S(17.9) 0107 Ji14 5 1Ge37 1 1T 16037 1) 2107 40143
Fundimg Assistive Technology 621,45 — — 22:78. 0 P04 4 30107 1(3.6) 11303
Technology on 11 6214 0107 107 1GEST T 134 4 2SN 3010.7) SC17.93
Assessing Meod for AT T(25.0) —_ — 2107505 D32 1) (214 20715 1O
Software Desien Authoring J14.% 2071 1306 2107505 11030 3, 3107 207 1) 12¢42.9)
Hardware Desran’Authoring 2(7. 1) 0107 — 23821 11039 35 1(3.6) 2071 [450.0)

Other




Table 6a

Specific Areas of Training Received and the Perceived Need for Training: Schools

Schools
Traming Received I'raning Important
Variable Informed Hands-On Both None Informed  Hands-On Both None
n(%) n() (o) n() n() (%) n(%) (%)
Curmentar Adaptations
Wt 18(13.1) 31022 .69 11(8.0) TTS6.2) 11RO RNH(H2.8) 19(13.9) 19(13.9)
feeading 17¢12.4) 3021.M 15(10).9) TN 10(7.3) QOGS 19(13.9) 170124
Nlath 22016.1) 24175 1-1010.2) TTUSG 2 10073 Q0I6S.TH 181313 1813 1)
Soctal Skills 17¢12.4) 139 5) NS K Q723 116801 K360 0) 170124 2501823
Other TS 42 9) RNy TS Tish AN25 D) R385 Si3.0)
Computer Asststed Instruction
ol and Practice 19(13.9) SO43 1) 14102 43032 iy 035 KR4 2) I1R(13.1) 20014.6)
Tutonal or sclt 18(31.1) AR35.0) 110K BRI Di65.05) X4 2) 1R13. 1) 210153
Instruction
Cranies 16(11.7) STid1.6)H 16CHT. ™) AKi3S 0 141025 K3060.06) 16C1T.7) 23016.8)
stn ulation modeling 16¢(11.7) 240175 S(3.65 O2(67.2) Ri3.8) TORTTH 13(9.3) 36(26.3)
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Table 6b

Specific Areas of Training Received and the Perceived Need for T'raining: Cooperatives

C'ooperatives

Tramming Received ‘[rarning Important
Variable Informed IHands-On Both None Informed  Hands-On Both None
._MA«NQ ~|:”3\v C.A\Sv _I‘.AQH v .-M«S«v _ZQMQ EAQ\TV E.AQ,V

2071 0321 145009 3179 TOC3S 7 G214 T(25.0)
3(10.7) 7250 1565365 ST 9% 15(53.06) 10T 50179
271 R2R.0) 15053.6 401404 16057 1) 3107 S5017.9)
41439 1¢3.0) ST O IReG4 3, 2505 13c46,4) 2107 S017.9)
cther 1{3.6) e 207 1 j 3107 R(280) 2071 16i53.6)
Computer Assisted Instruction
ol and Practice 27 1 932 1 G214 11039 3, IO 1864 3 41435 30107
' al or Sclt 2071 82865 TE25.00) j 3107 1R(OGA 35 H14H 30107
ren
Ciames 1(3.6) Q(32.11 2501 110303 2107 1804 %) 40143 10T
stnpulation modeling 2(7.1) 4i14.3) 4143 1864 3 107 13(53.6) 2107 T(25.0)




Lducational | evels Where Training is Occurrine

Respondents were questioned about where they received training regarding the use
of technology. T'rom the school districts. 2-4.8% reported receiving training during
undergraduate vears 2-4.8% received training during their graduate vears. 62.0% received it
during inservices. and 63,537 trained themselves intormally. Respondents from
cooperatives reported similar data. 25.0% received training during undergraduate vears.
32.1% received training during graduate vears. 60.7% received training during inservices.
and 67.9 of the respondents trained themselves (Table 7).

Table 7

Levels Where Training was Received

Variable Schools* Cooperatives*
n(‘e) n(e)
Undergraduate 34(24.8) 7(25.0)
Ciraduate 34243 932.1H
Inservice 83(62.0) 17(60.7)
Informal R7(63.3) 19(67.9)

Note. *These percentages total more then 100 in columns
because respondents were able to check more then one

category

Students Assessment

The respondents were asked how many of their students have been assessed for the
educational use of assistive technology. In school districts. 71.57% of the respondents
noted that none of their students (07) had been assessed for use of assistive technology.
19% responded that between 1-20% of their students had been assessed. and 2 respondents
(1.57%) noted that all of their students had been assessed. The cooperative numbers were
similar: 64.3% of respondents reported that none (0% ) of their students had been assessed.
21.47% reported that between 1-20% of their students had been assessed. and 1 respondent

(3.0%) noted that all the students in that classroom had been assessed (Table 8).



Table 8

Reported Percentages of Students That Iave Been Assessed for Assistive

Technology
\artable Schools (‘ooperatives
n() n(“e)

Percent

Assessed for

[Use
0% 98(71.5) 18(64.3)
1-20% 26(19.0) 6(21.4)
21-40% 2(1.5) —
41-60% 1(.7) 1(3.6)
61-80% 32N 1(3.6)
R1-99% 5(3.6) 1(3.6)
100% 2(1.5) 1(3.6)

Technologv on Student II:Ps

The respondents were then asked what percent of students had the topic of assistive
technology on their IEP. Over 73% of the respondents from the school districts noted that
no students (0%) had the topic of assistive technology on their IEPs". Nineteen percent of
the respondents have 1-20% of their students with the topic on their [EP. while .7% of the
respondents reported having had all of their students with the topic of assistive technology
on their [P, The special education cooperatives responses were similar: 75% reported
none of their students (07%) with assistive technologyv on their IEPs™. 21.4% reported that
1-20 of their students have the topic on their IEPS. and 1 respondent (3.6%) reported

having all students with the topic of assistive technology on IEPs (Table 9).



Table 9

Reported Percentages of Students That Have the Topic of Assistive Technology

on Their [1'Ps

Variable Schools Cooperatives
n(‘%) n(%)

Percent

Included on

I-p
0% 104(75.9) 21(75.0)
1-207% 25(18.9) 1(3.6)
21-40% 1(.7) 1(3.6)
41-607% 2(1.5) 1(3.6)
61-80% _ 27.1)
31-99% 1(.7) 1(3.6)
100% 1(.7) 1(3.06)

Contact with Technical Support

Respondents were asked how much contact (excluding mandatory inservices) the

respondents had with their regional technical support staff. Of the respondents emploved

by school districts: 5.17% had monthly contact. 10.97% had contact several times a vear.

4.4 had contact twice a vear. 8.8 had contact vearly. and 064.57% had no contact. The

respondents from the cooperatives noted that 17.9% of them had contact several times a

vear. 7.1% had semivearly contact. and 75.0% had no contact at all (Table 10).



Table 10

Amount of Contact with Regional Technoloev Support Staff

\ariable Nchools Cooperatives
\onthly 7(5. 1) —
Several Times 15(10.9) 5(17.9)
aYear
Semi Yearly 6(4.4) 2(7.1)
Yearly 12(8.8) -
None 8(64.2) 21(75.0)

Perceived Barriers

Respondents were then asked to rank  ve tuuiiers to providing tecknology to their
students. The respondents from the schools perceived that their overall top barrier was
funding. This was ranked first or second by 34.8% of the respondents. The second
highest barrier for the schools was lack of rraining. This was ranked first or second by
27.8%% of the respondents. Lack of support staff was ranked third with 22.3% of the
people ranking it either first or second (Table 11).

The respondents from the cooperatives perceived that funding is their number one
barrier with 78.07 of the respondents ranking it either first or second. T.ack of
administrative support was the second highest ranking for cooperatives with 60.7% of the
respondents ranking it either first or second. The third highest barrier was noted as the lack

of training with 57.1% of the respondents ranking it first or second (Table 11).
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Table 11

First and Second Ranked Perceived Bariers in Providing Technologv in The

Classroom

Schools Cooperatives
\ariable Ranked Ranked Total Ranked  Ranked Total
1t 2nd Ist 2nd

T T VG0 W e B Yoo W M 1A00)

IFunding 66(48.2)  9(6.6) 75(54.8) 17(60.7)  5(17.9) 12(78.6)
Adm Support 5(3.6) 12(8.8) 17¢12.48)  7(25.0)  3(35.7)  9060.7)
Training 16(11.7)  22(16.1)  38(27.8) 6214 10(35.7) 16(57.1)
Support Staff 4(2.9) 28(20.4)  32(23.3) 5179  H14.3) 9%32.2)
Updated 96.6) 10(7.3)  19(13.9)  5(17.9)  3(10.7)  8(29.6)
Information

Other M3.7) 9(6.6) o10.0)  1(3.6) 6(20.7)  7(24.3)
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to describe the types of training special educators
have received regarding to educational technology and to examine the use of technology in
the special education classroom within the state of Illinois. While examining the above
information the study also explained the largest barriers in using technology as perceived
by public school personnel. This discussion focuses on the results of the study presenting
some interpretations for these findings. The discussion section will also note some
possible limitations of the study and future implications of the study.

Characteristics of the Respondents

Because of the low return rates from Chicago School District 299 and the teacher
training institutions. the data were not reported. It should be noted when interpreting the
results that this study was originally designed to include four groups and only was able to
report on two of the groups. Though the hor s g facior when interpreting the results the
study was able to survey two randomly selected samples from a population which educates
over 707 of the state’s children. The results can therefore be taken to represent the current
situation regarding technology for a large number of teachers in Illinois.

Another issue that should be noted when interpreting results concerns respondent
position. The original question asked respondents to write in their current position (i.e. LD
resource. SED Inclusionary. Cross Categorical Self Contained). The question generated
answ s such as: LD teacher, BD teacher. I.LD ENIH teacher etc. Due to the broad
interpretation of this question by respondents. data was recorded by the category in which
the teacher taught and the two other possible positions indicated by respondents: consultant
and inclusionary teacher. An “other” category was formed to place people who indicated
positions such as: LD 'SED Diagnostician. Department Chair. SSD/LD Teacher (sic).

LD/ BD/ENMH Technology Teacher. Special Education Case Teacher and any other position

labels that did not fit into the categorical labels assigned by the survey. It should be noted
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when interpreting results that the “other™ category made up 25.5% of the returns for the
school districts and 32.1% of the returns from the special education cooperatives.

Technoloev Currently in the Classroom

The study found that 781 of teachers in the school districts and 85.77% of the
teachers in cooperatives had computers in their classroom for use in student freetime. The
study also found that 70.8% of the teachers in the school districts and 78.6% of the
teachers in the cooperatives have computers in their classrooms which are used for students
to perform drill and practice. The above percentages are very positive indicators that the
special education classroom is using technology in the classroom. The high percentage of
use in this area may be related to the high number of respondents who have received
training in this area. Over 60% of the respondents reported that they had received training
in using a computer for drill and practice.

The study also found that 45.3% of the  chers emploved by tae public schoaols
used computers for student self instruction. This is compared to 67.9% of the teachers that
“used computers for student self instruction. This is the largest difference in percentage
points (22.67) regarding the use of computers in the classroom. This may be related to
the high number of respondents who reported receiving training in this area. Tifty five
percent of the respondents in the school district and 65% of the respondents from the
cooperatives reported receiving fraining in using a computer for student self instruction.

Orher data generated from the respondents were not as encouraging. In the school
districts. teachers indicated that 90.5% of the classrooms do not have access to the internet
or world wide web. A similar lack of accessibility (89.3%) was reported by the teachers
emploved by the special cooperatives. Though low percentages in fraining were also
indicated in this area. it would seem that lack of hardware might be a larger issue. Without
having access to on-line services. teachers and students are unable to take advantage of a
form of communication which holds many resources for both teachers and students. This

may include many resources that directly affect special education. such as on-line web sites



with new teaching strategies and tactics. educational forums, and the Department of
Education’s homepage.

The low usage of assistive devices in the special education classroom is also a
concern. Respondents from the school districts indicate that only 18.2% have any
assistive device in their classrooms. Respondents from the cooperatives indicated slightly
more encouraging numbers with 28.6% in their classroom. This may reflect a greater
percentage of students served directly by the cooperatives with needs that may be best met
with assistive technology. such as augmentative communication devices. These low
percentages may be related to the lack of training indicated in by the teachers in this area.
Responses indicated that almost 80% in both samples did not receive any training in
funding assistive technology. In the schools 80.3% of the respondents had not received
any training in assessing for student need in this area. The cooperatives indicated a slightly
lower percentage. with 75.0% of the respondc (s not feceiving training in ssessing
students” needs in this area. Tower percentages were further indicated concerning fraining
to include assistive technology on student’s [EPs. Respondents for school districts
reported 67.9% had not received any training. and respondents from coopceratives reported
57.1° had not received training. Though the use of assistive technology is mandated by
the federal government there is a reported lack of preparation for teachers in this area. This
lack of preparation may be adversely affecting the use of technology in the classroom.
which is what the Tech \ct was designed to support.

Training Areas

As indicated above. training mayv be related to the use of technology in the
classroom. The specific skill areas of drill and practice and self instruction represent the
areas with the most training for both samples. The district respondents indicated that
nearly 70% had received some sort of training in drill and practice and over 55% had
received some training in self instruction. The cooperatives reported similar percentages

with over 60% of the respondents reported having some training in drill and practice and
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over 65% had some training in using self instruction. The arcas of drill and practice and
self instruction are also the areas in which the respondents reported the greatest use in the
classroom. It appears. therefore. that training in a certain areas may be related to greater
use in the classroom.

Current legislation in the use of technology in the classroom was another area in
which respondents indicated little training. Respondents from the schools indicated that
68.6% had not received any training pertaining to legislation. The respondents from
cooperatives indicated that 75.0% of them had not received any training in this area. The
survey also asked if they had understanding of the definition of assistive technology as it
was defined by the two governing laws: IDEA and the Tech Act (PL 101-476 and PL. 100-
407). The respondents from the schools indicated that 59.1% of them were not familiar
with the definition and the cooperative respondents indicated that 53.6% were not familiar
with the definition. This indicates that. althou_ 1 though according to the law. the
respondents have responsibility to provide services over 507 of them do not understand
this responsibility.

I ducational Levels where Training is Occurring

Lven lower percentages were reported when respondents were asked where their
training had taken place. Of the respondents from the school districts. roughly a quarter
(24.8 undergraduate. 24.8 graduate) of the respondents reported receiving training in a
formal education setting. Slightly higher percentages (25% undergraduate. 32.1%
graduate) were reported from the cooperatives. This data show that of all the respondents
in either category up to 75% of the people have not received any supervised training. Over
63%% in both samples reported that thev had received their training informally. This means
that they took it upon themselves to become informed and/or acquire skills. This may be an
indicator of how important teachers believe it is to receive training in the area of educational
technology. One should credit these individuals for trying to educate themselves, but a lack

of formal training has the possibility of leading to a misinformed educational community.
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Fven inservice training. which was reported at 607 or higher in both groups. generally
lacks supervision and or accountability. Another shortcoming of informal training is the
lack of stability between one individual's training and another individual's training in terms
of both amount and content. This inconsistency may lead to some students receiving
appropriate services while others do not. Students and teachers both would be better
served by training and'or support that is supervised and consistent across districts. Since
much formal training would be responsive to certification needs. it may be necessary to
consider technology proficiency as a certification standard.

Contact with Technical Support

The respondents were asked. excluding mandatory inservices. the number of times
they had been in contact with this technical support staff. Of the respondents from the
schools 64.2% of them had no contact. The cooperatives recorded higher numbers with
7% of them with no contact. This may o - eibuted to the fact that the state of Tlinois is
in a period of technological change. The state has just reassigned service regions for
school districts and this may have lead to inadequate marketing strategies or the state may
not be ready to publicize support services. Another factor may be insufficient numbers of
technical support staff which can respond to the need. Unfortunately. it was not asked of
respondents whether they knew if the technical support staff existed or if they had tried to
contact them. On two of the returned surveys. the respondents did ask if they had technical
support staff. In the cooperatives the lack of contact is higher than in the school districts.
but they may have Technical Assistants or people emploved specially to give assistance to
cooperative districts and faculty. Another factor may be that cooperatives may not align
themselves with the regional offices for technical support. This could decrease the need for
respondents in the cooperatives to have as much contact with the regional support staff.

Student Assessment

The respondents were asked the percentage of their students who had been assessed

for the use need of appropriate assistive technology. The data that were generated from this
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question indicated that in school districts, 715 of the respondents reported having none of
their students assessed. The cooperatives show slightly lower numbers with 64% of the
respondents reporting that none of their students had been assessed. This lower number in
cooperatives may be attributed to the emplovment of “Technical Assistants™ or people who
provide assistance to other professionals. Also 5.5% more of the respondents in
cooperatives received training in area of technology assessment. Iigh percentages of
teachers having none of their students assessed. in both groups. may be attributed to the
lack of training both groups received in the area of assessing for student need of assistive
technology. In school districts. 80.3% did not receive any training and in the cooperatives
75.0% did not receive any training on this topic.

Technologv On Students” IEPs

The fact that there were high percentages of students who were not assessed may be
related ‘o the hich percentage of students who " not have the tepic of technology on their
IEPs. The respondents from the school districts reported that 75.9% of them had the topic
of technology on none (07) of their students IEPs. The cooperatives showed a similar
number with 75% of the respondents not having the topic on any of their students IEPs.
Again. may can be related to the lack of training both groups received in the are of
including technology on IEP (See tables Sa & 3b). The issue of lack of training in
legislative issues (See tables 6a & ob) also raises the question of whether respondents are
aware of their obligation to include assistive devices on the IEPs.

Another potential factor in this area may be the lack of a mandated standardized [EP
form in the state. Within [linois. each school district and cooperative may have different
IEP forms which are not required to include a section on technology. It might stimulate
both training for assessment and use of technology if the state standardized a form which
included state and federal mandates. Requiring districts to consider technology as a
classroom aid may also stimulate the state and districts to research mechanisms to surpass

the barriers stated below.



Perceived Barriers in Providing Technology

'unding.

In order to define the barriers to obtaining technology in the classroom respondents
in both samples were asked to rank what they considered to be the top five barriers. Both
samples perceived funding as their number one barrier. In the school districts, 54.8% of
the respondents ranked funding either first or second. 78.6 of respondents from the
cooperatives ranked funding first or second. Again. this may be related to the fact that only
about 20% of respondents are receiving training regarding the funding of assistive
technology. Training in funding issues such as third party billing. grant writing. and
fundraising are essential to providing children with the proper technology. An issue related
to funding is the area of assessment. Training personnel in proper assessment and
classroom use is likely to lead the districts ane ceoj.cratives to purchase appropriate
equipment. It might also facilitate the development of new ideas to make use of existing
equipment.

Training.

Respondents emploved by the school districts reported lack of training as the
second largest barrier. 54.8% of the respondents ranked funding first or second. The
respondents from the cooperatives ranked it third overall. with 78.6% of them ranking it
first or second. As stated above. in all most every academic area lack of training may be
contributing to the state of technology use in the special education environment. The lack
of training may be contributing to the inability of school personnel to meet federal
guidelines. More importantly. the lack of training may be interfering with the possibility
for thousands of students to meet their fullest potential.

Administrative Support.

Within the special education cooperatives administrative support was ranked as the

second highest barrier to providing students with technology. 60.7% of the respondents



ranked this arca as being either the first or second largest barrier. The above percentis
noteworthy due to the fact that the other sample (school districts) ranked administrative
support as one of the least restricting barriers (12.4%). The high ranking in the
cooperatives may be due to the fact that administrators do not perceive that teachers need
training in the areas of technology and or assistive technology (i.e. assessment. funding.
legislation) because the cooperatives employ personnel to provide overall technical
assistance. Further research is needed to determine why such a large percent of
respondents from the special education cooperatives ranked administrative support as the
second highest barrier.

Support Staff.

The respondents from the school districts ranked lack of a support staff as the third
highest barrier to incorporating technology into the classroom. \s mentioned earlier. the
lack of support in this area may be due to th> ¢k o1 public awareness at the regional and
state levels of education.  Also. as stated earlier. the lack of contact with support staff may
be accounted for by lack of staff to respond to the need. Itis possible that increased
training could reduce the need for as many support personnel. However. it is also possible
that training could create a greater need for support personnel. Further research is needed
to investigate the apparent lack of contact with support personnel.

Iimitations of the Studv

There are some limitations to interpreting the above data. The first possible
limitation is that this study only focused on one state. It is not clear to what extent the
results would hold true bevond Illinois. The study generated poor response rates from two
of the four samples in the original study. Consequently. the study is missing data from one
district. Chicago Public Schools 299. which educates almost 30 of the entire student
population.

The survey instrument in this study was designed specifically for this study.

Therefore. the results can not be specifically compared to results generated by other
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instruments. Results for several questions on the instrument were not reported due to
apparent misinterpretation by the respondents. Although this study has the above possible
limitations it should also be noted it seems to be the first study of its kind in the state of
Minois.

Implications for Further Research

Further research is needed in many areas of the uses of assistive technology and 'or
technology in the special education classroom. In Illinois. an attempt could be made to
complete the picture of classroom technology by retrieving data regarding technology use in
the city of Chicago. Data regarding technology training provided by teacher training
institutions in [linois would help state policy makers understand the current and future
need for training. and the feasibility of including such training in certification requirements.

Refined analvsis of data form thic survey might also vield more specific information
regarding training needs. I'or example. further analysis could determine whether or not
there is a relationship between yvears of service and source of training or level of use in the
classroom. In other words. are teachers who have been teaching longer more likely or less
likely to report a high use of technology in their classrooms. and are thev more or less
likely to report having learned to use technology in their preservice training or on their
own? TFurther analysis might also reveal whether or not there is a relationship between type
of students served and use of technology or the source of training. M lore specific analysis
might help policy makers and training institutions in Illinois pinpoint where scarce training
resources would be best targeted. This analvsis might also help regional technical support
centers determine where thev might best allocate resources or whether they have enough
resources to do the job thev are intended to do. A\ further evaluation of barriers might also

help policy makers and funders determine how best to address them.
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Conclusion

This study was conducted to determine the extent of training for the use of
educational and assistive technology in special education classrooms in IHhinois. Results of
this study strongly suggest that special education teachers in Illinois need more support and
training in order to appropriately use technology with their students. Results suggest that
current resources may need to be increased or prioritized differently in order to provide
adequate support from regional support staff. This study has obtained useful information
that could help the state of Illinois facilitate change in training and use of technology in the

special education classroom.
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Appendis A
Please Rerurn i the Enclosed Eovelope tor

Survey Retumns
Department of Special Education
Pastern Ulinots University
o0 Lincoln Ave,

Charleston 1L 61920

Directions: Please provide the following demographic information. The respondent name

will be tor contact purposes only. The researcher insures anonvmity of all respondent dara.

School:

Respondent Name:

Respondent Position:

Number Of Years In Service: (please circle oned

1-3 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25~
Circle Areas In Which Service Ts Provided: [.DD SED
ENH  OTHER(s)
Number O Total Students Served: iduring o VAT
Spectal Education:
Reaular Education
Cirele Highest Dearee Farned: BA S NA NS EdDd o PhD Other

Year Bachelors Deoree Awarded
Undergraduate College or Unrversine Atrended:

Ciraduate College or Unpversity Atrendad sl any

Survev Directions: Specific directions are given as needed. When "(other)” is noted
please write in the explanation of other (this will help us interpret the information and
design future survevs).

Agamn, thank vou for taking the time 10 complete this survey.



| The following ser of questions will ask von abant training (il anvi vou reccived

regarding assistive technoloay in the classroom

l Atwhat levelts) of educaton (if anyvi did vou receive ramning  regardimg assistive technology?
iplease mark X were appropriate!

Undergraduate Crrachuate
Inservice [ntormal (fraining on ownl
2 If vou did receive traming in technology . which of the following areas  diditcover?

{Please put an X under 'informed' if vou received mformation only and mark 'hands-on' in the areas vou
received hands-on training. Check all that apply.)

Informed Hands-On

(o fenmindloey, applicstions eqipo m)

Hmonml Iqsues
Lttlc’ﬁi—Lc‘Q mo -

Current Pmcnc;x
»ot including technoloox in the dd\sloom)

Cument {axd\mre\m  Softwate -

fmc‘lumo Hdid\\ are qnd or Solm are

wTine

reccing .

math

soctal skills

otheits)

Use Q1 Compuier Assisted Insitucton (CAL

driiandpractice

tutorial or self instruction

games

simidation modeling

Fungling Assistive Techuoloey e e e :
Includine Technoloov on [EP

Assessing Need for Assisave Technology

Sottware Desien and Authoringe

Hardware Reston and Production e

iother:

2 In vour opinion. traiming in educational technology has WHAT level of importance in training
spectal educators?
icirele one approprate unswert

Verv High High Low Very Low

vl
]



4 [n vour opuuon. waining in cducutonal technoelogy should be arven ur whatlevelisiof educauon?
fPlease respond by circling the :qvpmpﬁaw number vsng this scale: definitely not needed, 2-
needed but not essental. 3 somewhat necded 4 needed. Sstronelyvneededs

Preservice iundergraduate vears P22 4 s
Inservice | T
Masters L
Daoctoral ! 2 3 4 S
Informal {raining on own) P2 2 4 3
S In vour opinion. in what areas do undergraduate studentsin special educationneed to receive

maining regarding educational technology™?
(Please put an X under 'informed' if you believe it should be information only and mark 'hands-on' in the

areas you believe should have hands-on training. Check all that apply .}

Informed Hands-On

Current Practices
(ot 1ndudmo Inclmolom n [ln CldSSIOOIH'

relectronic Ol‘idfbo(‘k& deqkmp pui}hshm_r
Lse of Internetand or W onl\l \\ u \\‘cb
Curticular Adaptations

WITHHEG

ecicling

mreath
sootert skills
.-ﬂfs‘:’?‘(\‘)
Use OF Computer Assisted Instruction (CAL

drilland practice

ftorial orself instruction

2aINES

sinndationmodeling

Fundine Assistive Technoloey

Including Technoloev on IEF
Assessing Need for Assistve Technology
Sottware Desion and Authoring

Hardware Destonand Production

tother;
{other)
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The tollowing questions askK about providing technology 1o students

Please check all tvpes of technology used in vour classroom

Computer for students 1o use in frecmme

Computer for teacher professicnal producnvity

felectrome eradebook TEPbuilder word processing
Computer tor students 1o perform dnll and practice
Computer tor student self-instructonal use

Computer for Internet and or Waorld Wide Web Connection
Computer tor assessment of students

Computer for instructional presentations

An assistive technology deviceiineluding computer hardware. and or software. but not
excluding other devices) purchased to help fulfill needs of a specific student

(Other?
None Used

Approximately what percent of vour students with [EPs have been assessed for use of

assistive technology?

It any students have been ussessed for assisuve technology, who did the assessment? ( Please check

all that apply

Reoular Educaton Teacher
Special Education Teacher
OT PT

Consultant

Universiy College

Private Fam Company
Other State Ageney:
iOthers

None Have Been Assessed

Approximately what percent of vour students with [EPs have the topic {goal or

otherwise) of assistive technology included on their IEPs?

‘A



10 Rank the top five barriers. if any. vou encouner when trving to provide assistve technology o
students with disabilines?
iPleuse rank. 1+ Targest. 5o smallesn
Lack of Funding
Lack of Adnunistrauy e Supporr
Lack of Tranung
Lack of Trained Personnel for Hardware and Software Support
Lack of Updated Information
{Other)
{Other)
(Other)
11 Are vou familiar with the defintuon of assistive technology in IDEA (P.L. 101 476) and the
Tech AcriP.L. 1004077
i Please respond by circling the appropriate number using this scale: 1: Tknow and understand
he definition. 20 I've read and understand i Aiion 3 Thave o gened understanding - 4
I've read the definition. 8 Not familiar
12345
12 Excluding mandatory inservices have vouhad any contact with vour reeional technoloov

support staft? i Cirele Ones
\Monthh Several Tunes o Year Semyvearly

Yeurls None

Mav we contact vou for clanficanon or further information regarding anv of vour responses?

Yes No

Thank You For Completing The Survev...
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' }i’EABLISrll D 1895 (l Department of Special Education
[/L[NO[i UNIV ?RT%TY 118 International House
ypendi Charleston, IL 61920-3099
Phone: 217-581-5315
Fax: 217-581-7004

Dear Administrator:

In order to better determine the technology training needs of special
education teachers in lllinois, we are sending the enclosed survey to a randomly
selected sample of teachers who serve children with special needs. We are
interested in the responses of teachers who educate children with learning
disabilities (LD), behavior disorders (BD), and/or children who are educable
mentally handicapped (EMH), in grade levels kindergarten through twelfth
grade.

We would appreciate it if you could forward this survey to a teacher in
vour building who is certified to educate hilaren identified as requiring
specialized services (K-12). This survey is being used for research purposes
only and all replies are strictly confidential. It is our intention that the actached
survey will take less then fifteen minutes, and hopefully help us better
understand the needs of professionals in the field of special education.

If your building does not have a professional who provides the above
education, please check the box below and return this letter to us in the self-
addressed envelope.

Please return the survey by March 11.

Thank you for your assistance. Your cooperation is truly appreciated.

James D. Basham P. Helen Bair
Graduate Student _ Assistant Professor
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Department of Special Educatios
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IL/H:M)IS L;NI\,éé\SHET“ 118 International House
Charleston, IL 61920-3099
Phone: 217-581-3315
Fax: 217-581-7004

Dear Administrator:

In order to better determine the technology training needs of special
education teachers in lllinois, we are sending the enclosed survey to a randomly
selected sample of cooperatives that serve children with special needs. We are
interested in the responses of teachers who educate children with learning
disabilities (LD), behavior disorders (BD), and/or children who are educable
mentally handicapped (EMH), in grade levels kindergarten through twelfth

grade.

We would appreciate it if you could forward this survey to a teacher in
your cooperative who is certified to edurate children identified as requiring
specialized services (K-12). This surva_ is being used for research purposes
only and all replies are strictly confidential. It is our intention that the attached
survey will take less then fifteen minutes, and hopefully help us better
understand the needs of professionals in the field of special education.

If your cooperative does not have a professional who provides the
above education, please check the box below and return this letter to us in the

self-addressed envelope.
Please return the survey by February 29.

Thank you for your assistance. Your cooperation is truly appreciated.

P. Helen Bair

James D. Basham
Assistant Professor

Graduate Student
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Please Return In Enclosed Envelope To:

Survev Returns
Depuariment of Spectal Educaton
Euastern Hlinois University
600 Linealn Ave

Churleston, 1L 61920

Directions: Please provide the tollowing demographic immformation. The respondent name

he for contact purposes only. The rescarcher insures anonymity of all respondent data.

University or College:

Respondent Name:

Respondent Position:

Department Name:

Department accreditation by iplease circle one or more)
NCATE CEC iQther: NONE

Cirele the arens in whieh vour department provic® ne reraduare raining:

LD SED  EMH  OTHERis)

\pprostate number of spectal education nwgors oraduauny per vear:
Undergraduarte Graduate

Approximate number of spectal education majors enrolled per vear:
ndergrachuare Graduare

Deparmmental curmeulum s maindy acare:d ro maim studenrs to work m what ivpe of geoeraphical area

Urbin Rural Mixed

Iovou would ke o sammary of survey results, cheek here

TTIL 6l

will

Survey Directions: Specific directions are given as needed. When "(other)” is noted
please write in the explanation of other (this will help us interpret the information and
design future surveyvs).

Again. thank vou for taking the time to complete this survev.



TTI

| Drvour opinion. taining o educational technoloey should be arven ar whatlevelisiot educution?”
{Please respond by cireling the appropriate number using this scale: I definttely notneeded. 2
needed but not essential. 3-somewhat needed 4 needed. 3 swongly needed:

-

Preserice 12 2 4 5
Inservice b2 3 405
Masters 2 3 4 3
Daoctoral 2 2 4035
[nformal framming on own) 12 3 405

2 [n vour opinion. vour department assigns WHAT level of importance 1o training of special
educators for use of assistive technoloov?
Very High High Low Verv Low

3. In what areas do undergraduate students receive raining regarding assistive technology?

iPlease put an Xunder 'informed’ if students are provided with information only and mark 'hands-on' in
the areas students receive hands-on traiming. Check all that apply.)

Check here if vour department doesn't provide anv undergraduate training

regarding assistive technology.

Informec Hdlld.\ On

{1m“enﬁ,ecqshmon - : R e

Current Practices

tncludine technoloey in the classroomi
Cumrent Hardware sndor Software
Emereing Hardware and or Software

Profeswional Productivine 70 70 0 o

(electronie gradebooks: deskrop publishing)
Use ot Internetand or World Wide Web

Curricular Adaptations’

wittine

reciclinge

meath

social skills
otherfs)

. IOt

Use Of Commputer Assisted Instruction {CATY

drilland practice

tutorial or self instrction

2ames

ﬂ‘imular(cn:mozh lirte

Fundm_,_ sistive Technolooy:
Includmo Tec}moloc’\ on II:P

\othex )

I



o

TTI

Does vour college or university offer s spectalized major minor. program. or area of coneentration

fundereraduate or graduate regarding ussistis e rechnology or rechinologv in education?

Yes No Don't Know

Ailf ves whart is the name of the program?

B1What departument houses or adiministers this program?

OIf possible. brietly describe how it is related to special education?

At what level is this education available? (Cirele all that apply.)

Undergraduate Masters Doctoral

Rank the top five bamiers. if anv. that vou have encountered when trying to provide waining
in assistive technology. (1= Largest. 5= Smallest)

Lack of Time to Prepare St ent i dheatt it incumedum)

Lack of Training tor Curree. Facuwty

Lack of Equipment

Lack of Trained Personnel to Provide Training

Lack of Adminmistrauve Support

Lack of Neec

Lack of Demand

Lack of Updated Informanon

iOtherd

iOther)

iOther:

Don't Know

None Encountered

Mav we contact vou for elanticauon or further information regarding any of vour responses?

—
o

< No

Thank You For Completing The Survey.

03
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4-_ FS‘.’iB—USm D ,895 / Department of Special Educaticr
ILLINOIS UNIV FRS\ITT i 18 International House
Charleston, IL 61920-3099
. Phone: 217-581-5315
Appendis D Fax: 217-581-7004
T«last»
«univ»
«dept»

«address_1»
«address_2»

Dear «title» «last»:

In order to investigate the technology training available to special
educators in lllinois, we are sending the enclosed survey to all state universities
and colleges in lllinois that provide preservice training for special education
certification.

This survey is being used for res« irch purposes and as part of a
master's thesis project. All replies are strictly confidential. It is our intention
that the attached survey will take less then fifteen minutes, and hopefully help
us better understand the needs of professionals in the field of special
education.

Please return the survey by March 5th.

Thank you for your assistance. Your cooperation is truly appreciated.

James D. Basham P. Helen Bair
Graduate Student Assistant Professor
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