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The objective of this study is to examine factors that can explain teachers’ use of
assistive listening devices in inclusive schools for pupils with hearing loss (HL).
Assistive listening devices, such as teacher-microphones and pupil-microphones,
can ensure an enhanced listening environment for such pupils and thus induce a
higher level of participation in the teaching. The study included 167 teachers of
pupils with HL in fifth through tenth grades. The analyses indicated that factors
related to the teachers, pupils, parents and technology influenced the teachers’ use
of microphones. Teachers with positive attitudes toward the microphones tend to
integrate them regularly in classroom communications compared with teachers
who are negatively inclined. Frequent use of the microphones also occurred if
pupils had severe HL. Furthermore, parents who tend to be highly involved in the
children’s school performance indirectly affected the teachers’ microphone use.
Additionally, frequent use of pupil-microphones seems to be dependent of the
number of microphones; a high-density of microphones promoted their use.
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Introduction

Advances in technology have increased the inventory of available tools and teaching
strategies to improve the participation of children with disabilities in educational
settings and activities (McGregor and Pachuski 1996). This technology can be
important for inclusive schools which are the guiding political vision in Norway;
every child has the right to attend a school in their local community, and all teaching
must be adapted to the individual’s abilities and interests. Participation in education
is critical to success, but for many children with disabilities, participation is a
constant struggle (Craddock 2006). Classroom noise, rapid discussions, frequent
changes in topics, and large numbers of people involved in the conversations prevent
in particular children with hearing loss (HL) from hearing, understanding, and
participating in the verbal classroom communications that are fundamental activities
in schools (Crandell, Flexer, and Smaldino 2005). Assistive listening devices can
improve the children’s ability to perceive and participate in classroom communica-
tion (Luckner and Muir 2001). However, the use of assistive technologies often
depends on the teachers’ willingness to integrate them into their classroom routines
(Luckner and Muir 2001; Wright et al. 2006; Murchland and Parkyn 2010; Craddock
2006; Hemmingsson, Lidstrom, and Nygard 2009; Skér 2002; Eriks-Brophy et al.
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2006). This reluctance against to use the technology may be caused by of a variety of
factors, such as their attitudes towards the equipment or type of equipment. It may
also depend on students’ degree of HL, because students with mild HL receive less
educational support (Most 2004).

The objective of this study is to examine how teachers implement teacher-
microphones and pupil-microphones in teaching, and to explore factors that may
influence implementation. Few studies are conducted on the experiences with and
how they are used, although pupils with HL can apply for various systems free of
charge as part of the Nordic countries’ disability policies (Ravneberg 2009). A
comprehensive understanding of teachers’ practices with the technology may
improve the interventions and advice provided to schools by specialists.

Research questions

The goal of this research is to examine the factors that promote teachers to regularly
integrate assistive listening devices into their classroom routines. The factors
explored related to the teachers, pupils, parents, and types of educational and
technical interventions. A structural equation model (SEM) was used to examine to
what extent these factors can explain the variations in use.

Previous research

Children with HL appear to be well accepted by teachers, and teachers are generally
willing to be trained by specialists on appropriate teaching modifications (Lynas
1986; Hyde and Power 2004; Punch and Hyde 2010; Polyclinic 2009). Frequently
recommended modifications besides implementing assistive listening devices are to
give written information, repeat answers from classmates, speak clearly, and be aware
of the students’ understanding of the classroom communication (Coniavitis-
Gellerstedt 2006). Although, teachers are reported to maintain a positive mindset
towards children with HL, the majority of the teachers in Lynas’ (1986) study
incorporated only minor adaptations. Coniavitis-Gellerstedt (2006) found that 75%
to 90% of 1000 teachers of pupils with HL claimed to adjust their teaching when
necessary, yet 40% of the microphones supplied were not utilised. Other studies have
arrived at similar conclusions; assistive listening devices seem to be used infrequently
by teachers (Ludlow 2001; Zabala 1995; Craddock 2006; Bergkvist 2001; Coniavitis-
Gellerstedt 2006). Teachers may consider assistive technologies too troublesome to
manage, disrupting while teaching, too complex, or uncomfortable to wear (Copley
and Ziviani 2004; Heeney 2007; McGregor and Pachuski 1996). According to
Heeney (2007), some teachers felt uncomfortable using a sound field system because
their voices sound distorted or the microphone headset were improperly adjusted.
Frequent technical problems also led to negative attitudes.

Other recommended interventions are to reduce the class size if there are more
than 20 pupils in the class and to improve the classroom acoustics (Grenlie 2005).
Many pupils also are given special education, and consequently are less taught
together with the class (Wendelborg and Tessebro 2008). In what extent these
intervention may affect the teachers’ implementation of assistive listening devices are
less focused.

Antia (1999) argued that in general, teachers prefer teaching modifications that
benefit the entire class. Adaptations specific to children with HL are less acceptable
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and less likely to be implemented. The type of technology supplied, may therefore be
important; several studies strongly support the implementation of sound field system
in all schools, because of the positive implications for all children’s academic
performance and for teachers’ health and teaching (Crandell, Flexer, and Smaldino
2005; Heeney 2007; Rosenberg et al. 1999). The use of loudspeakers is recognised as a
method to overcome problems associated with noise, distance, and reverberation in
classrooms. Loudspeakers improve the listening environment, thereby allowing more
teaching time because of the instruction are repeated less, and the advantages of this
technology may promotes its regular use. The number of pupil-microphones also
affects their use. Teachers with a high-density of pupil-microphones integrated them
more regularly compared with teachers with a low-density of microphones, as the
latter situation was too complicated to manage (Rekkedal 2007).

To effectively integrate this technology, teachers must be provided with sufficient
information regarding the children’s specific impairment and the technical aids
supplied to them (Lynas 1986; Antia et al. 2009; Punch and Hyde 2010; Chmiliar
2007, McGregor and Pachuski 1996; Wright et al. 2006; Craddock 2006).
Furthermore, they should be involved in the assessment process along with the
therapists (Wright et al. 2006). Teachers themselves have stated that a lack of
information prevents them from implementing the necessary educational adaptations
(Coniavitis-Gellerstedt 2006; Polyclinic 2009). Insufficient funds and limited time
may be reasons for why teachers do not receive the necessary training (Punch and
Hyde 2010; Chmiliar 2007).

Additionally, the teacher’s gender is a possible factor in his/her use of technical
aids; compared with their male counterparts, female teachers are described as more
involved with their pupils compared to males and are more considerate of the needs
of individual pupils (Demetriou, Wilson, and Winterbottom 2009).

Pupils with mild HL are often reported to be ignored because they are believed to
have less need for support compared with pupils with severe HL (Convertino et al.
2009; Marschark, Lang, and Albertini 2002). Some studies found that teachers
reported that students with mild HL performed more poorly in school compared
with students with severe HL, because of a less supportive setting (Most 2004; Wolf
2007). Older pupils are another group who are infrequent users of assistive listening
devices (Coniavitis-Gellerstedt 2006; Kent and Smith 2006). The stigma connected to
assistive technology is considered a barrier for their use.

Numerous studies have suggested that parental involvement affects children’s
outcomes above and beyond other factors, such as socioeconomic status and parents’
education, which have traditionally been thought to predict a child’s academic
success (Hill and Taylor 2004; Griffith 1996; Mahoney 2011). However, parents of
children with disabilities report that professionals and the schools often disregard
their specific requests, although the parents are concerned about their children’s
academic performance (Lundeby and Tessebro, 2008). Nevertheless, it is possible
that parents’ interest in school outcomes can lead teachers to be more attentive
towards the pupils, and consequently make necessary teaching modifications,
including using assistive technology.

Analysis model

Figure 1 presents a designed and simplified analysis model for ease of understanding
and reads from left to right. Use of teacher-microphones and pupil-microphones are
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Figure 1. The theoretical model of the interactions between microphones uses and the
factors related to the teachers, students, parents, and educational and technical interventions
represented by knowledge, class size, participation in classroom lessons, acoustics, loudspea-
kers, number of pupil-microphones, and errors with the microphones.

the dependent variables. The grey lines correspond to the variables anticipated to
have an indirect effect on the dependent variables. Some of these variables are also
believed to have direct effects as represented by the black lines in the figure. The
independent variables are expected to be correlated.

The teachers were characterised according to gender, their attitudes towards the
equipment and knowledge about hearing impairment and the technical aids, whereas
the exogenous variables HL and school age represent the pupil factors. The parents
were evaluated on their involvement in their child’s academic progress and social
behaviour.

The teachers’ attitudes towards assistive technology are regarded as a critical
intermediate variable, because positive attitudes seem to be essential to the successful
implementation of assistive technology (Copley and Ziviani 2004; Ludlow 2001;
Silverman, Stratman, and Smith 2000; Heeney 2007). Their approaches to and use of
microphones was expected related to the following previously defined factors: the
characteristics of the teachers, pupils and parents, as well as those of the educational
and technical interventions. Based on previous research a hypothesis was that
teachers would be positively inclined towards the microphones if they were female
(Demetriou, Wilson, and Winterbottom 2009). Furthermore, infrequent use of
microphones among adolescents has been reported; and was also anticipated to
affect these results. A high degree of knowledge about hearing impairment and the
technical equipment was assumed to be a positive predictor, as were parents who
demonstrate a high degree of involvement in their children’s schooling. If the
teachers experienced few technical problems and/or taught small classes, they were
expected to be content. Managing the pupil-microphones can be challenging in large
classes, whereas use of teacher-microphones may occur irregularly in small classes.
Teachers may also consider the use of microphones sufficient to accommodate the
pupils’ needs and consequently make fewer educational adaptations. Additionally,



Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research 301

the teachers were assumed to be positively disposed towards the microphones if the
pupils participated regularly in classroom activities, thereby affecting the teachers’
use of assistive technology. All of these factors were expected to impact the
implementation of the microphones.

The type of technical equipment, such as loudspeakers and a high-density of
pupil-microphones (although the density of microphones was evaluated only with
pupil-microphones) were believed to be positively correlated with the use. Classroom
acoustics were also important; poor acoustic design exacerbates the problems of
noise in modern classrooms and increases the children’s difficulties in understanding
their teachers (Heeney 2007). Use of microphones was assumed to occur frequently
in rooms with poor acoustics to improve the listening environment. Finally, the
characteristics of the parents and the pupils were also hypothesised influencing the
types of technical and educational interventions offered.

Methods

The participants were Norwegian teachers assigned to pupils with HL who ranged
from fifth to tenth grade and were in ordinary schools. The pupils were recruited
from twelve Assistive Technology Centres and four National Resource Centres for
Hearing Disability. Two counties were excluded because a pilot project was
completed in these counties in 2007. Information letters were sent by the centres
to the parents to inform them about the survey and to obtain permission to contact
the children’s teachers. In all, 187 parents consented, resulting in a participation rate
of approximately 34%. No data were available for the pupils who did not participate,
and it was difficult to perform a non-responder analysis. However, the target group
consisted of younger children with HL, a group often subjected to research, and
parents may be more ambivalent about allowing them to participate.

Questionnaires and information letters were sent to the 187 teachers approved by
the parents and 167 teachers returned the questionnaires, a response rate of 89%. The
teachers were offered two response alternatives, either by Internet or on paper, and
80.6% answered via paper. Table 1 presents the distribution of the teachers’ gender
and age. The majority were females between 31 to 50 years of age. Table 1 shows the
distribution of school grades; with the majority of teachers worked with pupils in
primary schools (fifth to seventh grade), and a smaller number were in secondary
schools (eight to tenth grade).

Table 1. The distribution of teachers’
gender, age, and school (%, N =167).

Males 32.1

Females 67.9
Age

<30 10.2

31-50 56.3

> 51 33.5

Primary school 60.3

Secondary school 39.7
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Ethical considerations

The study was approved by the Norwegian Social Science Data Services.
Questionnaires and a description of the study were sent to the teachers. The teachers
were informed of the anonymity of the research and that they could quit the study at
any time. It has been reported that teachers endure high stress levels due to demands
from administrators, colleagues, and students, which is compounded by work
overload (Klassen and Chiu 2010). It may feel overwhelming to also spend time on
questionnaires; however, the teachers responded positively, and some teachers
remarked that the questionnaires were useful.

Type of equipment

Table 2 presents the number of teachers supplied with teacher-microphones.
Approximately 74% of the teachers who received teacher-microphones were also
given pupil-microphones. The majority were provided with a high-density of pupil-
microphones (e.g. one microphone per one or two classmates), as observed in Table
2. The classmates must be willing to handle these microphones. During classroom
conversations, a pupil must press the microphone switch. Furthermore, all
microphones must be regularly charged.

Differences emerged between the teachers in the primary and the secondary
school regarding the distribution of pupil-microphones. Approximately 80% of the
teachers in the primary schools were supplied with pupil-microphones compared
with 63% of the teachers in the secondary schools (3*=5.424, p=0.017). No
differences were found between the groups regarding teacher-microphones (x> =
0.111, p =0.469).

Normally, the following three types of sound transmission systems are supplied;
microphones connected to loudspeakers, microphones in combination with inductive
loop systems, or microphones in combination with FM systems, as shown in Table 2.
The latter two systems may further be connected to loudspeakers. Differences
emerged between the classrooms with loudspeakers and those without in terms of the
density of pupil-microphones (x> =8.005, p=0.004). Approximately 76% of
the classrooms with no loudspeaker systems were supplied with a high-density of

Table 2. Use of assistive listening devices (%, N = 167).

Have teacher-microphones

Yes 90.5
No 9.5
Number of student microphones
One microphone per more than five classmates 14.3
One microphone per five classmates 3.6
One microphone per four classmates 11.6
One microphone per three classmates 8.0
One microphone per two classmates 473
One microphone per one classmates 15.2
Type of sound transmission system
Loud speaker only 49.7
Inductive loop with or without Loudspeaker 29.8

FM with or without loudspeaker 20.5
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pupil-microphones, whereas 49% of those with loudspeakers had a high-density of
microphones.

Approximately 56% of the teachers reported that they always used teacher-
microphones during teaching and classroom conversations, 30% reported that they
almost always used them, and 14% used them sometimes or seldom. The usage of
pupil-microphones was lower; only 17% of the teachers reported always using them,
45% used them almost always, and 38% used them sometimes or seldom.

Measures

The survey questions were designed based on the literature described above and on a
previous pilot project. The dependent variable ‘use of teacher-microphones’ was
measured with the question; ‘how often do you use microphones when: (1) you teach
and speak to the entire class; and (2) you have class discussion/conversation (‘never,’
‘seldom,” ‘sometimes, ‘almost always,” or ‘always’). The two items were combined
into one factor with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.576, which is less than ideal. A similar
question and response alternatives measured the second dependent variable “use of
pupil microphones.” The pupils’ microphone usage was evaluated with the following
categories: (1) classmates ask or answer questions during class; (2) classmates have
class discussions/conversations; (3) classmates ask or answer questions during lessons
together with other classes; and (4) classmates are performing or reading. The four
items were combined into one factor with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.804.

Four variables were related to characteristics of the teachers. A five-item
questionnaire assessed the teachers’ ‘attitudes towards teacher-microphones’; (1) the
microphone is impractical to wear; (2) the microphone is too much to control/handle;
(3) it is difficult to switch the microphone on and off during the lesson; (4) the students
tend to concentrate more when the microphone is used; and (5) the microphone is used
even when the student is absent (‘totally disagree, ‘disagree,’ ‘neither agree nor
disagree,” ‘agree,” and ‘totally agree’). Principal component analysis confirmed one
factor, and a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.726 was satisfactory. The variable ‘attitudes
towards pupil-microphones’ had similar response alternatives as to the teacher-
microphone, and the following statements were evaluated; (1) it is easy for pupils to use
the microphones correctly; (2) the microphones hinder pupils’ spontaneity; (3) the
microphones structure/discipline the pupils; (4) it is difficult to motivate the pupils to
use the microphones; (5) the microphones are in use even if the particular pupil is
absent; and (6) the microphones are too much to control/handle. Principal component
analysis indicated one dimension, and the Cronbach’s alpha of 0.744 was acceptable.
Two questions measured teachers’ ‘knowledge’; (1) how much knowledge do you have
about hearing impairment (‘have little or no knowledge,” ‘have some knowledge but
need to learn more,” and ‘have enough knowledge’); and (2) How well do you know the
microphone system (‘I am able to handle the system but unable to fix simple errors,
such as lack of antennas or power supply,” and ‘I have good knowledge and am able to
fix simple errors, such as lack of antennas or power supply’). The Cronbach’s alpha of
only 0.441 for the two questions was less than ideal. However, the variable was treated
as one factor to obtain a continuous variable. Finally, the teachers’ gender (0 =male,
and 1 =female) was treated as a dichotomous variable.

Two variables related to the pupils. HL was based on a measurement used in
Hendar’s study (Hendar 2008), and is presented in Table 3. The variable was
transformed into a dichotomous variable (0 =hear without hearing aids, 1 =hear
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Table 3. The distribution of the pupils’ HL (%, N = 167).

Can hear speech without hearing aid at a distance of one metre 58.9

Can hear speech with hearing aids/cochlea implant at a distance of one metre 30.4

Cannot always hear speech with hearing aids/cochlea implant at a distance 10.2
of one metre

Cannot hear speech with hearing aids/cochlea implant at a distance of one metre 0.6

with hearing aids/cochlea implant), as was the pupils’ ‘school grade’ (0 =secondary
school, and 1 =primary school). The teachers evaluated the variable ‘parents’
involvement’ with the following questions; to what extent are you satisfied with
parents’ involvement in the following settings: (1) the pupil’s academic performance;
and (2) the pupil’s social performance (‘to no degree, ‘to a minor degree,” ‘to some
degree,” ‘to a high degree,” or ‘to a very high degree’). The two items were converted
to one factor with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.889.

Three variables were related to the equipment and four variables to the
educational interventions. Use of loudspeakers was treated as a dichotomous
variable (0 =no, and 1 =yes). Table 2 shows the ‘number of pupil-microphones’
per pupils. The statement ‘there are often some errors with the (teacher-/pupil-)
microphones,” had response alternatives similar as to those for the attitudes towards
teacher-microphones.

The variable ‘educational adaptations’ was adapted from the Conivatis-
Gellerstedt study (2006) and consisted of the following seven items; how often do
you give: (1) introduce new information, concepts, and words written on paper or
blackboard; (2) visualise the lecture with concrete pictures; (3) give individual
instructions or preparation beforehand; (4) pay attention to the student’s under-
standing; (5) repeat classmates’ answers; (6) place the pupil so he/she can see both
classmates and teachers; and (7) speak more clearly (‘never, ‘seldom,” ‘monthly,’
‘weekly’ and ‘daily’). Principal component analysis indicated two factors, however
the Cronbach’s alpha appeared unsatisfactory for the two factors, whereas a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.775 for all items was acceptable.

‘Participation’ in teaching was measured with by hours of special education
outside the classroom (‘3—4 hours daily,” ‘1-2 hours daily,” ‘3—4 hours weekly, ‘1-2
hours weekly,” ‘2-3 hours monthly,” and ‘less’). ‘Class size’ was a continuous variable
where the number of pupils varied from 7 to 72. Classroom ‘acoustics’ was measured
with the response alternatives ‘extremely poor acoustics, ‘poor acoustics,” ‘good
acoustics,” ‘extremely good acoustics,” and ‘unsure.’

Analysis

Version 18.0 of the SPSS (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) software package, along
with AMOS 18, was used for the statistical analysis. Statistical significance was set at
p =0.05. Chi-square tests for independence were performed to compare the
differences in obtaining pupil-microphones for the teachers in primary and
secondary schools and teachers with and without loudspeakers. A principal
component analysis was carried out to evaluate data reduction for the variables
“attitudes towards teacher-microphones and pupil-microphones.” Cronbach’s alpha
was computed to estimate the internal consistency of all of the instruments used.



Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research 305

To examine the assumptions of the theoretical structural equation model (SEM),
bivariate regression analyses of the dependent and independent variables were
conducted, followed by multiple regression analyses. AMOS was performed in
conjunction with the SEM analyses. The assumption of the SEM analyses was,
unfortunately, not supported. Only exogenous variables may be dichotomous in an
SEM analysis. Almost all of the endogenous variables used here were continuous,
except from the dichotomous variable ‘loudspeakers, which was treated as an
endogenous variable in the analysis of the teacher-microphones. However, the
multiple regression analyses indicated that ‘loudspeakers’ significantly affected
‘attitudes towards teacher-microphones’ (Beta =0.451, p <0.001) and ‘use of
teacher-microphones’ (Beta = —0.219, p <0.01).

Data screening and collinearity diagnostics

Data screening revealed skewed distributed data concerning the use of teacher-
microphones and pupil-microphones. Although the distributions were negatively
skewed, SEM analyses were completed for both variables. A structural analysis of the
collinearity diagnostic for the variables included in the SEM analyses indicated no
collinearity for the teacher-microphones variable (tolerance: 0.84 to 0.95; VIF: 1.04
to 1.18). The result of the Durbin—Watson test was well within the boundaries for
acceptance (Durbin—Watson =1.96), and interpretation residuals gave no reason for
concern (Cook’s distance <1). No collinearity was found concerning pupil-
microphones (tolerance: 0.83 to 0.92; VIF: 1.08 to 1.19), and the result of the
Durbin—Watson test was well within the boundaries for acceptance (Durbin—
Watson =1.87). The interpretation residuals gave no reason for concern
(Cook’s distance <1). The two intermediate variables, ‘attitudes towards teacher-
microphones’ and ‘attitudes towards pupil-microphones’ had satisfactory normal
distributions.

Reliability and validity

Internal consistency measured through Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable for the
questions used, except for ‘use of teacher-microphones’ and ‘knowledge.” Other
options for measuring reliability, such as performing a test-retest were deemed
unrealistic.

No standardised tests were used, although they are preferable and may improve
the construct validity. The concept of attitudes towards microphones was composed
based on secondary literature and a previous pilot project. However, Cronbach’s
alpha proved satisfactory and may indicate an acceptable conceptual validity. Two
less reliable variables investigated were ‘classroom acoustics” and HL. These variables
were measured imprecisely, but the pilot project had shown that not all parents had
access to an audiogram.

The internal validity seems satisfactory, and a causal connection was found
between the dependent and independent variables. However, the difficulties
determining the cause and effect may be a threat to the internal validity. Whether
the variables reflect the past or the present is an important issue. Almost all of the
personal and all of the intervention variables are considered to reflect the past. The
dependent variables ‘attitudes’ and ‘use of microphones’ represent the present;
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consequently the causality between the variables is not quite clear. Additionally, the
causality between errors and the use of pupil-microphones is unclear.

Results
Initial analyses

To prepare the SEM analyses, bivariate regression analyses were first conducted. All
the independent variables, which included the educational/technical interventions
and the characteristics of the teachers, pupils and parents, were analysed with the two
intermediate variables ‘attitudes towards teacher-microphones and pupil-micro-
phones’ and the two dependent variables. The independent variables with significant
effects were subsequently included in the multiple regression analyses, and the
variables with significant effects in any of the multiple regression analyses were
included in the SEM analyses.

The variables with significant bivariate relationships to ‘attitudes towards
teacher-microphones’ included the following: knowledge, loudspeakers, errors,
gender, and parents’ involvement. The multiple regression analysis indicated that
all of the variables except ‘errors’ became significant predictors and these variables
were included in the SEM analysis.

The variables with significant bivariate effects on the use of teacher-microphones
were ‘attitudes towards teacher-microphones,” ‘knowledge,” ‘educational adaptation,’
‘HL’ and ‘parents’ involvement.” Only the variables ‘attitudes towards teacher-
microphones’ and HL became significant in the multiple regression analysis and were
included in the SEM analysis.

Similar to the results of the teacher-microphones analysis, ‘errors’ and ‘knowl-
edge’ were significant predictors for ‘attitudes towards pupil-microphones.” Addi-
tionally, ‘school grade, ‘number of pupil-microphones,” and ‘acoustics’ exhibited
significant effects. All of the variables except ‘school grade’ contributed significantly
in the multiple regression analysis. ‘School grade’ was nevertheless included in the
SEM analyses because the variable significantly influenced some of the educational
interventions. ‘Acoustics’ was excluded from further analyses because 11.6% of the
respondents answered ‘unsure.’

The variables ‘attitudes towards the pupil-microphones’ and ‘HL’ had bivariate
effects on the use of pupil-microphones. Moreover, the findings were significant for
‘knowledge,” ‘number of pupil-microphones’ and ‘errors.” All of these variables were
included in the SEM analysis. No bivariate associations were found between the
microphones and ‘participation in classroom activities’ or ‘class size, and these
variables were excluded from further analyses.

Factors directly affecting the microphone use

The initial theoretical model (Figure 1) resulted in unsatisfactory fit indices, i.e. an
unsatisfactory agreement between the reproduced and the existing covariance matrix.
Modifications based on the theoretical considerations and suggested modifications
made by AMOS produced the modified SEM shown in Figure 2 for the teacher-
microphones and Figure 3 for pupil-microphones. The model fits were acceptable.
The chi-square (v2-test) yielded results that were not significant, indicating that there
were no significant differences between the modified theoretical model and the
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Figure 2. The modified structural equation model of the relationship between the use of
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empirical models based on the data. The root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) was 0.04 for Figure 2 and 0.02 for Figure 3; a REMSEA under 0.05 is
considered to be an acceptable fit. The goodness of fit indices (CFI/IFI =0.975;
TLI =0.939) of Figure 2 and (CFI/IFI =0.992; TLI =0.983) of Figure 3 were all over
0.9, which is the threshold value for a satisfactory model fit.

Figures 2 and 3 present the standardised beta coefficients for the use of teacher-
microphones and the use of pupil-microphones and are to be read from left to right.
The thick lines represent the variables with direct effects on the dependent variable
‘use of microphones’ which appears on the right side of the figure. The other lines
represent the variables with indirect effects on microphone utilisation.

The analysis indicates that ‘attitudes towards the microphones’ and ‘HL’ directly
affect the use of teacher-microphones (Beta =0.42, 0.20) and pupil-microphones
(Beta =0.38, 0.16). The teachers tended to consistently use teacher-microphones and
pupil-microphones if they were positively inclined towards using the equipment or
worked with pupils with severe HL. The educational and technical variables differed
in their direct effects on usage of teacher-microphones and pupil-microphones.
‘Loudspeakers’ is associated with use of the teacher-microphones (Beta = — 0.22).
Although the use of loudspeakers appears to be non-significant in the bivariate
regression analyses, when controlled for other variables the SEM analysis indicates
that use of loudspeakers negatively affects the teacher-microphones usage. Accord-
ingly, loudspeakers appear to lead to reduced utilisation of teacher-microphones
rather than frequent utilisation as has been assumed. ‘Number of pupil-micro-
phones’ and ‘errors’ (Beta=0.33, —0.17) are related to the use of pupil-
microphones. A high-density of microphones appears to promote regular use.
Frequent technical problems negatively impact the use of pupil-microphones.

Factors indirectly affecting the use of microphones

The other independent variables indirectly affect use of microphones though the
intermediate variables. ‘Knowledge’ was associated with the attitudes towards both
teacher-microphones (Beta =0.36) and pupil-microphones (Beta =0.32). Use of
loudspeakers (Beta =0.46) positively influenced the attitudes towards teacher-
microphones. The personal characteristic of the teachers’ gender’ is related to both
teacher-microphones (Beta =0.19) and pupil-microphones (Beta =0.13). Female
teachers seem more satisfied with the microphones than male teachers. A positive
approach to the teacher-microphones is further associated with high parental
involvement in the children’s school performance (Beta =0.19).

The exogenous variable ‘school grade’ interfered with the educational and
technical interventions. As shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3, ‘school grade’ appears to
be associated with ‘knowledge’ for both teacher-microphones (Beta =0.19) and
pupil-microphones (Beta =0.24). The teachers in the secondary school tend to report
less knowledge about hearing impairment and the technical aids. Frequent errors
with the pupil-microphones (Beta =0.22) also influence the teachers’ attitudes. HL is
associated with the type of technical equipment supplied. Pupils with severe HL
(Beta = —0.16) tend to use loudspeakers less and to frequently be supplied with a
high-density of pupil-microphones (Beta =0.28) as presented in the figures.

Table 4 presents the different variables’ standardised total effects on one another
regarding the teacher-microphones. The total effect is the combination of the direct
effect and indirect effects through other variables. The bottom row presents the
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Table 4. The total effects that the variables in Figure 2 have on one another (standardised
beta coefficients).

Parents’ Hearing School
Loudspeakers Knowledge involvement  loss grade Teachers’gender Attitudes

Loudspeakers - - - —-0.16 - - -

Knowledge - - - - 0.19 - -

Attitudes 0.45 0.36 0.19 —0.07  0.07 0.19 -

Use of teacher- —0.03 0.15 0.08 0.20  0.03 0.08 0.42
microphone

dependent variable, and the columns indicate the independent variables. Each
column should be read from top to bottom. Because ‘loudspeakers’ had a strong
positive effect on attitudes, the total negative effect on use of teacher-microphones
became nearly zero (Beta = — 0.03). The adjusted total effect of ‘HL’ (Beta =0.20) is
the same because of the variable’s negative effect on ‘loudspeakers.” ‘Knowledge’
acquired an indirect effect (Beta =0.15) through the variable attitudes. ‘Parents’
involvement’ affected to some degree, as seen in Table 5. The independent variables
explained 40% of the variance in the attitudes towards teacher-microphones, and
19% of the variance in the use of teacher-microphones.

Table 5 presents the variables’ standardised total effects on the use of pupil-
microphones. The adjusted total effect of the number of pupil-microphones (Beta =
0.34) became slightly higher. HL (Beta =0.26) exhibited a higher total effects because
of the variable’s direct and indirect effects on usage. ‘Knowledge’ (Beta =0.12)
acquired an indirect effect similar as to the teacher-microphones. The adjusted total
effect of ‘errors’ (Beta = —0.07) became approximately zero. The independent
variables explained approximately 18% of the variance in the attitudes towards pupil-
microphones and approximately 32% of the variance in the use of pupil-
microphones.

Discussion

The present investigation of the teachers’ implementation of microphones to pupils
with HL in inclusive schools aimed to examine to what extent teachers integrate
microphones into their classroom routines and to explore factors that can influence
the implementation of microphones. Based on secondary research, it was hypothesised

Table 5. The total effects that the variables in Figure 3 have on one another (standardised
beta coefficients).

Number of pupil- Hearing  School
Knowledge microphones Errors loss grade  Attitudes
Knowledge — — - - 0.24 -
Number of pupil- - - - 0.28 - -
microphones
Errors — —0.21 - —0.06 0.22 -
Attitudes 0.32 —0.05 0.23 0.01 0.12 -
Use of pupil—- 0.12 0.34 —0.07 0.26 0.01 0.38

microphones
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that factors related to the teachers, pupils, parents, and educational and technical
interventions would explain the variations in the teachers’ use.

A major finding is the difference between the use of teacher-microphones and
pupil-microphones. Few teachers report always implementing pupil-microphones
and a relatively large group implement them occasionally. The pupil-microphones
involve several participants and are consequently more challenging for the teachers
to control and handle compared with their own microphones, which can explains the
low results. Most teachers (56%) report always using teacher-microphones: however
the rate was lower than in the study by Heeney (2007), in which 63% claimed to
consistently implement a sound field system for most teaching sessions. His study
evaluated the effect of sound field system in an intervention group compared to a
control group, which may have lead to a higher use. The majority of the teachers
(86%) report almost always or always using the microphones, which is higher than
that found by Coniavitis-Gellerstedt (2006), in which only 60% of the teachers
reported implementing teacher-microphones when necessary. The findings here
indicate that the teachers, to a large extent, seem willing to integrate teacher-
microphones into their teaching, but are less able to integrate pupil-microphones.

The importance of positive attitudes

A key explanation of frequent use appears to be the teachers’ attitudes towards the
microphones. If the microphones exhibited positive effects, were easy to manage, and
were straightforward to use for both the teachers and the classmates, the teachers
appeared to integrate both consistently. Other studies also point to teachers’
attitudes towards assistive technologies as central factors (Copley and Ziviani
2004; Hemmingsson, Lidstrom, and Nygard 2009; Craddock 2006), which this
current study seems to support. Consequently, factors that can promote positive
attitudes are important issues. As argued in the introduction section, the teachers’
knowledge, the parents’ involvement and the type of interventions were believed to
be central dimensions to the teachers’ attitudes towards microphones.

Knowledge about the hearing impairment and the technical aids as expected
influenced attitudes and indirectly influenced the use of microphones. The majority
of the teachers appear informed about hearing problems, although 44% of the
teachers had never participated in courses arranged by the National Resource
Centres, which may explain why numerous teachers reported needing additional
information. Participating in such courses several times significantly improved the
teachers’ knowledge in contrast to never participating or participating at on only one
occasion. Participation in courses outside the schools requires economic resources,
which may explain why few teachers attended the courses. Most of the teachers also
seem to be informed about the technical equipment, yet only 47% knew how to fix
simple errors. In particular competency in using the technical equipment seems to
lead to fewer problems with the pupil-microphones, which in turn promotes to
positive attitudes. Accordingly, there is a need for systematic information concerning
the technical equipment and hearing impairment. Such information improves the
teachers’ understanding of the need for teaching interventions (Lynas 1986; Antia et
al. 2009; Punch and Hyde 2010; Chmiliar 2007; McGregor and Pachuski 1996;
Wright et al. 2006; Craddock 2006), and therefore encourage positive attitudes
towards and frequent use of the equipment.
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Gender signalled a difference in the teachers’ attitudes; female teachers appear to
be more comfortable with the microphones than male teachers. The male teachers
also seem less willing to make educational adaptations compared with the female
teachers. ‘Educational adaptations’ was not related to the use of microphones, but
because a gender effect also occurred here, this possible difference should be noticed.
The reasons for these results are difficult to interpret. To a certain degree, this
outcome may be linked to the findings of Demetriou, Wilson, and Winterbottom
(2009), where female teachers were reported to focus more on individual students’
needs.

Interestingly, positive attitudes towards the teacher-microphones also were found
if parents were highly involved in the children’s school performance, which indirectly
affected the use of microphones. It appears that those teachers participated more
often in the information courses compared to the teachers with less involved parents.
The parents may require that the school prioritise sending teachers to these courses;
accordingly the teachers gain the necessary competence. The parents’ influence here
seems to be of importance, although many parents to children with disabilities claim
that they are not being listened to (Lundeby and Teassebro 2008).

Another influential factor associated with attitudes is the students’ school age.
Frequent errors with the pupil-microphones and the tendency of poor knowledge
about hearing impairment among the teachers in the upper grades demonstrate that
the adolescent students seem to be a group at risk. In addition, few of the secondary
school teachers report participating in courses. The schools’ economic situation is
one reason mentioned. Other explanations may be related to the teachers’ working
situation; because marks or grades are introduced at the secondary school level, the
teachers must spend more time on formal evaluation (Bru et al. 2010), and
consequently may put a lower priority on participating in the courses. Furthermore,
the teachers may not consider HL as a grave disability. Other reasons are connected
to the adolescent’s concerns of a stigma or their experiences with pupil-microphones.
Fewer adolescents appear to be supplied with pupil-microphones compared with the
pupils in the primary school. The adolescents may reject using it or resist using it
frequently when starting at a new school or in new classes, as the technology signals a
disability (Scherer 2002). Microphones are visible devices and they demand that
persons other than the individual with HL actively use them. The microphones may
be considered by classmates to be too bothersome to use, and additionally, not all
classmates use them correctly; accordingly the adolescents may prefer not to
introduce the microphones to new classmates. The classmates’ attitudes towards
the microphones are an issue that should be further explored.

The importance of the pupils’ hearing loss

The pupils’ degree of HL also affected the microphone use as assumed. Pupils with
mild HL tend to be an at-risk group because in these cases the teachers tend to use
the microphones irregularly. The teachers might assume that pupils with mild HL do
not require consistent use of microphones, even though poor listening conditions in
the classrooms may create considerable difficulties for these students too (Antia et al.
2009). Those pupils were also supplied with equipment that was inconsistently
implemented during teaching. Consequently, degree of HL is an essential underlying
factor for understanding the teachers’ approaches to and usage of microphones, and
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confirm that the degree of disability impacts teachers’ praxis, as other studies have
found (Convertino et al. 2009; Marschark, Lang, and Albertini 2002).

The importance of proper equipment

A third essential factor affecting microphone usage is related to the type of
equipment; a low-density of pupil-microphones resulted in infrequent use. Few
microphones per classmate seemed to be too complex for the teachers to administer.
Teaching situations where several classmates share one microphone demands
distribution and handling of the microphones between the classmates, which takes
time and disrupts the pupils’ spontaneity, whereas with a high-density, they are easily
accessible and may not disrupt communication in the same way as low-density.
A previous study found that in cases with a low-density of microphones, they are
implemented only in structured lessons, such as a reading presentation (Rekkedal
2007), which is in line with the current finding. Access to high-density of
microphones therefore seems to be required for regular integration of pupil-
microphones.

The effect of the presence of loudspeakers is somewhat difficult to interpret. It
was found to positively affect the teachers’ attitudes, but was negatively related to
microphone use. This finding is the opposite of prior expectations of a positive
relationship; however, the total effect of the loudspeakers system became nearly zero.
The direct negative effect seems to have a specific reason; less frequent use of the
loudspeakers occurred during classroom discussions/conversations. Few teachers
with this system tended to use pupil-microphones or were given a high-density of
microphones, which may explain the infrequent use of teacher-microphones in this
setting. However, more teachers used the sound field system when the specific pupil
was absent compared to the teachers without this system; this confirms that
interventions that are of advantageous for all pupils will be implemented regularly.
To a certain extent this supports Antia (1999), who states that teachers make more
use of modifications that improve the learning environment for all students.
However, the sound field system did not seem to promote more frequent use
compared to the other systems when the specific pupil was present.

Conclusions

Teachers’ attitudes towards microphones appear to be a major factor affecting their
use. Positive attitudes seem to generate a consistent integration of the microphones.
Because high degrees of knowledge positively affected attitudes, this subject is of
importance. Although, many teachers reported having been trained to use the
equipment, few had satisfactory knowledge. Moreover, the majority of the teachers
report needing further information about hearing impairment. The reasons for
insufficient knowledge among the teachers should be further examined. Nevertheless,
there seems to be a need for systematic and supplementary information about the
technical equipment and hearing problems because of the positive influence this has
on the teachers’ attitudes and thereby the implementation of the microphones.

The analyses indicate four pathways to the use of microphones. The most
essential pathway appears to be the pupils’ degree of HL; having severe HL seems to
lead to frequent use, and additionally they were supplied with equipment that was
frequently implemented. The second pathway seems to be the pupils’ school age; the
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teachers in the secondary schools appear to have less knowledge and to experience
frequent errors with the pupil-microphones, which indirectly lead to negative
attitudes towards the microphones and to infrequent use. A third pathway was the
parents’ involvement; the teachers who considered the parents highly involved in
their child’s schooling appear to be positively inclined towards the microphones, and
this indirectly indicated frequent implementation of the microphones. The teachers’
gender indicates a fourth pathway because of their different attitudes towards the
implementation of microphones and their use of educational adaptations.

Pupils with mild HL,, who attend secondary school, and/or whose parents are less
involved seem to be at-risk groups and professionals should therefore be attentive to
those pupils. Because all of the teachers who used pupil-microphones also used
teacher-microphones, all of the variables are essential to understanding the
implementation of assistive listening devices. However, further research is necessary
to confirm these pathways.

Limitations

The participation rate of the teachers in this survey was high; however, care should
be exercised in generalising these findings to the total population of teachers because
of the low participation rate of pupils. There was a particular focus on specific
dimensions, which included factors concerning the teachers’ gender and knowledge
and technical factors such as the type of equipment and technical faults. Other
factors may also have explanatory power, such as the degree of cooperation between
teachers, different teaching methods and aspects concerning the benefits of
loudspeakers on teachers’ health.

Although the terms ‘predictors’ and ‘pathways’ are used the causal directions of
the pathways should be interpreted with caution. Many of the findings appear to be
as predicted, however further research is required.

References

Antia, S. 1999. “The Roles of Special Educators and Classroom Teachers in an Inclusive
School.” Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education 4 (3): 203. http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.
org/content/13/4/485.full.

Antia, S. D., P. B. Jones, S. Reed, and K. H. Kreimeyer. 2009. “Academic Status and Progress
of Deaf and Hard-of-hearing Students in General Education Classrooms.” Journal of Deaf
Studies and Deaf Education 14 (3): 293. doi:10.1093/deafed/enp009.

Bergkvist, H. 2001. 74 rdster om skolan. Att vara horselskadad i ar 7, 8 eller 9 [74 voices about
the school. To be hearing impaired in grades 7, 8 or 9]. Orebro: Specialpedagogiska
Institutet.

Bru, E., S. Tor, M. Elaine, and T. Elin. 2010. “Students’ Perceptions of Teacher Support
Across the Transition from Primary to Secondary School.” Scandinavian Journal of
Educational Research 54 (6): 519—533. doi:10.1080/00313831.2010.522842.

Chmiliar, L. 2007. “Perspectives on Assistive Technology: What Teachers, Health Profes-
sionals, and Speech and Language Pathologists Have to Say.” Developmental Disabilities
Bulletin 35 (1-2): 1-17. http://search.proquest.com/docview/232461912/fulltextPDF/
12FD9149FBE849977E/1?accountid=12870

Coniavitis-Gellerstedt. 2006. Om hérselskada i skolan [Hearing impaired students at the
school]. edited by Original. Orebro, Sweden: Orebro University.

Convertino, C. M., M. Marschark, P. Sapere, T. Sarchet, and M. Zupan. 2009. “Predicting
Academic Success Among Deaf College Students.” The Journal of Deaf Studies & Deaf
Education 14 (3). http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/14/3/324.abstract


http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/13/4/485.full
http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/13/4/485.full
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/deafed/enp009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2010.522842
http://search.proquest.com/docview/232461912/fulltextPDF/12FD9149FBE849977E/1?accountid=12870
http://search.proquest.com/docview/232461912/fulltextPDF/12FD9149FBE849977E/1?accountid=12870
http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/14/3/324.abstract

314 A.M. Rekkedal

Copley, J., and J. Ziviani. 2004. “Barriers to the Use of Assistive Technology for Children with
Multiple Disabilities.” Occupational Therapy International 11 (4): 229-243. doi:10.1002/0t1.213.

Craddock, G. 2006. “The AT Continuum in Education: Novice to Power User.”” Disability &
Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology 1 (1-2): 17-27. doi:10.1080/09638280500167118.

Crandell, C., C. Flexer, and J. Smaldino. 2005. Sound Field Amplification: Applications to
Speech Perception and Classroom Acoustics. Clifton Park, NY: Thomson Delmar Learning.

Demetriou, H., E. Wilson, and M. Winterbottom. 2009. “The Role of Emotion in Teaching:
Atre there Differences between Male and Female Newly Qualified Teachers’ Approaches to
Teaching?” Educational Studies 35 (4): 449—473. doi:10.1080/03055690902876552.

Eriks-Brophy, A., A. Durieux-Smith, J. Olds, E. Fitzpatrick, C. Duquette, and J. A.
Whittingham. 2006. “Facilitators and Barriers to the Inclusion of Orally Educated Children
and Youth with Hearing Loss in Schools: Promoting Partnerships to Support Inclusion.”
Volta Review 106 (1): 53-88. http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?
hid=107&sid=691e6ad0-b537-4b26-8066-3a116837b204%40sessionmgr104&vid=2

Griffith, J. 1996. “Relation of parental involvement, empowerment, and school traits to
student academic performance.” The Journal of Educational Research 90(1): 33-41.
doi:10.1080/00220671.1996.9944441.

Gronlie, S. M. 2005. Uten horsel?: en bok om horselhemming [Without hearing? A book about
hearing impairment]. Bergen: Fagbokforl.

Heeney, M. 2007. Classroom Sound Field Amplification, Listening and Learning. NSW,
Australia: University of Newcastle.

Hemmingsson, H., H. Lidstrém, and L. Nygéard. 2009. “Use of Assistive Technology Devices
in Mainstream Schools: Students’ Perspective.” American Journal of Occupational Therapy
63 (4): 463. doi:10.5014/aj0t.63.4.463.

Hendar, O. 2008. “Maluppfyllelse for dova och horselskadade i skolan.” In Redovisning av
uppdrag enligt regleringsbrev: Slutrapport [Goal achievement for the deaf and hearing
impaired in school. 102: National Agency for Special Needs Education and Schools].
Hirnosand: Specialpedagogiska skolmyndigheten.

Hill, N. E., and L. C. Taylor. 2004. “Parental School Involvement and Children’s Academic
Achievement.” Current Directions in Psychological Science 13 (4): 161. doi:10.1111/5.0963-
7214.2004.00298.x.

Hyde, M., and D. Power. 2004. “Inclusion of Deaf Students: An Examination of Definitions of
Inclusion in Relation to Findings of a Recent Australian Study of Deaf Students in Regular
Classes.”” Deafness & Education International 6 (2): 82-99. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dei.169.

Kent, B., and S. Smith. 2006. “They only See It when the Sun Shines in my Ears: Exploring
Perceptions of Adolescent Hearing Aid Users.” Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education
11 (4): 461-476. http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/11/4/461.full

Klassen, R. M., and M. M. Chiu. 2010. “Effects on Teachers’ Self-efficacy and Job
Satisfaction: Teacher Gender, Years of Experience, and Job Stress.” Journal of Educational
Psychology 102 (3): 741. do0i:10.1037/a0019237.

Luckner, J. L., and S. Muir. 2001. “Successful Students Who are Deaf in General Education
Settings.” American Annals of the Deaf 146 (5). 435-445. doi:10.1353/aad.2012.0202.

Ludlow, B. L. 2001. “Technology and Teacher Education in Special Education: Disaster or
Deliverance?” Teacher Education and Special Education: The Journal of the Teacher
Education Division of the Council for Exceptional Children 24 (2): 143. doi:10.1177/088
840640102400209.

Lundeby, H., and J. Tessebro. 2008. “Family Structure in Norwegian Families of Children
with Disabilities.” Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 21 (3): 246-256.
doi:10.1111/5.1468-3148.2007.00398 x.

Lynas, W. 1986. Integrating the Handicapped into Ordinary Schools: A Study of Hearing-
Impaired Pupils. London: Taylor & Francis.

Mahoney, M. A. 2011. The Relation between Parent Involvement and Student Academic
Achievement: Parent, Teacher, and Child Perspectives. Ohio: Ohio University.

Marschark, M., H. G. Lang, and J. A. Albertini. 2002. Educating Deaf Students: From
Research to Practice. USA: Oxford University Press.

McGregor, G., and P. Pachuski. 1996. “Assistive Technology in Schools: Are Teachers Ready,
Able, and Supported?” Journal of Special Education Technology 13 (1): 4-15. http://www.
eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=EJ527715


http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/oti.213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638280500167118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03055690902876552
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?hid=107&sid=691e6ad0-b537-4b26-8066-3a116837b204%2540sessionmgr104&vid=2
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?hid=107&sid=691e6ad0-b537-4b26-8066-3a116837b204%2540sessionmgr104&vid=2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1996.9944441
http://dx.doi.org/10.5014/ajot.63.4.463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00298.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00298.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dei.169
http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/content/11/4/461.full
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/aad.2012.0202
http://dx.doi.org/840640102400209
http://dx.doi.org/840640102400209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3148.2007.00398.x
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=EJ527715
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=EJ527715

Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research 315

Most, T. 2004. “The Effects of Degree and Type of Hearing Loss on Children’s Performance in
Class.” Deafness & Education International 6 (3): 154-166. http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1002/dei.177/pdf

Murchland, S., and H. Parkyn. 2010. “Using Assistive Technology for Schoolwork: The
Experience of Children with Physical Disabilities.” Disability & Rehabilitation: Assistive
Technology 5 (6): 438-447. doi:10.3109/17483107.2010.481773.

Polyclinic, S. 2009. “Views of Elementary School Teachers towards Students with Cochlear
Implants Inclusion in the Process of Education.” Collegium Antropologicum 33 (2): 495—
501. http://hrcak.srce.hr/40534ang=en

Punch, R., and M. Hyde. 2010. “Children With Cochlear Implants in Australia: Educational
Settings, Supports, and Outcomes.” Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education 15 (4): 405.
doi:10.1093/deafed/enq019.

Ravneberg, B. 2009. “Identity Politics by Design: Users, Markets and the Public Service
Provision for Assistive Technology in Norway.” Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research
11 (2): 101-115. doi:10.1080/15017410902753904.

Rekkedal, A. M. 2007. Bruk av tekniske hjelpemidler i undervisning av elever med horselstap
[Use of assistive technology in teaching of students with hearing loss]. http://www.cfh.dk/
konference/referater/rapport4.pdf

Rosenberg, G. G, P. Blake-Rahter, J. Heavner, L. Allen, B. M Redmond, J. Phillips, and
K. Stigers. 1999. “Improving Classroom Acoustics (ICA): A Three-Year FM Sound Field
Classroom Amplification Study.” Journal of Educational Audiology 7: 8-28. http://www.eric.
ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true& &ERICExtSearch_SearchVa-
lue_0=ED463640& ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&

Scherer, M. J. 2002. Assistive Technology: Matching Device and Consumer for Successful
Rehabilitation. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Silverman, M. K., K. F. Stratman, and R. O. Smith. 2000. “Measuring Assistive Technology
Outcomes in Schools Using Functional Assessment.”” Assessment for Effective Intervention
25 (4): 307. doi:10.1177/073724770002500405.

Skar, L. 2002. “Disabled Children’s Perceptions of Technical Aids, Assistance and Peers in
Play Situations.” Scandinavian Journal of Caring Sciences 16 (1): 27-33. doi:10.1046/j.1471-
6712.2002.00047 x.

Wendelborg, C, and J. Tessebro. 2008. “School Placement and Classroom Participation
among Children with Disabilities in Primary School in Norway: A Longitudinal Study.”
European Journal of Special Needs Education 23 (4): 305-319. doi:10.1080/088562508
02387257.

Wolf, J. 2007. The Effects of Testing Accommodations Usage on Students’ Standardized Test
Scores for Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Students in Arizona Public Schools. Arizona: The
University of Arizona.

Wright, J. A., C. Newton, M. Clarke, C. Donlan, C. Lister, and J. Cherguit. 2006.
“Communication Aids in the Classroom: The Views of Education Staff and Speech and
Language Therapists Involved with the Communication Aids Project.”” British Journal of
Special Education 33 (1): 25-32. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8578.2006.00408 .x.

Zabala, J. 1995. “Introduction to the SETT Framework.” Accessed December 20, 2004. http://
www.florida-ese.org/atcomp/_PDF/SETT%20Framework%020-%20Zabala.pdf


http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dei.177/pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dei.177/pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17483107.2010.481773
http://hrcak.srce.hr/40534?lang=en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/deafed/enq019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15017410902753904
http://www.cfh.dk/konference/referater/rapport4.pdf
http://www.cfh.dk/konference/referater/rapport4.pdf
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=ED463640&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=ED463640&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=ED463640&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/073724770002500405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-6712.2002.00047.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-6712.2002.00047.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08856250802387257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08856250802387257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8578.2006.00408.x
http://www.florida-ese.org/atcomp/_PDF/SETT%2520Framework%2520-%2520Zabala.pdf
http://www.florida-ese.org/atcomp/_PDF/SETT%2520Framework%2520-%2520Zabala.pdf

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Research questions
	Previous research
	Analysis model

	Methods
	Ethical considerations
	Type of equipment
	Measures
	Analysis
	Data screening and collinearity diagnostics
	Reliability and validity

	Results
	Initial analyses
	Factors directly affecting the microphone use
	Factors indirectly affecting the use of microphones

	Discussion
	The importance of positive attitudes
	The importance of the pupils’ hearing loss
	The importance of proper equipment

	Conclusions
	Limitations
	References



