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Abstract

Evaluation of curriculum of pupils with hearing impairment is a neglected field in research discourse and it has
remained a largely unexplored frontier. The consequence is the continuous exposure of pupils with hearing
impairment to irrelevant curriculum that has little or no bearing on their educational development. This study
was therefore designed to examine evaluation of curriculum for pupils with hearing impairment in Osun and
Oyo States of Nigeria. Descriptive survey research design was adopted. Purposive sampling technique was used
to select ten special schools in the selected states. All head teachers and primary six class teachers in all the
selected schools for the study were used. Twenty participants were used for the study. Three research questions
were raised and answered. Three research instruments were used. Data were analyzed using frequency count,
percentage and mean and standard deviation. The findings revealed that curriculum currently in use for learners
with hearing impairment is deficient and inappropriate to meet their educational needs since it is based on the
general education curriculum. It was observed in the results of the analysis that eighteen responded (90%)
believed that curriculum should incorporate speech reading and total communication while seventeen
respondents (85%) wanted communication skills to be incorporated into the curriculum. Seventeen (85%)
respondents also believed that technological education should be added to the curriculum. It is concluded that an
expanded core curriculum that incorporates additional contents like speech-reading, total communication,
communication skills and technological education will best suit the interest and needs of learners with hearing
impairment and it is therefore recommended for inclusion in the curriculum specifically meant for them
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INTRODUCTION criminal justice, foundations, government, health care
Evaluation of curriculum of students with hearing and other human services. Besides, evaluation can be
impairment is a neglected field in research discourse defined as a systematic, rigorous, and meticulous
and it has remained a largely unexplored frontier. application of scientific methods to assess the design,
Evaluation is a systematic determination of subject's implementation, improvement, or outcomes of a
merit, worth and significance, using criteria governed programme. A synthesis of research literature

by a set of standards. It can assist an organization, suggests that hearing loss limits an individual’s
programme, project or any other interventions or ability to express and receive language which in turn
initiative to assess any aim, reliable concept/proposal, result in social, communication and educational

or any alternative to help in decision making, or to difficulties (Hall, Oyer & Haas, 2001).
ascertain the degree of achievement or value in

regards to the aim and objectives and results of any It is a fact that most children with normal hearing
such action that has been completed (Staff, 1995- enter school with a basic command of language, an
2012). The primary purpose of evaluation, in addition extensive vocabulary, and ability to process linguistic
to gaining insight into prior or existing initiatives, is information. The general curriculum is designed to

to enable reflection and assist in the identification of build on the existing language skills of typically
future change (Sarah, 2012). Evaluation is often used normal hearing children which makes children with
to characterize and appraise subjects of the interest in hearing impairment to be at a significant
a wide range of human enterprises, including the arts, disadvantage. Be that as it may, Shonkoff & Meisels
criminal justice, foundations, government, healthcare (2000), note that young children who begin school
and other human services. with communication skills that lag behind their peers
are not necessarily doomed for school failure but
Reeve and Paperboy (2007) view evaluation as the their communication challenges can have a lasting
systematic determination of merit, worth and impact on their academic success.
significance of something or someone using criteria
against a set of standards. Evaluation often is used to Moore (2001) opines that hearing loss significantly
characterize and appraise subjects of interest in a influences the language and speech development of
wide range of human enterprises including the arts, students with hearing impairment with negative
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implications on their academic, social, and cognitive
developments. El-Zraigat (2010) states that students
with hearing impairment also lack adequate reading
skills in general. Bunch (1987) likewise asserts that
students with hearing impairment need specialized
language, speech and audiological rehabilitation
curriculum. Marschank (2001) avers that language
development depends on frequent, consistent, and
accessible communication, regardless of whether it is
through signed or spoken language.

Schneider (2006) defines hearing impairment as
impairment in hearing, whether permanent or
fluctuating that adversely affects a child’s educational
performance. World Health Organization (2006)
reports that hearing impairment refers to complete or
partial loss of the ability to hear from one or both
ears.Hearing loss may be caused by a number of
factors, including: genetics, ageing, exposure to
noise, some infections, birth complications, trauma to
the ear, and certain medication or toxins. A common
infection that results in hearing loss is chronic ear
infections. Certain infections during pregnancy such
as rubella may also cause problems. Hearing loss is
diagnosed when hearing testing finds that a person is
unable to hear 25 decibels in at least one ear (Action
on hearing loss, 2015). Testing for poor hearing is
recommended for all newborns (Lasak, Allen,
McVay; & Lewis, 2014). Hearing lose can be
categorized as mild, moderate, severe, or profound
(Deafness and hearing loss fact sheet N° 300, 2015).

Literature on academic and vocational content of
curriculum for the deaf is disappointingly scanty,
reflecting a historical lack in the field. Pagliaro
(2006) writes about the impact of Mathematics
reform on the education of students with hearing
impairment and documents the poor preparation of
Mathematics teachers in teaching the students the
subject. Children with hearing impairment generally
lag behind their normal hearing peers in language
development because they cannot process oral
message effectively (Kirk & Gallagher, 1989). This is
as a result of the general curriculum not taking into
cognizance the need of this set of learners.

Gallagher (1989) and Mba (1995) in their literature
acknowledge the fact that most, if not all children
with  hearing  impairment, usually develop
behavioural problems that make them prone to
frustration. One of the reasons for such behavioural
problem is that the programmes offered in schools
may not be good for children with hearing
impairments’  self-respect or their educational
development.  Curriculum  regarding  speech
development cannot but be included in teaching
children with hearing impairment which should be
aimed at helping them to develop breath control,
vocalization, voice patterns, and sound production
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with the focus on producing spoken language and on
improving speech.

The United State Department of Education declares
that the major barriers to learning associated with
deafness relate to language and communication,
which, in turn, profoundly affect most aspects of the
educational process. The communicative nature of
the disability is inherently isolating, with peers and
teachers that make up the educational process.
According to the United State Department of
Education, the interaction between teacher and
students for the purpose of transmitting knowledge
and developing the child's self- esteem and identity is
dependent upon direct communication. Yet,
communication is the area most hampered between a
deaf child and his or her hearing peers and teachers
(US Education Department, 1992).

The importance of taking into account the
communication and language needs in designing
appropriate educational programs for children with
hearing impairment is stressed by the Individual with
Disability Education Acts (IDEA,1997) which stated
that the Individual Educational Programme (IEP)
team shall consider the communication needs of the
child and in the case of a child who is deaf or hard of
hearing, consider the child’s language and
communication needs, opportunities for direct
communication with peers and professional personnel
in the child’s language and communication mode,
academic level, and full range of needs, including
opportunities for direct instruction in the child’s
language and communication mode.

According to the history of education, the term
“curriculum” was originally related to the concept of
a course of studies followed by a pupil in a teaching
institution. The concept of “curriculum” was used in
the English speaking tradition as equivalent to the
French concept programme d’etudes. Nevertheless, in
recent decades, the concept of curriculum has
evolved and gained importance. Increasingly, it is
used universally within the framework of
globalization, the theory of pedagogy and sociology
of education. At the same time, the concept acquired
such an importance that since the 1990’s certain
authors underscored the risk of an invading
epistemology (i.e. the concept used to indicate all
dimensions of the educational process, without
allowing any differentiated analytical approach to its
complexity). Infact, the term curriculum is mostly
used to refer to the existing contract between society,
the state and educational professionals with regards
to the educational experiences that learners should
undergo during a certain phase of their lives. For the
majority of authors and experts, the curriculum
defines: (i) what (ii) why (iii) when (iv) where (v)
how and (vi) with whom to learn.



Using educational concepts, one can say that the
curriculum defines the educational foundations and
contents, their sequencing in relation to the amount of
time available for the learning experiences, the
characteristics of the learning experiences, in
particular from the point of view of methods to be
used, the resources for learning and teaching (e.g
textbooks and new technologies), evaluation and
teachers’ profiles. Originally, the curriculum was
considered as the product of a technical process. In
other words, as a document prepared by experts,
depending on the state of the art of disciplinary and
pedagogical knowledge. Following the works of
Stenhauser as well as of other researchers in
education, the major part of educational community
considers the curriculum as both a political
dimension and a technical or professional dimension.
Indeed, the curriculum relates to the connections
between the goals of education and everyday life in

learning institutions,  schools, colleges and
universities.
Adewumi (2001), identifies “inappropriate and

irrelevant curriculum” as a major problem of basic
education in Nigeria. To him, basic education should
be tailored to meet the needs of the learner and the
community in which he or she lives and that it should
equip the beneficiaries with skills for life-long
learning and survival. Ivowi, (1984), Ahmed (1998)
& Tahir (2006) conclude that basic education
curriculum hitherto have tended to alienate the
learners from the community, rather than integrate
them into the community. According to Daramola
(1986), curriculum is “the sum total of the school
directed experiences offered to a child in an attempt
to prepare the child for life through training in the
cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains”.

]

Howell and Nolet (2000) offer an operational
definition of curriculum as a structured set of learning
or tasks that educators usually call goals or
objectives. Students are expected to learn the
information specified in the curriculum so that they
will have the skills needed to transit from childhood
into adult life. Curriculum is intended to prepare
students to succeed in society. Consequently, the
material in the curriculum comes from someone’s
analysis of what society requires for success. Viewed
against this background, this current study attempted
an evaluation of the curriculum for primary six pupils
with hearing impairment in Osun and Oyo States,
Nigeria.

Statement of the Problem

Pupils with hearing impairment are considered
exceptional learners with poor reading and writing
skills owing to their language and communication
challenges. While most children with normal hearing
enter school with the ability to process and integrate
verbal information, and with an extensive vocabulary
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and a basic command of language, those with hearing
impairment are seriously deficient in the acquisition
of necessary skills for school success. Essentially,
pupils with hearing impairment have the same
curriculum as pupils without hearing loss. The
general curriculum does not incorporate major
curriculum content needed by children with hearing
impairment such as speech development, an aural
rehabilitation, lip reading deaf culture and sign
language which may hamper its suitability to this set
of learners. However, in addition to the essential
skills and concept meant for all pupils, pupils with
hearing loss have specialized needs not covered in the
general education curriculum. Since children with
hearing impairment are prone to limitations in
communication and language acquisitions, there is
need to ascertain the suitability or otherwise of the
general curriculum in teaching children with hearing
impairment. It is in this light that this study attempted
an evaluation of the curriculum of primary six pupils
with hearing impairment in Osun and Oyo states of
Nigeria

Purpose of the study

i The study examined the appropriateness of
the primary six English  Language,
Mathematics and Basic Science and
Technology curriculum objectives to the
interest and capability of primary six pupils
with hearing impairment.
It examined the appropriateness of the
primary six English Language, Mathematics
and Basic Science and Technology
Curriculum content to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment.
It investigated the essential components to
be incorporated into primary six curriculum
for learners with hearing impairments.

Research Questions

i. How appropriate is the primary six
curriculum objectives to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?
How appropriate is the primary six
curriculum contents to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?
What are the essential components of the
curriculum  for learners with hearing
impairment?

METHODOLOGY

The study adopted a descriptive survey research
design. This study aimed at evaluating the
appropriateness of the curriculum used in the process
of educating pupils with hearing impairment. The
population of the study consisted of teachers of
primary six pupils with hearing impairment as well as



the head teachers in Osun and Oyo States, Nigeria.
The target population was drawn from ten special
schools for pupils with hearing impairment in Osun
and Oyo States, Nigeria. Purposive sampling
technique was used to select the participants for the
study which comprised of 10 class teachers of
primary six pupils with hearing impairment as well as
10 head teachers in the 10 special schools for pupils
with hearing impairment in Osun and Oyo States.
The participants were 20 in all. The following
instruments were used in collecting data for the
study: Rating of Curriculum Objectives for Learners
with Hearing Impairment (RCOLHI); Content
Coverage of Curriculum for Learners with Hearing
Impairment (CCCLHI); and Essential Components of
the Curriculum for Learners with Hearing
Impairment (ECCLHI).

The items of each of these instruments were divided
into two sections. The first section sought
information from teachers about their demographic
data i.e. Gender, Age, Educational Qualifications etc.
The second sections of each of RCOLHI, CCCLHI
and ECCLHI covered the rating of the Curriculum
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Obijectives by the teachers consisting of thirty items
presented using the 4-point Likert scale of VI- Very
Important, JI — Just Important, NI — Not Important,
and VU — Very Unimportant; thirty items presented
using the 2-point Likert scale of Taught, and Not
Taught; and ten items designed using the 4-point
Likert scale of SA — Strongly Agreed, A — Agreed,
D - Disagreed, and SD - Strongly Disagreed
respectively. The items on RCOLHI, and CCCLHI
were adopted from the original copies of the
curriculum. The validity and reliability of the
instruments were established before used. The data
collected were analyzed using frequency count,
simple percentage, mean and standard deviation.

Research Question 1

How appropriate is the primary six curriculum
objectives (English Language) to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?

Key: VI=Very Important, JI=Just Important, NI=Not
Important, VU=Very Unimportant

Table 1.1: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of English Language Curriculum Objectives

English Language Curriculum Objectives VI (%) JI (%) NI (%) VU Mean SD
Ability to use reported speech accurately, making

various changes, which occur in report making. 16(80%) 4(20%) 1.2 0.41
Ability to pronounce words correctly; put stresses in

correct places according to the meaning intended. 12(60%) 4(20%) 4(20%) 1.6 0.821
Ability to make coherent sentences; distinguishing

between narrative, descriptive and argumentative

writings. 8(40%) 8(40%) 4(20%) 1.8 0.768
Ability to use intonation, stress and pronunciation

correctly in sentences on the national value of honesty. 9(45%) 4(20%) 6(30%) 1(5%) 1.95 0.999
A basic knowledge of expressing oneself freely and

coherently. 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.1 0.308
A basic knowledge of forming nouns from adjectives. 7(35%) 10(50%) 2(10%) 1(5%) 1.85 0.813
A basic knowledge of turning similes into metaphors

and vice versa. 4(20%) 10(50%) 5(25%) 1(5%) 2.15 0.813
A basic knowledge of forming adverbs from adjectives. 11(55%) 6(30%) 3(15%) 1.6 0.754
The skill of sending e-mail and text messages. 12(60%) 8(40%) 14 0.503
Ability to read fluently simple passages based on

organized meetings. 12(60%) 8(40%) 1.4 0.503

Table 1.1 shows that the teachers generally perceive
English language curriculum objectives as being
appropriate to the interest and capability of primary
six pupils with hearing impairment. This is obvious
from the high mean scores of between 1.1 and 2.15
indicating just important and wvery important
respectively for the 10 items. This shows that they
perceive the objectives as very important. However,
about 10-30% of the teachers perceive items 2, 3, 4,
6, 7 and 8 as Not Important, indicating the
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inappropriateness of the items to learners with
hearing impairment. Items 4, 6 and 7 were perceive
by 5% of the teachers as Very Unimportant.

RQ1lb: How appropriate is the primary six
curriculum objectives (Mathematics) to the interest
and capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?

Key: VI=Very Important, JI=Just Important, NI=Not
Important, VU=Very Unimportant
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Table 1.2: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of Mathematics Curriculum Objectives

Mathematics Curriculum Objectives VI (%) JI (%) | NI (%) VU (%) Mean SD
Ability to count in millions and billions. 12(60%) 6(30%) | 2(10%) 15 0.688
The skill of reading and comparing population of HIV
positives in different countries. 9(45%) 3(15%) | 6(30%) 2(10%) 2.05 1.099
A basic knowledge of expressing one number as
percentage of others. 15(75%) 3(15%) | 2(10%) 1.45 0.945
Development of interest in addition and subtraction in
daily life activities. 17(85%) 3(15%) 1.15 0.366
Ability to multiply a 3-digit number by a 3-digit
number. 14(70%) 3(15%) | 1(5%) 2(10%) 1.55 0.999
Understanding how to calculate square of numbers up
to 500 12(60%) | 5(25%) | 1(5%) 2(10%) 1.65 0.988
Ability to divide whole number and decimal by 2-
digit and 3-digit numbers. 12(60%) 7(35%) | 1(5%) 1.45 0.605
Skill for solving problems involving buying and
selling of share and dividends. 17(85%) 1(5%) 2(10%) 1.25 0.639
Ability to use Pythagorean rule to find the unknown 11(55
length of a right angled triangle. 6(30%) %) 3(15%) 1.85 0.671
The skill for measuring angles in degree. 10(50%) 8(40%) | 2(10%) 1.60 0.681
Table 1.2 shows that between 50% and 100% of the RQlc: How appropriate is the primary six

teachers reported that the Mathematics curriculum
objective is appropriate to the interest and capability
of primary six pupils with hearing impairment. The
Table shows only about 10% - 40% reported that
items 2, 3, 5 and 6 are reported Not Important and
Very Unimportant.

curriculum objectives (Basic Science and Technology
Objectives) to the interest and capability of primary
six pupils with hearing impairment?

Key: VI=Very Important, JI=Just Important, NI=Not
Important, VU=Very Unimportant

Table 1.3: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of Basic Science and Technology Objectives Curriculum

Objectives

Basic Science and Technology Objectives VI (%) JI (%) NI (%) VU Mean SD
Ability to list examples of naturally occurring drugs. 11(55%) 3(15%) 6(30%) 1.75 0.91
A basic knowledge of natural bodies. 15(75%) 4(20%) 1(5%) 1.30 0.571
The skill of observing weather changes over a period

of time. 14(70%) 5(25%) 1(5%) 135 0.587
The skill of using compost cow dung and chemical

fertilizers to grow crops. 15(75%) 3(15%) 2(10%) 1.45 0.945
Ability to name parts of human heart and major blood

vessels. 11(55%) 8(40%) 1(5%) 1.50 0.607
Ability to demonstrate that air presses on every object. 14(70%) 4(20%) 2(10%) 1.40 0.681
A basic knowledge to separate white light into the

component colours. 9(45%) 4(20%) 5(25%) 2(10%) 2.00 1.076
The skill of making a simple door mat. 13(65%) 4(20%) 3(15%) 1.65 1.089
Ability to identify the part of a lever. 11(55%) 6(30%) 3(15%) 1.60 0.754
Ability to state the properties of magnets. 8(40%) 11(55%) 1(5%) 1.65 0.587

It is obtained from Table 4.9 that the teachers
acknowledge the importance of the Basic Science and
Technology objectives as being very important to the
interest and capabilities of learners with hearing
impairment. The very high mean scores ranging from
1.75 to 2.00 all depict their perception as “very
important” sizeable numbers of the teachers of about
3% - 30% reported that nine out of the ten items were

not important, while 10% - 15% of the respondents
also reported that three out of the ten items are very
unimportant.

RQ2: How appropriate is the primary six (English
Language) curriculum contents to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?

Table 1.4: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of English Language Curriculum Content

English Language Curriculum Content Taught Not Taught Mean SD
Report making 16(80%) 4(20%) 1.20 0.41
Pronunciation stress and intonation practice. 11(55%) 9(45%) 1.45 0.51
Construction of appropriate sentences. 19(95%) 1(5%) 1.05 0.224
Intonation patterns in questions and answers. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
Talking as a guest at a function. 12(60%) 8(40%) 1.40 0.503
Word formation: nouns from adjectives. 19(95%) 1(5%) 1.05 0.224
Similes and metaphors. 16(80%) 4(20%) 1.20 0.41
Formation of adverbs from adjectives. 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.10 0.308
Writing e-mail and text messages. 11(55%) 9(45%) 1.45 0.51
Reading simple materials on organisation of formal gathering. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
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Table 1.4 shows that the teachers claimed that the
specified content areas were taught. However, item 2
(pronunciation stress and intonation practice)
revealed a close range between the respondents.
While 55% of the teacher claimed that the item was
taught, 45% claimed that it was not taught. This is
applicable to item 5 and 9 (60% taught and 40% Not
taught and 55% Taught and 45% Not Taught
respectively. This implies that there are limitations to
the coverage of the English language curriculum
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content to the interest and capability of learners with
hearing impairment. The not taught items have high
percentages as no specified content is expected to be
left untaught in the first place.

RQ2b: How appropriate is the primary six
(Mathematics) curriculum contents to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment?

Table 1.5: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of Mathematics Curriculum Content

Mathematics Curriculum Content Taught Not Taught Mean SD
Counting in millions and billions. 19(95%) 1(5%) 1.05 0.224
Reading and comparing of populations 14(70%) 6(30%) 1.30 0.470
Expressing a number as a percentage of another number. 19(95%) 1(5%) 1.05 0.224
Addition and subtraction 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
Multiplication by 3-digit numbers. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
Squares of numbers up to 500. 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.10 0.308
Division of whole numbers and decimal by 2-digit and 3-digit

numbers. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
Taxes and rates, rents, buying and selling, share and dividend. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
Pythagorean rule 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
Measurement of angles. 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.10 0.308

Table 1.5 shows that the teachers claimed that all the
specified content areas were taught (70% - 100%). A
closer look at the contents not taught shows that as
low as 5% do not teach item 1 and 3, while as high as
30% do not teach item 2. The other contents come in-
between with such percentages as 10% and 25%. The
not taught content cannot be over looked.

RQ2c: How appropriate is the primary six (Basic
Science and Technology) curriculum contents to the
interest and capability of primary six pupils with
hearing impairment?

RQ3: What are the essential components of the
curriculum for learners with hearing impairment?
Key SA= Strongly Agree, A=Agree, D=Disagree,
SD=Strongly Disagree

Table 1.6: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of Curriculum Essential Components

Essential component SA A D SD Mean SD
The curriculum should incorporate audiology training. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
The curriculum should incorporate career education. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
Communication skills should be incorporated into the | 17(85%) 2(10%) 1(5%) 1.20 0.523
curriculum.

Functional skills for educational success should be a | 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
necessary component of the curriculum.

Social-emotional skills are essential in the curriculum. 10(50%) 10(50%) 1.50 0.513
Skills of self-determination and advocacy are essential | 11(55%) 8(40%) 1(5%) 1.50 0.607
in the curriculum.

Family education is essential in the curriculum. 14(70%) 4(20%) 2(10%) 1.40 0.681
Speech training and total communication are essential | 18(90%) 1(5%) 1(5%) 1.15 0.489
components of the curriculum.

American Sign Language should be a necessary | 14(70%) 6(30%) 1.30 0.47
component of the curriculum

Technology education should be incorporated into the | 17(85%) 3(15%) 1.15 0.366
curriculum.

Table 1.6 identifies the essential components of the functional skills for educational success, family

curriculum for learners with hearing impairment in
hierarchy as follows: Speech training and total
communication, communication skills, technological
education, audiology training, career education,

education, American Sign Language (ASL), skills of
self-determination and social-emotional skills. This
implies that all the aforementioned skills are essential
in the Deaf education curriculum.
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Table 1.7 Matrix of (t-test) analysis of gender difference the primary six curriculum Objectives to the interest
and capability of primary six pupils with hearing impairment

Std.
Variables Gender N Mean Deviation Df t=cal t=crit | Sig.
Male 6 155 3.44964 18 0.115 2.10 0.909
English Language Female 14 15.2857 3.93072
Male 6 17.6667 4.84424 18 1.236 2.10 0.232
Mathematics Female 14 14.4286 5.5569
. . Male 6 175 5.24404 18 1.184 2.10 0.252
Basic  Science and
Technology Female 14 14.4286 5.34522

Table 1.7 shows that there was no gender difference
on the primary six curriculum Objectives to the
interest and capability of primary six pupils with
hearing impairment.

(English Language)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=0.115 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
Therefore it was concluded that, there was no
significant difference between male and female in
English language on the primary six curriculum
Objectives to the interest and capability of primary
six pupils with hearing impairment.

(Mathematics)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=1.236 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
Therefore it was concluded that, there was no

significant difference between male and female in
Mathematics on the primary six curriculum
Obijectives to the interest and capability of primary
six pupils with hearing impairment.

(Basic Science and Technology)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=1.184 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
Therefore it was concluded that, there was no
significant difference between male and female in
Basic Science and Technology on the primary six
curriculum Objectives to the interest and capability of
primary six pupils with hearing impairment.

Result; it concluded that there is gender difference
the primary six curriculum Objectives to the interest
and capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment

Table 1.8: Matrix of (T-test) analysis of gender difference the primary six curriculums content to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing impairment

Std.
Variables Gender N Mean Deviation Df t-cal t-rit Sig.
Male 6 12.6667 1.75119 18 1.022 2.10 0.320
English Language Female 14 11.5714 2.34404
Male 6 10.8333 1.16905 18 1.052 2.10 0.307
Mathematics Female 14 10.1429 1.40642
. . Male 6 11 1.09545 18 -0.255 2.10 0.802
Basic  Science  and
Technology Female 14 11.1429 1.16732

Table 1.8 shows that was no gender difference on the
primary six curriculum contents to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment.

(English Language)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=1.022 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
Therefore it was concluded that, there was no
significant difference between male and female in
English language on the primary six curriculum
contents to the interest and capability of primary six
pupils with hearing impairment.

(Mathematics)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=1.052 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
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Therefore it was concluded that, there was no
significant difference between male and female in
Mathematics on the primary six curriculum contents
to the interest and capability of primary six pupils
with hearing impairment.

(Basic Science and Technology)

It was observed that the t-Calculated value was lesser
than t-Critical values (t-Cal=0.255 < t-Crit =2.10),
(P>0.05). There was no significant difference.
Therefore it was concluded that, there was no
significant difference between male and female in
Basic Science and Technology on the primary six
curriculum contents to the interest and capability of
primary six pupils with hearing impairment.
Therefore, there is no gender difference in the
primary six curriculum contents to the interest and
capability of primary six pupils with hearing
impairment
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Table 1.9: Frequency, Mean and Standard Deviation of Basic Science and Technology Curriculum
Content

Basic Science And Technology Curriculum Content Taught Not Taught Mean SD
Meaning of naturally occurring drugs. 17(85%) 3(15%) 1.15 0.366
Earth and sky movement. 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.10 0.308
Weather records. 19(95%) 1(5%) 1.05 0.224
Growing crops with fertilizers. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
The human heart. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
Alir pressure. 20(100%) 1.00 0.000
The components of light (rainbow) 18(90%) 2(10%) 1.10 0.308
Production of door mat. 13(65%) 7(35%) 1.35 0.489
Parts of level. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.25 0.444
Properties of magnets. 15(75%) 5(25%) 1.30 0.571
From table 1.9 the teachers claimed that they taught CONCLUSION

all the content areas (65% and above) A closer look
at the contents not taught shows that as low as 5% do
not teach items 1, while as high as 35% do not teach
item 7. The other contents come in-between with
such percentages as 10%, 15%, and 20%. These are
too high percentages as no specified content is
expected to be left untaught in the first place.

DISCUSSION

Findings of the study revealed that certain areas of
the curriculum objectives are not appropriate to the
interest and capability of learners with hearing
impairment. This can be linked to the findings of
Engelmann & Brunner (1995) who asserted that the
reading mastering 1 programme is the first level of
direct instruction basal reading series designed to
teach reading skills to students beginning in
Kindergarten. Also, a significant number of research
studies have documented the effectiveness of phonic
awareness and phonic components included in the
reading Mastery 1 curriculum with children in
kindergarten and first grade (Adam, 1990). However,
the current study shows that there is direct link
between the English language, Mathematic and Basic
science and Technology curriculum and primary six
pupils with hearing impairment.

The study also found out that certain areas of the
curriculum content are not taught by the teachers.
This can be linked to the findings of El-Zraigat
(2010) that students with hearing impairment lack
adequate reading skills in general. Moores (2001)
also affirmed that hearing loss significantly
influences the language and speech development of
students with hearing impairment with negative
implications on their academic, social, and cognitive
developments.

Finding further revealed that speech training and total
communication should be incorporated into the Deaf
curriculum. This can be linked to the findings of
Bunch (1987) that students with hearing impairment
need specialized language, speech and audiological
rehabilitation curriculum.
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This study has evaluated the primary six curriculum
for pupils with hearing impairment in Osun and Oyo
States, Nigeria. Judging from the findings, it is
concluded that an expanded core curriculum that
incorporates additional contents like speech-reading,
total communication skills and technological
education will best suit the interest and needs of
pupils with hearing impairment.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings of the study, the following
recommendations are hereby made.

The government and stakeholders in the field of
special education should developed an expanded
curriculum to meet the needs of pupils with hearing
impairment. Speech trainers, audiologist and other
personnel should be employed in schools where
pupils and students with hearing impairment are
being educated. In-service training should be
periodically organized for teachers in order to expose
them to innovative strategies and practices.
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