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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?
Name/Title:
Investigation of the cognitive and social aspects of mainstreaming deaf children
Research Questions:
(1) Will deaf children learn more in a resource setting or a mainstream setting?
(2) Will the reaction of non handicapped students foster integration of their handicapped peers?
(3) How does the educational experience in the mainstream setting differ from that in the resource setting?

Description of subjects:
The study involved twenty one, predominately black, legally deaf students ranging in age from 10-13 years old from an inner-city with mixed SES.  They were in grades 1-4.  The study consisted of four grade1-4 mainstreamed classes with about 15 regular students, two deaf, two blind and one emotionally disturbed student randomly assigned to each class.  Three deaf students, a teacher, an aide and an observer were in each resource classroom. 
2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.
The instruction for this study was in both science and art.  Each class consisted of a 45 minute lesson in science and a 45 minute art lesson.  All classes were 22 weeks long.  Science and art were taught on alternating weeks.  The science program was hands-on and interactive.  The art program augmented the science program.  The same materials were used in the mainstreamed and resource classrooms

3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls,     length of intervention, etc.)
Cognitive gains were assessed by comparing the mainstreamed and resource, deaf subjects on a cognitive interview administered before and after the program was carried out.  Observations of all deaf subjects were done by observers in each classroom.  All non-handicapped children in grades 2, 3, and 4 received a questionnaire assessing their reaction to the handicapped children.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)
Instruments used to collect data were:

(1) a pretest, post test and 25-minute interviews which addressed cognitive gains; (2) questionnaires administered to non-handicapped children in grades 2-4 where students wrote what they liked and disliked about the program assessed their reaction to having handicapped children in their classes; and (3) daily classroom observations of the deaf children in each educational setting.  Observations were made by trained observers who categorized the behavior of deaf students in eight categories.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study.
Cognitive tests showed gains by the deaf students in the resource program and mainstream program were not significantly different, even though the ration of students to teacher was much lower in the resource group.

Questionnaires indicated that older children were more favorable to handicapped in the classroom.  Fifty percent of the students stated that having handicapped in the classroom did not take extra time.

Observation results showed that deaf students in the resource group spent less time working with the apparatus and more time discussing science.  Listening to and observing what happened in the classrooms was the same in both the resource and mainstreamed classrooms

6.  Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?

No, an appropriate evaluation instrument for this type of study is not available.
7. Were gains in student achievement reported?
No, appropriate evaluation instruments for this type of study are not available.
6.  Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?
 No
Summary:

Rating

3    Design (scale: 1-5)
The purpose of this study was to research three questions: (1) will deaf children learn more in a resource setting or a mainstream setting, (2) will the reaction of non-handicapped students foster integration of their handicapped peers, and (3) how does the educational experience in the mainstream setting differ from that in the resource setting?  The study involved 21 legally deaf, predominately black, grade 1-4 students and about 60 non-deaf students randomly assigned to resource and mainstream classrooms.  Instruction was in both hands-on science and art.  All classes were 22 weeks long.  Cognitive results showed no significant differences between resource and mainstream classrooms; older students were more favorable to having handicapped students in the classroom, and deaf students spent more time working with science materials and less time discussing science in the mainstreamed classroom.
Although 50% of student questionnaires indicated that mainstreaming deaf students did not take extra time, additional studies are needed to verify this.  An especially interesting result is that the preference of regular students to having deaf students in class increased from 45% in 2nd grade to 87% in fourth grade. 
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