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ABSTRACT 

Curriculum frameworks in multilingual classrooms frequently overlook the unique linguistic needs of students with hearing 

impairment, leading to systemic exclusion from equitable educational opportunities. This study conducts a comprehensive 

analysis of twenty national and regional curricula—spanning contexts such as India, South Africa, Canada, and various 

European Union member states—to identify and characterize gaps in linguistic inclusion. Utilizing Universal Design for 

Learning (UDL) principles as an analytical lens, we evaluate explicit provisions for sign language integration, captioning 

and transcription requirements, differentiated vocabulary supports, teacher training mandates, and guidance on visual‐

technological tools. In parallel, semi‐structured interviews with fifteen key stakeholders—including classroom teachers, 

special educators, and policymakers—provide qualitative insights into implementation barriers and best practices. Our 

findings reveal that only 15% of curricula mandate sign language instruction, 25% recommend captioning with none 

requiring real‐time transcription, and a mere 20% stipulate teacher proficiency in sign language pedagogy. Educators report 

ambiguous curricular language, inadequate professional development, and resource constraints as primary impediments to 

inclusive practice. We propose an enhanced curriculum model that systematically embeds bilingual sign–spoken language 

instruction, structured multimedia captioning, comprehensive vocabulary scaffolding, and ongoing capacity‐building for 

educators.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Multilingual classrooms are an increasingly prevalent feature of contemporary educational landscapes, reflecting patterns of global 

migration, shifting demographics, and policy commitments to multiculturalism. While multilingual education can enrich cognitive 

development and foster cross‐cultural competencies, it also presents distinct challenges for learners with sensory impairments—

particularly those with hearing loss. Students with hearing impairment depend heavily on visual modes of communication, such as 

sign languages and captioned media, as primary channels for accessing curriculum content. However, mainstream curriculum 

frameworks often prioritize oral‐aural and written language modalities, inadvertently marginalizing learners who require alternative 

communication supports. This misalignment between curricular design and learner needs contributes to differential access to 

instruction, reduced academic achievement, and social isolation. 
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Figure-1.Overlooked Linguistic Needs of Hearing 

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UN CRPD, 2006) and subsequent UNESCO guidelines 

underscore the right of all children to inclusive education. Yet, inclusion in principle does not guarantee inclusion in practice. 

National and regional curricula may reference “communication support” or “special needs accommodations” in broad terms without 

operationalizing specific strategies for hearing‐impaired students, especially within multilingual settings where instruction may 

occur in two or more spoken languages. For example, a curriculum might recommend simplified text or supplemental visuals but 

omit sign language integration, leaving educators without clear guidance on how to adapt lessons for deaf learners. 

Existing research demonstrates that bilingual education models—where students develop proficiency in both a sign language and 

the region’s dominant spoken/written language—yield superior literacy outcomes and foster stronger cognitive development 

compared to monolingual oral approaches (Hall, 2017; Lee & Mark, 2019). Moreover, visual supports such as concept mapping, 

real‐time captioning, and interactive sign language videos can bridge communication gaps and promote active engagement. 

However, these evidence‐based practices remain underrepresented in formal curriculum documents and teacher preparation 

programs. 

This study investigates the extent to which current curricula explicitly address the linguistic inclusion of hearing‐impaired students 

in multilingual classrooms. By systematically analyzing curriculum frameworks against UDL‐derived inclusion criteria and 

gathering practitioner perspectives, we aim to: (1) delineate the prevalence and specificity of inclusion provisions; (2) illuminate 

barriers to implementation at the classroom level; and (3) propose a robust model for curriculum enhancement. Addressing these 
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objectives is critical not only for fulfilling legal and policy commitments to inclusive education but also for promoting social equity 

and cohesion in diverse learning environments. 

 

Figure-2.Curriculum Inclusion for Hearing-Impaired Students 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Inclusive Education and Universal Design for Learning (UDL)  

Inclusive education theory advocates for transforming learning environments to accommodate learner diversity rather than expecting 

individuals to adapt to rigid curricular structures (Ainscow & Miles, 2008). UDL extends this vision by prescribing multiple means 

of representation (presenting information in varied formats), engagement (providing choices and motivational supports), and 

expression (allowing students to demonstrate learning through diverse modalities) (Rose & Meyer, 2002). For hearing‐impaired 

learners, UDL’s emphasis on visual representation and alternative expression is particularly salient, ensuring that content transcends 

auditory dependency. 

Bilingualism and Deaf Education  

Research indicates that early exposure to a sign language alongside the ambient spoken/written language fosters robust language 

development and literacy in deaf learners (Hall, 2017). Bilingual–bicultural education models, which valorize sign languages as 

first languages and provide structured instruction in the majority language, have demonstrated positive academic and socioemotional 

outcomes (Winzer, 2009). In multilingual contexts—where classrooms may operate in two or more vernaculars—coordinating 

bilingual sign–spoken curricula becomes complex but essential to avoid fragmented or inconsistent language input (Napier, 2019). 
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Curricular Gaps Across Contexts  

Empirical studies highlight pervasive gaps in curriculum design. Grech and Soldatic (2016) found that European curricula frequently 

mention “special communication support” without detailing sign language integration, effectively deferring inclusive practices to 

individual schools. In India, Sharma and Chaudhary (2018) observed that state syllabi for Tamil and Hindi medium schools omit 

captioning guidelines, resulting in a lack of accessible multimedia resources. Similarly, Fagan and Pather (2013) documented that 

South African curricula acknowledge South African Sign Language in policy statements but fail to mandate its instructional use, 

leading to uneven implementation across provinces. 

Teacher Preparation and Attitudinal Factors  

Educator readiness is a critical determinant of inclusive practice. Studies in Canada report that teachers possessing American Sign 

Language proficiency are significantly more likely to adapt instruction to meet deaf learners’ needs and maintain high academic 

expectations (Napoli et al., 2015). Conversely, Humphries et al. (2018) highlight that limited sign language knowledge correlates 

with reduced accommodation, lower teacher confidence, and reliance on peers for translation, which can compromise learner 

autonomy and privacy. 

Visual and Technological Supports  

Advances in educational technology—such as AI‐driven real‐time captioning, interactive sign language avatars, and customizable 

digital flashcards—offer promising avenues for inclusive pedagogy (Brown, 2021; Smith & Jones, 2017). Yet, formal curricula 

rarely provide structured pathways for integrating these tools into daily instruction. When curricula do reference technology, 

guidance is often too generic (e.g., “use multimedia resources”) without specifying accessibility features or implementation 

strategies (Zinser et al., 2020). 

SOCIAL RELEVANCE 

Ensuring linguistic inclusion for students with hearing impairment transcends educational policy; it bears profound social 

significance. Education is enshrined as a fundamental human right, and exclusionary curricular practices perpetuate structural 

inequities that disenfranchise hearing‐impaired individuals from full participation in society. In multilingual regions—where 

linguistic identity interweaves with cultural heritage—exclusion from classroom discourse exacerbates feelings of isolation and 

undermines students’ sense of belonging. 

Inclusive curricula signal societal values of equity, diversity, and mutual respect. By weaving sign languages and visual supports 

into mainstream instruction, schools validate the linguistic capital of deaf communities and foster cross‐modal understanding among 

hearing peers. This cross‐cultural competence nurtures empathy, reduces stigma, and equips all students with communication skills 

vital for collaborative work in diverse settings. Furthermore, inclusive education aligns with Sustainable Development Goal 4, which 

calls for “inclusive and equitable quality education” for all learners. In failing to address curriculum gaps for hearing‐impaired 

students, educational systems risk contravening international commitments and perpetuating cycles of disadvantage that extend into 

employment, civic engagement, and health outcomes. 

Effective inclusion also carries economic benefits. Research suggests that providing accessible curricula reduces the need for 

remedial services, decreases dropout rates, and enhances long‐term labor market outcomes for persons with disabilities (World 
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Bank, 2019). In multilingual societies grappling with resource constraints, investing in inclusive curriculum design and teacher 

development represents a cost‐effective strategy for maximizing human capital and promoting social cohesion. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design  

This study employs a convergent mixed‐methods design, integrating quantitative curriculum document analysis with qualitative 

stakeholder interviews to generate a comprehensive understanding of inclusion practices and barriers. 

Document Collection and Sampling  

Twenty curriculum frameworks were purposively sampled to represent diverse multilingual contexts, including: 

• Four Indian state curricula (e.g., Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra) 

• Three South African provincial curricula 

• Four Canadian provincial frameworks 

• Nine European Union member state curricula (e.g., Germany, Spain, Sweden) 

Documents were obtained from official education department websites and via direct requests to ministries of education. Selection 

criteria included multilingual instruction mandates and explicit reference to special education or inclusive education provisions. 

Document Analysis Procedure  

A coding schema rooted in UDL and inclusive education literature was developed, encompassing five primary dimensions: 

1. Sign Language Integration – Presence of explicit requirements or guidelines for instruction in national or regional sign 

languages. 

2. Captioning/Transcription – Mandates or recommendations for captioned multimedia and real‐time transcription services. 

3. Vocabulary Support – Inclusion of differentiated vocabulary strategies, such as visual glossaries or simplified text. 

4. Teacher Training – Requirements for teacher education programs to include sign language pedagogy and inclusive 

teaching strategies. 

5. Visual‐Technological Guidance – Specific references to using accessible educational technologies tailored for sensory‐

impaired learners. 

Two researchers independently coded each document using NVivo software, with inter‐rater reliability exceeding 0.85 (Cohen’s 

kappa). Discrepancies were resolved through discussion. 

Participant Recruitment and Interviews  

Fifteen stakeholders were recruited through professional networks, ensuring representation across roles and regions: 

• Ten classroom teachers with ≥2 years’ experience in multilingual schools serving hearing‐impaired students. 

• Three special educators specializing in deaf education. 

• Two policymakers involved in curriculum development at state or provincial levels. 
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Semi‐structured interviews (45–60 minutes) explored participants’ perceptions of curricular adequacy, implementation challenges, 

and best practices. Interviews were audio‐recorded, transcribed verbatim, and uploaded to NVivo for thematic analysis. 

Data Analysis  

Quantitative frequencies from document coding identified prevalence and specificity of inclusion provisions. Qualitative data 

underwent inductive thematic analysis: initial open coding yielded 45 codes, which were clustered into four overarching themes: 

(1) Awareness vs. Implementation, (2) Resource Constraints, (3) Exemplary Practices, and (4) Policy–Practice Disconnect. 

Ethical Considerations  

The research protocol received approval from the [Institutional Review Board Name]. Participants provided informed consent and 

were assured of confidentiality and the right to withdraw at any time. Data were anonymized and stored securely. 

RESULTS 

Document Analysis 

• Sign Language Integration: Only 3 out of 20 curricula (15%) explicitly require sign language instruction. For example, 

Ontario’s curriculum mandates “incorporation of American Sign Language in support services” but offers no 

implementation guidelines. 

• Captioning/Transcription: Five curricula (25%) recommend captioned multimedia; none stipulate real‐time captioning 

services. The Spanish national curriculum cites “use of subtitles where possible” without specifying standards. 

• Vocabulary Support: Seven curricula (35%) reference differentiated vocabulary supports, typically limited to “simplified 

text” rather than comprehensive visual glossaries or multimodal vocabulary tools. 

• Teacher Training: Four curricula (20%) include sign language pedagogy in teacher education requirements; only two 

specify minimum proficiency benchmarks (e.g., “Level B2 in national sign language”). 

• Visual‐Technological Guidance: Absent in 60% of curricula; the remaining eight offer general encouragement to use 

“assistive technologies” without delineating features or vendor standards. 

Interview Findings 

1. Awareness vs. Implementation Gap: Participants acknowledged curricular endorsements of inclusion yet reported that 

vague language (e.g., “provide communication support”) leaves schools uncertain about actionable steps. One teacher 

noted, “We know we should be inclusive, but the curriculum gives us no roadmap for sign language or captioning.” 

2. Resource Constraints: Educators cited lack of time, insufficient training, and absence of high‐quality sign language 

resources as major barriers. A special educator remarked, “Even when we want to caption materials, we lack software and 

trained support staff.” 

3. Exemplary Practices: Schools partnering with local deaf organizations to co‐develop sign language units and multimedia 

content reported improved student engagement and peer collaboration. Technology‐enabled initiatives—such as interactive 

sign language video libraries—were highlighted as best practices. 

4. Policy–Practice Disconnect: Policymakers admitted that while inclusion is a policy priority, monitoring mechanisms and 

dedicated funding for implementation remain inadequate, resulting in uneven adoption across districts. 
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Synthesis of Findings  

The convergence of quantitative and qualitative data reveals systemic curricular shortcomings. Explicit mandates for sign language 

and captioning are rare; where they exist, implementation falters due to ambiguous guidance and resource limitations. Educators’ 

innovative practices underscore the potential of collaborative and technology‐driven approaches but also spotlight the need for 

structured curricular direction and investment. 

CONCLUSION 

Our analysis uncovers pervasive gaps in curriculum frameworks governing linguistic inclusion for students with hearing impairment 

in multilingual classrooms. Despite international and national policy commitments to inclusive education, only a minority of 

curricula explicitly mandate sign language integration, captioning services, and differentiated vocabulary supports. Teacher training 

requirements for sign pedagogy are limited and often lack proficiency benchmarks. Qualitative insights from educators, special 

educators, and policymakers confirm that ambiguous curricular language, inadequate professional development, and resource 

constraints impede effective inclusion. 

To bridge these gaps, we recommend a comprehensive curriculum enhancement model founded on UDL principles: 

1. Mandatory Bilingual Sign–Spoken Instruction: Curricula should require structured sign language instruction alongside 

spoken/written languages, with clear proficiency standards and alignment to language development milestones. 

2. Standardized Multimedia Accessibility: Establish minimum technical standards for captioning—both pre‐recorded and 

real‐time—and ensure availability of accessible media platforms. 

3. Differentiated Vocabulary Scaffolding: Integrate visual glossaries, multimodal flashcards, and contextualized 

vocabulary supports within each subject’s learning objectives. 

4. Ongoing Teacher Capacity‐Building: Embed sign pedagogy and inclusive teaching strategies into preservice and 

inservice professional development, with certification pathways and funded training programs. 

5. Guidance on Assistive Technologies: Provide structured frameworks for selecting, deploying, and evaluating visual‐

technological tools—such as AI‐powered captioning and interactive sign avatars—within curriculum documents. 

Implementing this model requires coordinated policy action, targeted funding, and collaborative partnerships among education 

authorities, deaf communities, and technology providers. By realigning curricula to meet the linguistic needs of hearing‐impaired 

learners, educational systems can realize the promise of inclusive, equitable learning for all students. 

FUTURE SCOPE OF STUDY 

1. Pilot Curriculum Implementation: Conduct controlled pilot studies in diverse multilingual settings to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the enhanced curriculum model—measuring academic outcomes, language proficiency, and social 

integration. 

2. Longitudinal Impact Analysis: Track cohorts of hearing‐impaired students over multiple years to assess long‐term 

academic trajectories and psychosocial development under inclusive versus traditional curricula. 

3. Economic Evaluation: Perform cost–benefit analyses comparing investment in inclusive curriculum design and teacher 

training against savings from reduced remediation and improved employment outcomes. 
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4. Comparative Policy Research: Expand cross‐country comparisons to include low‐ and middle‐income contexts, 

identifying scalable best practices and policy levers that facilitate inclusion under resource constraints. 

5. Co‐Design Methodologies: Explore participatory frameworks that engage deaf communities, educators, and policymakers 

in collaboratively developing curricular materials and instructional strategies. 

6. Emerging Technological Innovations: Investigate the application of cutting‐edge technologies—such as VR sign‐

language immersion environments and real‐time AI transcription—in enhancing accessibility and learner engagement. 

7. Professional Development Models: Evaluate differentiated professional development pathways (e.g., micro‐

credentialing, peer mentoring) to determine optimal strategies for building sustained teacher competence in inclusive 

pedagogy. 
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